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Introduction to APDU99—

Responsible Data Use: Protecting

the Future of Public Data

Alexandria, Virginia, October 24-27, 1999

SrePHEN DIENSTFREY
Lisa NEIDERT

APDU99 was the 24th annual meeting of the
Association of Public DataUsers. Aswith previous
conferences, we tried to present a program that was
both topical and informative. To thisend, the
program contained avariety of sessionsthat
discussed the events of thelast year in the public
dataarena. These included tabulations for the new
race and ethnic standards and rules for sharing data
as described in Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) Circular A-110. Other sessionsexplored
where we stand on the ongoing issues about
Census 2000 and the Census Bureau’s new
Integrated Information Solution Initiative.

Asistraditional with APDU, the conference
had a strong focus on decennial census issues
ranging from what has been |earned from the census
pre-tests, areport by and reaction to the Census
Oversight Committee, and updates and commentary
on the census time-line. Many sessions centered
on the plans for Census 2000. Theseincluded a
mild sparring match among the partisan staffs of the
Census Advisory Board and the House Committee
on Government Operations, a discussion of the
experienceswith thelocal review of the master
address files by Patty Becker and Joe Salvo, and the
keynote address of Bureau Director Kenneth
Prewitt. Other census related issueswere
dissemination plans for census products as well as
reports on the American Community Survey.

The conference thisyear explored severa
topics related to the broad theme of the future of
public data. Continued public support for the
collection and dissemination of datarequiresthat
emerging issuesin respondent disclosure, scientific
secrecy, and statistical sampling be addressed so that
the underlying data coll ection, dissemination, and
preservation programs continue to receive the
support and funding necessary for their operations.
Some of these concerns require education of the
public and the data producers. An example of this

Sephen Dienstfrey and Lisa Neidert are Co-
Chairs, APDU Conference Committee. Sephen
Dienstfrey isan APDU Past President.
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would be problemsrelating to statistical literacy.
Also related to education and public relations are
issues associated with the costsand timeinvolved in
datacollection and in scientific methods of data
collection, including sampling. The subject of
confidentiality of dataisemerging with the
increasingly common practice of matching
administrative recordsto survey records, increased
geographic detail on records, the breadth of
coverage onlongitudinal files, and improvementsin
technology. All the aboveincreasethelikelihood of
inadvertent disclosure of confidential information,
which has the potential to reduce response rates, to
increase the cost of surveys, and to reduce the type
and amount of datato be publicly disseminated.

In addition, there were sessions that focused
on codebook standards, other federal data products,
and recent advances in software. There were
several sessions of interest to state and local users,
ranging from sessions on socioeconomic status
(SES) indicators of local areas, the effect of the new
coding for race, more discussion of the effects of
welfarereform, and changesin the M SA definitions.
It was serendipitous that the week before the
conference, the recommendations from the
Metropolitan Area Stati stics Review Committee
werereleased. Thisdefinitely fallsunder the
heading of “it is smarter to be lucky than it is lucky
to be smart.”

In past years, the APDU conference has been
covered in the issue of the Association newsl etter
that immediately followed thefall meetings. This
approach, while helpful, was never quite satisfactory
because the coverage often had to be pared down in
order to fit into the newsletter format. Thiswas
particularly apparent last year when thefirst draft
would have required a 32-page document. With the
change in publication policy—the newsletter going
to aquarterly schedule and a new more substantive
publication appearing—it was felt that the
conference could be covered more adequately in the
latter, thisissue of APDU’s Of Significance....

A conference of this size cannot be put on
without the help of many people. The program



planners are mainly the people who try to
coordinate the action of others. We would be
remissif we did not take this opportunity to thank
themall. First, abig“Thank you” goesto al of
those who organized sessions, which included
arranging for the speakers and keeping in touch
with them. Second, an even bigger “Thank you”
goes to the speakers. Without them, there would be

nothing. They were excellent. And aspecial
“Thank you” goesto the staff of The Harris-Smith
Institutes, the new administrative home of APDU.
HSI came on board after the conference train was
almost at full steam. They took over many of the
administrative tasks asif they had been there from
the beginning.

As good as this conference was, next year is
bound to be better. We hope to see you there.

Of Sgnificance...
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Opening Remarks

Responsible Data Use: Protecting
the Future of Public Data

WENDY TREADWELL

During its existence, APDU has seen massive
technological changesin the collection,
dissemination and preservation of public data, a
move from producer driven to user driven products,
the shift from mass production to mass
customization, as well as the continuing process of
balancing statistical, social and political needs.
APDU itself has recently gone through the process
of examining its structure and purpose related to the
changing environment for public datausers. It
seems appropriate that as we move towards a new
censusand anew millennium, APDU will also be
celebrating its 25th anniversary. What we have
discovered is that the basic issues haven't
changed:

¢ Caollection of high quality, appropriate data

* Federal datapolicy

¢ Confidentiality and privacy

* Preservation

* Product development and evaluation

* Appropriate usage of federal data

e Statisticd literacy

Wendy Treadwell, Board President, APDU
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How we address these issues has changed.
Print communication israpidly changing to
electronic, and el ectronic communication and data
dissemination are moving to more accessible
formats. The changing needsfor datainformation
and support, our ability to link our memberswith
federal data producers and policy makers, the
changing policy-making environment on the Hill,
and the explosion in the number of end-users makes
focusing our concerns and our resources a
challenging task. APDU’smembershipisdiverse,
not only in terms of amember organization’srolein
the data collection, production, preservation and
dissemination process, but also in terms of our
individual and organizational interestsand priorities.
With an ever-expanding set of options, APDU and
itsindividual membersneed to focustheir energies
in order to accomplish anything.

Weinvite our membersto look at their
individual areasof interest and examinewaysin
which APDU can help them pursue theseinterests
aswell as how they can contribute to APDU and
support the activities of their fellow members.



Keynote Speech

KENNETH PREWITT
DirecTOR
U.S. Bureau oF THE CENSUS

(Summarized by Wendy Treadwell, President,
APDU Board)

Given hisdemanding schedule, APDU was
particularly pleased to have Dr. Kenneth Prewitt,
Director of the U.S. Census Bureau, as the Keynote
Speaker. AsAPDU completesitsfirst quarter
century, it isinteresting to note that Dr. Prewitt's
career reflectsthe range of professions which make
up the APDU membership. Currently in government
service, his background includes a distinguished
career in higher education and public philanthropy
aswell as extensiveinvolvement in numerous
professional organizations.

Dr. Prewitt provided an overview and update
of the 2000 Census process. While acknowledging
that we will have atwo-number census due to court
decisions, he noted that the goal of the Bureau, as
always, isto provide a progressively more accurate
census. A number of steps have been taken to
assure getting the most accurate count possible. The
Local Update of Census Addresses (LUCA)
program has been instrumental inidentifying
housing units prior to the census. Advertising and
local organizing to get out the count is also
underway. Thebig piecesarein place, Prewitt
advised: census promotion, census execution, and
census coverage improvement and quality control.

However, there are a number of unknowns
that will affect the accuracy of the count. Given the
solid economy, the availability of an adequate labor
pool may cause problemsin many areas. With
unemployment hovering between two percent and
three percent in some parts of the country and the

added need for staff to perform atraditional census,
it is possible that there will simply not be enough
staff hours available to complete the work within the
giventimeframe. Other major factorsthat could
affect the ability of the Bureau to complete its data
collectionwork aretheinitial level of non-response
and the 2000 budget, although Prewitt has recently
received positive budget signals from Congress. In
addition, there will be the problems caused by the
changing demographic and social factorsin the
United States at the end of the 20th Century. Higher
mobility, larger immigrant groups and the variety of
languages spoken, aswell asincreased political
cynicism, will all have animpact on theinitial non-
response rate and the ability of the Bureau to follow
up on these non-respondents. The differential
undercount by demographic characteristics and by
geographic areais afocus of attention.

Aside from obtaining the most accurate count
possible, this census will address a much broader
issue: “Can we ‘count’ our way out of the
differential undercount?’ Given an adequate
budget, the Bureau believes that its operations are
sufficiently robust to provide an answer to this
question. They believe they will be ableto tell the
country just how far it can get with atraditional
count in the current environment. They also believe
they will be able to show the effectiveness of the
Post-Enumeration Survey/ Accuracy and Coverage
Evaluation (PES/ACE) in covering and identifying
the accuracy of the count. In short, we should have
theinformation by 2002 for adata-driven decision
on what type of census makes sense.

Of Significance... 1:2 1999, 4
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The Census Bureau’s

MaRk E.WALLACE

Integrated Information Solutions

Fromitsearliest days, the Association hasworked to enhance public data dissemination
and user access. In the seventies, members focused on the access to federal data stored on
magnetic tapefiles, successfully demonstrating the utility of thefilesfor filling data needs
inthe academic, local and private sectors. APDU membersare currently hel ping to shape
thefuture of public datadelivery in an electronic, networked environment. At APDU99,
the Census Bureau’s Mark Wallace outlined his agency’s plansfor adatadelivery system,
theIntegrated I nformation Solutions, and encouraged members’ involvement inits

development.

(Summarized by Wendy Treadwell, President, APDU
Board)

Mark E. Wallace, Chief of the Economic
Planning Staff at the U.S. Census Bureau, has spent
the last year and ahalf leading an effort to launch a
new program at the Census Bureau called Integrated
Information Solutions (11S). Thisinvolvesdirecting
activitiesto proceed from existing dissemination
systems, including the American FactFinder (AFF)
and the Federal Electronic Research and Review
Extraction Tool (FERRET), toafully integrated
information access and dissemination system. Such
asystem would allow internal and external usersto
access adataweb of information drawn from all
areas of the Census Bureau and other federal
agencies.

Asthelargest data collection agency, the
Bureau of the Census collects, processes and
disseminates data for federal, state and local
agencies. To do this, the 11S builds on the structure
of the American FactFinder which will provide
future access to the 2000 Census and the Economic
Census and the Data FERRET which would act as
the distributed data component of I1S. ThellSitself

Mark E.\\allace, 11S Project Director, Bureau of the
Census
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would provide access to integrated data sets and
ongoing customer support. The process would
include a product creation system and incorporate
policies and standards, new business practices as
well as metadata and data support systems. ThellS
product process would be customer driven. Product
concepts would be generated by customer needs and
developed based on past experience, resource and
design constraints and market analysis. Customers
would receive both product access and customer
support from the system.

The major implementation issues center on
three main areas: definitions of concepts, geography,
and disclosure avoidance. Definitions of concepts
vary by agency, time, and application. Finding a
means of tracking and relaying thisinformation to
end-users must be addressed. Geography is another
area affected by time and agency variations. Itis
particularly important to accurately convey
geographical boundaries given theincreased use of
mapping to display socioeconomic data and the
needs of the geographic information system (GIS)
softwareinvolved inthis process. Increased
flexibility and increased accesswill requireincreased
vigilancefor disclosure avoidance. Automating this
routine and providing realistic expectations and
accurate datawill continue to be a challenge.



What Has Been Going on in the Public Data Sector ?

A long-standing and much anticipated session at the conference is the annual update on
federal data policy provided by Katherine K. Wallman and Edward J. Spar. Their topics
alert data users to important developments and areas of concern, and their insights clarify
the issues. APDU was fortunate again this year to have Katherine Wallman outline the
results of initiatives within the federal statistical system. As Chief Statistician in the
Office of Management and Budget, she works across agencies on the reviews and
recommendations which affect the collection and dissemination of public data. As
Executive Director of the Council of Professional Associationson Federal Statistics, Ed
Spar provides national leadership in the improvement of public data. An APDU founder
and former Board President, Ed continues his support by sharing invaluable information,
assistance, advice and opportunities with data consumers.

Developments in the

Public Data Infrastructure

KATHERINE K. WALLMAN

When we gather at APDU each year, thereis
always considerable attention devoted to the
products of the statistical system that are of keenest
interest to the data user community. Of course that
isnot surprising, for in the end, relevant, accurate
and timely statistics are what the public demands.
But the data we provide to the public cannot keep
pace with changes in our society and economy
unless we regularly review the concepts and
constructs that underlie the collection and
presentation of statistical information. This
somewhat lessvisible yet absolutely critical work
we undertakein collaboration with the statistical
agencies has been afocus of our efforts during the
past half dozen years. | would liketo highlight our
work on statistical standardsin my remarksto you
today.

The first of our efforts to update standards
has been in the area of industry classification.
Working with our counterpartsin Canadaand
Mexico, we have devel oped and published the
North American Industry Classification System
(NAICS). With NAICS' introduction, we now have
a system that more accurately reflects the current

Katherine K. Wallman, Chi ef Satistician, Office of
Management and Budget

economy and asystem that will yield comparable
datafor the NAFTA countries. NAICS
implementation began with the 1997 datayear in
Canada and the United States, and the 1998 data
yearinMexico. U.S. agencieswill implement NAICS
from 1999t0 2004. Thefirst mgjor dataprogramsto
use the new system were the 1997 Census of
Agriculturereleased in February 1999; the 1997
Economic Census, with advance statistics rel eased
inMarch 1999; and the 1997 Foreign Direct
Investment Benchmark Survey that will be
published shortly. For most current economic
surveys conducted by the Census Bureau, NAICS
datawill beintroduced over several years: for
manufacturing data, with the 1998 reference year;
for servicesdata, 1999; and for economic indicator
data, such asMonthly Retail Sales, 2001. The
Bureau of Labor Statisticswill beginits conversion
to aNAICS basis with its Employment and Wages
Report for the 2001 referenceyear. Dataseries may
not always be revised for years before the
respective program’simplementation of NAICS
United States; instead, bridges will be developed to
permit comparisons of pre- and post-NAICS data.
Regularly scheduled meetings among the three
countries will ensure that there is a smooth
transitionto NAICS. Inaddition, NAICSwill be

Of Sgnificance... 1:2 1999, 6-9
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reviewed and updated continuously to ensure that
new activities are promptly recognized and to
extend NAICStothe5-digitindustry level inal
sectors.

InaFebruary 1999 Federal Register notice,
the Office of Management and Budget (OMB)
proposed the development of a comprehensive
classification system for products produced by
NAICSindustries; theNorth American Product
Classification System. Thelong-term objective of
thejoint effort between Mexico, Canada, and the
United States isto devel op a market-oriented/
demand-based classification system for products
that is not industry-of-origin based but can be
linked to the NAICS industry structure and to
international product classification systems, such
asthe Central Product Classification System of the
United Nations. Given the dynamic and intangible
nature of many service products, thisinitiative will
beimplemented in two phases. Phase 1 will develop
preliminary product classifications for a subset of
NAICS serviceindustries and will be completed
during 2000. Thisphasewill be confined to
identifying and classifying the products produced
by theindustriesin four selected NAICS service
sectors: Information (sector 51); Finance and
Insurance (sector 52), except Insurance (subsector
524); Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services
(sector 54); and Administrative and Support, Waste
Management and Redemption Services (sector 56).
Theseresultswill beincorporated in the 2002
Economic Census and related programs. Phase 2
will belaunched after the 2002 Economic Census
and will develop acomplete and fully integrated
product classification system that extends to all
NAICSindustries, including the full range of service
sectors. The results of Phase 2 are expected to be
incorporated in the 2007 Economic Census and
related programs.

On September 30 of thisyear (1999), OMB
announced thenew Standar d Occupational
Classification (SOC) that replaced the 1980 system.
Therevision isintended to produce a pragmatic
occupational classification system that will support
economic analysis, strengthen the ties between
education and work force data, unify federal agency
occupational classification usage, and foster
international comparability. All federal agencies
that collect occupational datawill use this new
system, while governments at other levels are
strongly encouraged to use the new system as well.
The new SOC will be used for Census 2000 and will
be the framework for theinformation being gathered
through the Department of Labor’s Occupational

Of Sgnificance...
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Information Network, which will replacethe
Dictionary of Occupational Titles. OMB expectsto
publish the new 1998 Sandard Occupational
Classification Manual next year.

OMB has issued geographic definitions of
metropolitan areasfor use in collecting, tabulating,
and publishing federal statistics since 1950.
Proposals for revising the standards for use in
defining areas after Census 2000 were published for
comment on October 20. Comments are due by
December 20, and a decision on the revised
standardsis scheduled for March 2000. (Thistopic
is covered in depth in another session reported in
this issue.)

Members of APDU are aware of therevisions
that have been made to the standards for collecting
and presenting data on race and ethnicity. The
major change from the 1977 standard isthe
opportunity for respondents to federal data
collectionsto select more than oneracial category if
they wish to do so. OMB expects to issue
provisional guidance for the tabulation of dataon
race and ethnicity early next year. (Thistopicis
covered in depth in another session reported in this
issue.)

In addition to our work on statistical
standards, | want to mention two other initiatives
that should have considerable benefits for the data
user community: legislation to even out statutory
confidentiality protections for statistical data and
permit limited sharing of such datafor statistical
purposes, and “one-stop shopping” for products of
our decentralized federal statistical system.

The House recently passed the Statistical
Efficiency Act of 1999 (H.R. 2885). Thislegidation
will establish consistent and uniform application of
the confidentiality privilegeand permit limited
sharing of data among eight designated federal
statistical agencies: the Bureau of Economic
Analysis, Bureau of the Census, Bureau of Labor
Statistics, National Agricultural Statistics Service,
National Center for Education Statistics, National
Center for Health Statistics, the Energy
Consumption Division of the Energy Information
Administration, and the Science Resources Studies
Division of the National Science Foundation.
During the coming year, attention will be focused on
attaining Senate passage of thisbill, and on
Congressional action on acompanion legislative
proposal that would make changesin the
“ Statistical Use” section of the Internal Revenue
Code. These changes would reduce the amount of
sensitive tax information that will change handsto
support statistical programs while substantially



increasing the effectiveness of that support.

Last but not least — certainly for data users —
a coordinated interagency effort to provide broader
and simpler electronic access to the full range of
federal statisticscametofruitionin 1997 with the
introduction of FedStats <www.fedstats.gov>.
FedStats is designed to be theinitial point of
contact to data produced by more than 70 Federal
agencies. To date, statistics from 40 of these
agencies have been indexed. With more than 300
entriesinits A to Z index, plus a search engine for
user-defined queries, FedStats has had over 2.6
million visitorsin itsfirst two years of operation.
Effortsare currently under way to add the remaining
30 agencies. In addition, the search and data access

tools are being enhanced, including the point and
click “MapStats’ that will zero in on statistics about
astate or county. Finally, FedStats servesasa
gateway for the teaching of statistical literacy
throughitsKid’ s Page. Some 40 statistical agencies
provide special web pages for studentsin
elementary through high school. The web pages
include fun facts, project ideas, and other
information both from the traditional statistical
agencies such as Census, BLS, and EIA, aswell as
from many organizations less often thought of in
our statistical agency framework, such asthe CIA.

