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As the f i r s t  panel ist  today, le t  me begin by 
congratulat ing the organizers of th is  session. 
They and t h e i r  predecessors have sponsored sess- 
ions on various aspects of administ rat ive records 
at these meetings since 1979. The discussions at 
these sessions and the wr i t ten  record in papers, 
proceedings, and col lected volumes, form a de- 
ta i led  documentation of the uses and poss ib i l i t i es  
of administ rat ive records in s t a t i s t i c a l  systems. 
As a re la t i ve  newcomer to the Federal s t a t i s t i c a l  
system, I have found th is  record of great use. 

I w i l l  focus my remarks on demographic a c t i v i -  
t ies  at the Census Bureau. This may be somewhat 
p rov inc ia l ,  but since the Bureau is often con- 
sidered a center of ac t ion- -or  i nac t i on - - i n  using 
administ rat ive records, t h i s  focus may be useful .  
I w i l l  discuss goals I and 4 of the Jabine- 
Scheuren paper pa r t i cu l a r l y .  Their f i r s t  goal 
ca l ls  for expanded use of administ rat ive record 
systems in the conduct and evaluation of decen- 
n ia l  population censuses and in current popula- 
t i on  estimates. The fourth goal promotes expand- 
ed use of administrat ive records in a l l  phases of 
household surveys. 

I begin here with a br ie f  review of how the 
Census Bureau's demographic a c t i v i t i e s  have bene- 
f i t t e d  from use of administ rat ive records. Then 
I out l ine some d i f f i c u l t i e s  that  attend t h e i r  
continued or expanded use. I then describe some 
future uses of administ rat ive records that  we are 
now planning or considering. All th is  suggests 
some guidelines for future use. 

Many important demographic a c t i v i t i e s  at the 
Census Bureau have benef i t ted subs tan t ia l l y  from 
our s t a t i s t i c a l  uses of administ rat ive records. 
Here are a few recent examples. 

In 1980 we used a sample of persons on ind i -  
vidual tax records matched to census records to 
evaluate coverage of the decennial census. We 
also used administ rat ive records to i den t i f y  spe- 
cial target  populations in the census for improv- 
ing the coverage of the census. For the Income 
Survey Development Program (ISDP) we matched with 
a var ie ty  of administ rat ive records. We also 
used Federal and state administ rat ive record sys- 
tems as sampling frames for p i l o t  surveys asso- 
ciated with the ISDP. The Current Population 
Survey (CPS) and other current demographic sur- 
veys depend fundamentally on administrat ive re- 
cords: local bu i ld ing permits are the basis for 
updating the CPS address sample for new construc- 
t ion between censuses. F ina l l y ,  there is the 
Bureau's intercensal estimates program which pro- 
duces estimates of the population of a l l  s tates,  
counties and uni ts  of local governments. Federal, 
state and local administ rat ive records of various 
sorts document the b i r ths ,  deaths and migrations 
that  drive the changes in these intercensal es- 
t imates from year to year. 

To understand the Bureau's plans for using 
administ rat ive records in the demographic area 
in the fu tu re ,  i t  is useful to review b r i e f l y  the 
problems in such use. There are technical and 
organizat ional  problems, and there are perceptual 
problems. Among the technical problems we con- 
fronted in using such records in 1980 Census 
processes were lack of resident ia l  addresses, 

geocoding problems in rural areas, lack of accu- 
rate apartment i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  in mu l t i un i t  
s t ructures,  and matching d i f f i c u l t i e s  in the ab- 
sence of social secur i ty  numbers in census rec- 
ords. 

More general ly ,  most problems in our use of 
administ rat ive records arise because such re- 
cords are col lected and maintained for  par t icu-  
lar  administ rat ive purposes that ra re ly  match 
our s t a t i s t i c a l  purposes. Concepts and measure- 
ment periods are rare ly  the same. Qual i ty  con- 
t r o l  is sometimes i n s u f f i c i e n t .  In addi t ion,  the 
coverage of admin is t ra t ive record systems is 
usual ly not coincident with the coverage of the 
s t a t i s t i c a l  system with which they might be 
used. 

