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ABSTRACT , ‘ - '.g Lo .

Research generally influences state policy only
indirectly. On the other hand, research is not utterly without ‘
influence. For example, research findings about ®chools and colleges
which have influenced policy' include: the appendices .that accompanied
"On Further Examination," the College Board report on the SAT score
decPine; the Southern Regional Education Board's Task Force on Higher
Education and the Schools; the ern Interstate Consortium for °

. Higher Education's comprehensive national statistics on school .

populations; and . the Taylor Murphy Institute's studies wf the high

o school courses taken by black students. in Virginia. Beyond these .
spec1f1c kinds of.examples, policy makers rarely find in the research
literature the kinds of background analysis, and advice that support .

?,sound pol1cy 183 research is' to contribute to policy. formation, .

——

N
L

: schools of education-.and NIE research labs should make policy studies

a major research d1s¢1p11ne, ‘researchers. should mon1tor the
effectiveness of new curricula that were originally justified in
terms ‘of their effect1veness;‘and researchers shduld develop
expertise w1th regard to the effect1veness of h1gher educatlon.
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- « ‘ e T Co oo .ill R -
‘The implementatdion oigeducational policy in"The states is no. .

one thing. 'We have at lea%t fifty ways to dhvérn and finance = .

ucation. Virtually every state admits anomalies -~ COlleges“
that predate the system zf higher education, :and thus enjoy

'special privileges under ‘their charters; schdol divisions that - o
" have sources of revenue or fiscal disabilities that .require - 2
e special legislative treatment; individual legislators, school
superintendents, senior bureaucrats in budget .or centraqjeducaf -

tion agencies, or other persons, whose personal 1nfluence in
- forming and implementing policy confounds ekecutive-ranq .° :
leglslatlve game plang alike. For fifty or perhaps hup dreds ‘;w
~ reasons, we do not’ form or amqlement educatlonal polld§' RN
o S1mple, coherent ways. ' S A ¢ e '

oo .o SR SRR B3 B '

. - ~ ~J' .

‘ : " This condltlon is by ne means bat, lAIn many,respects, 1t R
L conforms to plan. No central ‘policy mechanlsm'can hope to /)
R domlnate the individual, sometimes 1solateﬁ,‘decL91ons of largely ,

., independent local schools boards,for of more or 1ess autonomous T

Co ‘college governing boards and. faculgies. Statq ‘action haaﬁrela\,*ff

S tlvely little to do with’ prlvateieducatlon.ﬂ Yet prlvafe and Dol

public schools and colleges’influence ‘ohe a other, n& backers oﬂ'"
private edugatlon influence- 1eglslators‘and governdrs ‘across the" ‘

" land. LegiSslation that blurs the dlStlnCt}Qn bétween sta

. . .local spans of control .rarely lasts. Virtuwally all endu

' ',educatlonal le at;on segregates the responsibllltles

'central agenc1es frdm the - authoryty of lpcal boards.‘ ‘

-

l

¢
‘ « ¥ In this context research generally nfluences pollcy only
" 1nd1rectly. Lyman’ Glenny s argument in 1959 for ‘céntral State.’
)< v 'fy ngannlng, coord;natlo%, or governance of publlc hlgher‘educatlon
e

N ' probably justifieg so of the ovement of the 'last twenty- flve -ﬁ'j
?3 o < years toward consolldatlon of, poyer in state-wide higHer educa—' '
Q/‘ RO tlon boards and agencies, but I know ng. ev1dence to suggest- that

N lenny caused ‘this movement Rather, pol;tlcal *and adm1n1stra— .

{a ) tive conS1deratlons probably agcount for most of the. change. -

., ., t« dohn Mlllett S recent analy51s of. the relatlons between the AR

b\ , . central agencdies and the: colleges suggests - stro ly that where we

are is ‘not where we thdught we were headed. Slmllarly,‘Mlchael
. Ratter ‘and other school effeqgtiveness. researchers drew. attention:
: ié the m1d 1970's to 'the-need for school reform, w1th emphas1s on,,
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-~ the curr1culum, but effectlveness researchers have only 1nterm1t-
.~ .. - tently 1nfluenced the leglslatlve and- board actions by which. c
.~ reform has begun to be 1mplemented - The very, considerable- a2

e influence of the College Board's Educatlonal EQualltyﬂprOJect aqd
: R s1mllar effectlveness—based reform programs notwithstanding, -
state decisions. ‘commonly respond moye to internal political
concerns than to research flndlngs. ' ‘ Er‘ S :

