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POLICY RESEARCH

. objective is to encourage policy researchers ap
The se;o;:;i. l;;ig:;?r%eor e)latiO”ShiPS between actual changes in pr"grs iiu;if,gts of Policy
rcsc‘“_r; " i;z tended and unintended outcomes. Too frequently, policy research f;“ndmg in
:ﬁ?g]‘; relationships. Consider the assumption that need-!)ased aid improvzzu:z;on
When federal programs such as Pell are cut, then gaps in enrollment Opportumss'
emerged (St. John, 2003; see also part.I).. Clear.ly, changes in federal and state Studetny[
aid influence changes in outcomes, SO it is cruc1a}1 to build understanding of the cong.
quences of change in programs into policy studies and the ways that research in inter.
preted, as we have argued. . o .
This chapter addresses strategies for situating policy research studies and summative
policy reports in contexts of the sweeping waves of political and ideological changes
that reshape education. While we focus on polices in relation to college preparation,
access, and success, the importance of situating policy scholarship in the crosscurrents
of the politics of education, our primary topic, has broader implications. We encour-
age readers to think about emerging inequalities as a first step, and then focus on ways
that assuming universal effects and systemic linkages limits the capacity of research-
ers to illuminate effects of program and funding changes. We also encourage engaged
researchers to build partnerships with activists in government agencies and comm

nity organizations that share commitments to promoting education equity and socid
justice.

DISCERNING EMERGING INEQUALITIES |
Unde'rstanding of the evolution of policy studies from a systems aPpr.oaCh u51ngcii§s i
theories to micro-studies of policy issues can help illuminate howa um\fersal loglreviews
entrenched in policy research. To inform the interpretive process in.hteratsif:sinre .
?i?)d design of p91icy studies, we examine the history of education p e si;;lity into ¢
i, ﬂt to t.he demise of grand social theory. Taking these steps Prowdes v
HHAuIng role systemic logics play in policy research.
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jcy studies emerged in the 197
poll

eakdown of systf?rps theory ; Ment agenc:
0 tg)e Zr method long criticized by Chs:ﬁirzri?lé’bl Nning ;,e; ::1?1 3
196 ling through (1959, 1979 414 incremengqy;, O Origing. 5t €8, Sc
puddling ky (1969) argued to sy o ism (g, e g the ot
on Wildavsky : l;% ) salvage poys analys; 2Ybrooke g, Lindp) RSePts of

?r pIOg ramming, an l_1dget1ng Systems (PPBS)\S a5 tgg] em 1
nmf ‘he federal K-12 and higher education Programs ¢ Toach

la tems logiC in pohcy analysls gave Way to ney al’guma €din the 1960 Useq ¢
O_f sy m argued that such research Provided the py, s for
Lméiiz ded in budgeting and legisl
em

eans of SPeaking 2)
for political advocacy (Lindblom
0

1 of Poj; )
OS, and OVe:_I?’ Studles

ative Processes, and 1, the politicyy o
& Cohen, 1979),. € Proposed usi . ' Power

:  and practice that follox.ved (Chapter 12), The breakdo
IC)’I icy (e.g» formula funding, student aid, etc.) set the st
POI}CY studies in recent decades. During this more recent
po }CSY developed in the field of higher education as studi
loéﬁlC e choice, and academic preparation emerged.!
C(tJ ;gto this deconstruction of systematic approach
;lcz:le as did the abandorlfnent of policy logics,
at the time, as discussed in Part I.

: 1 es: The rationales underlying the shift in educational policy used

K eShapgngf oicl)i/cfritéigfes in making arguments}.q'lr‘llfese arguments for change were based
erEI}C'e thep uality of education for all (improving outcomes), replacing older argu-
> ralsugg tth(ca1 right to basic education (state role), and the national interest in equalizing
Dawisglit (f dergal role). The policy papers and reports used to craft the new policy tra-
OPP ortunlté' X arch, developed mostly through informal alliances betwee_n funfiers (g;J_V'
)ectorynltlsz e;ecsif:es an’d foundations) and researchers in private .cor:lqrat:}?irslsw(;:f poucy
:é;lerz?rih ﬁfms) and universities. The basic arguments used to rationalize