I look forward to our continuing work with
APDU as we define and address these and other
challenges confronting the federal statistical
system.

Developments in Public Data Policy

EbwarD J. SmaR

Asof October 28 (1999), thefederal statistical
agencies (along with most of the rest of the
government) were till operating under stopgap
measures, and Congress was still attempting to find
away to pay for FY 2000 spending. Agencies
including the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the
National Centersfor Health and Education Statistics
among others, may find themselvesfar short of their
requested expenditures. Perhaps the only
expenditureimmuneto the variations being
considered on the Hill is the decennial census.
However, if thefinal budget compromise callsfor an
across the board percentage decrease, even the
fundsfor the 2000 Census may bereduced. Given
that the president has threatened to veto any
significant reductions in spending for education and
health related areas, the budget process may go on
for quite sometime. Asthe process drags on there
ismorelikelihood of our seeing another omnibus
spending bill.

On October 20, the Office of Management
and Budget (OMB) rel eased the recommendations
from the Metropolitan Area Standards Review
Committee (MASRC) for changesto OMB’s
standards for defining metropolitan and

Edward J. Spar, Executive Director, Council of
Professional Associationson Federal Statistics
(COPAFS)
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nonmetropolitan areas. Thisisthefirst major
revision of these concepts since 1970, when OMB
developed new areas such as Primary Metropolitan
Statistical Areas (PMSA’s) and Metropolitan
Statistical Areas(MSA's). MASRC has
recommended a Core-Based Statistical Areas
(CBSA's) classification to replace the current
Metropolitan Area (MA) classification. The cores
(densely settled concentrations of population) for
this classification would be Census Bureau defined
urbanized areas and smaller densely settled
“settlement clusters.” The settlement clusters are
new areasto beidentified for the 2000 Census.
CBSA’'swould be defined around these cores. This
CBSA classification has three types of areas based
on the total population of all coresinthe CBSA: 1)
Megapolitan Areas defined around cores of at |east
1,000,000 population; 2) Macropolitan Areas
defined around cores of 50,000 to 999,999
population; and 3) Micropolitan Areas defined
around cores of 10,000 to 49,999 population. Those
counties containing the cores, would become the
central counties of the CBSA's. Territory outside of
Megapolitan, Macropolitan and Micropolitan Areas
would betermed “ Outside CBSAs.” Thisnew
approach isaradical change from the previous
concept of “metropolitan.” Users should take a
very close look at the potential changes and be sure



to comment by December 20, 1999. The Federal
Register notice can be obtained viathe COPAFS
home page at: <http://members.aol.com/copafs>.
Just take alook at “What's New.” the House
has passed H.R.2885, the Statistical Efficiency Act.
Thisis essentially the second part (Title 1) of an
earlier bill to establish aFederal Commission on
Statistical Policy to study the reorganization of the
federal statistical system and at the sametime
provide safeguards for confidentiality in data
sharing. The current bill, which no longer
addresses the issue of federal statistical agency
consolidation, would establish Statistical Data
Centersfor the purpose of sharing of information
under strict confidentiality. These would include
the Bureau of Economic Analysis, Bureau of the
Census, Bureau of Labor Statistics, National
Agricultural Statistical Service, National Centersfor
Education and Health Statistics, the Energy End
Use and Integrated Statistical Division of the
Energy Information Administration, and the
Division of Science Resources Studiesin the
National Science Foundation. Under the strict
confidentiality rules, the Centers could enter into
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joint statistical projects to improve the quality and
reduce the cost of statistical programs, and identify
opportunitiesto eliminate duplication and other
costs by sharing information for exclusively
statistical purposes. For analysts in the areas of
health, education and |abor, for example, thishill
could yield substantial benefits through the
development of more detailed data series.

The Census Bureau iswell along theway in
determining what the products for the 2000 Census
will look like. Datawill beavailablein theform of
paper, CD-ROM and on the Internet viathe
American FactFinder (AFF) system. Therearestill
some questions that users should be asking. For
example, what will the AFF system cost? How much
datawill be available on the AFF? Hasthe Census
Bureau thought through the need for ongoing
maintenance? Will there be user input in the design
of the AFF? Regarding CD-ROM, will there be new
software more advanced than the GO software?
Finally, there is some concern that the Bureau is not
publishing enough information on paper. Further
discussion is needed about the possibility of
producing more socioeconomic and race-ethnicity
datafor local aress.



Reflecting on the Past
and Looking to the Future

JupiTH RowEe

Judith Rowe recently retired as the Princeton University Data Archvist. Data users owe
Judith a debt of gratitude for her long national service in the improvement of data access
and policy. For many years she also hosted the APDU headquarters in her department,
and she served aterm as Board President and 1990 Census Products Committee Co-Chair.
In recognition of the significant role Judith has played in public data service, APDU
presented her with alifetime membership. We again called upon her, asking her to address
APDU99. At Monday’s luncheon, she educated and entertained us with these reflections
on an illustrious career—which is now entering a new stage of activity and

accomplishment.

Likemost people I’ m better at reflecting on the
past than on looking to the future. For example, in
the 1980’ swhen we were planning for the 1990 data
products, | never predicted CD’s, the Internet, or
even wide use of PC's...but few peopledid. Theone
thing | have predicted successfully is that paper is
not going away. If people doing reference don’'t get
their data products in paper form, they print the data
out and create their own paper products. Witness
the number of stores devoted almost entirely to
printer products and paper. People doing research
are less dependent on paper. In any case I’m not
sure where the technology of data collection or data
delivery isgoing, but | have a pretty good idea
wherewe' ve been and certainly wherel’ve
been...and what the policy issues arelikely to bein
thefuture... But let’s save that until later.

| guessit all began for mewhen | first started
dating a man whose family wasin the Jacquard
weaving business. Shortly after that | started Yale
as a graduate student in Sociology where | was
introduced to the numeric keypunch, the sorter and
the punched card. We heard rumor that there was a
machine called acollator in one of the administrative
offices, but we never saw it. We matched cards by
holding them up to the light and looking at the ID
numbers, avery time-consuming process.

More than ten years went by during which |
was amarketing researcher and then afull-time
mother and a part-time researcher. By the end of
that period my husband, then the IBM salesman at
Princeton, announced that Fred Stephan, who had
been a Census colleague of Deming and Hansen,
among others, was having difficulty filling a
position. Hewaslooking for asocial scientist with
knowledge of data processing to work at the Office
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for Survey Research and Statistical Studies.
Stephan had also served on the Social Science
Research Council Committeeto analyzethe 1948
pollsthat predicted Dewey over Truman. Clearly
thiswasthejob for me. When | started working at
Princeton, we had al pha-numeric keypunches, more
advanced sorters and reproducers. The 101 had a
more impressive board. Thiswas atabulating
machine, widely used by peoplein marketing and
social research. We never had one at Princeton but
they had one at Columbia among other places. In
addition to our unit record equipment, we also had
Friden and Monroe cal culating machines so that we
could compute chi-squares and do percentages.
Although | had no contact with it, Carl Helm, to
whom | reported initially, reminded methat heand
John Tukey among others were writing programsin
machine and assembly language for a 650 at that
time.

Downthe hall from my officetherewasa
project under the direction of an economist named
Bill Bowen, later to become president of Princeton
and now head of the Mellon Foundation. It was
using boxes and boxes of punched cards containing
data from the 1960 Census to do the research which
resulted in the classic Bowen and Finegan volume,
The Economics of Labor Force Participation,
which was published 30 years ago.

Therewastak of 1970 Census products and
Fred was eager to have us participate. | wasless
eager but Princeton was already involved with data
service asan early member of ICPSR, the Inter-
university Consortium for Political and Social
Research. | kept our entire data holdingslisted on
one sheet of 8 1/2 x 11 paper. We received our data
on 200bpi tapes and then later on 556bpi tapes and
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processed them on the IBM 7090 and then on the
7094 using ahomegrown program called Survey and
then later Data-Text, which had been written at
Harvardin assembly language. Similar programs,
usually writtenin FORTRAN were being devel oped
everywhere but they were not designed to process
either aggregate data or the hierarchical datathat
has characterized census microdata products.

However, Jack Beresford had organized
DUA Labswith financial support from the Ford
Foundation and with staff that included Connie
Citro and others. DUALabs membersincluded
Columbia, Florida, UCLA, Wisconsin, Yale, a
partnership of Princeton and Rutgers, aswell as
Market Statistics then represented by Ed Spar, the
Detroit and NY C Planning Departments and the
Rand Corporation. By sgueezing out the blanks and
zeroes and filling up the tapes, the DUAL abs data
products were compressed to occupy one-tenth the
number of tapes as those being distributed by
Census. Under the direction of Jack Barrett,
software was written to retrieve and display the
data. By the time we acquired these tapes,
Princeton had an IBM 360/91 for batch processing.
A 370/168 soon followed. Although datawere
increasingly being transported on round reels with
standard |abels written at 800bpi and then at
1600bpi, wewere till reading datainto the computer
by using the 1401 card reader to input punched
cards.

Princeton’sfirst external datacustomer was
thelocal League of Women Voters. After several
years of providing both internal and external data
service, we were approached by Applied Urbanetics
and Claritas, both of whom had contracts with
federal agenciesto use 1970 Fourth Count census
datafor the creation of special extracts. Inmy
naiveté | suggested that this should entitle them to
get these data from the Census Bureau without
charge. It wasthen that | first understood that the
United States had afederal government and that
Princeton could provide the tapes more cheaply
than Census. But Princeton’s administrators were
sureit wasillegal for meto resell census data.
Fortunately Princeton’s legal officer had been at the
Ford Foundation when the complicated arrangement
involving DUAL abs, the Center for Research
Libraries and the assorted participants was
consummated, and he understood it al perfectly so
the sale went forward.

By 1974 the START community, the original
DUA L abs members, had organized into APDU, the
Association of Public Data Users. Within the same
period |ASSIST, the International Association for
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Social Science Information Service and Technology,
and GODORT, the Government Documents Round
Tableof the American Library Association, ALA,
were born and the Federal Statistics Users Group
(FSUC) which lacked the focus on machine-readable
data products was waning.

At the behest of Sue Dodd of UNC and others,
IASSIST seriously addressed the issue of
cataloging machine-readable datafilesor MRDF.
This interest coincided with the appointment of an
ALA committeeto recommend such rulesfor AACR
I1, Anglo-American Cataloguing Rules|l, whichwas
soon to be published. Thefirst chairman of that
committee was John Byrum, now at the Library of
Congress (LC), but then head of cataloging at
Princeton. John and | had written what was
probably the only seminal paper | ever wrote (it
appeared in apublication then called Library
Research and Technical Servicesor LRTS), and
John asked meto join ALA so that he could appoint
meto thecommittee. LC’sliaisonto that committee
was Henriette Avram, the mother of the MARC
record. Thecommittee'sfirst meeting wasmid-
winter at the Palmer House. The weather was bitter
and although the committee met almost constantly, |
did have some freetime. | wandered around and
discovered two meetings, which changed my
professional life. GODORT wasjust being
organized and | convinced them that they needed a
task forceon MRDF. | became coordinator of that
task force. Then | found the census subcommittee
of the now defunct ALA public documents
committee. It seemed to be doing nothing. The
rationale for this was that since they were not an
official advisory committeethey couldn't offer
Census any advice and Census could not seek their
advice. Well, | won't go into that long story but |
soon became chairman of avery hard working
census subcommittee. Librarianswerebeing
recognized asimportant information intermediaries
and on November 11th of 1974, Director Vincent
Barabba welcomed to the Census Bureau the
membersof the Pilot Seminar for Librarians. The
subcommittee reviewed numerous publications, and
with the blessing of David Kaplan made substantial
contributions to the design of the 1980 printed
products.

Duringthe 1970's, meetingswere held
everywhere to explain the 1970 Census products
and to plan for the 1980 products. Other agencies
aswell as Censuswere exploring new formatsfor
data delivery. Against the advice of a special
advisory committee that urged Census to
concentrate on doing what they could do best,
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Census developed the short-lived software called
CENSPAC. Ontheplusside, however, they
developed the standard geographic record and a
whole new structure for organizing the aggregate
data, both of which were a so used with the 1990
data.

The 1980 census data products were
distributed by Censusin amuch more usable form
to a much wider audience than had been the case a
decade before. In academiathe NSF funded an
| CPSR proposal submitted by Jerry Clubb and Eric
Austin which increased the number of users still
further. | served onthe committee that ICPSR
appointed to set policy for census data acquisition
and distribution.

During thisperiod, statistics, particularly in
machine-readabl e form, was becoming a sexy topic.
Everyone wanted to get into the act. NTIS, the
National Technical Information Service, becamethe
datadistributor for NCHS, the National Center for
Health Statistics, and the Federal Reserve among
others. OMB, thefederal Office of Management and
Budget, and the congressional Office of Technology
and Assessment, OTA, and the Joint Committee on
Printing, JCP, were the most notable groups that
addressed data policy issues. National Archives
increased their data holdings, particularly of census
data products and contributed substantially to our
understanding of archival procedures such as
appraisal.

COPAFS, the Council of Professional
Associations on Federal Statistics, was born. Kathy
Wallman wasthefirst Executive Director. | wasthe
first chairman and Ken Prewitt coordinated the
evaluation committee that recommended that
COPAFS become apermanent organization. APDU
has been an active participant in COPAFS sinceits
initial organization. Oneof COPAFS' early efforts
was the organization of congressional hearings for
the Garcia Committee, which then had Census
oversight responsibility and wanted to hear who
used the census data. Kathy and Helen Peck
worked very hard. It wasEd Spar’sfirst experience
giving testimony. He was very good but very
Nervous.

The Joint Committee on Printing appointed a
subcommittee, which was organized by Bernadine
Hoduski. | represented the American Library
Association on this subcommittee, whose mission
was to recommend ways in which depository
libraries could receive computer products aswell as
paper products from the Government Printing Office.
Bernadine was already sold on CD’sand in these
pre-Internet days one of the pilot projects, which
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grew out of the Committee'srecommendations, was
one which provided free access to an online service
containing federal data.

In the meantime more and moredatalibrarians
were appearing in traditional libraries and more and
more librarieswere acquiring microcomputers. | was
still a Princeton’sCIT and | remember our first
microcomputer. Itwasinalockedroomwitha
burglar alarm. I’'m not sure to what use other people
put it but my primary use was CONFER which
several of uswere using to plan an IASSIST
meeting. It never occurred to meto useit for
census data although we soon had PC's which
rivaled the 370's of the previous decade with price
tags in the thousands instead of in the millions.

By thetimethe 1990 Censuswas completed,
PC'sand CD’swere everywhere and mainframes
were amost nowhere. The paper mapsof the70’'s
had been replaced by microfiche mapsinthe 80's
and now by GIS systemsinthe90's. The
Depository Library Council of the Government
Printing Officewasincreasingly involvedinthe
distribution of documentsin CD form and had
begun to address issues of archival storage.
Princeton still hasits mainframe...although not for
long...so we continued to get our datain magnetic
form athough the library was getting much of the
samedataon CD’s. Gopher, bulletin boards,
listservs and e-mail were the new technologies; the
former two now things of the past.

By themid-1990's our recently rechristened
Data and Statistical Services had been transferred
from CIT to FirestoneLibrary’s Social Science
Reference Center. Although the professional
librarians provided first-linereference, the DSS staff
was responsible for dataretrieval and data analysis
aswell asfor the location of non-standard data
items. Anincreasing amount of public datawas
now available on the web for both reference and
research. The statistical consultants soon became
web developers aswell and an increasing amount of
databecome available onlineincluding the 1970
Fourth Count which Doug Mills had removed from
DUA L abs compressed form several years before. Is
it still possible to save the rest of these older data?
Who knows. Someof itisclearly gone. Are
archival proceduresfor the future well in place?
What of National Technical Information System
(NTIS) data holdings? The subcommittees of the
Federal Committee on Statistical Methodology and
other related groups are quite sensibly focusing on
privacy, access, data sharing and data definitions,
federal -state cooperation and other information
policy issues. Thoseinvolved with the information
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infrastructure are also looking at copyright,
information ownership and Internet charges.

Clearly electronic transfer of data saves distributors
paper, printing and postage costs but there are
other hidden costs to both user and distributor that
must be carefully evaluated. According to the most
recent CPS, Current Population Survey, report on
computer usage, although computer use is up, only
about onein five people use the web. Most people
are still dependent on printed documents and may

Of Sgnificance...
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be so for the foreseeable future. Do we have
procedures in place to acquire, archive and make
available datafrom multi-national agenciesand
multi-national corporations? Arewedealing
efficiently with issues of privacy and
confidentiality?

Policies and procedures. Those are the issues
that we must address in theimmediate future. The
rest will take care of itself.
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Making Things Add Up For the End
User: Issues in Statistical Literacy

KATHERINE K. WALLMAN
MARIANNE W. ZAwWITZ
CoLLEEN BLESsING
WENDY TREADWELL

With numbersjoining dollars asthe currency of policy debatesin society, mediaand
government, public understanding of quantitative information has become asimportant as
public access to the numeric data. Thefirst issue of APDU’s Of Significance... featured
statistical literacy, thetopic of this conference session and an important concern of the
APDU leadership. The Association isworking to focus attention and expertise on public
education. Panelist and APDU Board President Wendy Treadwell was joined by federal
agency representatives to share their assessment of the problem, the results of their efforts
towards statistical literacy, and their recommendations.

(Summarized by Jocelyn Tipton, Yale University
Library)

This on focused on the importance of
statistical literacy today, what two federal agencies
are doing to address this topic, and what APDU
members can do to help promoteit. Jocelyn Tipton,
session moderator, reminded the audience that the
first issue of the APDU journal Of Sgnificance...
was devoted entirely to the topic of statistical
literacy and that four of the contributors would be
participating in the session. APDU, as an advocate
of broad public accessto statistical data, shares both
aconcern for the development of a statistically
literate populace and aresponsibility for helping to
ensure that development. Given the promise of
increased access to an ever-growing amount of
federal dataand increased public involvement inthe
discussion of federal data collection processes, itis
timewetook thisresponsibility seriously. Asdata
producers, intermediaries and usersit isour role to
make sure that statistics are presented and
interpreted appropriately within our own
constituencies.