R On“the other hand ‘reséarch is not utterly without :
) 1n§luence. 'Perhaps it will be constructive to examine specific
> situations in which research findings abouf schools . and colleges
. have 1nfluenced policy, and from'these instances to generallze N
<. . 'about what Yesearch can do, what it‘'ought to do, and what it does’
sl not or cannot do. I will focus on four: the 1nfluence of the-
appendices that accompanied On Further Examination, ‘the report of.
the College Bodrd's ertz Panel -on Eﬁe SAT score decline; the -
influencé on reforms in-curriculum and in teache training of the
Southerxh Regional Education Board's Task Force on Higher
Education and  the Schools, the 1nfluencé on planning for publlc.
colleges of the Western Interstate Consortium: for Higher Education®
‘ comprehensive national statlstlcs on schopl populatlons- and in b
. my own state, the Tayloe Murphy Institute's studigs of the high
: school courses taken by Klack students, with related data on the
1mpéct of these programs Qn students activities after high

’ ‘ SChOOl l‘ M 2N o ! ‘e ,d - V- - - ¢

4o

"Because the Wirtz Panel s report was’ expllcitly a summary . ‘

and analysls of thg ugesearch findings of others, few researchers g

took: it 'seriously. ‘Yet copies went to every governor, to 7 '

virtually all significant legislative leaderss» and to state
. '® ‘superintendents.and’'similar officials.. Many read it. More than
., . . a few began promoting ohange in . schools bebause of On Further
R .Examlnaglon s summary of- prlor research.. Th1s report suggested

., . that. the} E} ore/decllnes derlved from;gany causes, most : beyond the «

'

.»' - ‘reach 'of public policy, but: some: . related to: such -matters as which~
students were taklng whlch cqurses:

y ‘own brief summary of the

Wirtz Papel's flndings was publlshed by ‘SREB 'and apparently
. q1rcula d 13 varlous interstate meetings. of qpvernovs and , *
Y legislators.~ - Thls,11€tle paper(l s ,several years old now, bug Iy
- know from my mail that’people $tlll readﬂlt and that several »
, ' "reforms o _ T ELEPERCE .
- . T S - o ;, o - »J Cr

’ RN To see why .the ertz Panel was able to influence pOlle By
, ' reproduclng others' _ggxch flndlngs, we ‘need- to remember two‘ ¥
, * phenomena of the mid- 19 fs.’ First, the initial popular respgn
to dlsclosure of the SAT score. dec11ne was bitterly hostile “td '
schools. .This response. began in.three articles hy Jack McCurdy
e and .Don Spelch ;n‘the Los Angeles Timeg on August. 15, 16, and 17,
‘ ' 1976, under the ge€néral title The Decline of American Education.
Working before the Wirtz PanelTs reporth McCurdy’ and Spelch k_ !
- concluded that diminished content’ in texts and courses, dimin=
. 1shed currlcula, underprepared teaohers, and, disorder 1n schools
« v were, the root causes of the score decline. 1Seelng test scoresras‘

¢
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.
w
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va11d 1nd1cators of the condltlon.of ed ca,;onl they argued for
-rad1ca1 perhaps punitive action to fix what wag wrong: Most
major newspapers republished tHls serles..‘TheuTlmes republlshed
it as a booklet and sent copies fo governors, . promlnent leglsla* -
tors, college and unlver51ty presidents, ‘and others. o
: , ‘ (
e As- many w111 recall The Decllne of Amerlcan Educatlon
provoked fierce discussion and many imitative articles in other , = °
papers, and persuaded many leaders thdt the timé for radical
reform had: come. Coming several months.later, "On Further Exami-
‘nation acknbwledged the apparent- validity of so§i;of the earlier

»  analysis, but &emonstrated that the problem was vastly mo;ea :
..~ complex than McCurdy’ and Speich could know when they first wrote.
"Moreover, the 'Wirtz Panel cautioned. aga1nst>preglp1tous, probably

counter—productlve reform movements, Instead, the Pane;ﬁurged

cautious progress. in collaboration with the research communlty

toward better ways to do 1n schools\what schools do. D
A Second the Agpendlces ‘'to 'On Further Examination, & th1ck

.ee. ' collection of the research on which the ertz Panel . based dits ‘

A" tentative flndlngs, brought" effectLVeness ‘research to the atten-
tion of the small .number of state policy: makefﬁ‘who ordered and
read it, This point may seem slight, “hut it aBes a long way
toward explalnlng why considgration of- schogl ;gffectiveness has.

