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2006) and multilevel models (e.g., Daun-BaFnett,
'f research that overcomes some of the omitted
Oarlier multivariate studies of student outcomes.
e Finally, economl_sts affiliated with the Ngtlopal Bureau of
jucation foundations, and other organizations have dies thiat
eddreSS some of the problenr}s with causal mfe;ence. This includes difference in diffei
a ain ethod of comparing states to examine the effects of state merit aid progra )
?ncesDynaf ski, 2002b), regression discontinuity studies on the imp e
e.g-:

act of guaranteed sty.
(c827 awards (DesJardins & McCall, 2009), and experiments with high school refor:n
£

(€8 Bloom et al., 2010). Although this newly emerging body of research
.8

] ! overcomes
f the causal inference problems associated with other types of policy research, the

the experiments are highly

2008b). These studies i
( Provid
variable problems associated ;;Eii}é

Economic Research

NB
produced research stu( Fo

ma(rili);: frequently have limited generalizability. In addition,
stu

fly and difficult to replicate through policy mandates.
cos

Structured Reviews
) ‘e s ide a systematic review of
d level analysis, in Chapters 4 through 6 we provi yst .
As melg;;rofall three types of studies to document the empirical relationships between
exemp and outcome (the linkage structures in Figures 2.1 and 2..2) and to illustrate
ﬁo&c;iz earch can inform policy advocacy. We review selected studies of all three types
0 .

olated to academic preparation (Chapter 4), access (Chapter 5), and persistence/degree
I
attainment (Chapter 6).

Academic Preparation " tion betw

i i tionale for college access used the correlation between com-
gﬁ;;;agzzﬁifi?;ugﬁzl courses and cgllege enrollment as a basis for argﬁﬁné; ilo.r
high standards as a means of promoting college.a.ccess and comp!euon. Muc of this
debate omitted links between state education policies and preparation, so it was easy to
use the findings to advocate for policies that c01t11d have 1;;1mtended effects. Our review

is omission using a two-step process. o .

mePtflr(s)t(,1 ;Zrzzcl;[zllflzietclll; review of stu(igies using individual databases with mformatlon
on courses completed, achievement, and graduatior.l. As a first step, we cons.ldere(.i the
roles of SES (linkage 1), state education policies (linkage 2), and studeflt aid, }1sm%1 2
straightforward format. We reviewed individual research reports and articles using t (11s
format before completing the summative reviews in Chapters' 3-6. We compared stu }-1
ies to build an understanding of the linking structure to policy outcomes, along wit
the limitations of research that should be considered before using findings to advocate
for specific policies. Our discussion of implications looks across studies anFI considers
Whether the research is consistent with trends, providing a way of illustrating the role
of research in constructing policy rationales. This method provides a way of illustrating
eSponsible ways of discussing research findings in the advocacy process.

There hqg 1 . College Access ’ lese

enrollmeng Z’en extensive research.and reviews on the effects of studen‘t aid on <:oh g
Ninflyen, e.g. Helley.r, .1997; Leslie & Brinkman, 1987), but these studies did not. ave
mmitteee on Sthe decmgn to .reduce funding for student aid in the 1990s (e.g., Advisory
limiteq res o1 Student Financial Assistance, 2002). In contrast, there has been only very
farch on the links between high school graduation requirements and college