Katherine Wallman, OM B, began the session
by laying the groundwork for the other panelists by
providing an overview of statistical literacy and
stressing how important atopic it isfor APDU to
deal with. She stressed that citizens encounter
statistics at every turnintheir daily livesyet are

Katherine K. Wallman, Chief Satistician, Office of
Management and Budget. Marianne W. Zawitz, Bureau
of Justice Satistics. Colleen Blessing, Energy
Information Administration. \endy Treadwell,
President, APDU Board, and Coordinator, Machine
Readable Data Center, University of Minnesota
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often unequipped to evaluate the information
presented to them. While more dataare available
and the ease with which people can access these
dataisimproving, the gap between computer
literacy and statistical literacy remainssignificant.
As statistical methods become an object for political
debate, citizens are left in aquandary concerning
the scientific versus the political aspects of
arguments presented to them. She finished her talk
by challenging the audience to heed the needs of
our consumers in the larger society we hope to
serve (government, industry, education institutions,
or media) by working toimprove statistical literacy
among these groups.

Marianne Zawitz, Bureau of Justice Statistics,
discussed how data providers have an obligation to
present data clearly and accurately and that data
presentation is a partnership between data providers
and data users with agoal of statistical literacy.
Quiality presentations of datatake advantage of how
we aready processinformation, reduce the number
of processes required to understand the data and
tear down some fundamental obstaclesto
understanding. She also explained that processing
numbersisdifferent than processing words.
Numbers have propertiesthat provide additional
display methods, numbers have an architecture and
even without values, we know what ismore or less.
Statistics are presented as text, graphics and tables.
Quoting Edward Tufte, she said that statistical
graphicsshould have“simplicity of design and
complexity of data.” She suggested that graphics be
used when there are more than 10 data points and
when there is aneed to show abig picture rather
than fine data. Tables should be used when you
need exact numeric valuesand for localized
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comparisons. Statistical graphics show the big
picture, are paragraphs of data and are best when
constructed to convey one finding or concept. The
purpose is to show the data, therefore, you should
maximize datadensity and dataink.

Zawitz then discussed William S. Cleveland's
hierarchy of graphical perception that dealswith
position along a common scale, position along
identical nonaligned scales, length, angle/slope, area,
volume, and color. Several exampleswere provided
toillustrate each of these points. She recommends
that pie charts, stacked bar graphs and stacked line
graphs be avoided as graphic styles. To show data,
avoid non-dataink and chart junk. By reducing non-
dataink, such asgrids, ticks, frames, and anything
that does not convey data, you highlight the data
and reduce the number of tasks the user must go
through. Chart junk also obscures the data. To
prevent this, she suggestsusing solid linesand
avoiding markerson lines. Fill patterns are another
important issue. Hatched fill patterns cause amoiré
effect which ishard to look at but can be avoided by
keeping the space between the barsto a minimum.
Shethen offered tips for making verbal tasks easy
to understand including avoiding abbreviationsand
acronyms, writing labelsleft to right, using proper
grammar and limiting the use of legendsonly for
maps. Lastly, to avoid optical illusionsand
graphical puzzles, use solidsfor line stylesandfills,
avoid data point markers on lines, use the
appropriate aspect ratio, start the scale at zero, use
only one unit of measurement per graph and avoid
using threedimensional designsfor two dimensional
data. In conclusion, two basic el ements of
successful data presentations are an appreciation for
the user and an interest in showing the data. Public
statistical agenciesaretraining their staffsand
issuing style guides on good practicesaswell as
designing new presentations of complex statistical
concepts.

ColleenBlessing'stalk focused on using
cognitive interviewing to improve data products. At
the Energy Information Administration cognitive
techniques are being used to improve web site
usability and to change the survey form design for
the Manufacturing Energy Consumption Survey
(MECS) and the Natural Gas Supply and
Disposition Survey. Changing the format of these
forms helped to improve data quality, reduce
respondent burden, and encourage higher response
rates. The cognitiveinterviews collect information
about customers’ thinking processes, problem
solving approaches, understanding of the product,
understanding of theinstructions and feelings about
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the process. Asaresult of these interviewsthe
MECS form was updated and improved. The new
formincorporatesinstructions and definitionsinto
the form, provides asimpler page design and uses
color to guide respondents through the form.
Although the new form islonger, customers seem to
like the new layout, and it appears that the data
quality in the test was improved and the response
rates are encouraging. The Natural Gas Form was
used for atraining exercise. Four cognitive
interviews were conducted with respondents. The
EIA waslooking to seeif the form usesterms and
concepts that the respondents can understand, the
form asksfor datain the sametime framein which
records are kept, and the reporting units requested
are the same as the units used in their record
keeping. During the interviews the testers observed
the respondents’ reactions and navigation issues,
i.e. are they going where they should, and asked the
respondent questions about thoughts and feelings as
well as about how the respondent would cal culate
answers. The findings showed that the instructions
were too complicated and that the terms, units of
measure and cal cul ations were not always
understood. The Administration has also done web
site cognitive usability testing. Thistesting was
conducted by having one-on-one sessionswith
customers on the web and having them go through
aseriesof timed exercises; additional demographic
data on the users were also collected. Thefindings
from these tests showed that the site contained too
much jargon, the search engine was frustrating,
there were too many buttons and the format
provided too many choices. The demographic data
showed low correlations between the number of
correct answers and the familiarity of the user with
energy terms, the siteitself, or experience with the
Internet. The EIA plansto use theinformation
gathered in these tests to hire aweb design
contractor to implement some of the suggestions,
then they will do cognitive tests on alternative
designs and then implement the successful new
ideas. Blessing concluded that by watching
customers use the agency’s products, whether on a
web page or asurvey form, you can see where they
are becoming frustrated or confused and that by
using thisinformation, you can ensure appropriate
use of dataand accuracy filling out the survey
forms.

APDU Board President Wendy Treadwell
wrapped up the session by describing ways that we
can bring statistical literacy initiativesto thelocal
level and stressing that APDU should continue to be
involved in promoting this. For anumber of years
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APDU has been sneaking the subject of statistical
literacy intoits conferences. These discussions have
been hidden within sessions covering the
presentation of statistical information in the press,
instructional or explanatory material in data
presentations, and statistical methods. Training
programsdealing with statistical literacy have
focused on training of statisticians, training for
journalists, training of staff who present statistics
and training in K-12 programs. With theincreased
use of the Internet and the acknowledgment of the
value of information, the discussion of the need for
aninformation literate public has grown.
Information literacy isbeing discussed asa
requirement for an informed and active citizenry and
also discussed are the means of devel oping thisskill
withinthe general population. Statistical literacy is
broader than specific knowledge of basic statistical
methodol ogies and the ability to recognize a‘ good’
number from a‘bad’ one, and a questionable
citation from onethat provides sufficient
information for the reader to verify the source. Itis
aconceptual understanding of probability, of the
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meaning of statistical variance or standard errors
and why they are important, and of theimplication
of using various sampling processes on the accuracy
of results.

Treadwell continued saying that asan
advocate of broad public accessto statistical data,
APDU shares both a concern for the devel opment of
astatistically literate populace and aresponsibility
for helping to ensure that development. The
problemisno longer the availability of statistics, but
the mixed quality of the statistics available and how
they are used. We need to actively address how
well the data we present are being interpreted and
what we, asindividuals, ininstitutionsat aloca
level and as anational organization, can do to
address the problem of statistical literacy within the
general populace. Thisisan areaof activity that
APDU needsto explore morefully. She concluded
the session by encouraging us as individuals
concerned with the appropriate application of public
datafor decision making and planning, to consider
how various approaches to devel oping statistical
literacy apply within our local environments.
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Race and Ethnic Statistics: What
Can Users Expect ?

CLYDE TUCKER
JORGE DEL PINAL

Revisionsto the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Statistical Policy Directive
No. 15, the federal requirementsfor collecting and classifying data on race and ethnicity
mean changes in the way the data will be reported, and will ultimately impact the research
and analysis and comparability of the data. In this session, representatives from the
Bureau of Labor Statistics and the Bureau of the Census covered the major changesto the
classification system and OMB interagency efforts to devel op implementation guidelines,
and reported on the application of the new standards in three dress rehearsal sites for

Census 2000.

(Summarized by Deborah Gona, Vice President, APDU
Board)

Clyde Tucker of the Bureau of Labor Statistics
began the session by outlining the primary changes
to the race and ethnicity standards presented in
Statistical Policy Directive No. 15, the Race and
Ethnic Standards for Federal Statisticsand
Administrative Reporting. These new standards are
to be used in the 2000 Decennial Census, with other
federal agencies directed to begin adopting them for
usein household surveys, administrativeformsand
records, and other data collection, as soon as
possible, but no later than January 1, 2003. The
OMB approved the use of the new standards by the
Bureau of the Censusinitsdressrehearsal for
Census 2000.

Tucker reminded the audience that the changes
to the standardsinclude: 1) separation of the “Asian
and Pacific Islander” race category into “Asian” and
“Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander”
categories; 2) alowancefor the self-selection of one
or moreraces; 3) prompting for Hispanic ethnicity
separately and before prompting for race; and 4) use
of theterminology, “Hispanic or Latino” and “Black
or African-American.” With theserevisions, Tucker
noted, efforts have been under way by OMB to
provide someimplementation guidelines and suggest
possible different ways of looking at the data. He
said that guidelinesfor implementation ultimately
must meet the needs of at least two groups — those
involved with carrying out legidative and
constitutional mandates and those monitoring and

N. Clyde Tucker, Senior Satistician, Bureau of
Labor Satistics. Jorge H. del Pinal, Assistant
Division Chief, Special Population Satistics,
Population Division, Bureau of the Census
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analyzing social, economic and health trends.

To carry out the task of developing these
implementation guidelines, Tucker reported that
OMB created three interagency groups for
implementation. Thefirst, apolicy group, was
charged with considering the implications of the
new standards on statistical policy and with
reviewing the work of the other groups. The
second, a procedural design group, was charged
with devel oping appropriate question formats,
instructionsfor interviewers and respondents,
methods for reporting aggregate data, and training
recommendations for interviewers. The third group,
on tabulation, was charged with devel oping methods
for bridging to the past and for future tabulation
under the new standards.

With the classification revisionsand
implementation, Tucker noted that there will be
some changesin data series, including the
demographic characteristics of Hispanics, and the
counts and demographi c and substantive
characteristics of races, especially for smaller racia
categories, such as the American Indian and
Alaskan Native popul ation.

Regarding the OMB interagency group
charged with cognitivetesting for implementing the
new classification standards, Tucker reported that
the group began by developing guidelinesfor race
and ethnicity data collection — both the self-
identification questions across various survey modes
and the aggregate forms. In testing the methods for
self-identification questions, the group conducted
phase | in the Washington DC metro area, and phase
Il in other geographic areas (New York City; Tulsa,
Oklahoma; and Sacramento, California). Theresult
of thework was a set of draft guidelinesfor self-
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identification questions. Those draft guidelines are:
¢ Useaninstruction that allows multiple
responses to the race question, but does
not reguire or appear to command to do so.
¢ Consider using an instruction to answer
both ethnicity and race.
¢ Consider providing definitions.
¢ Tailor wording and format according to
mode, remembering especially the
limitations of the telephone.

¢ Usefollow-up questionsor write-in

options when detailed information is
sought.

¢ Follow OMB’sOct. 30, 1997 revised

standards.

Tucker noted that while the work has gone
well on the self-identification side, thetesting of
aggregate reporting has been more difficult. In
testing the aggregate forms, the group convened an
expert panel to review and discuss draft aggregate
reporting forms, recruited subjects experienced with
administrative data reporting, conducted cognitive
laboratory interviewsto test draft formsusing
dummy records, and conducted on-site
establishment interviewsto test draft formsusing
agency data. But there are methodological
complicationsin testing aggregate forms. The
response categories and data collection methods
used for individual source data are different than the
revised standards. Significant variation among
similar agencies, organizationsand establishments
makes it hard to develop a prototype to test. And
testing requires careful forms design which may be
contrary to a“draft” stage of pretesting.

The work thus far, though, hasresulted in
aset of draft guidelines for aggregate reporting of
race and ethnicity data. Those draft guidelines are:

* Provide definitions that distinguish

concepts (single versus multiple race
reports and ethnicity versus race).

¢ If possible, allow for the reporting of

every combination of multiplerace
responses. |f multiple responses are to be
collapsed, specific instructions must be
included.

¢ Include on the form a method to report

individual swith missing raceinformation
and/or missing Hispanic or Latino origin
information.

¢ Develop, test and incorporate

instructions.

* Professionally design the reporting form.
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Tucker reported that the next steps for this
group are to test the self-identification questionsin
other geographic locations, to redesign and test
aggregate forms with avariety of agenciesand
establishments, and to develop and test interviewer
training and instructions. He said that most of the
work was expected to be done by the end of 1999.

Regarding thework of the OMB interagency
group charged with tabulations — both methods for
bridging to the past and for future tabulations —
Tucker reported the guiding principle: if the data
collected under the old and new standards from the
same peopl e at the same time can be equated using
abridging method, then the only difference existing
between the data collected under the old and new
standards at separate points in time can be
attributed to true change (as opposed to
methodol ogically induced change) when bridging is
used.

Tucker gave an overview of the framework for
historical bridge tabul ation methods; thisframework
takes into account how responses are assigned to a
category — by afixed rule (deterministic) or by a
probability method (probabilistic) — and whether
responses are assigned to more than one category
— wholeor fractional assignment. Bridging
methods for “ deterministic whole assignment” are
“smallest group” (the respondent who selectstwo
groups would be assigned to the group with the
smallest size); “largest racial group named other
than white;” “largest group named (including
white);” and “plurality,” based on the respondents’
choice of mainracein particular combinationsfrom
the National Health Interview Survey (NHIS).
Bridging methodsfor “ deterministic fractional
assignment,” are “equal fractions,” or the
assignment of multiple responsesin equal fractions
to each race; and “NHISfractions,” wherethereis
fractional assignment of multiple responsesto each
race based on fractions from respondentsin NHIS
combinations (for example, 60 percent of Black
respondents are assigned to “black” and 40 percent
to“white”).

Tucker relayed that in evaluating the bridging
methods, measuring change over timeisthe most
important criterion; the major purpose for any
historical bridgewill be to measure true change over
time, as distinct from methodol ogically-induced
change. Theideal bridging method would be one
that matches how the respondent would have
responded under the old standards had that been
possible. The purpose of another criterion,
minimizing disruptionsto thesinglerace
distribution, isto consider how different the
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resulting bridge distribution isfrom the single-race
distribution for detailed race under the new
standards.

In evaluating both bridging and future
tabulations, Tucker said the hope isthat whatever is
decided in the way of procedures can beusedina
wide range of programs and in varied contexts. It
also isessential that tabulations meet the
confidentiality standards of the statistical
organi zation while producing reliabl e estimates and
following recognized statistical practices, and that
the tabulation procedures can be implemented with
aminimum of operational difficulty, by individuals
withrelatively little statistical knowledge, and can
be easily explained to the public. Finally, he noted a
criterion in future tabul ations — because of changes
in the categories and the respondent instructions
accompanying the question on race (allowing more
than one category to be selected) — isthat the
underlying logic of the tabulation procedures must
reflect, to the greatest extent possible, the full detail
of race reporting.

Tucker reported on the results of evaluation
analyses of three data sources: the 1993-1995
National Health Interview Survey, the May 1995
Current Population Survey (CPS) Supplement on
Race and Ethnicity, and the Washington State
Population Survey. The evaluationswereinterms
of match to the reference distribution, the
misclassification of race, and preliminary outcomes
assessment.

The results? On the criterion for measuring
change over time, regarding the comparison to the
reference distribution, the closest matches were for
“largest group,” “plurality” and “fractional
assignment” methods. Overall misclassificationwas
greatest for “smallest group” and “largest group
other than white” methods, except for certain
categories (especialy American Indian/ Alaskan
Native). With regard to outcomes, health
outcomes, such as lack of insurance or poor or fair
health, were largely unaffected by the bridging
method, except, again, for the American Indian/
Alaskan Native category on the question of no
insurance. The evaluationsdid suggest possible
effects on the American Indian / Alaskan Native
category for unemployment and labor force
participation, and that ultimately, the effects may
depend upon the outcome being measured.

Onthecriterion for minimizing disruptions,
Tucker reported, the “fractional methods,”
“pluraity” and “largest group” were closer to single
race proportions under the new standards. Other
whole assignment methods showed substantial
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differencesfor the American Indian/Alaska Native
category.

In terms of the range of applicability, the
“largest group” and “equal fractions’ methods were
least sensitiveto context; the“smallest group” and
“largest other than white” methods varied by
geography; and the“ plurality” and “NHISfractions”
were more problematic because only anational
distribution was available.

On the criterion of confidentiality, there was
no greater problem sinceracial categories used
before were being reproduced. Reliability, on the
other hand, was good for the “largest group”
method, but was a problem for other methods,
particularly at smaller geographic levels.

With regard to statistical defensibility, all
methods other than “equal fractions” were based on
an observed distribution; the“smallest group” and
“largest other than white” were based on historical
record, while others were based on the minimization
of error.

In terms of ease of use, “fractional
assignment” requires duplication of records or
multiplevariables; “equal fractions’ isindependent
of the distribution; and other methods were
distributions dependent at different geographic
levels.

Asfar asskill required, “ deterministic whole
assignment” required relatively little skill compared
to “fractional” methods, and all isrelative.
Regarding understandability and communicability,
“fractional assignment” may be difficult to accept.

Tucker said that further work on bridging will
involve 1) comparing previous combined
distribution to bridges back to that distribution; 2)
conducting the same analyseswith dressrehearsal
data; and 3) providing suggested strategies
depending upon what is going to be measured.

The next speaker, Jorge del Pinal, Population
Division, Bureau of the Census, reported on what
the Bureau found with multiple race reporting in
three sites from the 2000 Census dress rehearsal in
1998: Sacramento, California, an urban center;
South Carolina (Columbia City and Irmo Town and
11 counties), an urban/rural setting; and Menominee
County, Wisconsin, an American Indian reservation.
del Pinal cautioned that these were just the results
from the dress rehearsal — with alimited number of
sites, lack of representativeness, processing errors,
and some results based on unedited data— and that
the results could vary in 2000 as aresult of changes
in edits and allocations and the method for adjusting
for coverage. Nevertheless, the Bureau |ooked for
the effects of distribution by race (sequencing
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Hispanic origin beforerace), multipleracereporting,
common combinations, and non-response.

del Pinal reminded the audience that the
potential combinations of the six new OMB race
categories of “ American Indian or Alaskan Native,”
“Asian,” “Black or African American,” “Native
Hawaiian or Other Pecific Ilander,” “White,” and
“Some other race,” a category which the OMB
allowed the Census Bureau to add for Census 2000,
can result in 63 groups. Respondent reporting of
two or more races refers to combinations of two or
more of the af orementioned race categories. For this
purpose, arespondent reporting “White” and
“Asian” would count as two or more races, but
“Japanese” and “ Chinese” would not.