Other problems arise because the program a- 
gencies that co l lec t  such records sometimes 
change them, or fa i l  to change them without re- 
gard to our needs. One d i f f i c u l t y  is communi- 
cat ion.  Sometimes the program agency does not 
inform us of such changes. Even when communi- 
cations are good, the problems introduced by 
changes can be i n t r a c t i b l e .  That i s ,  i t  is some- 
times impossible to d is t ingu ish data changes 
caused by changes to the administ rat ive record 
system from real changes in the demographic or 
economic charac ter is t i cs  measured by the ad- 
m in is t ra t i ve  record system. 

These problems are no one's f a u l t .  They re- 
su l t  when agencies with very d i f f e r e n t  purposes 
co l lec t  data to meet t h e i r  pa r t i cu la r  needs, 
then seek e f f i c i enc ies  by combining the data for 
s t a t i s t i c a l  purposes. The more integrated are 
the uses of administ rat ive records in s t a t i s t i -  
cal systems, the more troublesome these d i f f i -  
cu l t i es  w i l l  become. Nonetheless, admin is t rat ive 
records play a key role in the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  of 
er rors ,  in imputation procedures, and in the 
extension of s t a t i s t i c s  to areas, groups, and 
time periods other than those for which the 
s t a t i s t i c a l  data are d i rec t l y  co l lec ted .  In 
these uses, admin is t rat ive records are comple- 
mentary to s t a t i s t i c a l  data. When adminis t rat ive 
records are substi tuted for s t a t i s t i c a l  data, 
rather than complementing them, serious problems 
can and sometimes do ar ise.  As a subst i tu te ,  
administ rat ive records supplant s t a t i s t i c a l  
data. This can leave a s t a t i s t i ca l  agency dan- 
gerously vulnerable to changes and fa i lu res  
outside i t s  con t ro l ,  and expose users to poten- 
t i a l  loss of important data. 

In e i ther  case, increasing use of administra- 
t i ve  records for s t a t i s t i c a l  purposes must, in 
my opinion,  be accompanied by increasing i n f l u -  
ence of s t a t i s t i c a l  in terests  upon the content, 
co l l ec t i on ,  processing, qua l i ty  assurance and 
dissemination of administ rat ive record data. 
This may occur in several ways. S ta t i s t i ca l  a- 
gencies now contract with program agencies for 
t he i r  data in many cases. The character is t ics  
of these data and t he i r  de l ivery  might be more 
e x p l i c i t  in these contracts and enforced in a 
more businessl ike manner. Where the data are 
not thought adequate for  the intended s ta t i s -  
t i c a l  purpose, perhaps the s t a t i s t i c a l  agency 
must pay more money to buy the desired data 
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charac te r i s t i cs .  This type of so lut ion works 
through the market mechanism. Another type of 
so lut ion would emphasize central ized coordinat ion 
and, to some extent ,  control of charac ter is t ics  
of administ rat ive record data through a cent ra l -  
ized funct ion in the federal government. In 
these or some other ways, I suspect that  the 
independence of program agencies must give way 
to inf luence of s t a t i s t i c a l  in terests  i f  s ta t i s -  
t i c a l  uses of administ rat ive records are to in -  
crease marked ly .  

These considerations pertain to technical and 
organizat ional  problems in using administ rat ive 
record data for s t a t i s t i c a l  purposes. 

Of at least equal concern is the p o s s i b i l i t y  
that  c i t i zens and the i r  elected representatives 
wi l l  come to perceive that s t a t i s t i c a l  agencies 
are helping an administrat ive agency get i t s  job 
done, where i t s  job can d i rec t l y  inf luence the 
wel l -being of pa r t i cu la r  ind iv iduals  and fam- 
i l i e s .  The recent German experience indicates 
that  documented instances of such abuse are not 
necessary for an awakening of publ ic i n t e res t .  
C r i t i cs  argued there that an agency's i d e n t i f i -  
cation of an i l l ega l  resident or a tax dodger 
can rarely be traced to a pa r t i cu la r  bureaucrat 
working with a pa r t i cu la r  data f i l e .  Hence, 
how can the people know whether s t a t i s t i c a l  
data given f reely  by them are being abused? 
German c r i t i c s  sought not j u s t  the i l l e g a l i t y  
or impropriety of such misuse, but i t s  impossi- 
b i l  i t y .  

I w i l l  return to th is  issue of perceptions. 
But f i r s t ,  what future demographic uses of admin- 
i s t r a t i v e  records are we planning? For one in- 
stance, we w i l l  use administ rat ive records in 
upcoming pretests of the decennial census, to 
evaluate the qua l i t y  of housing data and to im- 
prove i t .  We may even be able to subst i tu te  ad- 
m in is t ra t i ve  data for questions heretofore asked 
on the census form. We are also ser iously con- 
sidering construct ing matched administ rat ive re- 
cords f i l e s  for evaluating coverage and content 
and for studying the p r a c t i c a b i l i t y  of adjust ing 
the census resul ts .  