. dominated public policy determinations since &977 Educational.

o research was largely dlscredlted'anvhg”state\pollcy makers in the

' . early 1970's. Some reasons: distrust .of affective psychalogy as

. a force in schools; concern that' behav1oral ‘'studies generakly hadf.,
RN displaced mefsures of accomplishment in the thinking in many o

schoolsof educatlon,'skeptlclsm about Ahe validity of the .
- research advanced in favor of such, movements as ma1nstream1ng,
the determlnatlon that future expendltures, while generally )
' sustaining .the, néw eduweational’ ventures of the ‘late 1960's and
‘ ‘early 1970'sy"would go more toward guaranteeing effectiveness
™. . -than.toward hancing what many governors and legislators had
e comé tg-see-as cystomer satisfaction of a'kind not compatible’ - .
w1§h the 1arge§,s001al purposes_of publ;;egﬁggaﬁlon. By 1977, 0 e
: mbsttBeducatlonY.gOVernors and'{eglslat istrusted what they
‘.. . had been told abdut schools in' the precedlng/ten years.. With
good cause, they blamed _educationaly'researchers. for some &6f the

. probiems. On Further- Examlnﬁtlon"s Appendlces ‘told’ them that
there were other discussion$ in progress. The Wirtz Papel, :
therefore, both damped Ehe 'impulse toward sudden, radical change,

5 .- and applied pressure tAWard more: mod‘&ate change on‘more empir-

o ,'\1ca1 bases, o o 5 , o RN '

G. o . ‘
-8REB's Task Force on Hrgher Educatlon and the Schools has
publ;Shed two reports, The Need for - Quality-in 1981 and Meeting
dhe Need for Quality in 1983.7° °The essentlal theses in these
reports 1nclui§§that educatiénal changelought to grow out of: .

structured ‘cok boratlon'between the colleges and, the schools,
that state action ought to 1nc1ude reform of teacher training-and
certification to,make both more academic &nd less methodolog1ca1
and that bpards oUght to* requlre a fundamental or core curriculum

-
) . ) . i ) RS v . . . . Lo @
' . - . . . d
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, for all students and to'av01d prollferathg courses that addéeSS“ p
a ‘'students' emotional satisfactdon, general., knowledge ‘of the job .
. - market, or® specific’ knowledge of occupatlons that they are, llkely

#not to practlca in the end 'gvk .
(. : These reports do not sPec1f1cally reflect e1ther SREB s own ':)
" research, ich is conslderable\and 1mportant in its.,own right as

an 1nfluence on public pollcy, or- research generally.‘ ,Rather,
 they set forth the Tdsk Force's recommendations on how" ‘the SREB
. ‘'states ought to deal with commonly acknowledged problems.. Their

5. influence on polley in the SRER states has obvlousLy been - -
con51derable.. ‘SREB governors have taken promlnent roles in: |

V1rtuall%’92\ phases of educatlonal reform. .The SREB Tagk Force\.-

reports ‘Wave become how-to books: for governOrs and legisMators, '

1nclud1ng many from non- -SREB States. The reasons for this impact ",
' ‘ make an interesting. list: SREB's own . credlblllty,.ln llght of -
- some twenty plus years of condudtlng ‘résearch ,on educatjonal -
- eftectivéness and offering the resylts to governors and . - &
leglslators 7in annual traindrg. programs- the Task Force's own )
credlblllty/because of the prior-reputations of the. leglslators,,f
school leaders, board members, and gcademics on it; and the ap
‘ commonsensical language gﬁd\contents of the reports themselives.
. . That believable leaderg made recommendationsthat made sense, and
y . .did so’undex the imprimatur of a well established multi-state
. .organlzatlon|went a long way. toﬁard;maklng éducational” reform and .
-dollqr suppott. for educgtion- the pOlle issues. that they now are
. in the Souqh,ugt : “-¢\ L . ‘ y o . o
.o . -L‘}«'{" . N . t .