In the three dress rehearsal sites under
consideration—Sacramento, South Carolina, and
Menominee—the percent of respondents reporting
that they were two or more races was 5.4 percent;
0.8 percent; and 1.2 percent, respectively. Inthese
sites, del Pinal noted, Hispanicswere morelikely to
report two or more races, and about 9 of 10 of
those respondents who reported two or more races,
reported only two.

The question, del Pinal said, is how to portray
thisinformation: singleraceor “lower-bound” or all-
inclusive or “upper-bound.” In asinglerace format,
each category would be shown individually:
“White” aone, “Black or African American” alone,
“American Indian/Alaskan Native” aone, “Asian”
alone, “Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific |lander”
alone, some other race alone, or two or more races.
Inanal-inclusiveraceformat, each classification
would be shown aone or in combination with one
or more other races. But ultimately what difference
would it make? del Pinal showed the range between
numbers for the upper- and lower- bound
distributions. In all presentations for each site, the
upper-bound distribution showed slightly higher
percentages.

del Pinal then reported on how moving the
Hispanic origin question before race affected the
answer to the race question. Only Sacramento
showed a higher percentage of respondents not
answering the race question (in 1990, 2.7 percent,
and in the 1998 dress rehearsal, 5.2 percent).
Analyzingthisby originrevealed thatinall three
sites, Hispanics appeared to have difficulty (for
example, in Sacramento, 21.6 percent of those
reporting Hispanic origin did not answer the race
guestion; in South Carolina, 12.8 percent; and in
Menominee, 8.8 percent).
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del Pinal reported that of the three sites,
Sacramento had a higher percentage (20.9 percent)
reporting they were Hispanic, and of those
reporting Hispanic origin, 80.3 percent reported they
were Mexican/Mexican American/Chicano.
Interestingly, even though respondents were not
invited to do so, about 1 percent of the respondents
reported two or moreorigins. In Sacramento, 58
percent of the respondents reporting two or more
origins gave Hispanic and non-Hispanic
combinations.

Inclosing, del Pinal reviewed thefindings of
non-response to the Hispanic origin question. In
Sacramento, 4.9 percent; South Carolina, 5.2
percent; and Menominee, 4.6 percent of the
respondents did not answer the origin question. In
Sacramento, of those who gave no response to the
Hispanic origin question, 9.4 percent were
American Indian/Alaskan Native; 9.2 percent were
Native Hawaiian or Other Pecific Islander; 7.7
percent were Asian; 6.8 percent were Black; and 2.7
percent were White. del Pinal noted that the
Hispanic origin question was moved ahead of the
race question to increase Hispanic response; when it
was placed after race, respondentswerelesslikely
to answer the Hispanic origin question.

After the formal remarks of each of the
speakers, audience members had an opportunity to
pose questions. In response to the question of
whether it would be |eft to the discretion of the
agencies to determine the methods for reporting the
data, Tucker noted that the purpose of bridging was
for trend analysis over time; however, there will be
suggested strategies for reporting the data according
to the new standards.

In terms of how much race detail will appear in
electronic versus paper format, representatives of
the Bureau of the Census responded that the Bureau
was looking at the addition of paper products. On
paper, though, userslikely would only see counts
for race/origin as opposed to detail.

The moderator posed a question to the
audienceto consider: When the results become
available and the categories are reported, therewill
be a need to educate the public. How can APDU
help us get ourselves ready and help the public to
deal with this? One APDU member noted that there
will be aneed for asimple explanation of how to
compare this census to the last. Another noted that
bridging analysiswork isunderway, one example
being Professor Stephen K. Doig, Arizona State
University, conducting research under agrant from
the Russell Sage Foundation.
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Down the Home Stretch to Census
2000: a Public Policy Perspective

Frep T. ASBELL
CHRIS STROBEL
CHiP WALKER
Davib McMILLEN

After nearly adecade of research, planning, and preparation, the Census Bureau is
launching Census 2000. Through the nineties, key issues such as funding, counting
methods, and content have been the focus of much attention and discussion. In
November 1997, Congress established the eight member US Census Monitoring Board,
with four members appointed by Congress and four by the President. For APDU99,
representatives of the U.S. Census Monitoring Board and of congressional oversight
committees agreed to share updates on their current activities and accomplishments.

Frep T. ASBELL
U.S. Census MonNITORING BoARD
CONGRESSIONAL MEMBER

WHAT WE DID

We conducted a block-by-block analysis of all
the populated areas surveyed in the 1990 Post-
Enumeration Survey (PES). We compared the
undercount in each block before and after
adjustment. We looked at the undercount: how
many people were missed in the census. Then, we
looked at the adjustment: how many people would
have been added or subtracted from statistical
adjustment. We documented our method and
findingsin a September 30 report to Congress:
“Unkept Promise; Statistical Adjustment Failsto
Eliminate Loca Undercounts, as Reveal ed by
Evaluation of Severely Undercounted Blocks From
the 1990 Census Plan,” which we' vedistributed.
[Available online at <http://www.cmbc.gov>]

WHY WE DID IT

We did this analysis for three primary reasons:

1) Full Disclosure: Thisanalysisisan attempt
at full disclosure of what adjustment will and will
not accomplish at thelocal level, so local and
national decision-makers can makeinformed
decisions. Itisnot acall to scuttle sampling. The
decision of whether or not to adjust the census, or
to use adjusted numbers, is not ours to make. Our
job isto review the process, ask hard questions
where needed, and report our findings to Congress
and the communities they represent, so they can
make those decisions.

2) Local Data: Obviously, block- and tract-
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level dataarevital to redistricting. Those dataare
also used to determine Title 1 funding for schools,
Community Development Block Grants, HUD
housing grants, and all manner of educational and
community planning. Itisvital that the people who
use these data know what they can expect from the
census and adjustment.

3) Statute: Thelaw that founded the Board,
Public Law 105-119, chargesusto review how the
Bureau’splan “ shall achieve maximum possible
accuracy at every level of geography.”

WHAT WE FOUND

We had four mgjor findings. They’relisted on
page 1 of 28 in thereport.

1) Statistical adjustment will not correct large
undercounts or overcounts in small areas such as
blocks and neighborhoods.

2) Heavily undercounted areaswill remain
heavily undercounted.

3) Statistical adjustment will add peopleto
many overcounted areas (areas where the Bureau
mistakenly counts too many people).

4) Until the censusisimprovedinlocal areas
that are heavily undercounted, the differential
undercount will persist at thelocal level.

Thereal danger of adjustment istwofold:

1) Peoplemay rely on adjustment to fix large
undercounts, instead of taking the necessary steps
to get afull head count; and

2) Adjustment will appear tofix the
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undercount for the entire state—even as heavily
undercounted neighborhoods remain heavily
undercounted.

Since adjustment will add people, on average,
to undercounted and overcounted neighborhoods
throughout every state, enough people will be

added to the state's total population to make it look
like the undercount isfixed. But peoplein heavily
undercounted neighborhoods still won't get their
fair share, and legitimate complaints about their
undercounts would be contradicted by the notion
that the undercount had been officially “fixed.”

CHRISTOPHER STROBEL
U.S. Census MoNITORING BoARD STAFF
PreEsIDENTIAL MEMBER

Summary of Key Points

Past Board Activities:

Weissued two joint reportsin 1999 (April 1
and October 1). The April 1 report covered
operational aspects of the 2000 Census. The
October 1 report was a bipartisan endorsement of
the Bureau’'s planned paid advertising campaign for
2000. [Availableonlineat <http://www.cmbp.gov>]

Upcoming Board Activities:

At our Board meeting on August 3, the Board
voted to pursue ajoint project to carry out case
studies of the enumeration planning process in two
Census Bureau regions. The studieswill look at
the strategies the Bureau will use to reach hard to
enumerate areas and populations, and how those
strategies are developed at the regional and local
levels. After deliberation, the Board selected the
Dallasand New York regionsfor the study.

CHip WALKER

MAJoRITY (REPUBLICAN ) STAFF
CommITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM
U.S. House oF REPRESENTATIVES

The debate over the use of statistical
estimation has subsided in Congress, not so much
because the Republicans and Democrats have
reached agreement on the issue, but both sides
haverecognized political realities. The Supreme
Court ruled in January 1999 that statistical
estimation could not be used for the purposes of
apportionment in the House of Representatives.
Republicans and Democrats disagree on whether
that ruling also appliesto redistricting.

In the wake of that decision the
Administration has decided to conduct both a
census using statistical estimation and afull
enumeration. Republicans do not have the votes to
override a presidential veto and therefore cannot
prevent the use of estimation. On the other hand
Democrats do not have the votes to change the law
that prohibits the use of estimation for
apportionment which was the basis of the Supreme
Court’sdecision.

Both Republicans and Democrats want a
successful census. Both would like to see the
differential undercount eliminated. For these
reasons there have been several areas where both
sides have been able to join forces with the Census
Bureau. One such areaisthefirst-of-its-kind
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advertising campaign. Both Chairman Miller and
Ranking Member Maloney are very supportive of
this campaign and particularly an offshoot of the ad
campaign - the Census in the Schools Program. In
fact, in October both Chairman Miller and Ms.
Maloney spoke at the kick off event at the invitation
of the Census Bureau.

Chairman Miller and Ms. Maloney have also
joined forces to promote the Congressional/Census
Bureau partnership program. Recently aresolution
supporting the partnership program was passed
unanimously by the House.

H. Con. Res. 193

* Recognizestheimportance of achieving a

successful census.

* Encourages groups to continue to work

toward a successful census.

¢ Reaffirmsour spirit of cooperation with the

Census Bureau and asserts a public
partnership between Congress and the
Bureau of the Census.

Congress has also appropriated all the money
that the Census Bureau requested for operations
relating to the census, including the $1.7 billion
additional request in the wake of the Supreme Court
decision. Chairman Miller and Ms. Maloney have
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worked hard to ensure that during the budget
negotiations the Census Bureau would continue to
be funded at the levels needed to conduct their ad
buys and other expensive operations.

While there are areas of cooperation between

Republicans, Democrats and the Census Bureau,
Chairman Miller will remain vigilant on how the
Bureau spendsits $4.5 billion 2000 appropriation
and all aspects of the 2000 Census operations.

Davip B. McMILLEN

MiNorITY (DEMOCRATIC) STAFF
CommITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM
U.S. House oF REPRESENTATIVES

(Summarized by Janie Harris, Cornell University
Library}

As he has at many previous APDU
conferences, David McMillen shared his
perspective on congressional actions concerning
the census. He reminded attendees of two
considerations: that a decennial census requires
good fieldwork and that it always attracts political
interest because of its effect on reapportionment.
With each successive decennial count, public
interest has grown along with costs and publicity
about the census. As has its predecessors, the
2000 Census has attracted partisan politics.
Currently, budget negotiations between Congress
and the White House weren't yet resolved over the
fate of the Socia Security trust fund surplus. Both
sideswere aware of the political implicationsof their
actions on budget bills. At thistime, partisan
positions on the census were increasingly affected
by other government initiatives requiring public
funds, by deadline pressures, and by census
oversight concerns. As aresult, he foresaw
accommodations being made on Census Bureau
funding measures.

McMuillen aso discussed other public data
issues currently the focus of congressional
attention. He was hopeful that Congress would
support the Statistical Efficiency Bill of 1999. The
bill incorporates decades of work to maximize
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efficiencies across agenciesin federal data
collection. McMillen was pleased with the strong
bipartisan support given to public data affected by
the Fathers Count Act of 1999. The House Ways
and Means Committee had just moved on the hill
which includes some funding for the Census
Bureau’s Survey of Program Dynamics. Amending
earlier Welfare Reform legidation, the bill will
support keeping participants in the survey panel so
that long-term monitoring dataare more accurate.
McMillen mentioned a recent Senate resolution
which criticized theremoval from the 2000 Census
guestionnaire of the question on marital status.
Earlier in the decade, Congress had directed the
Census Bureau to remove that question from the
form because the data fulfilled no federal mandate.
And at thislate date, the final 2000 questionnaires
areliterally rolling off the printing presses.

McMillen made an additional point about
public data policy. He expressed concern about the
public response to proposed changes to Office of
Management and Budget OMB Circular A110. He
described the mail response as an Internet contest
which generated thousands of electronic messages
to OMB. Wearein anew era, he cautioned the
audience. The cycle of datacollection,
dissemination and preservation was changing with
new technologies. He urged usto think about the
effects of change as we considered responsible data
use.
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Respondent Disclosure in

Surveys: Issues and Solutions

ALAN O. ZARATE
Patrick CoLLINS
L1saA BRONISZEWSKI

Public survey dataprovides awealth of information for researchers. Federal agencies,
however, have an obligation to balance the | egitimate needs of researchersfor access
against the needs of the respondentsfor privacy and confidentiality. Technological
advances and cooperativeinitiatives are creating acomplex environment for the new
policies and programs under development. Some of APDU’s members have long been
involved in federal and private sector discussions of theissues. This conference session
provided an update on these issues and an invitation for wider participation.

(Summarized by Lisa Neidert, APDU Conference
Committee Co-Chair)

Respondent disclosureisanincreasingly
important issue for data producers, intermediaries,
and users. This session provided an opportunity to
have presentations from a data producer, the
National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS), and a
data producer-sponsored secure data room, the
Census Bureau’s Research Data Center at UCLA
and the University of California, Berkeley, and
another presentation that combined the viewpoints
of intermediaries and users, the Population
Research Ingtitute at Pennsylvania State University.
The session ended with an opportunity for the
APDU community to becomeinvolvedina
committee on restricted data; attendees and
interested others should send email to the last
speaker.

Alvan Zarateisthe confidentiality officer at
NCHSand isaso very involved in agovernment-
wide confidentiality group. Zarate's presentation
covered hisgeneral principlesin establishing
effective confidentiality practiceswithin adata
producing organization. He discussed issues of
legal authority, responsibility, training, datastorage
and handling, accessto confidential data, security,
review of datafor public release, and awritten
statement of policy. Many of these pointswere
covered in greater detail.

The next speaker, Patrick Callins, described
the Census Bureau’'s Research Data Centers. The
purpose of these entitiesisto provide researchers

Alan O. Zarate, Confidentiality Officer, National Center
for Health Satistics. Patrick Collins, Executive Director,
California Census Research Data Center. Lisa
Broniszewski, Data Archivist, Pennsylvania Sate
University.
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with access to Census Bureau confidential data
files. Callins described the scope of dataavailable
through this venue, for example, microdata not
released in public usefiles. He described the
procedures for gaining access and the typical
conditions of access at the centers. Although the
research data centers sponsored by the Census
Bureau, and comparabl e centers sponsored by
NCHS, provide researchers with unprecedented
access to restricted data, there are downsides to this
accessthat Collinsdescribed. Briefly, theseare
cost, time, and inconvenience. Over time, he said,
the centerswill need to demonstrate their merit, to
offer areturn on the investment, and to explore the
economies of scale, for example, with other agency
data added to their holdings.

The presentation by LisaBroniszewski of the
Penn State Population Research Institute
represented intermediariesand users. Initially, she
described what are confidential data, why
researchers want accessto these files, and security
issueswith which researchersand intermediaries
haveto deal. A key point reiterated throughout her
presentation was the need to strike a balance
between protecting arespondent in asurvey and
providing access to the responses for researchers.
She described ways researchers at her organization
gain accessto confidential dataand which methods
are most preferable for them. Not surprisingly,
because of cost, time, and inconvenience factors,
secured datarooms rank low. She concluded her
session by discussing other possibilitiesthat depend
on computer technology at the researcher’s home
institution. In closing, Broniszewski suggested that
interested APDU membersjoin together to address
concerns about restricted data, and she offered
herself as acontact person. Her email addressis
<lisa@pop.psu.edu>.
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Local Area Indicators: Are We
Really Measuring What We Think

We Are?

MARGARET (MEG) PLANTZ
ANNE E. DUNTHORN

Many APDU members find themselves producing, providing, or using public data for
local areas. They quickly discover that theimportance of small area data can be as great
as the potential for its misapplication or misinterpretation by the local community. In
this session, professional data users share their experiences working within local
communities and their recommendations for responsible use of public data, especially as

ameasurement or an indicator of change.

(Summarized by Deborah Gona, APDU Board Vice
President)

Moderator Deborah Gona, of Gona &
Associates, opened the concurrent session by
remarking that in many ways thiswould be one
where theissues of small area data— broached in
an APDU98 session — and statistical literacy —
discussed thefirst day of APDU99 — callide.
Gonawent on to say that while she had earlier
questioned the harshness of the tag line, “Are We
Really Measuring What We Think We Are?,” to
the session title, she reconsidered after reading a
related article in The Washington Post just one day
prior to the start of APDU99.

The article, she said, described asituation
whereaMaryland public elementary school was
preparing to be honored by the White House as one
of the top schoolsin the nation.! Theirony was
that the sameinstitution simultaneously had been
fingered by thelocal school superintendent asone
of the“less productive” public schoolsin the
county, alabel based on anewly-implemented, local
productivity measure that incorporated the rise and
fall of state test scores of a subset of students over
several grades. Gonaread an excerpt from the
articleinwhich apuzzled school official asked,
“Which processisrea ?’

Gonaremarked that this was just one example
of many across the country, and that especialy in
recent years, many more communities, community
institutions, and organizations have taken up the
challenges of measurement — whether measuring
progress toward their desired futures, assessing
whether expended resources are producing any

Margaret (Meg) Plantz, Senior Director, Outcome
Measurement, United Way of America; Anne E.
Dunthorn, Consultant and Principal, CF Systems.
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benefit, or searching for change and improvement
in targeted areas. To do these measurements, she
said, they search for indicators, and, increasingly,
local, regional and national entities such asthe
Community Indicators Network, the National
Association of Regional Councils, and the National
Neighborhood Indicators database of the Urban
Institute, are gathering up information about local
and regional measuresthat communitiesand
organi zations can review, adopt or adapt for their
own circumstances.

