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Keynote Remarks: David Ward, American Council on Education

Janet Norwood, COSSA President: COSSA has been in existence for two decades and we have an unusual program
to celebrate the 20th anniversary. Asthe program unfolds, | hope you will agree with me that it represents an
extraordinary effort that has been well put together; we all should learn agreat deal fromit.

I’d like to acknowledge Howard Silver [COSSA Executive Director] who is, in large part, responsible for where
COSSA isand how COSSA has grown and developed. | will now introduce Ron Abler from the Association of
American Geographers, who will introduce our speaker.

Ron Abler, Association of American Geographers: You have the details of David’s biography on the yellow
handoutsin your packet, so | won't repeat what’sthere. 1'd like to ssimply welcome David to Washington and to the
social science and behavioral science community in Washington.

Some years ago | read a paper at the annual meeting of the Association of American Geographers called “The
Red Coats Kept Coming” which dealt with the influence of British geography on American geography, which has been
strong in many instances and in most instances beneficial.

I’m delighted that a Fulbright Fellowship brought this particular British influence to the United States. He has
been a powerful force both intellectually within geography and, of course, administratively at the University of
Wisconsin and el sewhere.

David, I'd like to thank you for joining us, particularly on short notice, and welcome you to the COSSA annual
meeting. We look forward to your remarks.

David Ward, American Council on Education: I'm delighted to be here because, in away, it's ahomecoming. |
remember 1982 and | was an associate dean of the graduate school at UW-Madison when COSSA was formed. The
big question was, long before it was thought desirable by most people on campus, who would pay for it?

So, one of my early diplomatic shenanigans was to figure out which dean or whether, in fact, the chancellor,
should pay for it. At the time there was a biochemist who was the dean of the graduate school who immediately said
the dean of letters and science should pay for it —“all the social scientists are over there.”

In the end, | think, for afew years the College of Letters and Science and the graduate school co-paid our
membership, but then | became provost in 1989 and that came to an end. The administration paid for it. So | was able
to exercise some rudimentary power upon becoming part of the central administration.

| feel thisis aso a coming home for me because of my engagement in social studies through my role as a human
geographer, immigration historian, demographer of sorts, and urban historian. Having a multi-disciplinary research
experience, | felt this organization was very important to me because | did receive support from many at-large entities
that support the socia sciences.

I was on the National Science Foundation Geography Regional Science Panel and also on the board of directors
of SSRC [Socia Science Research Council]. | felt, particularly through the * 80s, that | was very much engaged with
the transdisciplinary range of what was going on. It served me well as Provost and Chancellor and continues to serve
mewell in my first few weeks as President of ACE [American Council on Education].

In away, ACE brings me closer to the role of COSSA, that is, advocacy of higher education in a broader sense,
rather than just the social sciences and, in particular, advocacy which comes from a membership which is everybody’s
second organization. ACE isthe umbrella organization, has about 1,800 members and, of course, each ingtitution has a
niche membership, whether it's AAU, NASAULGC, or AASCU, depending on whether you' re afour-year college,
land grant, private, public, and so on.

I’m the person who has to bring together these organizations to speak with one voice to Congress and to the
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private sector, hot unlike how COSSA brings the disciplines together to speak with one voice on the social sciences as
well.

My organization, like yours, is going through some re-evaluation. | wasimpressed by the efforts you’' ve made
after 20 yearsto figure out what is the best strategy to reach Congress, to reach the public, and to connect with each
other, which isindispensable if we're to continue to be successful.

The same thing is true for higher education in general, and | notice that in this book marking your 20th
anniversary and looking at the meeting's program, you'’ re attacking problems rather than pursuing disciplines. | think
one of the great challenges that we al faceis how to attack problems not necessarily from a disciplinary perspective,
but as teamsin amultidisciplinary sense. I'll say alittle bit more about that later.

ACE for years has been the main advocate of tuition policy. It's the main organization that deals with federal
student loans. It has also been the key architect of much of the efforts with AAU and with the disciplinary
organizations supporting NSF and NIH. 1t’s also been one of the key supporters of diversity efforts; the lead filer of
amicus briefs on behalf of institutions that still struggle with the challenge of how to create an outcome which results
in diverse graduates from our campuses.

The challenge has been to ook at the outcomes. That is, the kinds of outcomes that can be clearly understood
outside of the universe in which we function. Clearly, higher education, in my judgment in the last 10 years, has
probably gone through a series of unprecedented and irreversible changes.

How we are managed, and how we are funded, in particular, has changed dramatically since 1990. If you were
to look at the political economy which drives the revenues which then drives the outcomes and allocations to your
departments, you would find that their sources vary.