Next, the Bureau has developed an improved 
methodology for intercensal estimates based 
heavi ly on state and local administrat ive re- 
cords. We are proposing to release our annual 
prel iminary estimates, based on th is  method, 
more than a year ea r l i e r  than estimates for some 
states have been released in the past. 

Other projects are s t i l l  in the dreaming 
stage, but we are thinking ser iously  about them. 
One is a longi tud ina l  h i s to r i ca l  f i l e  on U.S. 
counties, including data from the Bureau and 
other sources. Another is a microdata f i l e  with 
merged records from the SIPP, establishment data 
from the economic area of the Bureau, and pro- 
gram records from elsewhere. The long-run goal 
would be to bui ld these f i l e s  for publ ic re- 
lease and s t a t i s t i c a l  use. 

Beside these projects planned and contemplat- 
ed, i t  is useful also to l i s t  some demographic 
uses of administ rat ive records we have recent ly 
decided not to pursue. One such decision was not 
to co l lec t  the FBI i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  numbers of in- 
div idual prisoners in our prison surveys and 
merge them with FBI arrest  records to measure 
recid iv ism. Another was not to co l laborate with 

the Internal Revenue Service to co l lec t  home ad- 
dresses and social secur i ty numbers of tax 
f i l e t s  and the i r  fami l ies for use in the 1985 
census pretests.  

In spite of these and other r e s t r i c t i v e  deci- 
s ions, the Census Bureau does make extensive use 
of administ rat ive records. Of the more than 70 
papers presented at these meetings by Bureau 
s ta f f ,  I count almost 40 percent that discuss 
d i rect  uses of administrat ive records or plans 
for  the i r  use. When we move more slowly in th is  
d i rect ion than some wish, i t  is because of the 
technical d i f f i c u l t i e s  I b r i e f l y  out l ined above 
or the perceptual d i f f i c u l t i e s  to which I now 
return.  

The Jabine-Scheuren paper does not make l i g h t  
of the importance of publ ic t rus t  in the con f i -  
d e n t i a l i t y  of survey data. I want to underscore 
t he i r  concern. I th ink th is  issue is cen t ra l l y  
important. That i t  is fuzzy, that  i t  is badly 
measured and cannot perhaps be much bet ter  meas- 
ured than i t  is, that  the evidence is mostly 
anecdotal and from other countr ies,  al l  make me 
uncomfortable. In our professional l i ves ,  many 
of us are unaccustomed to giving such matters 
strong considerat ion. But in th is  case I think 
we must. 

I think our concern should extend beyond that  
expressed by the authors" "Without in any way 
denying that  public a t t i tudes and perceptions 
are important, we hope that s ta r t i ng  in 1985 i t  
w i l l  be possible to evaluate such proposals [ f o r  
using administ rat ive records] ob jec t i ve ly  on 
t h e i r  mer i ts . "  In my opinion, there are two re- 
a l i t i e s  of data c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  and use. F i r s t ,  
the rea l i t y  of the data abuses that  are actua l ly  
possible or occurr ing. Second, the r e a l i t y  of 
the perception of data abuses that  people think 
are possible or occurr ing. 

This second rea l i t y  is no less real or less 
relevant than the f i r s t .  I submit that  consider- 
at ion of the second rea l i t y  is  an important part 
of "evaluat ing. . .proposals  ob jec t i ve l y  on t h e i r  
meri ts . "  

Two related arguments for great ly  expanded 
s t a t i s t i c a l  uses of administrat ive records are 
that  such uses w i l l  increase e f f i c iency  of s tat-  
i s t i c a l  systems and reduce costs.  I f  the tech- 
nical and organizational problems can be amelio- 
rated, t h i s  may be t rue.  Even then, though, we 
must not aim single-mindedly at e f f i c iency  in a 
society which s t i l l  places a premium on i nd i v i d -  
ual pr ivacy. I f  the demographic area of the 
Census Bureau heads toward more s t a t i s t i c a l  use 
of l inked administrat ive records, I want to be 
confident that  we are fo l lowing the leadership 
of public demands for e f f i c i ency ,  lower cost, 
and lower report ing requirements. I f  the pub- 
l i c - - the  persons who are the source of a l l  in- 
formation as well as the ult imate consumers-- 
want th i s  e f f ic iency and are not queasy about 
our producing i t ,  then f ine;  we w i l l  fo l low and 
do our very best to produce both e f f i c iency  and 
safety in data gathering and use. But I w i l l  
not be comfortable moving even more rapidly in 
th i s  d i rect ion than we now are without conf i -  
dence that  the American people are leading us 
there. 