es of college access, persistence,
Thus, education scholars contrib-

€s to reform, but not on the same
which was evident is many policy studies

‘ : dation for higher
1. Reemphasizing educational quality in liberal arts education asoat if;);l;q;il L educational
| educafion rathet than focasing of socia pr;glrje;s Il;);pil;o‘trr:llent of Education, 19831) .
i ett, 1984; Bloom, 1987; U.>. instead of adequately
2 %I:?OTEUI#W (e'%,a}:gtlllntability to monitor education 9utcomeas pl:fn family resources
| fungfneseg:ﬁ::gon to ensure quality rather than focussn;g&ﬁf, 1088a, 1988b, 19908):
amonggdiverse student groups (e.g., Bennett, 1986, 1987; Aucation

ir rightsto €
. how their righ din
These rationales used appeals to diverse populations ab‘t’)‘:ltt the shift away for providing

i uity
: . time
% a core aspect neo liberalism emerging at the tme;

tional eq
; ioh cost for gduca 4 Pase
adequate funding and promoting equal opportunity ata hig nding for ne¢

g b declinein fu 994b, 2003,
Chapter 12), These twists of logic explicitly ignored thie ies (St.John, 1

. illeS ( under"
. o -income fam dents un¢
gtants and compensatory education uplifting Lo
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-income STPEE  eviews
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] and Funding Links to Emerging Inequal;
iscerning Progrant 47 . : ality
- thi 3icy shift, it is increasmgly necessary to re emP‘;?S_ue €quity, 1
Given this p + programs relate to social and economic inequalities, as pary of i ally th
ways that new p ¢ flaw in neoliberal education policy was that by igno f"c()mexl
neoconservative arguments about governmemrvlvrl ng.

ductions, and funding cuts. We used the following steps in our analysis of thei‘;te’ ,
re ’ :

in federal policy (Part I): o
and outcome, considering both equity and eqyq;
to educational outcomes and the quality of those outcomes used to e tZlirelated

: ici s and features of pro
alyzed how changes in policies (program . Programs)
> ;:cels)’:elated to changes in both qua.hty- and egulty-related outcomes,
3. Considered how research informed interpretation of these results,

1. Examined trends in policy

and f““dlng

Using this process provided a basis for moving forward. In the epilogues to Parts 4
we updated the basic analyses, confirming thflt this approach has helped revey| ey L
inequalities. However, there are some limitations to t%us approach that merit attentjop j
future efforts to conduct policy studies and craft policy reports using research eyiq n
as we highlight in our discussion of quantitatiYe studies and contributions of quali;I:Fe’
scholarship. We discuss recent developments in both types of research, as they inf, ive
both researchers developing policy studies and analysts crafting policy arguments orm
Understanding the logical connections between programs (features and funding-) wih

outcomes is essential in discerning whether evidence actually supports claims, 2 PIOCIe
that is important in both building sound policy rationales and in testing whether cla‘miss
made as part of policy advocacy actually hold up in practice. We consider hoy by i
quantitative and qualitative evidence can be used to test the validity of claims,

DESIGN AND INTERPRETATION OF POLICY STUDIES

While the new rationales predominate, illustrated by the research on college preparation
review in Part I, too little attention is given to developing and preserving mechanisms
(programs and funding) that reduce inequalities that emerge and increase in spite of
monitoring and narrow studies of links between courses completed and achievement.
When the design of the program and the sources of funding are ignored, it is diffi-
cult to discern implications for deliberations on either program features or sources of
funding. Research can be detrimental to social progress when researchers fail to consider
these factors and linkage structures in designing projects. Even random experiments, the
current fgcus in the educational policy environment (programs affecting the subjects
and fu_ndmg levels), must attend to the logics linking funding and program featurs 2
e};iqcatlonal outcomes if the authors hope to draw reasonable policy implications from
;elzltrecsicthooizrs-hlp- Otherwise, scholars run the risk of misinforming policy on ™
cial equi
e
time, despite evidencecogl' ine social support with modest amounts of 2}1‘1  aho sty
student support pro rao m;f‘lultable access to 4-year colleges, researc 'erfun gt
Program cligibility oi ms often do not examine the effects of changes i combined
gaps in student outcomes. While some programs have

tudent
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Contending with Systems Bias
Universal Price Response
The new emphasis on causal methods and the fragmentatiop, of rese

« & “ e arch h

*dency of analy§t8 to write simplistic afiv9cacy papers €xtrapolating frorr? i}g?eq the
te siscussed previously (Part I), the statistica] €ITors in the U, §, Department f%dln s.
t?csm studies of attainment (e.g., Adelman, o Educa.