People worry about endowments even in public universities and the re-allocation between tuition and state
support has changed dramatically and been only slightly offset by federal 1oan policy for students. This changeis
unlikely to be reversed, and with state economies now being squeezed once again, | suspect the tuition pressure will be
there for us once more. And | suspect the issue of access to universities will once again become key in the next five
years.

Access has been driven largely by diversity issues for the last 20 years. It will now be compounded by genuine
and serious issues about access related to socio-economic status (SES), particularly income. If you look at the current
profiles of our institutions, the lower decile and certainly the lower 20 percent of our SES are very underrepresented in
four-year and doctoral campuses. That will be agreat challenge in the Higher Education Authorization act.

My challenge has been to focus on long-term issues these last six weeks when the events of September 11th
were so dramatic and, in many respects, demanding of organizations like mine. The immediate issue that had to be
faced was whether to take a dragnet approach rather than a surgical approach to the problem. Should there bea
moratorium on all foreign students arriving in this country? I’'m not quite sure.

But thiswas a great challenge for people of impeccable liberal credentials aswell. The places where these
reguests were coming from were a great surprise. | think with the help of the California university system we were
ableto reverse that particular proposal by suggesting that we would collaborate as we always wanted to with the State
Department and the INS in atracking system that could provide a more satisfactory level of comfort about foreign
students.

It was very niceto give testimony and put my hand up and say | too came on aforeign student visa. Of course,
when | came in the middle of the Cold War, there were serious efforts. | wasinterviewed. | had to declare myself not
to bea Communist. When | arrived, | had to give my address. When | got my Ph.D., | had to leave within one month.

| did al that. It didn’t bother me one bit because | came back as an immigrant and I’ m now a bicentennial
citizen. Clearly, we have, in fact, had a barrage of questions about how to deal with visas. | think a middle ground
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was a very reasonable response to these events. But dealing with that proved to be quite difficult because of the
polarities that began to develop as aresult of September 11th.

The second hig issue was free speech on campus. Many presidents on both sides challenged people prohibiting
patriotism, people prohibiting contested opinions about what was going on. It's amazing how stressful, ultimately, that
is. Faculty autonomy and even student autonomy in relation to free speech remains, perhaps, the single most
challenging thing college presidents face, because that’ s when the greater public get involved and that’s when
legislative concerns about the so-called bias of our universities becomes so extreme. That, too, was agreat challenge.

Criss management. Normally, crisis management is sustained because of some unique event on one campus.
For the first time we now recognize that not only must we manage our resources, not only must we have strategic plans
to deal with diminished or changing resources, but we must now know how to deal with a crisis, as a more generic
issue.

Of course, on our campuses, we have people who tell other people how to do that, but we never think of
ourselves as an organizational culture that might need the same management help.

Finally, the fourth areaisthe issue of international knowledge, that is, the intellectual capital of our campuses,
whether it bein languages or knowledge of an area of the world about which the public and perhaps our politicians
knew very little. We need to know how to guide people to those resources.

This was a very positive thing, to recognize that there was still intellectual capital out there that simply had to be
exhumed and connected with those who wanted it. That isreally what I’ ve been doing for the last four weeks, rather
than trying to run an association with a 5-10 year agenda.

I would like to say alittle bit about the need for social science to approach higher education as a major
ingtitution. We obviously study all other institutions with great care, with often agreat deal of criticism, occasionaly a
little appreciation. But one of the lead industries of the 21st century will be the knowledge industry, of which we'rea
key part. Inaway, we'rethe oil wells or the coal mines of the 21st century. We're going to attract alot more
attention because we are, in a sense, alocation of that intellectual capital. But we ourselves, the ingtitutions of higher
education, don’t do a great deal of research on higher education. We leave it to the schools of education or to those
moral philosophers that write for newspapers.

Thereisnot, outside of the schools of education, agreat deal of careful study of higher education, asif it were
the banking industry or the high-tech industry or whatever. So the kind of scholarly, scientific, data-driven
generalizations that we might have for many other ingtitutionsin our society is actually quite weak for higher
education.

Of course, the changes that are being described, also as topics of the social science arena, are changesin our
demography — the fact that the last decade saw more immigrants arrive in this country than any decade previously (not
percentage-wise but absolutely); the fact that we have achangein life cycle career trgjectories; the fact that we have
transformations of communication, information, and perhaps even how learning occurs through technology. With all
of those being studied as processes, they’ re having very rapid impacts on our own institutions.

My belief iswe don't study ourselves because we have not, for the last 50 years, thought of the university asan
organic whole or something that has any ingtitutional characteristic. It's being viewed as a segmented university, it's
the “multi-university” of Clark Kerr. | would have called it the segmented university, that is, with lots of different
interests just ssimply thrown together, and aslong as there was enough revenue flowing in, the new money was
allocated out to those different interests.