. . The WICHE statlgtlcs represent yet another species of
influence on policy.’ Educational planners throughout the 1970's
worked with inadequate demographic: 1nformatlon. They knew "that

. gr®wth would not last forever. In a few states, they had tangi-
. hle evidence to prove it. In certain other. st&t;;, they, thHought,

" e

‘

' they had evidence that the‘natropal decline in-.tR{e birth rate
Co. v+ would not depress enrollments in the public colleyes, or in
" certain public, colleges. Yet by and large they were handlcapped
" by the poor quality of the U.S. Census .of 1970 and of ‘their own '
sfate pupil population censuses when they attempted to explain to
their boards and legislatures that the baby boom had fizzled.
WICHE's contribution lay primarily in puttlng together in one .
place what already existed, and placing it in the hands ‘of
e governors, legislators,.board qubers, and others who. detérmlhe o
. ', s policy. N o4

o Despite WlCHE's‘publicatlons, and the state Statistics on
" which they are based, many states continpue to do what political
'* - entities havej)always done about educational planning. -They .
permit the colleges' or, the bureaucracies' ambitions tosoverride
common sens They 1ndulge in a certain amount of politigal -
..~ dealing in d1v1d1ng budgets when perhaps more rational ways, .
} : ' ex1st They put at least a few bf the best, prajects in.the,

4w

backyards of. the most ppwerful legislators. They watch out for

v the pet projects of ‘favored presidents, superintendents, or
) whatever. 1In a sense, this ds as it should.be. The.brocess of
P ‘ ‘

) l - ) . \.'-& ' . v
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' polltlcal comprom e generalLy looks more orderly from a d1stance""'

/; - than_from a near 1nt of vantage. ' . , .
. o C e v e

,‘\,? " But one,suSpects that th 1mpulse toward bus1ne§s—as usual /{
‘may have sqffered somewhat, eipec1ally in llght of the most"

, recent revisions of the’ WICHE statistics.* -Like : _
. own. builds its higher educat;on budget on poorly’ Yohcejved and
v v.erratlcally validated enrocllment - projections thaj derive more

.« from- barga;nLng between the’ colleges -and the_  bureaucracy than.

. from. .systematig, analysig® of hard data+ At least this year our
coordlnatlng council reduced the projections when it.became.
apparent that .they: were too far off the mark. to be defens1ble

- Even in the Sunbelt, ‘where few states /'face’hajor ‘enrollment ‘
.~ +losses, systematlc revisions.df ‘the ‘older type of progebtlon must
be made-in the years between ,now and 1994

1]
.

. s
Flnafly, “an. example of’ what 1 think may be the - hlghest and
best use of research'in publlc p011Cy formation. My state, llke
more than a third of the states, is subject to an Adams Case’
consent decree.: (The Adams Case is "the omnibus Civil Rights Act
of 1964, Title VI, enforcement/actlon in which the pla1nt1ffs
-  have been represented since 1969 by.the NAACP Legal Defense Fund
.. ~Thé current defendant is Secretary Bell.. The states are indirect
IQ%?"i parties in that theé courts have required federal officials to
" . negotiate’ ‘dnd monltor compllance with acceptable -desegregation .
plans in certain states.) .The Office for Civil Rights of the
U.S. Department of EducaFlon negotiated desegregatlon plans with
" most: of the Adams states in L977 or 1978 (and renegotlated in”’
1983). / o

L : The” 1977 and 1978 pians are of 1nterest primarily to to—\
. .rians, 8o far as I know, none succeeded in desegregajﬂng prev1—
_ ously‘pégregated colleges, and onty a few succeeded ev¥en margin-
ally in’ the1r other. prov1slons Why? The reasons must include a
certain amount of foott ragging in certain states, a certain
o, " "amount of blundering in the federal bureaucracy, and a certain
- amount of ‘public hOStlllty/tO the goals and timetables by which -
Title VI is ‘enforced. ' All of these factors certa% ly contributed
;to the generally acknowledged paucity of progress‘'under’ the 1977
and 1978 plans. 4 ‘/ .