The process of searching for indicators that
link to desired local futures or that speak to the
differences organizations are making within
communitiesis spawning some useful discussions
about what it takes to be “ effective” or to achieve
outcomes, Gona noted. They a so beg other issues,
including some moretechnical in nature. For
example:

* thechoicesinindicators;

¢ thetroublesassociated with finding
indicatorsrelated closely enough to the
conditions that are of interest and that are
meaningful reflections of the changesthey
expect (atask particularly difficultinthe
health and human servicesarena); and

¢ theavailahility of thislevel and specificity

of data.

But, she cautioned, someissues go beyond the
technical to what many of these projects claim to do
or are thought to do. In many instances, we have
inadvertently stretched the capabilitiesand intents
of somewell-meaning activities, such ascommunity
status reports and report cards, and other
collections of data that can be otherwise powerful
toolsfor informing action, policymaking, building
community, and addressing opportunitiesfor
community improvement. Instead, Gonasaid, we
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have used them for purposes for which they were
not intended, for example, measuring targeted
change— and ultimately assigning blame or credit
for progress—within communities or organizations.
The speakers at this session wereinvited to offer
their perspectives on theseindicator issues.

Thefirst speaker, Dr. Margaret Plantz, Senior
Director of Outcome Measurement for United Way
of America, told the audience that she had just
returned from ameeting of seven local United Way
organizationsinvolved inthe National Learning
Project on Using Program Outcome Data to Create
Measurable Change. She pointed out that United
Waysand member agenciesin many communities
have been devel oping and employing program-level
outcome information to track program performance,
and more recently, United Ways have begun
working on devel oping viable community-level
outcomeinformation. Thisisbecomingincreasingly
important and of interest, she said, asthe United
Way system movesmore deliberately into
community-level problem-solving and looking for
ways to impact and add value to the community,
along withitstraditional fund-raising for local
agencies.

Since 1995, Plantz said, United Way agency
program-level outcome measures have been used to
demonstrate the benefits and changes produced by
programs. However, in spite of some effortsto
attribute the results, those program-level outcomes
cannot be stretched to demonstrate community-level
impacts, shesaid. Some communitiesand United
Ways, for example, have mistakenly assumed that if
they could just fund “enough” programs or could
just aggregate the outcomes of the programs they
fund or could use al of the strategies at their
disposal (evenin partnership with all of the funders
in the community), then they would be able to
demonstrate community-wideimpact.

Inreality, Plantz said, community-level
outcomes are benefits or changes for large numbers
of community members, and there are not enough
programs, with enough clientele, to create the
anticipated, measurabl e change acrossthe
community or to hold any individual organization
accountablefor that level of change. United Ways
that have allowed themsel ves and their communities
to think by adopting aworthy, community-wide
outcome, such as healthy families, that they are
accountable for changein broad indicators, such as
adivorcerate, have found themselveslooking
ineffectivewhen they “fail” to create the changein
that indicator. Some community-level indicatorsare
simply beyond local control, but because dataare
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available, welet them drive what we hold ourselves
accountablefor, shesaid.

Plantz noted that arelated assumption has
been that community indicator reports by
themselves can meaningfully measurethe
community-level impact of United Way efforts.
Unfortunately, she said, we have realized that
indicator-based “report cards’ are not appropriate
ways of measuring theimpact of community
problem-solving efforts. If donewell, Plantz said,
report cards can offer excellent measurement and
understanding of the status or conditions of a
community, but they areinadequate for
demonstrating change in conditionsthat are
occurring astheresult of specific, deliberate,
targeted actions.

Plantz noted that the United Way system
distinguishes between “ Community Status Reports’
and “ Targeted Community Interventions’ and
related indicators 2 in their purpose, focus of
accountability, starting point, key tasks, and uses of
theresults. The selection of targeted indicators and
ameasurement planisafina step, coming only after
an intended outcome (or outcomes) is selected from
within abroad community goal, and specific
strategies and action plans are devel oped to achieve
and implement the outcomes. Plantz cited an
exampl e of one community’swinnowing process,
narrowing the potential outcomes to one that the
United Way and community partnerscould
reasonably impact. Many of the most successful,
she said, have strategies that focus on system
changesto fix the source of the problem, rather than
relying solely on changing individuals. They think
through the logic and look for factors that can
realistically be affected by the available resources
and partnersin the community.

She cautioned that appropriate indicators for
measuring success may have to be brand new, as
many availableindicator reports measuretoo high a
level of indicators. Targeted indicators must focus
specifically on the factorsthat the action planis
designed to affect. More often than not, Plantz
remarked, these are narrower and more focused
than the original community statusindicatorsthat
gave rise to the concern about the problem.

The second speaker, Anne Dunthorn,
consultant and co-owner of CF Systemsin Oak
Ridge, Tennessee, echoed many of the same
sentimentsin describing her community’swork on
report cards and indicator development. Dunthorn
recounted that her community, Oak Ridge, was
founded in the 1940s as part of the Manhattan
Project to develop material s for atomic bombs.
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Most of those recruited to the area back then were
young and highly educated or trained in technical
work. Now, she said, these original residents are at
or reaching retirement age, and without school-age
children. Thelocal school district thinksthat it
needs to measure and sell academic” success’ in
order to continue high levels of public support and
funding for the school system. The question, she
said, iswhat is“success’? How much of itis
genetic, how much is due to family resources and
socioeconomic status, and how much is the result
of schooling?What are they really measuring,
Dunthorn asked, and how much is based on
perception and what the public wants to hear?

She went on to describe an effort that resulted
inthereleaselast year of a“ Community Report
Card” for Anderson County, Tennessee. 3
Dunthorn said that the participants moved away
from targeting a single issue to taking on a broad
range — widening from health issues to those of
safety, housing, environment and others as more
stakeholders becameinvolved. For example, she
said, both the city and county governments —
different agendas and concerns— got involved
because they wanted atool for planning in thisarea
which has an affluent city in the midst of rural
poverty, and county rural residents cut off from
quick, efficient servicesby the geography.

The process of developing this report card
brought together groups who decided to work
cooperatively and use their resources more
efficiently, Dunthorn pointed out. The United Way
in Anderson County, one of the project sponsors,
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realized it lacked resources within the community to
solvetheidentified problems and worked
proactively with other groupsto leverage state and
federal public resources, aswell as some from the
private sector. The community report card, she
said, helped to identify funding “holes’” and guidea
strategy for securing the necessary funds.

Moreover, the community will be using the data
reported by social service agenciesto various
funders asaplanning and evaluation tool. Data
reported to the state and federal level will be sought
and “recaptured” for local use.

Dunthorn closed by reminding the audience
that perception is an important part of how we use
data. Thereisawaysaquestion of whether we are
measuring what we think we are and whether we are
even looking at the samething. But even if we
cannot easily compare them to other communities,
she said, we must create, in our local areas, the data
that are necessary to monitor success.

1 Brigid Schulte, “ DiscrepanciesMar New
School Gauge: Montgomery Stresses Gains, Not
Just State Test Results,” The Washington Post, Oct.
24,1999,A1.

2 “Community Status Reports and Targeted
Community Interventions. Drawing aDistinction. A
White Paper on Change in the United Way
Movement.” United Way of America, 1999.

3 “ Anderson County (Tenn.) Community
Report Card: Building aHealthy Community 1999.”
Sponsored by Anderson County Health Council,
Concerned Citizens, Covenant Health, and United
Way of Anderson County.
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GEORGE LEVENTHAL
MARK FRANKEL
GARY Bass

Promoting Public Access to
Scientific Data: the Devil is in the
Detail

Public data have long been the focus of attention because of their usein congressional
reapportionment, cost of living adjustments, interest rates, etc., and in policy formulation.
Research datagenerated in scientific |aboratories and on academic computers are now
inviting public scrutiny because of their potential to affect public policy. Recent federal
regulations opened public access to research data produced with federal funds, and this
access raises concernsranging from cost and competition to confidentiality. APDU’s
conference session brought together representatives from the government, the research
community, and awatchdog agency to sharetheir perspectives on and suggest alternatives

to the new federal requirements.

(Summarized by Ted Hull, APDU Board Member)

Ted Hull, session organizer and moderator,
introduced this session on the revisions to the Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-110.
An archivist with the Center for Electronic Records
of the National Archivesand Records
Administration, Hull started by discussing the
implications of therevision for the federal record
status of data collected under grants and contracts.
Therevision, by using theterm “awards’ and
invoking provisions of the Freedom of Information
Act (FOIA) for accessto datawill, in effect, cause
all data created under grant or contract to be federal
records. Previously, only those data received by an
agency from the grantee become federal records;
otherwise data retained by the grantee are not
managed as such. Data collected under contract
and received by the agency asadeliverable of that
contract are federal records; if not specified asa
deliverable, they are not federal records. Therefore,
by suggesting that all data, regardless of the source
of the funding, are subject to the FOIA, the revision
effectively changes the federal record status of all
data regardless of whether they are under the
federal government’s physical control or not. Hull
went on to introduce the distinguished panelists.

George Leventhal, Association of American
Universities (AAU), discussed the history of the
revision. The Shelby Amendment, introduced by
Senator Richard C. Shelby (R-AL) arosefromaUsS

George Leventhal, Senior Federal Relations
Officer, Association of American Universities.
Mark Frankel, American Association for the
Advancement of Science. Gary Bass, Executive
Director, OMB Watch
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Environmental Protection Agency rulingona
particul ate emission standard based on apublicly
funded Harvard University research study. One of
the companies affected by the standard sought to
replicate the study and appealed to Senator Shelby
to assist in obtaining the data from Harvard. They
argued that the weather and other medical and
survey data used by Harvard were all public data.
Harvard refused to turn the data over to the
requester or Senator Shelby’s office. Thisresulted
in Senator Shelby introducing an amendment to the
FY 1998 omnibus OMB spending bill requesting
revisionto OMB Circular A-110 subjecting all data
collected under afederal award to the provisions of
FOIA.

Leventhal recounted how the university
community expressed great concern over the FOIA
provision and the effect it might have on maintaining
the confidentiality of persons participating as
subjectsin aresearch project. Thisisof particular
concern where there are medical proprietary
interests and when the private sector isa partial
sponsor of theresearch. Leventhal suggested that if
university scientific researchisfor the essentia
benefit of science, then the trade secrets exemption
of the FOIA would not apply to that scientific
research data, and it might be subject to disclosure.
He then provided an example of the R.J. Reynolds
Tobacco Company suing aMedical College of
Georgiaresearcher for theidentities of subjectsina
study of the awareness of the cartoon “ Joe Camel”
among young children. The researcher lost the case
and had to identify the subjects under the Georgia
Open Records L aw.

Leventha continued his discussion by
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providing additional background on the legidative
action surrounding therevision. An OMB notice
issued in February 1999 indicated that the FOIA
would apply only to cases where the dataresulted in
afederal law, but that notice also broadly applied to
all data collected under an award. A subsequent
proposed revision to the amendment by
Representative Price and Representative Walsh
limiting the scope further, lost in committee.
However, asecond ruling by OMB on therevision
issuedin August 1999, significantly narrowed the
scope of thefinal revision. Senator Shelby thought
the OMB second ruling gave too much discretion to
researchers. Asaresult of the compromise, on
October 8, 1999, OMB issued the final ruling on the
revision, which made some accommodationsto
Senator Shelby, by applying OMB Circular A-110to
data used in “any federal action that has the effect of
law.” Therevisioniseffective November 8, 1999,
and agencies now haveto implement therevision.
Currently under question is whether the time span of
Senator Shelby’sinitial amendment expired at the
end of FY 1999, asit wasinitially attached to an
annual appropriationshill.

Mark Frankel, American Association for the
Advancement of Science (AAAS), suggested
alternative approaches to data sharing other than
formal revisionsto the OMB Circular. He
recounted how the scientific community hashad a
long history of incorporating data sharing into its
ethical practice. Sharing of datais essential to the
progress of science, and researchersroutinely share
datafor the benefit of al. Frankel listed some of the
benefits of research datasharing including :
resolution of disputesin science; exposure of errors
and fraud; verification of origina findings;
generation of new research and promotion of new
analyses|leading to new knowledge and insights;
provision of aresourcefor training in research
methods; and avoidance of wasteful duplication. In
all, one of the goalsin data sharing based on these
principlesistoimprove public policy.

Frankel also listed some of the obstaclesto
data sharing: technical constraints; poor data
documentation; contamination of data; |oss of
control over the data; risksto privacy and
confidentiality of research subjects; potential profits;
and national security. Therefore, he said, any policy
on data sharing needs to consider both the benefits
and the obstacles. One of the things the Shelby
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Amendment did not consider isthat the scientific
community haslong recognized that peer review is
essential for valid scienceand isnot possible
without sharing. The amendment also did not
recoghize existing provisions of the National
Science Foundation and National Institutes of
Health, which expect funded researchersto make
their dataavailableto others. Frankel suggested
that current sharing practices could be expanded by
methods other than the FOIA.

Frankel then suggested one of the ways data
sharing could be promoted would be through a
federally funded “virtual archives’ of scientific data.
The AAASiscurrently exploring thefeasibility of
the development of such avirtual archives.
Scientific data, developed with federal funding and
not easily replicated by other scientists, would be
electronically availableviathearchives. Thepublic
could use this mechanism to identify and locate
specific data sets. No award would be given
without satisfactory data sharing provisions, given
therestrictions of human privacy, intellectual
property, and national security. According to
Frankel, this plan affirmsthe ethics of data sharing.

Gary Bass, OMB Watch, asserted that the
Shelby amendment is“ crazy.” Helisted three
reasons for this: 1) that FOIA is the wrong method;
theamendment fliesin theface of al existing FOIA
case law; 2) that the scope isinappropriate and not a
coincidencethat it applies only to awards and 3)
that the reason for the amendment focused on
benefiting special interestsover enforcing regul atory
protection. The amendment is not about good
science but rather about controlling public policy.
Bass does not think OMB has done a good enough
job limiting the scope of the amendment. Bassthen
went on to raise anumber of questions about the
final OMB issuance. First, to what will the FOIA
really apply and how will that affect all non-profits
and universitieswho receive grants? Second, who
will absorb the costs for responding to the FOIA
and what if an agency doesn't or can't force afee on
the requester? Bass thinksthat the revision does
not address the question of what is good accessto
public data. He concluded by remarking that the
Shelby amendment isaside show, and that attacks
will be on procedural implementation of therevision
and will not result in what isreally needed—an
affirmative policy on access and adefinition of
public access.
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What Are the Effects of Welfare
Reform on the Nation’s Children?

ALyssa WIGTON
JeFFrRey CAPIZZANO

Several yearsinto welfarereform, policy makers and the public are attempting to identify,
measure, and evaluate theresults. Variousindicators of well-being are being compared
acrossthefifty states. The Urban Institute has targeted its resources on providing new,
timely and reliable data for such comparisons. Institute data which document the impact
of welfare reform on children and their families were the topic of this APDU conference

session.
(Summarized by Jocelyn Tipton, Yale University Library)

Sarah Breshears, APDU Board Secretary and
a Senior Research Specialist at the University of
Arkansas, Little Rock, was the moderator of this
session. Sheintroduced the topic by explaining that
welfarereformisdriving users of public dataand
that child careissues directly relate to the welfare to
work program.

AlyssaWigton of the Urban Institute provided
an overview of the dataavailable from “ Assessing
the New Federalism,” amulti-year Urban Institute
research project to analyze the devol ution of
responsibility for social programsfrom the federal
government to the states. It includes studying the
well-being of children and families. She gave brief
descriptions of the content and data collection for
three data sources available from the project’s web
site: the State Database, the Welfare Rules
Database, and the National Survey of America's
Families.

The State Database includes information on
the fifty states and the District of Columbiain areas
such asincome security, health, child and youth
well-being, demographic, fiscal and political
conditions, and social services. It can be used to
compare states with each other or with the nation as
awhole, to track trends over time, and to analyze
rel ationships among different state characteristics.
This database currently has datafrom 1993 to the
present and is updated twice ayear. The datacan
be used online or downloaded. Moreinformation
can be found at the Ingtitute’s web site: <http://
newfederalism.urban.org/nfdb/index.htm>.

The Welfare Rules Database (WRD) provides
alongitudinal account of the changesin state

Alyssa Wigton, Urban Institute
Jeffrey Capizzano, Urban Ingtitute
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welfarerules. The WRD organizesthe detailed
information on welfare rules across states, time and
geographic areas within states and different types
of assistance units. The information in this
database is being compiled from caseworker
manuals and Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families(TANF) regulations. Thisdatabaseisstill
being developed but a beta version is available at:
<http://newfederalism.urban. org/wrd>.

TheNational Survey of America'sFamilies
conducted in 1997 included over 44,000 households
yielding information on over 100,000 peopleand
was repeated again in 1999. The survey focused on
economic, health and socia characteristics of
children, adultsand families. The survey hasthe
ability to measure differences among states. The
public use files are available on the Institute’ s web
site: <http://newfederalism.urban.org/nsaf/cpuf/
index.htm>,

Thereare currently two filesavailablewith
morein development. The Child Public UseFile
providesinformation relating to their family settings
and the adults who took care of them. The Most
Knowledgeable Adult (MKA) Public UseFile
provides information about the adult in the
household who knew the most about the children.
For each of the public usefilesthereisaso
information about methodology and the text of the
guestionnaire. The dataarein compressed ASCI|
format that can be downloaded or can soon be used
with Tabulator, aWindows-based program which
will enable users to design and generate custom
crosstabulations. The web site also provides
accessto al printed reports available from this
survey.

Jeffrey Capizzano, also from the Urban
Ingtitute, provided examples of how the National
Survey of America's Familiesisbeing used and the
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type of questions being answered by the data. He
also provided some background about why we
should care about child care usage patterns.
Understanding child care arrangementsisimportant
becauseit isacritical work support mechanism,
policy makers care about school readiness, and itis
impacted by welfare reform measures. State
estimates of child care are also important because it
issuspected that states differ demographically and
fiscally, the cost and supply of child care vary, and
state approachesto child care policy also vary. This
survey can help to verify these differences and
provide policy makerswith state specific
information.

Of Significance...
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Capizzano focused on dataregarding primary
caretakers of preschool children with employed
parents and shared several charts and graphs to
illustrate his findings. These contrasted child care
arrangements by the age of the children and by low
or high family income. In conclusion, he found that
there were significant state variations and that state
specific data such asthat available from the
National Survey of America's Familiesisimportant.
The next step will be to try to understand why these
differences among states occur. The public release
of these findings should be available by the end of
the year from the I nstitute.
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Roundtable Sessions: Data Producer and User Forums

Traditionally, APDU conference Roundtable sessions offer data producers, providersand
users the opportunity to meet informally for topical discussions and product demonstrations.
At APDU99, producers shared and attendees tested several new products and software

systemsfor accessing public data.