1999; Berkner & Chavez, 1997
b b Ch
J002b; Pelavin & Kane, 1988, 1990) are well documented (Becker s 2

: NS » 2004; Heller, 2004
put remedying the methods without dealing with the fragmented logics adds tro protz:
1 l,lns in research design and interpretation.
e The reviews of the NCES access and attainment studjes were used to advocate for
erimental designs that allow for causal methods that include financial aid as a vari-
:S)e affecting enrollment (e.g., Becker, 2004; Heller, 2004), and this type of research has
been reemphasized over the past decade. As progress is made in causal studies, it is espe-
cially important to consider how policies (e.g., eligibility), program features (
and ending dates), and funding levels vary over time and how different gro
to these changes. We use two examples of newer methods to illustrate how s
can contend with or obfuscate embedded bias. o
Research Exposing Emerging Inequalities: There have befzn some excellent publications
using powerful methods to examine how new programs impact enrollment and reduce
inequality. We use examples from research on state schola.rshlp.progfams to illustrate
h o i-experimental methods have helped to illuminate inequalities.
ow emerging quasi-exp . s il subatantially sxmand encollmant
One line of logic has been that merit scholarshlps W}ll substantially exp P
rates. Extending the systems logic about student aid, BxshQP (2002, 2(.)04) :zig;i r——
Michigan model would double enrollment if eXPandef1 natlonﬂ? t‘}(fetxtf:;’:an Americans in
dence about the merit awards th BELIE £ 16 enro]llllllil?f‘;:o take the exams necessary to
the state did not have the curriculum needed to even q 4. Further, as the Michigan case
be considered for the scholarships (St. John & Chung, 2004). de the, curriculum available
llustrateg (Chapter 10), even with subsequent changes to 1_1pglr ; widened, and Michigan
In high schools serving minorities, the gaps in opportuQIWdllive Bishop (2002, 2004) an.d
2 lagged behind other states. The merit program exaniin® d an enrollments in Michi-
¢ subsequent version implemented in 2006 were e}xmmate ) ared to need-based grants
84N never came close to doubling as Bishop had predicted. Co:ﬁe to pay for college, most
“ 8 to low-income students who would otherwise be un ay (Heller & Marin, 2004)- 1
Merit scholarship aid goes to students who would enroll anyw )}’1ers to address the racia
ineer el and Mustard (2002) were among early researcher in Georgia's HOPE
Inequalit; : st ion of merit scholarships the Georgia
Y q]a lties associated with implementation o 02c, 2004) research on the
o1 program, Dynarksi’s (2000, 2002b, 20026,

. :on of diverse

- d conslderatlog Y ie.

;gf E SSCholarship stands out as exemplary in method an students in state (i€
Ps. She

: igh-achieving ated
» found positive effects on retention of high aii . e qualities that acceler
Mollmeng 4 Georgia colleges), but uncovered increased 1n¢q

and the Assumption of

Le., starting
ups respond
tudy designs
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- ifically for African American students, rw
§trauﬁlc?nzg’d Z%ffa:gced};tatistical methods in the field (j.e., differer? rkirt:(:it'h :
inequa 1?; r. the studies of Georgia HOPE'do not overc<_)me the lirnitation lfferenqs)
mng. re used. Several states have replicated the model (Doy]e, 2006), by b timey, -
'des;g‘:;st ii)n per se does not mean the same effects will be
inn

u
seen, Subsequen a:‘)
multi-level study of state merit programs on student persistence that copg; don Uing of,

Lo , Onsidereq
one lcw;: :m;da rs]ttlslczecl};z :ggztﬁf}:nlf‘;&ﬁtf that Georgia was ap, €XCeption beCausSetttgs a:
s;zé :rft ;irflf’» advancing statistical methods is importa'mt to the fielq, but the Pres
and interpretation of the research. can be problemaitlc when Tesearchers g no Ntatig,
for changes in the programs over t,lme. U-nfortunate Y> many of t.he Tesearcherg ad :,0‘.‘“‘

these new statistical methods don’t consider these programmatic changes o the po Cing

tion differences over time or m.nthm groups. . Puly,
Research Ignoring Changes in Program Features and Funding, A recent artigje

enrollment effects of Indiana’s 21st Century Scholars (TFCS) Program congly, s

TFCS program has a relatively smal} effect on whether students 80 to college a4 wher,

they enroll. We then used alternative statistical approacl?es to reduce the bias dye to

self-selection into the TFCS program. A]thqugh the estimated program, effects 2

accounting for self-selection were large.r than in the earhel;models, they were gt nota.