. -

—————

So, however, d1d another ‘factor that became pa1nfully clear
- when we negotlated amend ents to z 1978 Virginia Plan- in 1982
“Y .. and 1983 No one, state or federa new enough abbut deSeg—
regat1ng colleges-’ in 1978 to write a functional plan.‘ The’
Strategies required by O C.R. in 1978 proved unworkable when the
colleges attempted to 1mplement them.  Federal offiéials had no
idea™s to 'what was w ng.. Bdth sides wasted a long period of
*t1me~d1s11k1ng;each other and thé plan.” Now it happens:that tRe
1978 .virginia Plan inclwded the requirement that- the state, ‘
.commission a detailed stully of black high schoo}l :seniors, and‘
that this ‘study was done in by, Cha lott Scott and -
. other reseafbhers'at the Uni of Virgin{ja's Yayloe Murphy
y» Institute.’'- Y¥The Instltute an educati¥nal. ‘esearcH“

‘—‘ ) . . ’e .~ . Y‘

-

Y

>
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S organlzatlon Rather,as

L demographic search, & . V glnla Plan stu ies*are
inh:appagently it 'n;y y;nﬂ-ﬁ "'”to ndlysis of educ tion.)

‘ 24 ) £k, Seniors, 1980 n2
A Murphy Instltute,*tudy, dffered ,the first comprehenslve picture
v © + of'which @ousses most black stuflents take in Vlrglnla s hlgh '

L school . and which courseﬁjmost wh1te students take.f

A

¢

; ‘ o Pr or sto the 1982 negotiations, the Tayloe‘Mhrphy studles
L had ‘bee _1gnored except .among a small-: group of'educatxonal , :
researchets and - coLlege admlssleas officers who knew from profes—.j‘
S Sional experlence that the findings had enbrmous’ -importance. - &
, Among other: things,- the reports. demonstrated that course choices
- .made .as early as grade sevén or’ ‘eight are pawerful -predictors. of
eventual entry or non—entry into college, and that black. ‘'students *
were vastly less likely than white students’ ‘to take certain key
electives. .From the reports, even the casual readex could. infer
certain characteristics of schools, af advising, and of course
programs that wonld almost 1nev1tably place black- students at
' .disadvantage asoghey progress in school. -

’

- : : " (.
( a0
. -+ The impac on state'policy makes. for good hi;teiy.‘ )
.+ Virginia's 1983 Amendments'to the 1978 Plan were built largely .-
from the Tayloe Murphy findings. The strategies produced the .\
.gtate's first successes ever ﬁith regard to student enrollment.
In, recent weeks, O0.C.R. has acknowledged that Vlrglnla has made
the "substantial progress" required’ the Court, and the Legal
efense Fund has dec1ded not to protest th1s flndlng.l The. state
Ls i1l has two add1tlo 1 years: of lelgatlons before it w111 have
et the Adams Qgpdltlons, but the progress is such that all of. us
are now confident'that we are on the rlght track. :

o

N 4
' . Perhaps' of equal importance, Vlrgna s Board ofs Education -
was influenced by the Tayloe Murphy ‘InStitute reports in its '
deliberations about curriculum. Research director ‘Scott pub-
lished a summaqy article entltled "College Desegregatlon-”' BN
Virginia' s(Sad EX erience"” in the Spring 1982 issue of “the _ .
virginia Qu _Review. This articlé¢ made the case that
b economic an  disadventage predict academic disadvantage in
7 .ways that ar oth unneceéssary and destructive. 1In implementing
- new curricula for all students, and emphasizing education in the.
core academic disgiplines throughout ‘high school, the Board of
o Education reacted directly to 'Scott's findings. And so also did

key 1egls1ators 1n backlng ﬁhe Board and funding related initia- ,
- tives. . . et O

'
P ) w

. To this point, I'have ddscribed a limited set of.’
aoplications oﬁ\;esearch findings in forming and implementing
public policy he general prindiples are probably clear enoug
Raw research findihgs rarely influence'’ policy d1rectly. ‘ K

. Intelllgent and timely interpretation, 11ke>that in On Furthe£
' Examination or in the SREB eports, matters/greatly in bringing
research findings ikto the policy drena. From time to time,
fortu1tou§ conyllatlons\of prev1ohsly unanalyzed data, like those
. . ‘Y'
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_.V'an/the WICHE and Tayloe Murphy reportS°'can change the whole -
: 'i”.course of ‘Ppublic. policy b§ forcgng bureaucrac1es and entrenched

-
.

. 1nterests to face factf .o L .,\d‘ v
‘j?j ;,.' Beyond these S ec1f1c klnds of. 1nffuence,)n ich’ I have,rﬁ
T Q}lberately conf1 ed- w1th1ﬂ narrow descr1§t1@ns, policy ‘makers Con
L E rely find in the esearch Miterature the ki of background; s
. nalysis, and .advick that support.sound policy. %Mhe fault'.lies. .