Roundtable 1: The Do’s and Don’ts

of Getting Statistical Policy Across to

the Local Public

MiLo ScHIELD

(Summarized by Wendy Treadwell, President, APDU
Board)

Asafollow-up to his contributions to Of
Sgnificance... (vol. 1:1), Milo Schield led this
roundtable discussion on the interpretation and
misinterpretation of published data. Using examples
from both federal and local sources, the group
examined instances in which statisticswere
presented in waysthat led to multiple
interpretations or simple misunderstanding.
Common errorsidentified and discussed included
confusing asimpledifferencewith arelative
difference, confusing “percent” with “percentage
point,” and mixing terminology such as“threetimes
as much” and “200% more than” which can confuse
thereader. Another problem, which Professor
Schield observed while working with students, was
their difficulty in understanding tables that provide
percentages. He found that having his students try
to explainin simple prosewhat aparticular
percentage meant was a good test of
understandability. Providing the values along with
the percent helped to clarify theinformation in many
cases. For example, atablewith thetitle

Milo Schield, Associate Professor, Business
Administration and MIS, Augsburg College
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“Percentage of Children in Poverty by Race” could
be interpreted as the percentage of those children
considered “in poverty” broken down by race OR
the percentage of children within each racial
category who were considered “in poverty.”
Providing the base number of childrenin each racial
category aswell as the number of those children
who were considered “in poverty” clarified the
percentage listed in the table.

Recommendationsfor improving the clarity of

reported data included:

* When comparing two values, give both
values being compared along with the
comparison.

¢ Use“timesasmuchas’ for smpleratios
and “% morethan” for relative differences.

¢ Use“timesasmuch as’ whenthesimple
ratio is more than one and “% more than” if
theratio isless than three. Thisavoidsthe
use of small ratios and large percentages,
both of which can be confusing to the
reader.

* Havesomeonetry to explain the meaning
of the numbersin atableto verify that the
language used is not open to multiple
interpretations.
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Roundtable 2: Hands on Time with

NANcY TORRIERI

the American Community Survey

(Summarized by Sue Hoover, APDU Board)

The American Community Survey (ACS) is
being devel oped by the Census Bureau to provide
demographic, economic, and housing profiles of
America'scommunitiesevery year. The Census
Bureau's Nancy Torrieri, who is heading up the
American Community Survey group, and two of her
staff members presented an overview of the ACS.
Handouts were provided as well as the opportunity
to do “hands on” work with preliminary dataviaa
laptop—as though it were “real data.”

The Census Bureau’'s web page provides an
entire area dedicated to the ACS. The Census

Nancy Torrieri, Bureau of the Census

Bureau's home page islocated at <http://
www.census.gov>. Under “Special Topics’ isa
section for the American Community Survey. The
ACS Home Page covers a number of questions, for
example, “What isit?, Goals, Why?, How Doesit
Work?' etc. Linked fromthe“ACSMain” and
“About ACS’ pages, thereis a PowerPoint Slide
Show presentation that can be viewed and/or
downloaded. The “Notes’ pages contain the
presentation aswell as concise explanations of the
entire process and the projected timelines.

This APDU Roundtable presented the
opportunity to discuss the process and plans for
ACSwith knowledgeabl e Census Bureau staff as
well as the chance to work with the proposed data.
It wasinformal yet informative.

Roundtable 3: UNICON and CPS Utilities

BryaN RICKARD

(Summarized by Lisa Neidert, Co-Chair, APDU
Conference Committee)

Theformat of this Roundtable was alive
demonstration of the UNICON CPS Utilities. The
CPS Utilities contain data, documentation and
Windows software to help researchers find and
extract datafrom the US Census Bureau’'s Current
Population Survey (CPS). In the past, the data and
extraction software have been on CD-ROM.
However, session participants also got to view a
web-based delivery method.

Meeting with UNICON programmer Bryan
Rickard, participants were able to get guidance on

Bryan Rickard, Senior Programmer, Unicon Research
Corporation
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problems they were having, ask question about
future directionsin the software devel opment, and
become beta testers of the web version of the CPS
Utilities.

The CPS Utilities developed by UNICON
addresses problems users have with CPS datafiles.
Utilizing three basi ¢ functions, the software permits
the user to locate relevant variableswith relative
ease, to produce datafilesby simply naming
variables and years, to collect and view in compact
form all coding and universeinformationfor a
variable across survey years, and to ascertain easily
the survey question that led to the variable of
interest. Further information isavailable onthe
producer’swebsite at <http://www.unicon.com>.
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Roundtable 4: Getting to Know

ALBERT ANDERSON

Your Data with PDQ Explore

(Summarized by Lisa Neidert, Co-Chair, APDU
Conference Committee)

PDQ-Exploreisan onlineinteractiveanalytic
processing system from Public Data Queries, Inc.
PDQ-Explore offers remote access to a variety of
large, public data sets. Users are able to extract
results from these datain seconds.

The format of thisroundtablewasalive
demonstration of PDQ-Explore followed by hands-
on experience by the participants with the software
and data. Participants had the opportunity to
interact with over 100 years of census datawith a

Albert Anderson, Public Data Queriesinc.

concatenated version of the Integrated Public Use
Microdata Sample (IPUMS) files. Tabulationsand
descriptive statistics querieswere returned in one to
two seconds on afile that has eighteen million
records.

Longtime APDU member Albert Anderson
headed the demonstration. Session participants
were able to ask technical questions of the
developers of the software, discussthe feasibility of
providing access to other datafiles, and get practical
guestions about using the software answered.
Participants were given copies of abetaversion of
the software and a guide to using the software.
Information on this software system can be found at
the producer’s website at <http://www.pdg.com>.

Roundtable 5: The Nation’s Data on

BraND NIEMANN

DVD: an Introduction to USA on DVD

(Summarized by Lisa Neidert, Co-Chair, APDU
Conference Committee)

USA on DVD isareference and analysistool
on DVD-ROM that is usable on any Windows-based
operating system with aDVD-ROM drive. The
information that USA on DV D displaysin maps and
tables combines Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) databases with geographical features and
statistics on demographics and economics from the
1990 Census.

The format of thisroundtablewasalive

Brand Niemann, US Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA)
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demonstration of the USA on DV D followed by
hands-on experience with the software and data by
the session attendees. Participants generated
various combinations of datawith various multi-
layer map plots. The plotsranged from
neighborhood maps to state or regional thematic
maps. The software was easy to use and made the
presentation of geographically-based data
reasonable for novices. The amount of information
availablein both text and fully graphical GIS maps
and plots also makes this an attractive product for
skilled professionals. Further informationis
available at thewebsite:
<http://www.usaondvd.com>.
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Changes in the MSA Definitions: What is the Impact

on Local Users ?

The federal government classifies cities into types of metropolitan areas for statistical and
programmatic purposes. Statistical purposesfor federal agenciesinclude the collection,
tabulation and dissemination of public datafor geographic areas. Programmatic uses can
involve federal and state disbursements for the improvement of health or housing, or for
economic development. The private sector also utilizes the classifications,

for example, for ranking or targeting urban markets. Achieving metropolitan statushasa
major impact on alocal area, as doesitsloss. At APDU99, two presentations dealt with
this important statistical classification. James D. Fitzsimmons of the Census Bureau
reported on the current review of the standards which will define metropolitan areasin
the coming years. Jacqueline Byers of the National Association of Counties discussed the

local impact of the classifications.

Progress Report on the Review of

James D. FiTzsimmons

the Metropolitan Area Standards

The Metropolitan Area Standards Review
Project is approaching its goa of producing
standards for defining statistical areasin the coming
decade. Underway for severa years, the project is
an interagency effort conducted under the auspices
of the Office of Management and Budget (OMB).
The new standards resulting from the project will be
applied with 2000 decennial census datato produce
updated definitions of areas by mid-2003.

OMB recently published a Federal Register
notice (October 20, 1999) presenting
recommendationsfrom the Federal I nteragency
Metropolitan Area Standards Review Committee
(MASRC) on changesto the current metropolitan
area (MA) standards. This notice is the second of
three noticesrelated to the review. Thefirst notice
was published by OMB in the Federal Register of
December 21, 1998. OMB expectsto publish the
final standards in the third notice before census day
(April 1) 2000.

Background on the Current
Metropolitan Area (MA) Program

For 50 years the MA program has provided
standard statistical area definitions at the
metropolitan level. Duringthisperiod, large

James D. Fitzsmmons, U.S. Census Bureau
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numbers of directly comparable MA data products
have been made avail able to government, business,
scholars, citizens' organizations, and others
interested in analyzing and otherwise using
information about the nation’s major centers of
population and activity.

The general concept of an MA isthat of an
area containing alarge population nucleus and
adjacent communities that have a high degree of
integration with that nucleus. This general concept
has remained essentially the same since MA's were
first defined before the 1950 Census. The purpose
of MA’s also is unchanged from when they were
first defined: the classification provides anationally
consistent set of definitions for collecting,
tabulating, and publishing federal statistics for
geographic aress.

In the years preceding each decennial census,
the MA standards have been reviewed and revised
to ensure their continued usefulness and relevance.
The revised standards then have been applied to
the new census data to produce definitions for that
decade.

The Current Standards Review

The Metropolitan Area Standards Review
Project isthe fifth review of the standards since
they were first published; it has been an especially
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thorough review, reflecting asafirst priority users
concerns with the conceptual and operational
complexity of the standards that have evolved over
the decades. Other key concerns behind the
particularly thorough nature of the current review
have been: (1) whether modificationsto the
standards over the years have permitted them to
stay abreast of changes in population distribution
and activity patterns; (2) whether advancesin
computer applications permit consideration of new
approaches to defining areas; and (3) whether there
isa practicable way to capture amore complete
range of settlement and activity patterns than the
current MA standards capture.

Review activities began early in the decade,
when the U.S. Census Bureau commissioned
studies by four universities to identify specific
issues that should be addressed and to propose
approaches to those issues. The reports coming
out of these studies were assembled and published
asaU.S. Census Bureau Population Division
working paper, which then became the centerpiece
of discussion at an open conferencein 1995. Last
year'sFederal Register notice (December 21, 1998)
presented alternative approaches to defining
metropolitan and nonmetropolitan areas and sought
comments on those approaches. A second open
conferencetook placein January, 1999. Comments
received in response to the December 1998 notice,
views expressed at the two conferences and at
dozens of meetings with professional and data user
groups in the past few years, and work conducted
by staff at the U.S. Census Bureau and other
agenciesinformed MASRC'sextensive
deliberations this past spring and summer as it
prepared its recommendations for OMB on changes
to the standards.

MASRC Recommendations

MASRC hasrecommended aCore-Based
Statistical Area(CBSA) classification to replacethe
current MA classification. ThisCBSA classification
has three types of areas based on the total
population of al coresinthe CBSA: (1)
Megapolitan Areas based on cores of at least
1,000,000 population; (2) Macropolitan Areas based
on cores of 50,000 to 999,999 population; and (3)
Micropolitan Areas based on cores of 10,000 to
49,999 population. The cores on which the areas
arebased are U.S. Census Bureau-defined urbanized
areas (UA's) and a proposed new geographic entity
for Census 2000—U.S. Census Bureau-defined
settlement clusters.
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Megapolitan Areaswould comprise a
recoghizable set of the largest areas and would
account for a substantial share of the nation’s total
population. Theidentification of Micropolitan
Areas extends concepts underlying the core-based
approach to smaller population centers that are not
addressed in the current MA program. Territory not
included in Megapolitan, Macropolitan, and
Micropolitan Areas would be termed “Outside
CBSA's”

MASRC has recommended using counties and
equivalent entities as building blocks of CBSA's
throughout the United States and Puerto Rico.
(Minor civil divisionswould be used as building
blocksfor an alternative set of areasin New
England only.) Those counties containing cores,
MASRC recommends, should form the central
counties of CBSA’'s. MASRC also recommends
that only commuting data should be used to include
counties beyond central counties—the outlying
counties—to complete definition of CBSA's.
MASRC has recommended adoption of asingle
commuting threshold of 25 percent to establish
qualifying linkages between outlying counties and
central counties.

Mergersof adjacent CBSA'stoformasingle
CBSA should take place when commuting data
indicate that strong ties exist between the two
areas central counties. Combinations of adjacent
CBSA’'s should take place when there are weaker
but still important commuting ties between entire
CBSA's. The CBSA'sthat are combined should
retain separate identities in addition to being
recoghized as parts of Combined Areas.

MASRC recommendsidentifying thecity with
the largest population in each CBSA, aswell asany
additional citieswith large population or
employment totals, as principal cities. Thetitle of
each CBSA should include the name of the largest
principal city. If therearemultipleprincipal citiesin
aCBSA, the names of the second-largest and third-
largest principal cities should beincluded in the
title, in order of descending population size. Titles
of Combined Areas also would use names of
principal cities.

The full set of recommendations and the
October 20, 1999, Federal Register_notice of which
they are part are featured at OMB’sweb site at
<http://www.whitehouse.gov/OMB/fedreg/
index.html> or at the U.S. Census Bureau'ssite at
<http://www.census.gov/popul ation/www/
estimates/masrp.html >,
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The Good, the Bad and the Ugly:

JACQUELINE BYERS

A Look at Counties and Metropolitan Areas

(Summarized by Jocelyn Tipton, Yale University Library)

Achieving metropolitan status has a major
impact on alocal area. New programs and
opportunities become available once an areais
designated as a Metropolitan Statistical Area
(MSA). But what happenswhen an areafalls below
the magic number and no longer qualifiesasan
MSA? Jacqueline Byers presentation looked at
the advantages and disadvantages of counties
belonging to metropolitan areas.

Ms. Byers discussed several benefits for
counties belonging to an MSA or a Metropolitan
Area(MA). [For definitions of these classifications,
please see the Census Bureau glossary at <http://
www.census.gov/dmd/www/glossary.html>] Urban
identification impactsthe workforce availability for
business and economic devel opment recruitment.
Countiesin MSA'saredligiblefor certain federal
funding or higher levels of funding for education,
housing and transportation. There are also
economic impacts of belongingtoan MSA. The
concentration of businesses and people in MA's
attracts new industry, generates new industries,
speeds the expansion of knowledge, increases
technological innovation and increases
productivity. MA’'s and MSA'’s have greater access
to labor, capital and customers. Workers are more
diverse and better educated because of access to
training, colleges and universities. These workers
bring more specialized skillsand higher production
because of the concentration of workerswhich in

Jacqueline Byers, Director of Research, National
Association of Counties

Of Sgnificance...
Vol. 1:2, 1999

turn brings higher salaries. Thefinal benefit of
belonging to an MA or MSA is that passenger,
freight, and regional transportation is more
concentrated, which lowers costs.

Ms. Byers went on to discuss some of the
disadvantages to belonging to MA's or MSA's.
The primary example she used was the Dupage
County-Chicago/Cook County, Illinois, MSA. The
first disadvantage is how the U.S. Department of
Housing and Urban Development (HUD) defines
market areas for rentals based on MSA/MA fair
market value. In DuPage County there are newer
suburbs, wealthy families and a high demand for
housing which leads to higher rents. HUD uses
MA market areasto develop fair market value using
older inner city and inner ring rental rates. Rental
subsidies are often insufficient to subsidize real
rents. Few housing ownersin DuPage County will
accept certificates, and low income people haveto
go elsewherefor housing. Thereisadefinite
connection in commuting patterns with downtown
Chicago, but not a connection in housing markets
and patterns. Many new jobs in the contiguous
counties are in service industries with lower pay so
employees cannot live near their jobs.
Transportation is often designed to go into the
central city in the morning and out in the afternoon,
which does not help people commuting the other
way. Also, because of acounty’sbeinginan MA,
agencies are required to look at all countiesin the
MA as one ring of economic development and one
big market. Thisisnot alwaystrue; many
contiguous MA counties have become employment
centers themselves with economic engines that are
separate from the core.
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Post-Mortem Report:
Address Review

PaTriciA C. BECKER
JosepH J. SaLvo

Urban based demographers know firsthand how important census results are to local
officias for whom the counts tally prospective voters or federal aid recipients. Patty
Becker of Detroit and Joe Salvo of New York City are consummate professional swhose
public data expertise is respected and sought both locally and at the national level. APDU
has long benefited from their work to improve data collection and population
measurement, aswell asfrom their support of the Association. At thisyear’s conference,
they shared their experiences with the Census Bureau' s efforts to improve respondent

addresslists.

In 1970, the Census Bureau conducted the
first mail-out/mail-back census. Thismeant that,
instead of building the addresslist through thefield
enumeration, the Bureau had to have an addresslist,
or MAF (Master Address File), before the census.
Themail-out/mail-back activity covered about 65
percent of the nation in 1970, but has steadily
increased to nearly 100 percent for the 2000
Census.

In designing the 1980 Census, the Bureau
realized that the MAF that it could establish oniits
own, using acombination of commercial listsand
field work, was not good enough. Accordingly,
they ingtituted the Local Review Program. As
designed, thiswasto provide for local community
review of housing unit counts by block both before
and after the census. Due to various problems, not
unlike what has happened in recent years, the pre-
census local review effort was cancelled and the
post-census review was only made at the
enumeration district level—an assignment areafor
field enumerators that was approximately the size of
a census block group.

Local review was again part of the plan for
1990, and thistime it was carried out according to
that plan. Local communities had the opportunity
for both pre- and post-census reviews using
housing unit counts aggregated to a census block.
In both 1980 and 1990, the post-census phase also
included some population counts.

The 1980 and 1990 review efforts were
conducted at the block/enumeration district level
because the Census Bureau was prohibited, by law,

Patricia C. Becker, APB Associates and Southeast
Michigan Census Council; Joseph J. Salvo, Department of
City Planning, New York City
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from sharing its actual address|ist with local
governments (or anyone else, for that matter.) A
major improvement came about in the Census
Address List Improvement Act of 1994 (P.L.104-
130). Thisbill madetwoimportant changes. First, it
required the US Postal Service to share its address
list with the Census Bureau. Thisprovided a
continuing source of new address information to the
MAF. Second, it permitted the Census Bureau to
shareits actual addresslistswith local governments.
Thisisthe provision of law that gave genesisto the
LUCA program: Local Update of Census
Addresses.

LUCA did not get off to avery good start.
Even though the law was passed in 1994, the
CensusBureau did not officialy notify local
governments of their opportunity to participate until
February, 1998. One outsider observed that the
Census Bureau's Geography Division, whichwas
charged with responsibility for 2000 Address List
Development, believed that the Postal Service's
Delivery Sequence File (DSF), combined with the
1990 Census address list, would in fact cover the
vast mgjority of addresses and that LUCA would
provide only marginal assistanceinimproving the
MAF.