Only beginning in the late *80s and ‘ 90s did that money not arrive in large enough amounts for the new money,
only, to be alocated only to those interests. So presidents of the *90s had to seriously reallocate the actual base budget
rather than reallocate new funding. That was a fundamental change in the principle by which the post-war university
was running, one that’s been greatly underestimated.



Why, then, have we survived? We survived because the money didn’t come from the old sources. They were
federal and they were private and we’ ve seen an absolute sustained rise in biology and the biological sciencesin this
decade.

Why has that happened? Part of it has been money, but part of it has a so been a serious reevaluation of the
intellectual framework under which the disciplines were conducting themselves, and something which | think the
social sciences had to evaluate if they want to attack problems rather than pursue disciplines.

The University of California-Berkeley, where thereis no medical school nor an agricultural school, where
therefore the basic biological sciences needed a place in the universe within the broad context, let’ s say, of the liberal
arts and sciences, and they needed new facilities. That was only made possible by aliteral collapse of the boundaries
of the pre-existing disciplines. Redefining biology as micro and macro, as cell biology and ecology, not the actual
form that was being studied. The new building that they received and the distinction of that College of Biology was
made possible by having 800 biol ogists together solving problems, rather than being separated into botany, zoology,
and something like 28 disciplines that used to comprise the biological sciences.

The 20" century has been the century of disciplines, and it served us well. | think the new century will require
some architectural reconfiguration of the intellectua division of labor. I'm not prophetic enough to know how to do
that, but | do think things are going on between engineering and the physical sciences which, again, has an applied and
apure basis. | think what’s gone on in biology is the immediate application of their findings; in the information
sciences, | see the amost immediate application of findings. That luxurious distinction we used to make between pure
and applied knowledge was, in fact, being destroyed in the last decade. While there may be people out there doing
“pureresearch,” there are many other people equally bright who can transfer knowledge very dramatically and very

rapidly.

Theidea of something being pure and something being applied is another of those distinctions which we may
have to reevaluate on the basis of what went on in the information sciences, what went on in biology, and what
currently isgoing on in international studies and geopolitics and, perhaps, what has been going on for along timein
public policy studies. These areas were often viewed as secondary rather than primary to the mission of the socia
sciences. It's going to be very important that we balance out those priorities and take a little advice from other sectors
of theintellectua division of labor.

In this 20th anniversary document that we have, we're looking at health, justice, education, agriculture,
internationa studies, and so on —how can we demonstrate how as disciplines we can attack these problems? We may
have to also come at it by saying, Isthe division of labor which is designed by our professional societies and
departments perhaps an obsol ete structure now designed primarily for management reasons rather than for the fiery
intellectual purpose that your agendareally suggests? Thisisatall order.

Looking at theintellectual history of other parts of our campus — in the humanities, | think, the collapse has not
had the same outcome. In fact it has caused a narrowing of interests rather than a broadening of interests.

So what has happened in the last decade? | started by saying it’'s been arevenue challenge, afinancial issue. |
will end by saying, “Being alittle more reflective about what we do — educating young minds (not always that young
anymore) and advancing knowledge — may in fact be the real change.” Change is going on right around us, but it’s not
being very well documented because we have lived in our silos and our mine shafts, and we' re not as aware of what
may be going on, on campus and el sewhere.

| am convinced that we need to check the * 90s out right across the campus, try to see whether there are cross-
disciplinary events of great value, organizationally, so that the kinds of agenda that’ s being suggested here may be
more easily and effectively fulfilled by the social sciences.

| recently introduced a new program at UW-Madison just before | eft, known as a cluster appointment process.
| encouraged departments to get together to hire 4-5 people or more. Departments could hire a quartet of people with
an interest in acommon problem, but al four programs would at |east get one position. | managed to find a pilot
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program with 20 positions. We gave very, very short deadlines, for which | was excoriated by many people who like a
lot of time to make applications even though there was money on the table. Of course, for those 20 positions, which
were going to be five clusters of four, ninety percent of the proposals came from the biological sciences, five percent
came from the physical sciences, and five came from the social sciences and humanities. | wastold this was due to
different gestation periods that were operating, and the biologists were all ready to go.

Then we managed to get some private funding and some public funding to put 125 positions on the table. Now,
there was serious money on thetable. The proportions changed, but not dramatically. Of the next round, 75 percent
came from the biological sciences, 20 percent from the physical sciences, and 5 percent from the humanities and social
studies.

Thisisagreat university with great social science departments and I’ m happy to say, by the third round, they got
it. Finally, there started to be areal baance of proposals coming from the social sciences. It was because we
intellectually did not have the vision to respond to this, even though the chancellor was a geographer. My motives
were clearly to balance out the universities budget by putting something on the table that would be very attractive to
socia scientists. It isnow, but it took alittle time.