. %n 1arge part with the reséarch focus’ 1n,s£ate university schools,
l' ' oi educatlon since: about 1970, (I realize that all R ' A‘(
nerallzatlon ‘distorts local. and Spec1f1c developmenﬂs My
1nterest in discussing. the roles of the schools-of education is .-

"in describing what I see as* a-broad national trend, not in: ' |
defending or 1nd1ct1ng any specific:- program.), POlle studies in z
+ schools 'of education is rarely a major pursuit, except in . - R

" ' "national genters like Stanford, Harvard, and Columbia Teachers.’
L College. Yet the. value to khe states pf the work of Patricia
e Graham of Harvard, Chester Finn of Vanderbilt, and Michael Kirst

of Stanford’ to choose more .or less at,random three w1dely v
- ‘ recogn1zed names from a list that might include fifteen names of .
policy researchers nation-wide who inflluence state policy, is. Ly
great.: 'By and‘’large, schools.of educhtion dn. the- state college
agd uhiversities have concentrated their research in othér’areas '
since about 1970. Consequently, they have played relatively’ 'gaf
39 small'. roles dur1ng five very active years for state educational -
pOlle.\ ‘In. my‘bwn state and certain other SREB states, it would
be only‘truthful to say that the schools of: educatlon have . {/i
‘suffered major setbacks, especially with régard to their”

'1nfluence on state boards .0f education and their credlblllty w1th
_the” publlc.“

.
W

A : What klnds of educational’ research will h\¥%ost likeIy to- -
- influence " public. ‘policy, and thus build styonge: fiscal and
~ regulatory support for schoo@s and collegés, in the n&xt decade
or sb?. To answer the question, one must .make certain assu thnS .
that_are'. geyond the scope of this paper, but a brief summgfy may.
. prov!de adé€quate p(eamble to.final cogments on wheré we m ht'go /
) in the effort to improve education generally.. One assumptibn is
that many\research undgrtakings are worthwhile even if they never:
- produce tangible results. Practical applicability cangbe a N
i © tyrannichl ‘rule if taken“too fgr. Ancther, however, is.that much .
of our workin the last fifteen years has been repllcatlve. Many
L scholars have. repeaﬁed ad infinitum the work of their
. predecessors, and offered at bést modest emendations of prev1ous
findings. ., : o ‘ ¢

’
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- - “Yet another assumptldn is that the general‘movement tpwardf ,
’ .more" preSCrlpthe currlcula in. the public schools, toward gteater
' emphasis on academrp preparatlon for teachers, and on demopistra-
. tions of measured effectiveness as key components .of the case for
/  increased 'funding for public sthools will continue.. I make .this
assumptlon not, because I think that the cyrrent wave of pOllthal
. action abobut educatlon*w111~cont1nue -- it will nbt- educatlon is
not a periennial issue out51de the mid=South, and even tHere it

N
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cdmpetes w1th other 1ssu that show S1gns of commandlng atten

. tion as early as: th;s fazaf——'but becausevtﬁese movements are

. being, fhstitutiohalized tside the polrtlcal forums, in regul
., - . 'tionsliss edfby state boards of education, in col e entry -l

: ' réqu1reme ts, 'and if other mechanisms ‘that hay een,the hlsto

cal foundatlon blocks of educatlonal pollcy. , v

/ . ‘ "’

R R Flnally, I assume that§accountab111ty demands llke those

- being ‘made of the pUbllC schooks will eventually«come to ‘bear

also on thé puhlic colleges. Many governors and - 1eg1s1at rsg

become uneas11y consc1ous that not. all colleges are.equal '

. ."‘and that- not all are'well managed. State 1eaders have already,

‘ - challenged admission requirements in several states, questlone
- . . the curr1cu1ar ‘contrdls embodied (or’ not embodled) in the mult‘
o state accredltat;on agreements, and begun pooling data on the
. ! need 'to hdﬁd constant or reven to dec&iase capac1ty. Several: ,
' " ! states have scaled ‘back commitments en ‘the answers from the . -
, ~colleges and the state h1gher educatlon ‘agencies were not perSLa- .
sive. .. Even mediciney which has.always been a sacred cow’ among L
~ state educational commitments, has felt pressure. L Cd
~ ' } - : ’ . o
1 What kinds, of research w111 contrlbutq.to sound pollcy I
73 » formation. and 1mp1ementatlon in a ¢élimate appnox1mate1y 11ke what -
I have just conjectured? A few s1mp11f1ed suggestlons- ’ o