bly smaller than reported in prior stud1e§ of the program.” (Toutkoushiar et al, 2015)

The article appropriately referenced a policy report that did not adequately discygs selec-
ion bias.
th%lhe Toutkousian study had referenced only one policy report, Meeting the Access Chal-

lenge: Indiana’s Twenty-First Century Scholars Pr{)grfzm.(St. John, Musoba, Simmons, &
Chung, 2002). Policy reports tend to overlook limitations, a problem that has appro-
priately received attention in recent years (Becker, 2004; .Heller, 2004). As was typical
of policy studies conducted by the Indiana Education Policy Center during the period,
the paper was also reviewed for publication in an academic journal, and the publication
acknowledge but did not solve the selection bias problem (i.e., St. John, Musoba, Si.
mons, Chung, & Peng, 2004). In addition, subsequent studies has substantially extended
and refined scholarship on TFC (e.g., Lumina, 2008; St John, Hu, & Fisher, 2011). Refer-

ence to these later studies would have made it easier for the authors to consider the policy
relevance of their study.

.

Self-selection into

tion about universal price response. The ways these scholars
_ id not consider program changes over time: the two POPU!““Ofns
were subject to different award levels, support services, and requirement for funding l‘:f
¢, rendering the universal-effect assumption useless. By far, the

le
t the very least researchers should show critical thought about what measurab
Selection effect actually meanp,

; . t
c Even more PrObIematlcally, the article overlooked changes in selection fOf theffigs
entury Scholars Program that should haye been considered when measuring ¢
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.. For example, the TECg added 4 , Quireme -
fsele"“o l(.i have to compl.ete the colle € Preparatq, curriCulueCewe awards, g,
0 s woul ma (still an option for Students), which a Moye restr_n Tather an t
1 :nlo : Fict}
v tifn eral diP asing measu_rﬂb!e selection effects, 1? reasppab]e erson WOulrs zzlecnon Cri-
R\ “,io increselection criteria afff{cted Students decisiong €nrolimep, th: Sider hy,
\ t;e fighter athway—general diploma ag entry to technjcy) fams i, coprogra. ,
t're“ at adpbeen eliminated. The actua] Monetary gain from py, iy paruc:m;?'ny
iuese’ha small for pubhc'-college students. (current tuition $ Prior yepr :3?
L_Crc “lwaysblem that primarily affected Public 4-year. Colleges, Private colleges oy
‘?m ,a pro -ear tuition and students received sub.star{txally higher awards, The Prima
U:e éurrentth‘)“e arly studies was not the overall gains ip access, but the Margj
s e o e . .
fnding qf ating in the program on uplifting into communj
articip
of par

) and enrollment in private colleges,
f access

a redistributjye
i d by the To
nt research ignore
. Subseque
stud)'

Iy basic form
effect noted i
utkousian sty

1 the origjn,

dy team hag also revealeq that

in the services provided by the 215t Century Sch.olars Prograr ,

Jrticipation mHu & Fisher, 2011), another form of self-selection contributing to the;,

+008; St. John, fs;le ction bias. The facts that features of the programs became more

I’neasurement Othat local services were reduced as cost-s:aV}ngs measures were alsq not

strictive and attempts to cut cost by the state had eliminated Program features that
considered. T}.‘:?‘S,:ly associated with enrollment by students who had

had b}f enmg(:rs:rll( support and counseling from a local s

(é.g-) Y

used the services
upport center). )
i irtually useless for policy pur-
- d the Toutkousian stuc?y virt
These hmltatlolnii;egntflzr:tudy and presenting their findings, the authors learned that
r comple
poses. Afte

i ing eli-
. : E) had cut funding by changinge
ission for Higher Education (ICH ith the ICHE
the Indiana C}c;mnlnis;0::101?(&):1 " gr with Toutkousian, (no}tle.dl.l W}Le;:i It(r)ngg‘;‘etilotl}:re agree-