An o f t -s ta ted p r inc ip le  is that  data col lected 
for administ rat ive purposes should be avai lable 
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for  s t a t i s t i ca l  purposes, bu t  data col lected fo r  
s t a t i s t i c a l  purposes should not be used for any 
adminis t rat ive purpose. Certainly th i s  is t rue, 
but i t  may be too general to be usefu l .  This 
p r inc ip le  states a d i s t i nc t i on  which may, in 
pract ice,  escape the publ ic and t he i r  elected 
representat ives. 

This danger is pa r t i cu la r l y  c lear  when program 
agencies and pr ivate organizations can combine 
aggregated s t a t i s t i c a l  data with t he i r  own admin- 
i s t r a t i v e  records to estimate character is t ics  of 
spec i f ic  groups of ind iv iduals and to i den t i f y  
out ly ing ind iv idua ls  for review of compliance or 
fo r  directed marketing a t ten t ion .  The d is t inc -  
t ions of data c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  here are becoming 
qui te d i f f i c u l t  for  the s t a t i s t i c a l l y  unsophist i -  
cated to keep t rack of .  Indeed, j us t  what i t  is 
that  actual ly  is being kept conf ident ia l  is a 
d i s t i nc t ion  that  is becoming more d i f f i c u l t  even 
for  the s t a t i s t i c a l l y  sophist icated.  

In th is  environment I would o f fer  four c r i t e -  
r ia  for choosing among those expanded uses of 
administrat ive records that  would arguably in -  
crease e f f i c iency  in demographic s t a t i s t i c s "  

I .  Fi les should be kept separate and merged 
only on an ad hoc basis for  speci f ic  purposes. 

2. When merged, f i l e s  should be narrowly re- 
s t r i c ted  in content and use, ra ther  than mul- 
t ipurpose. 

3. Merged f i l e s  should be used wi th in  a 
single agency rather than by mul t ip le  agencies 
fo r  mu l t ip le  purposes. 

4. Administrat ive record use works bet ter  
as a complement, rather than subst i tu te  for 
the functions of s t a t i s t i ca l  data. Complemen- 

tary uses include benchmarking, er ror  ident i -  
f i c a t i o n ,  and imputation. Subst i tu t ion ,  on 
the other hand, can be dangerous for a s tat -  
i s t i c a l  agency and i t s  users. I t  is even 
dangerous for the program agency, because i t  
can lead to sharply al tered f l e x i b i l i t y  in 
co l lec t ing  and reporting administrat ive rec- 
ords. Overal l ,  subs t i tu t ion  can reduce need- 
ed redundancy in a s ta t i s t i ca l  system, there- 
by losing a pr incipal  source of error  i den t i -  
f i c a t i o n .  Even more important, redundancy is 
insurance against unexpected fa i l u re  in part 
of the system. Like insurance of a l l  kinds, 
such redundancy in a s t a t i s t i c a l  system has 
the character is t ic  of appearing wasteful 
and fool ish during the long periods when i t  
is  not needed. 
There is pressure now in the Federal s ta t i s -  

t i ca l  system to reduce costs and to reduce re- 
port ing burdens. We must al l  s t r i ve  to do these, 
with or without the pressure. I think we are. 
But alongside these e f fo r t s ,  I hope we w i l l  not 
have to react by reducing the amount of produc- 
t i ve ,  protect ive redundancy in the s ta t i s t i ca l  
system. I hope also that  we wi l l  not react in 
ways that  may harm the publ ic 's  t rus t  in the 
c o n f i d e n t i a l i t y  and uses of the s t a t i s t i c a l  data 
i t  o f fers .  Instead I hope that  decisionmakers 
w i l l  keep in mind that the part of report ing 
burden on the public which is associated with 
the co l lec t ion  of s t a t i s t i c a l  data is already 
very small, and that the value of s ta t i s t i ca l  

information--though i t  is inest imable-- is  very 
large. 
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