-

- éflrst, state un1vers1ty schools of education and the NIE ﬂ"
. ' Resedrch Labs ought to.make pollcy studies a major research L
o - discipline, even if they must give up "something else in order to
o do gso. The reasons are both the publ:c.lnterests whlch is con- .
siderable because of “the relétlve isalation in which state nd '’
" local boards of education’ address policy matters, and enlig tened :
. . 1nst1tut10nal>self 1nterest which clearly ipcludes (among ther -
priorities) béing useful to those who pay the bills. . That he”' ‘
- national private universities so clearly dominate this fiel, how
b4 ought to concern us at’ 1east as much 'as .an analogous condition’ '
- concerned deans of stateq un1verslty sehools of bus1ness twenty
0 o years ago, We need national 1eadersh1p for many obvious reasons.
o We also’ need serious policy researchers avallable«cons?antly to
' state 1eaders and: the1r key staffer. ST o

k

X h Second,’ educatlonal ‘research ought to~mon1tor tﬁe eﬁfe"tive—
ness of new curricula that were orlginally ‘justified in terms of
he1r effectlveness Such research ough{ to address effectlve-u'
ss both-in the traditional ¢t s of educatlonal inqu ry,‘for
the;r usefulness to practltloners, .dnd in the terms of Michpel ‘
-Rutter and his adherents, for their usefulness to pollcy makers.,
. Td the extent that public pollcy.cons1sts 1arge1y in effective
. targeting of public moneys -- p051t1ve~and negative, target1 g p
) +educational polle perpetually f;umts with fiscal policy. ,And; s
" fiscal policy always embraces.measufed cost, effectiveness. : When * !
. we spend foér education, we temper these conslderatlons with .
7+ human, soc1eta1, and other congerns, but " pollcy implementer:
« cannot'av01d deflnlpg pr10r1t1es,w1th a vrfw toward both
i ) , . o v N N e a K . .
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- education; . The -2igt: ‘of unréliablle mefhodologles, ill-defined ' .
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accomplLshlng artlculated goals and meetlng strlngentf}ests of, RO
fiscal accountablllty.‘ Thé double perspectlve maksgs - for sound e
publlc admlnlstratlon.‘l--. / SR S ~{ S
B D T L m

Th1rd and finally,: educatlonal research ought, at, long last,
tngevelop expertlse W1th regayd to the effectlvehess of ' higher "

systems, and\lneptly managed - data//s long. Vlrglnla's problems
-, with enrollment projections are no more.or less than typical.:
Retent;on rS-lll understood Comparative studies of graduatlon
‘and attrition‘ rates are all but- unknown, ‘and thofe"that_ exist’
rarely Hold up under careful analysis. ',The basic terms’ ‘have
never, been defined. The. experiences of norn-mainstream tudents
have been analyzed from every conceivable: perSpectlve of. affect,
‘but hard informatjon on what works academically is sgarce.. Even
‘the most elemental notion of the Foufteenth Amendment’ would. seem

.~ to demand that we mastér this basic research problem,‘and apply

the results in the form of improved: high sch6ol and college ' .
programs. And after almost: ten years of Ralp Nader s com- .
plaints, ' too: few colle es make proper use-o test’ scores and use
quant1tat1ve~data'”o 5 Torm academlc dec1s1ons s ‘

]
N o Ve ; o i

These hlgher education’ matters ought t§ alarm us, I thlnk

By 001nc1dence, a‘usable and remarkably constructive body of - T.f
résearch llterature existed when the dialogue about - ~the’, effect~ ,. -
iveness '6f the public schools began, . No su¢h- boqy exists for
higher education, and education ‘school 1nst1tutes>for the’ study
or. higher ‘education, excellent as they generally are,wrarely
enjoy the financial support’ necessary for, ma or: garchy 1
remedy must come partly from the polltlcal eade 8 ;
benefit by access tb improved,resedrch pro cts, i Ve
that politicians will see the hlgher>educatlon.

‘

1tutes as a

. major issue, just as one doybts,that it is in. thegg bllc 1ntere$t

[

- for the bulk of policy advice on' higher educatlon to*come from‘f
outside higher education -~ a condition that exists how in many
state$, The universities themselvVes,, especially the state

un1vers1t1es whose stake in this, pred1ctable next phase of pollcy

. \ '

Y

.p“

concern about hlgher education is so large, 'will have to make the ~

initial co tments + One’ suspects that they W1ll have also 'to.

sustain them n many §tates L

- [

v . : ' ' ) '

-) Coe . AT : L N, ' '
. ' , -
. . B L ' ' '
. V . B . s, .