Subsequent events proved this expectation to
be false on anumber of fronts. The biggest
problemswere and arein old central citiesandin
fast growing communities, but virtually every
community could improveits MAF by doing LUCA.
Thefull story of LUCA isyet to betold. The
processitself isnot complete. Significant research
efforts will be undertaken over the next year to
evaluate and measure what happened.

This effort is especially important because the
MAF isintended to be a permanent, continually
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updated file. It is scheduled to be the sampling
frame for the Census Bureau’s American
Community Survey and perhapsfor other federal
surveysaswell. It also hasvery significant potential
for usein population estimates. Finally, of course, it
will certainly bethe basisfor the MAFto beused in
the 2000 Census.

Bottom line: stay tuned!

Of Sgnificance...
Vol. 1:2, 1999
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Metadata on Steroids: A Report on the
Data Documentation Initiative Beta-Tests

ANN GREEN
WENDY TREADWELL
PeTER JOFTIS

If users are finding data access easier, it is due to the hard work of data producers,
intermediaries and archiviststo make it so. Among the APDU members are national
experts on metadata, who with their peers are planning and devel oping an international,
interrelated dynamic system of shared standards and infrastrutures. This year’s panel
session on metadata offered a discussion of many new changes for consideration and

contacts for follow-up.

(Summarized by Wendy Treadwell, President, APDU
Board)

Why isthe Data Documentation Initiative
(DDI) so important? What has metadata got to do
with accessing data? Why should APDU members
care? During this 90-minute session, the speakers
provided athumbnail sketch of the complex and
interrelated structure which underlies the interface
systems that provide access to social science data.
Theinterface may have the flashy bells and whistles
and the search systems may have the neat features
which prescribe how we locate and access data, but
it isthe availability and structure of the underlying
metadata which both drives and constrains these
systems.

This session laid out changes in the current
infrastructure and the current state of metadata
standards development. The current infrastructure
consists of packages of objects such as data files
on various media and related documentation or
reports, aswell asavariety of data distributors and
intermediaries. The new infrastructure seeksto
deliver discreet products and the ability to provide
interactive access within which the user can extract,
convert and manipulate datain order to create
customized products. While these advanced access
systems (interfaces and search engines) have
improved the ease of access, in many cases they
have not made the data themselves any less
complex to use. Usersstill need help to locate,
evaluate, acquire, format and interpret statistical
resources. They need people to serve as
intermediaries either asinterpretersor asinterface

Ann Green, Director, Social Science Statistical
Laboratory, Yale University; Wendy Treadwell, President,
APDU Board, and Coordinator, Machine Readable Data
Center, University of Minnesota; and Peter Joftis, Inter-
University Consortiumfor Political and Social Research
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developers. They need real-time analysis,
subsetting and extraction tools in order to work with
the datamore directly. And finally they need
“intelligent data,” data that knows about itself, how
it can be used and how it relates to other data
objects. All of these speak to the high priority of
developing metadata. According to Jostein
Ryssevik of NESSTAR (Networked Social Science
Tools and Resources), secondary users must rely
on the amount of formal metadata that travels along
with thedatain order to exploit itsfull potential.
The metadatais the pivotal point for any resource
discovery system (paper-based aswell asdigital).
Detailed metadata about the sources as well as
variables is heeded to increase the precision of the
discovery process. Metadatais actually the bridge
between the data, the users, and the intellectual
process. Itisavehiclein the process of knowledge
accumulation.

Theprimary problemisthat westill have
barriers between the data users and the metadata.
In many caseswe still lack documentation of
complex instrumentsthat reflect accurate flow
patterns. Where we do have electronic
documentation, we are often unable to search and
mani pulate the unstructured codebook information.
There may be clumsy or dead links between the
descriptive information and the data. We are
hindered in providing access to a broad range of
data due to the varying structures of metadata
repositories that have been designed for producers
rather than users, and by the problems of
interoperability among data extract and analysis
systems. In order to effectively locate and retrieve
data, users need both descriptive information about
the data as well as the rules, relationships and
context of individual data objects. The data must be
ableto tell astory about itself or provide the ability
to go back and find the details a user needs. While
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documentation isbecoming more fragmented (brief
data object descriptions attached to data objects),
users still think in terms of The Codebook, a
codified collection of supporting documentation for
the data. What we need isto provide a mechanism
for building linkages among the pieces of
documentation in order to reconstruct the context.

What we need to do is to develop the Data
Web with metadata at the core. Such a Data Web
would integrate access to disparate data sources,
provide the ability to analyze more than one study
at atime and integrate the access and analysis
systemsincluding awide variety of tools, from
geospacia and statistical to qualitative and
multimediatools. To build this Data Web we must
address two fundamental problems, alack of
standards and alack of metadata. Metadatais
crucia to the development of an integrated social
scienceinfrastructure. For new data, metadata
needs to be captured at the point of data collection.
We need to build modular online archives of
metadata at the study level, filelevel and data object
level. Thiswork will need aunified effort based
upon shared standards and goals and grounded on
the principles of context, interoperability and
preservation.

The DataDocumentation Initiative (DDI)
addresses these needs by promoting a non-
proprietary neutral standard. It iscommitted to both
context and format standards based upon standards
in use and in development among data archives and
data producers. It isrobust and detailed, yet
modular and flexible. It meetsthe requirements of
preservation and allows for reconstruction of the
full documentation. By acting as an interchange
format, it permitsthetransfer of particular contents
to an unlimited array of systems and architectures.
Finally, the DDI offersinteroperability and
compatibility with resource discovery and
cataloging systems (Dublin/Warwick Core, MARC,
etc.). Developed under the administration of the
Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social
Research (ICPSR), the DDI reflectstheinterestsand
needs of representatives from an international
group of archives, data producers, researchers and
software developers. All stakeholders are
committed to aneutral non-proprietary standard.
For additional details on the exact structure and
history of the DDI, seethe DDI main web site at the
Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social
Research: <http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/DDI/>.

In order to build adigital metadata web based
upon the DDI, we must makeit easy and
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inexpensive to produce standard metadata. The
beta-tests showed that the overall structure of the
DDI was sound although additional work was
needed in some areas to improve the computer
readability through some more structured attributes.
In addition, better explanations and examples of
how and when to use specific element tags or
attributes were needed for consistent application.
Other comments focused on the need for specific
toolsto facilitate the broad application of the DDI.
This means that the process from data collection to
metadata production needs to be streamlined
through the provision of specific use authoring
tools and software converters. Older
documentation currently available only in print
needs to be scanned and tagged. Data dictionaries
inproprietary formatslike SPSS, SASor OSIRIS
need to be converted to DDI compliant tagged
documents. All of these documents should
integratelibrary cataloginginformationand link to
the PDF image or other appropriate material. All of
this needs to be donein order to make it easy to
integrate DDI metadata into systems for resource
discovery and statistical analysis.

The value of the DDI is best shown through
the web based discovery tools that use or are
considering using the DDI Data Type Definition
(DTD). Thissession included a presentation of the
betaversion of NESSTAR, the Networked Socid
Science Tools and Resources project of the UK
Data Archive, the Norwegian Social Science Data
Archive, and the Danish Data Archive <http://www.
nesstar.org/>. This discovery and analysistool is
driven by the DDI structure and is being devel oped
to access data at a variety of archival sitesin
Europe and North America. The use of structured
metadata means that the user can effectively search
through multiple archives at levels below the
bibliographicinformation currently availablein
other systems, discover what data are available and
extract or analyze the dataonline.

Of significant interest to the APDU community
istheinvolvement of the Federal Electronic
Research and Review Extraction Tool (FERRET), an
analysis and extraction tool of the US Bureau of the
Censusin collaboration with the Bureau of Labor
Statistics and other statistical agencies <http://
ferret.bls.census.gov/>. Additional sites of interest
include: Survey Documentation and Analysis
(SDA), Computer Survey Methods Program (SCM),
University of Californiaat Berkeley <http://csa.
berkeley.edu> and Virtual Data Center Project
(VDC), Harvard-MIT Data Center <http://
thedata.org>.
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The Vision of Integrated Access to CavaN Capps
Statistics: the Data Web ANN GREEN
MaRk WALLACE

Metadata experts are developing concepts and systems towards a dynamic, web-based
linkage between data users and data sources and producers. Referencesto such a“data
web” were made at the APDU99 presentation on the Census Bureau’s integrated system
and at the panel session on metadata. To provide an update for Of Sgnificance... readers,
the following paper isincluded in thisissue. APDU is pleased to publish the authors

latest vision of a Data Web. Cavan Capps is the Project Manager of the Federal
Electronic Research and Review Extraction Tool (FERRET) data access system in the
Demographic Surveys Division of the US Bureau of the Census. Heis currently working
with ateam at the Centers for Disease Control to explore development of preliminary
components of the Data Web. Ann Green isthe Director of the Social Science Statistical
Laboratory at Yale University and along-term participant in the Data Documentation
Initiative. Mark Wallace directsthe Integrated Statistical Solutions project at the US
Bureau of the Census and heads a FedStats task force for developing and implementing
integrated data product concepts via the Data Web.

Introduction

Traditional modes of distributing statistical
datato users (flat or hierarchical filesand
accompanying documentation) are no longer central
to the distribution plan of most data suppliers.
Instead, we see a proliferation of interactive web
sites offering the ability to produce custom tables,
maps, graphs, and subsets of datafor downloading.
To date, however, most Internet based tools offer
only crude forms of accessto data collections, and
users continue to interact with single surveys or
single compilations one at atime. For example, to
locate age-race-sex tabulations by county or census
tract, users must choose among over adozen
demographic sites offering different methods of
drilling through varying amounts of supporting
descriptivetext—all pulling tabular datafrom the
same summary tape file source. The sites do not
allow linkages of data across data sets, nor do they
providefull descriptiveinformation regarding the
context, utility, and dynamics of the data objects.
But, more dynamic systems are in development.
What users need is a Data Web, where
heterogeneous data sources from multiple databases
and from awide variety of dataproducersare linked
across the web. The Data Web, however, depends

Cavan Capps, Demographic Surveys Division, Bureau of
the Census; Ann Green, Director, Social Science
Satistical Laboratory, Yale University; Mark Wallace,
Integrated Satistical Solutions Project, Bureau of the
Census
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upon anew level of commitment to theintelligent
data object as we move toward a highly distributed,
semantic, and machine-oriented data object +
metadatamodel.

What kinds of integration would be possibleif
data objects from distributed data sites were linked
viaaDataWeb? If the data objects were intelligent,
it would be possible to have them interact with other
data objectsin distributed databases. The user
would not need to know how or where the data are
physically organized or stored. Userswould
develop queries based upon the meaning of the data,
not the data base structure of the data, or the data
base language. Userswould be able to query
complex hierarchical datasets, reoccurring data
sets, complex supplements and topical modules, or
longitudinal data sets without ever thinking about
how the data are stored. The user should think only
about how the dataarelogically or semantically
organized.

The DataWeb will become aredlity only if
data resources and documentation are created with
thisdistributed yet integrated model in mind. An
integrated web of dataisimpossible without
metadata, the information that describesthe
characteristics, values, and rules of data objects.
Federal, local, academic, and private data producers
should be encouraged to take part in the effort to
produce high quality standard metadata. However,
conflicting standards areinhibiting the ability to
move forward in the creation of metadata content
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for historic collections or for systems currently in
development. It isimportant that emerging
standards take the concerns of the Data Web into
consideration or the goals of linked statistical
access and analysiswill be further delayed. The
stakeholders (producers, analysts, researchers,
students, archivists, etc.) need to beinvolved in the
design, implementation, evolution and production of
metadata content so that their needs and
contributionsfit the requirements of integration and
interoperability.

The key to the data object + metadata model is
thelinking of avaluetoits context. An examination
of the history of data access tells us much about
what users need to understand about data to exploit
their utility. The normal process started with the
potential user locating data resources of interest and
examining some form of codebook (usually in print)
that described the variable content and layout of a
file. Usershad to glean information from the
codebook to understand how their programs needed
to be written, to make their way into the file, and to
struggle with programming to get some results. At
the data object level, there was not much
information recorded in thefileswith the data
values; it was stored in the printed codebooks. Only
alimited amount of information about specific data
objects madeitsway into machine-readable form.
As a consequence, the way that data objects (e.g.
variables) are described has grown out of an
extremely simplistic descriptive model defined by
minimal labeling in statistical packages. Thelack of
complete metadata at the data object level is
ongoing and is becoming critical.

The Great Promise of the Digital
Object/Data Web Model

Imagine you are aresearcher, apolicy maker, a
business person, or amiddle or high school or a
college student, and you want to know what data
are available online about a particular subject. You
could get on the web, pull up adata browser, and
search for all the data bases known to the web with
data on that topic. Not only do your findings
includelarge national and international data sets
maintained by separate government agenciesand
data archives, but they also include distributed data
bases maintained by individual schools, libraries,
universities, townships, citiesand port authorities.
The datawould include the latest data available as
well ashistorical data. But most importantly, the
data objects would describe themselvesin waysthat
explain how to use them and how they compare to
other data sets maintained elsewhere. Once the data
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have been selected, you could use web-based tools
to tabulate and visually explore the integrated data
in standard yet dynamic ways. You would not need
to remember or look up formulasfor complex
weighting and estimating rates because the data
would know how to produce the weighting and rate
estimation even if datafrom different data setswere
required.

Once the dataare displayed in an Internet
viewer such as a spreadsheet, graph or map, you
could click on the datato describe itself and to
explore other ways of manipulating and displaying
the information. For example, you might want to
click onacell in atable and plot thetime seriesfor
the dataelement inthat cell. Thiswould enable you
to view the data over the last ten years to see, for
example, if what it ismeasuring is above or below
normal. You might want to then seeif other time
series data are related to the time series that you just
created. You might want to plot the seasonally
adjusted series, theinflation adjustment series, or
other related series or components of the leading
indicators. Not only might you want to explore
time series, but also you might want to integrate
summary datafor various geographic units. You
might want to create atable by using sex and race
dataas row variables and data from both a national
data set and a state data set as column variables.
Although transparent to you, in each of these cases
the datamight be created and maintained by
separate government agencies or data archives
located in different parts of theworld. Youwill be
ableto tabulate data from different data bases
simultaneously in waysthat are meaningful toyouin
real time.

Taking thisideal scenario further, imagine
being ableto access aweb site and quickly and
easily get relevant and useful information on
whether it makes sense to rel ocate your business
and family to a suburb of New York City. You
could request data on important variables of your
selection (such asretail sales per capita; restaurant
sales as a percentage of disposable household
income; various age, race, and gender
characteristics; cost of living and crime standards;
and recent student-to-teacher ratios and test scores
in public schools). You could make educated
location decisions by comparing these data to data
from other locations nationwide. Or perhaps you
might want to create a map or chart with other
available data setsto dynamically ascertain other
integrated statistical solutions such as; How ismy
community doing? How ismy family doing? How is
my business doing? What salestargets should | set
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for this county? Are health indicatorsin my county
comparable to those for other areas of the country
with similar demographicsand incomes? Whereare
the best placesin the nation to retire, given my
circumstances? How can my metropolitan area
optimally respond to a hurricane or earthquake?

Existing web-based toals, though successful in
providing comprehensive accessto individual data
sets, are not able to provide such a problem- and
solution-oriented view of the data. Providing such
“integrated statistical solutions” will require
extending current capabilitiesbeyond the provision
of individualized streams of products and static data
pages to interactive tools within an integrated data
and metadata environment. In short, thereisaneed
to develop a Data Web to power the provision of
integrated statistical solutionsto users. This could
be achieved through the dynamic integration rules
that would be available to the distributed data
sources of the DataWeb. Providing such integrated
statistical solutions from the Data Web isthe
mission of the growing “Integrated Statistical
Solutions’ project initiated at the U.S. Census
Bureau and now supported by several federal and
state agencies.

What kinds of manipulation would be possible
if data objectswere linked with their matching
metadata? Intelligent data objects could change the
way that usersinteract with views of datain tables,
graphs and maps. Instead of dumping numbersinto
stand-alone spreadsheets, tables or maps—or into
poorly documented files for downloading—the data
inall viewswould remain tied together with, or in
communication with, the underlying use-oriented
metadata. The datarepresentationin all dataviews
would have all of the self-knowledge to suggest
appropriate behavior, appropriate inferences, and
relationships, aswell asto explain the origin of that
data object. Userswould have the ahility to
reconfigure dataon the fly, flip matrices, combine
hierarchical recordsinto customized configurations,
generate tabular output from multiple microdata
filesat once, and link datafrom over adozen
agencies and archives at atime. Users could
interact directly with the datainstead of
mani pulating the controls of a program to
mani pulate numbers, and would be ableto launch
other tabular, graphic or mapping views. Moving
viewsinto analysis packages of the user’s choice
would be streamlined astheintelligent object would
carry with it the descriptive and behavioral
information needed for modeling, spatial analysis,
etc. The constraints of the past in terms of data
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management and mani pul ation would no longer be
relevant.

New web tools could be created by expert
intermediaries to help users navigate through
complex datato answer awide range of typical
guestions. A “hot web report writer” could be
developed to allow non-programmer expertsto
develop web pages that pull the latest data from
different datasites, combineit and display it to
answer typical user questions. Inthisway, less
experienced users could beinformed by the data,
and dataliteracy could befurthered. Finaly, datain
the system should have access to web-based
geographical information services. Without
changing anything, you should be ableto find data
using amap asasearching device.

Low Cost Distributed Architecture

The survival of the Data Web will depend upon
increasing capacity as content and usersincrease,
maintaining reliability of the overall system, and at
the same time not increasing costs. The distributed
nature of the World Wide Web, which now focuses
upon documents, provides a blueprint for
constructing asimilar World Wide Web for data
using the same techniques of distributed hardware,
software, content and responsibility. Thisprinciple,
combined with the ability toinexpensively mirror
services throughout the web, will insure that
capacity reliably increases asthe content and users
increase. There must beinexpensive software that
allows organizationsto publish data quickly and
inexpensively onthe DataWeb. The architecture
must support collaboration among data users, data
suppliers, and the development community, and be
organized for high performancein responseto high
volume and continuous queries.