bility. Don Hossler, gl Its of this work (whic we
gibility. D: d outlined the results of tt because they had already changed
Commissioner an s pretty uninterested becau d 50 our
T—— data), she was p B average to get the award,

ment in getting the tudents must now have a : text had created
the scholars program a?e(i,:nt,’n The failure to consider the p(f)th(r:ysecl?clt?:n rather than
study was no longer el attention of small direct effects.a ero ram effects attribat.
s pmble?s, folcelizlr:ge of selection effects and changes in prog
considering policy re ding.
2ble to changes in the program and funding

r state context
n only really be understood as part of the large
The TFCS program ca

+ What gy, the

i dest
: upled with mo
hange over time, Oup, rogram.
) : features that can c : icipating in the prog
o oadsd foix Ofprogril?nts would receive without partlilgg thg researchers doc-
fux;ding ?n tOpl o wth Ztl:?tlions that could have been address
A few policy-relevan

1 ram (l-e') the

services
ion criteria and student use of g
. 1 lection criteria an features and ho
ogram, including selectio t program
' fe{sz:eiz j’;e;zz;ise (5{12};:1'5;: éjgfects? This basic questlggtacbo(;usicll)ered. ligible students
they link to ge] tion and measurable effects was S compared to Pell eligt (st. John
R the modest addition for TFC ii ssed in prior studies (3t
' whoaéizrz;ﬁizlfgjﬁ"g{s question has actually been addre leses compared
' ivate colleg
etal, 2011), fl grant top-off awards at private
relative effects of large gre

d by all
is 1 issue addresse
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d in the analysis of selection effect:ts. Earlier studje, h 0
‘ 1 €
tial € Ay
more-substan
for public colleges-

: mpared cohorts across time Usin
uld have easily co : g cong:
the auz};lotlilsactoreve als the effects of program and funding changes , Sisteny
proa

i v
sed, questions such as the following could have bep , dslfetslrne.
, Sed;

In addition,
dels, an ap
Ir-In:d this approach been u

tion effects change ajter implementing new requirements (i.e, re
C

- . - quired
+ D ‘Scetf?um and higher GPA)? The new criteria would limit awards to indiViduaICSOI:f;O
curri :

likely to enroll and complete college without the programs.

) jon of the cap grant for 4-year univers?ty students reduce degree atty;

5. g,l i;]l;i;fiqu::l;‘ieg studegts? The .failure to conster how the TFC§ P ar;gtzz
declined relative to price was a mlss.ed opportunity to explore implicatjop, of loss i
attainment attributable cuts in funding.

6. Did changes in program features ( e.g., increase GPA and course requirements) reqy,
the impact of TFCS on enrollment in pub?zc 2-year colleges? Implementatiop of TEC
corresponded with creation of the public 2-year colle.:ge system in the state, whit
had an impact on basic access. Typical students enrolling in 2-year colleges (i.e., low
grades and less than a preparatory curriculum) would not have been eligible after the
programs changes.

When policy analysts uncritically advocate neoliberal reforms without consideration of
the inequality crises in education finance and fail to apply critical thought in their analy-
sis, they overlook systemic biases that fuel Trump’s new nationalism (Epilogue 1).
Various statistical methods could be used to address these policy-relevant questions,
including (and perhaps especially) the econometric statistical procedures used in the
Toutkousian study. Unfortunately, when research doesn’t give thought to policy ques-
tions as part of the study design, they are literally unprepared to address the policy impli-
cations, as was noted by a co-author of this study (see Hossler’s comment above). Clearly,
it is critical that researchers focusing on advancing methods should also consider pro-
gram features and funding levels for any programs studied.

. Recognizing the Limitations of Methods in Policy Studies i
Advancing statistical methods in policy research remains a crucial issue, especia-y

. e . : ewer
matters related to inequalities emerging from system changes. It is possible to US€ 1

- . W ding.
statistical methods with ap awareness of changes in programs, policies, and fundi’
Unfortunately, there is al

. 0 S’ :

s0 a tendency of policy studies using econometric mre t}i]me. e

most generally accepted method used today, to overlook policy changes Ov?festation 0
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MOVING FORWARD
tspecializatio
i licy studies in the
. century> igher education. Fiafly.po cy
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