. .

. .

~
.



W, T = K S
A A / SRRV T SO
’ . ' '» - . ‘ ¢ v I -L'—/
] /s . ) . 3 “ .
- - - o —\) ! v “a o't v - 1: -t .

S, L, A. GIenny, Autonomysof Publlc Colleées-_ The Challenge%of
‘:?;N'Coordlnatlon (New; York?s . McGraw- H;ll r959), John D. Millett;,

. ' ' Conflict 'in ﬁlghen Educdtion: “State Govermment Coordlnatisn f',‘ﬁ
.+ .. VerSuswaInstitutional Independence {(San . Francisco:  Jossey-Bass- .. .
- Publrshers,,1984), Michael Rutter, Flfteen Thousand_ Hours: '
‘ ' . SecondarySchaolst and - mher; Effect on Chlldren (Cambrldge,,
s, ‘Massachusetta VHarvard U.P ‘1979) P Tard

. 'S
.7-, : ,,..- .

) ERR On Further " Examlnatlon-' Report oi the Adv1so*y Banel on the f;‘;
S Gcholastlc Aptitude.Test, Scoré Dbec¢line (Newaork-u The College .gé’M
' " Entrance’ Examination Board, 1977); Aggendlces to ‘on Further'f o

et ."Examination, (New York- The Cellege‘Entrance Examrhatlon Board,
) . - — . \
. ) 19777 ' ' . \. T St . T o N
. -» s — hd ) -’ v ‘ L ‘-'\. v

. ‘3.\"R form1ng tHe Schoql - Cdliege gurrlculum,W'SREB Hotliggf;j-',,
XITIE 4,.1982% . R o

st : “ -7 S T - . P e
AR The Néed for Ouallty. A Regprt to the Southern Regicnal’ :
e, e Education Bogzd by Its Task Force .oh Higher. Education and the

*~ ' “Schools, Jurfe, N8BT (Ktlanta. “Southern Regional Educatfdngﬁfard
.+ 1981); Meeting th¥ Need.ior Qualitys: action in the South, , . .
Progress’ Report tghthe Southern Reégional ,Education ‘Board, June,,;* q

1983 (Atlanta: . Squ hern ReglonalrEducatlon ?63(d,$1983)

v

-

. 5. William R. McC nn ll and Norman Kaufman, 'High School Gradu—”‘ .
. ‘ates: Proijections f the Flfty ‘States (1987- =2000). “'(Boulder, .*
. . '+ Co.: Western Inters te- Cohsprtlum for'Higher«Educatlon, p984)}
. . The original WICHE pr,jectlowf were publlshed in L979 3 T

. . < .
P a . '

‘ 6. For details,.see estlmony and documentary snb‘ 55lons of -John
poel T. Casteen,:III, AYings-on. ‘Higher Education:-Ci il Rights B P
C Enforcemenb...J01nt Hearings...of the Committee/on: Educatlon and -
.Tabor...and...Committee on the Judiciary...Houge of REpresenta-.
: tives...May 17,718, 25, 1983 ‘(Washington;™ "U.S/. Government '
Sy Prlntlng Off1ce,‘L9847 pp.,59 146 151 159 Ba551m. ;

k4

’

Vlrglnla s College Bound” Black 7.'"'f5%
. Seniors ([RicKmond:] State ounc1l of Higher Educatlon for . -

Virginia, 1980; CRarlotte H. tt'and John A. Alexander, Enroll- -
.. ¢ 'ment of Virginia's 1980 Black High School Graduates in Colleges

7.,Tayloe Mug%hy Instltute,

- and Unlvergltles (TCharlottesville, Virginig): TayloeaMugp S
'Instltu;e 1981).. See ‘aisd Charletge Sgott, "College esegre—,
. .gatlon Yrginia's, Sad: Experlence,“ Vlrglnla QuarterlyrReV1ew ;y'
"y 58,1 2, Sprlng, 198?, 221-235. ST T ~ A
»4) “ pq | | B /‘*‘\, ‘ s ¥ . .
- ‘ R - \ BTN N
Yoo I A I, o . * ! e .
L e ‘ : | ST
o :