The DataWeb will depend upon distributed
data di ssemination metadataengineswhich will
contain use-oriented intelligent data object
descriptions about the rel ationships among data,
data use rules, and semantic rulesfor query
construction and manipulation. The metadatawill
provide the ability to evolve data object properties
to propagate appropriate attributes to perhaps
hundreds of low-cost * distributed dissemination
metadata repositories (DDMR'’s). User-oriented
metadata requirementswill be devel oped
interactively by behavioral psychologists, data
archivists, and other data mediators working with
collaborating devel opers.

Geographical Information Systems (GIS),
distributed to ensure capacity and to avoid single
pointsof failure, will allow geographic queriesto
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drive resource discovery and intelligent reports. A
range of services, including multi-layer thematic
maps and star-field finders aswell asthe ability to
map multiple points of timeand roll up geographies
will bedeveloped.

Wrappers, small modulesinstalled on
distributed data servers, can alow very different
servers and databases to look and act the same over
theweb. Anintelligent database gateway,
composed of awrapper driven by metadata, can be
developed to allow queriesto access data from
multiple databases over the Internet. Asaresult, all
data servers described to the Data Web will have
the same ability to perform complex tabulation, to
link together aggregate data, to do intelligent
graphics and more. This gateway can be
constructed by using the common Structured Query
Language (SQL) asastandard interfaceto all
commercial and specialized databases. Thewrapper
allows the database to self-describe the physical
layout of the data and allows the local database
administrator to organize her database differently
for local needs and still present a consistent view of
the database to the Data Web network. Intelligent
activities such asrecoding variables, filtering for
confidentiality, and verifying statistical reliability
can be available through this wrapper to all
databases.

Building the Data Web

Such a Data Web will shift the way that data
users currently think about statistics, providing new
avenuesfor data visualization, datainterpretation
and exploration between therelationshipsimplicitin
data. For this new age of data access and statistical
literacy to berealized, itisvital that institutional
collaboration be devel oped and supported.
Competition among institutions tendsto increase the
proliferation of disconnected stovepipe sitesand
makes datadiscovery and dataintegration difficult if
not impossible. Thelack of collaboration and
integration among various effortsisalso very
expensive. Thetendency toward centralization can
createinefficiencies. Centralized computers do not
evolve as quickly interms of growing, matching
capacity and taking advantage of new, cheaper
technology. Putting data on a collection of
computers allows them to be upgraded
continuously; data dissemination should be anatural
outgrowth of data collection.

One of the most significant roadblocksto
creating a Data Web isthe difficulty and cost that
data producersfacein making their dataavailable to
theweb. Currently, amyriad of proprietary systems
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is being rushed into production and none of them
are easily connected to any other system. A chaotic
array of expensive stand-alone data access systems
isthe result. Because all standard databases and
hardware platforms could be supported in the Data
Web, the Data Web would exploit the technology
that is currently in use so that additional training
costs and system reconfigurations are not incurred.
Because labor isthe most significant cost that an
organi zation faceswhen making dataavailableto
the web, data suppliers should not haveto learn
complex new technology. Low cost hardware/
software solutions should be explored and
promoted, and additional Data Web software should
initially be freeto data providers to encourage
participation.

Another significant roadblock isthe severe
lack of quality metadata. Publishing dataonthe
Data Web requires new commitments to the
production of metadatain standard formats.
However, creating metadatais expensive and the
benefits of metadata resources often are not
understood by the data provider. Even when
available, metadata are obtuse and very hard to use.
M etadata are often written by government
statisticiansfor other government statisticiansand
do not promote a broader use of the data. A
minimum set of metadata should be recommended
with clear authoring guidelines that show a provider
how the metadata will be used in the Data Web.
Moreover, tools must be provided to data providers
and usersto assist them in generating metadata,
especially the aforementioned dynamic integration
rules and user-oriented metadata. It should be made
clear that standardized, complete metadata
obviously make data more usable, and that by
adding more metadata, the functionality of the data
and the potential for reuse of data resources
increases. Corporate metadata should indeed be
centralized and optimized to support and streamline
survey collection and production processing.
However, metadata for dataaccessin alarge-scae
system like a Data Web should, concomitantly, be
widely and inexpensively mirrored or replicated. A
single point of failureisunacceptable, and for a
single machinethat will performwell with all web
users accessing it, the cost would be high to
purchase and maintain. The software for these
distributed mirrored systems should be very
inexpensive or free and provide automated
synchronization, replication and | oad balancing that
will support thousands of simultaneous users
accessing the thousands of data sourcesavailablein
atrue Data Web.
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Current Efforts

The depiction of a Data Web that provides
seamless access to data in the same way that the
current web provides access to documents seems a
dream. However, acareful examination reveal sthat
many of the pilot effortsto test the conceptsarein
place or are being explored.

Web tools: Development of ageneralized data
browsing tool for the Data Web isimportant.
FERRET (Federal Electronic Research and Review
Extraction Tool) isatool that is designed to browse
metadata and to support complex tabulation and
intelligent datavisualization from all distributed data
setsknown to the DataWeb. Building on FERRET
technology, more user-friendly data profiles, or “Hot
Reports,” could be authored using the
af orementioned hot web report writer and made
available to users on selected geographic areas and/
or topics of interest. Moreover, current interagency
collaborative efforts are laying the groundwork for
the development of productive synergies among
existing dissemination systems. Specificaly,
activities are underway to leverage the Census
Bureau's“ American FactFinder” tool, the Centers
for Disease Control “CDC Wonder,” FedStat's
“MapStats’ tool, and anext generation of FERRET
to produce newly developed “Hot Reports’ from
the Data Web that could augment all agencies' data
offerings with the clear beneficiaries being data
users. Equally important, steps are being taken by a
number of agencies that have received grants under
the auspices of the National Science Foundation’s
Digital Government Initiativeto take applied
research success storiesinto an actual production
environment that would advance the construction of
the Data Web.

Metadata: A considerable amount of work is
being accomplished within the national and
international standards committeesto reach
consensus on standardizing metadata and registries
for organizing metadata. Severa standards
currently exist with regard to establishing and
developing terminol ogy, thesauri, and data elements.
An important standard with regard to data elements
isInternational Organization for Standardization /
International Electrotechnical Commission (1SO/
IEC) 11179, which includesthe specification and
standardization of Data Elementsinto six parts,
including a conceptual model for ametadata registry
for dataelements. Several agenciesworldwide have
successfully implemented profiles of the |ISO/IEC
11179 standard, selecting appropriate attributes for
particular metadatatracking communities. For
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example, theU.S. Census Bureau’'s American
FactFinder dissemination tool draws metadatafrom
the Census Bureau's “ Corporate Metadata
Repository,” which is based on the ISO /IEC 11179
standard. Another important emerging standard
was devel oped by the Data Documentation Initiative
(DDI) Committee established in 1995 by the Inter-
University Consortium for Political and Social
Research. Version 1 of the DDI Document Type
Definitionin XML, to bereleased in early 2000,
provides an extremely rich and flexible set of
elementsfor devel oping layered presentati ons of
metadata to users. The Data Documentation
I nitiative <http://www.icpsr.umich.edu/DDI/>
supports aconvergence of archive, analysis,
discovery, and production requirements and
promotes a non-proprietary neutral standard. The
DDI provides highly structured and detailed content
and format standards for complete study
information, from elements describing the focus and
methodology of a study down to specific data
objectsinfiles or databases. Most notably here, the
DDI was designed to be flexible enough to operate
with other existing standards and to be integrated
into existing practices. For example, at the U.S.
Census Bureau, it isimportant that DDI metadata
can coexist and be easily exchanged with metadata
residing in the Corporate M etadata Repository.
With the establishment of such relationshipsin other
agencies aswell, the DDI holds great promise asan
interchange format to meet the requirements of
metadata transport, permitting transfer of particular
contentsto an unlimited array of systemsand
architectures. Finally, it offersinteroperability and
compatibility with resource discovery and
cataloging systems. The producers of the standard
are stakeholdersfrom socia science dataarchives
and librariesin the USA, Canada, and Europe
(including the national archivesin Denmark,
Germany, Norway, Sweden, and the United
Kingdom) aswell asfrom magjor statistical data
producing organizations (e.g. the U.S. Bureau of the
Census, the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics,
Statistics Canada, and Health Canada). An
exampl e of an existing data access system in Europe
using the DDI asits core metadatais the European
Networked Social Science Tools and Resources
Project (NESSTAR) <http://www.nesstar.org/>.
Architecture: Collaborative multi-agency code
development and maintenanceisacritical success
factor. Developersfromthe U.S. Census Bureau
and the Centersfor Disease Control (CDC) are
working together to design, develop and maintain
the elements of a Data Web system. The effort also
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should allow health data maintained at the CDC to
be integrated with demographic, housing, education,
crime, economic, and other datafromthe U.S.
Census Bureau and other agencies. Rates and other
data can be created in real time using the latest data
from both systems. Test programs are currently
accessing data from both sites transparently, using
heterogeneous databases and different computer
hardware systems. Further, giventhetimely
provision of adequate resources from various data
providers connected with the Data Web, thereisan
exciting possibility that datafrom Census 2000
could bereleased in an enhanced dissemination
mode on the DataWeb. That is, in disseminating
Census 2000 data, there could be a collaborative
effort to combine the strengths of dissemination
toals, such asthe American FactFinder, FERRET,
and MapStats, to integrate these data with data
from various other federal, state, and local agencies.
Coordinating and implementing these activitiesin
ways that can “bring the data home” to data usersis,
in fact, the essence of the aforementioned Integrated
Statistical Solutions project being supported by
several federal and state agencies.

Software development: An Internet
development and technology testing lab isbeing
established to support remote collaborative software
development and research. The sitewill support the
inter-agency development efforts and potential
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integration of National Science Foundation (NSF)
research efforts. The machinesin thelab may be
available to remote developers and researchers who
areworking on different elements or services
potentially useful in a DataWeb infrastructure.

Conclusion

The depiction of a Data Web that provides
seamless access to data in the same way that the
current web provides access to documents seems a
social science and health science dream. However,
acareful examination reveal sthat many of the pilot
efforts to test the concepts arein place or are being
explored by variousfederal, state, and local
agencies with the Integrated Statistical Solutions
project, the FedStats task force, and the academic
and applied research communities under the Digital
Government Initiative. Such aDataWeb will shift
the way that we currently think about statistics,
providing new avenues for data visualization, data
interpretation and exploration between the
relationshipsimplicit in data. For thisnew age of
data access and statistical literacy to be realized, we
must expand recently successful inroads made
within theinstitutional collaborative arena. And
throughout our work, the effort of data access by
data users must be ssimplified, meaningthat a
commitment to “the ease of use, and the ease of
datapublishing” iscritical.
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PaTriciA C. BECKER
JosePH J. SaLvo

Electronic Products for Census 2000

The conference included an update from the APDU Working Group on Census Products.
The Group co-chair and coordinator |ed this session at which they described their goals and
effortsto date. They werejoined by LouisaMiller, aCensus Bureau representative on the
Working Group Steering Committee. She provided abrief overview of product plansfor
the 2000 Census. Thoseinterested in the activities of the Working Group are encouraged
to read the following summary and to contact the Association.

The APDU Working Group on Census
Products was funded by the Census Bureau for the
purpose of soliciting input from expert users
regarding the content, form, and delivery mediaof
2000 Census products. This overview report covers
the period from February through September, 1999.

APDU appointed members Joseph Salvo,
Department of Planning, New York City, and Edward
Spar, Executive Director, Council of Professional
Associations of Federal Statistics (COPAFS), as
chairs of the Working Group. APDU member
Patricia Becker, APB Associates and Southeast
Michigan Census Council, was asked to serve asiits
coordinator. Formal liaison with the Census Bureau
was handled by Stephen Dienstfrey, APDU Past
President. Theleadership’sfirst task wasto solicit
the cooperation of a group of expert census data
users, representing a wide variety of user types and
groups. Particular attention was paid to
representing the following user segments:

¢ State Data Centers

* Universities

* Non-profit sector

* Privatefor-profit sector

* National datausers

e Librarians

The concept of “expert user,” ingeneral, is
defined to mean thefollowing:

¢ Working with census datafor at least two

census periods (i.e., 1980 and 1990; several
experts have experience back to 1970 or
1960,)

Patricia C. Becker, APB Associates/Southeast Michigan
Census Council; Joseph J. Salvo, Department of City
Planning, New York City
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¢ Using census datais a significant part of

his or her professional work, and

¢ Serving asanintermediary, helping others

with less expertise to gain access to the
data.

A group of eighteen census use experts was
assembled who, along with the co-chairs and
coordinator, would respond to the assignments.
Thework was organized in terms of assignments.
Each assignment was developed jointly by the
Census Bureau and the APDU chairs/coordinator,
collectively referred to asthe Steering Committee.
Census Bureau representatives included: Louisa
Miller, Sherry Pollock, Campbell Gibson, and
occasionally others. After the assignment was
written by the project coordinator and reviewed by
the others, it was distributed to the Working Group
co-chairs, coordinator, and expert census data
users. Appropriate Census Bureau documents were
distributed at the sametime. Therecipients were
given adeadline for review and response. The
project coordinator assembled the responses from
the reviewers and prepared an overall response to
the Census Bureau.

APDU isin the process of negotiating a new
contract for the next phase of the Group’s work.
New reviewerswill be added, and the first set of
new assignments will focus on the structure, form
and content of the 2000 Census Summary files.
Anyonewho would like more information about the
APDU Working Group may contact the co-chairs,
Joe Salvo by e-mail at:
<jsalvo@dcplan.ci.nyc.ny.us> or Ed Spar at
<copafs@aol .com>.

Copiesof the Working Group Final Report are
availablefrom the APDU Headquarters.
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The Overlooked Undercount: Children

WiLLiam P. O’ HARE

Missed in the Decennial Census

A project of the Annie E. Casey Foundation, KIDS COUNT monitors the status of
children in the United Statesin order to provide benchmarks of their well-being. William
P. O'Hareis coordinator of the Foundation’s annual KIDS COUNT project and was
invited to APDU99 to share the results of hiswork. Hislatest effort focused on the
undercount of children in the 1990 Census and on concerns that the media and policy
makers overlook them when investigating the undercount.

(Summarized by Janie Harris, Cornell University
Library)

Many Americans know that the massive head
count undertaken in a decennia census misses
someindividuals. However, we are surprised to
learn that children are missed more often than any
other age group. William O’ Hare reported that more
than two million children weremissed in the 1990
Census and accounted for more than half the total
net undercounted population. The net undercount
rate for children was twice the undercount rate for
thetotal population. Younger children were more
likely to be missed in the census than teenagers,
and minority non-Hispanic children were missed
more often than adults. Children in the South and
West were undercounted at twice the rate as those
inthe Northeast and Midwest. Childrenlivingin
areas of high poverty aso suffered a higher rate of
undercount.

O’ Hare shared some of histheories on the
causes of the undercount of children. He
suggested that children living in foster care or with
agrandparent were at risk of not being listed on a
census questionnaire because the respondents

William P. O'Hare, KIDS COUNT, Annie E. Casey
Foundation
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might not consider the children as officially in their
households. Children in minority households were
also at risk of not being counted because of the
reasons for non-response among minorities. He
underscored the link between being missed in the
census and living in poverty, as many children do.

Theimplications of undercounting children
involvetheir social, physical and educational well-
being. Public funds are not adequately allocated to
programs serving children in need who were not
counted. Private sector and nonprofit organizations
underestimate local needs for support in areas
suffering an undercount. School planners lack
benchmarksfor determining educational building
and staffing demands in areas where children are
undercounted.

Unfortunately, O’ Hare anticipates that the
2000 Censuswill show an undercount of children,
possibly at ahigher rate than 1990. Conditions
affecting the 1990 undercount will still exist because
of trendsin the social and demographic
environment. Hisintention isto document and
publicize the undercount of children and to
encourage interest in solving the problem. Those
concerned with the “Overlooked Undercount” can
obtain hisreport with that title from the Annie E.
Casey Foundation at <http://www.aecf.org/
kidscount/>.
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Report on the Panel to Review the

JANET L. NorwoOD

2000 Census: Issues and Objectives

Presentations by Janet Norwood are among the most valued sessions at the annual APDU
conferences. Formerly as Commissioner of the Bureau of Labor Statistics, thenasa
Senior Fellow at the Urban Institute, and currently as Chair of the Panel to Review the
2000 Census, she always providesinsightful commentary on the state of public data. Her
book, Organizing to Count: Change in the Federal Statistical System, isaprimer on the
issues. Janet Norwood's efforts towards the improvement of data collection, quality and
policy, have earned bipartisan support. The findings and recommendations of the Panel
sheisleading will bewidely read and considered.

(Summarized by Joseph J. Salvo, Department of City
Planning, New York City)

The Panel to Review the 2000 Census was
created by the Committee on National Statistics
(CNSTAT) of the National Research Council to
evaluate all aspects of the 2000 Census. Itisa
multi-disciplinary group that is charged with taking
an objective, nonpartisan, and scientific look at
various aspects of the next census, including:

* coverageissues, especially the differential

undercount by race

¢ operations, including data collection,

capture and processing; hiring; and
supervision

* address list issues

¢ advertising and promotional effectiveness

¢ quality of the data collected and
products produced

The Panel haselicited ahigh level of
cooperation from the Census Bureau, in their quest
to obtain data. Thisisabig point of emphasisin
theinitial stages of the Panel’s existence. Meetings
have already been conducted on operations and
sampling. Panel membershavereviewed
operational plans, addresslist work, changesin

Janet L. Norwood, Chair, Panel to Review
the 2000 Census
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the race question, and the Accuracy and Coverage
Evaluation (ACE) survey. The ACE survey isthe
primary means of adjusting census counts that will
be used for purposes other than re-apportionment.
Labeled asapriority by Panel members, ACE
sample size and stratification were the subject of a
L etter Report issued in May of 1999 by the Panel.
The group concluded that the sample size decision
was adequate for the purposes specified by the
Bureau.

A copy of the Letter Report can be accessed
from the home page of the Committee on National
Statistics at <http://www4.nas.edu/cbsse/
cnstat.nsf/>.

Panel members are attempting to get aview of
the census operation “on the ground.” They talked
with people collecting datain the field, at the
Sacramento, California, and Columbia, South
Carolina Census Dress Rehearsal sites. Tripswere
also made to the Census Bureau' s data capture
centersin Baltimore, Maryland and Jeffersonville,
Indiana. Moretrips are planned for the spring of
2000 to observe census operations.

The Panel hasraised issues and asked general
guestions, but has avoided making specific
recommendations at this juncture. Thefocus has
been on determining what the Panel will need to do
itswork. Although interim reports are likely, right
now, thereisno timetable for their delivery.
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