It'sjust an example of some of the challenges we face, and by observing what is going on in the broadest
architecture of the university —for example, how the intellectual division of labor, the system of disciplines—whichis
acreation of the Progressive era. It is not necessary to abolish disciplines, but perhaps we should create some federal
structures that facilitate the collaboration amongst us and take advantage of other events in other parts of our
campuses.

I might mention that my own rolein ACE isto build alliances among universities. The value system of most
universities is competitive autonomy. Autonomy is the thing we value most and our competitive edge against other
autonomous institutions.

Ten years from now those of uswho are really outstanding will be autonomous networks of institutions, not
autonomous campuses. Not like systems at the state level, but combinations of different kinds of ingtitutions
connected by new technology serving needs in away that will alow some institutions to survive whose mission can no
longer be broad, and needs to be narrowed, but that narrow mission is valued by alarger institution.

We' ve got some of these events developing which | can call loosely alliances of institutions, akind of weak
federalism that makes possible the delivery of something which cannot be delivered by the rules of the 20th century,
because the entire mission of the institution is being undermined by changesin the political economy and by changes
in the faculty marketplace.

I think those two areas, far important than mere money, are societal processes, are processes going on culturally
within higher education worthy of further study. 1I’m now involved in the macro view of where higher education sits
with respect to public policy, Congressional opinion, and trying to create alliances amongst a variety of different
ingtitutions to cope with those challenges. It isamoving target because the product itself or the outcome, higher
education, isitself changing.

What I’'m saying now is, Y ou are the group that probably has the most acute understanding — in terms of
methodology, in terms of data, and in terms of point of view —to look at higher education as an institution. Be an
ethnographer, look at something that we ourselves are now participantsin.

We may decide not to change. We may decide that the way we are organized isjust fine, but | do believe there
are some opportunities for recombining ourselves so that we can attack the very problems that are indicated in this 20-
year review. Withthat, | will say, | am delighted to be here. Thisisagrand reunion. | wish | could stay for the day,
but anthrax calls me, not in my lungs, but our campuses are places where lots of it exists, with very poor security. That
ismy challenge of the day. Thanks very much.



Q& A

ABLER: David has graciously consented to take a question or two.

PARTICIPANT: Perhapsyou see technology as the biggest driving force for universities. Maybe | could ask you to
elaborate especially since one thought might be the whole proprietary nature of instruction might arise.

WARD: 1 think that’s why we need to look at it. | think technology has changed communication and information on
campuses. It's il unclear whether it’s transforming learning. In proprietary universities, it has transformed learning
systemically, not just the odd instructor. So the University of Phoenix represents a new technological order and a new
cultural order in how learning is being delivered. Thank God it’s to acommunity of learners different than we

currently deal with inthe main. To underestimate that would be serious on our part. The challenge we face is how to
take that technology in relation to a not-for-profit or public culture and see whether we can change and cope with that.

Thetechnology is a neutral facilitator in many ways and it’ s realy our own vision of our own organizational
culture that will be far more important. It'saso key that | don't think technology necessarily will transform learning
unless we have an active philosophy of how we want to do that.

Do we want to teach languages differently by immersion rather than three credits a crack every semester, and
then people don’'t know very much after four years unless they have an aptitude. That could be something where we
say, “We don't do that very well. Technology could be useful, but we would have to rethink organizationally.” Do
you have all mgorsin alanguage take the first semester of their sophomore year and just do the language and forget
everything else for awhile? We would have to rethink how we want to deliver that knowledge. The technology alone
won't provide that means. There has got to be a change in the systems that we use to do that.

| do think that without some rethinking of the internal boundaries of the segmented university, technology will
not have a breakthrough. There are too many barriersto its cross-coding capacity. Technology is simply afacilitator
and without the right organizational vision, it won’t have a great effect. The placesit has had a great effect are those
which have culturally changed to allow that effect to occur.

PARTICIPANT: [Off-mike]

WARD: Thisisagreat question and the one which | think has the beginnings of the answer. For thelast 30 years,
many of our centers, because of the departmental culture and the segmented culture, have been forced to be
subdisciplinary rather than multidisciplinary or hyperdisciplinary in order to survive and find the resources.

One of the thingsisto try to build something which could be genuinely cross-disciplinary. That was my idea of
giving these cluster appointments to departments, so that the departments wouldn’t feel threatened by their presence. |
think we've got to try to alow the centers to culturally transform themselves into institutes that are seen as much more
important to the campus’ future because they are attacking problems and that’ s important.

Some way or other, we' ve got to find a political economy which makes the fights between departments and
ingtitutes and centersirrelevant and in particular allow ingtitutes to develop a curriculathat is going to allow us to have
the kinds of freshman courses that will have afreshness for the century that | think many of our potpourri freshman
courses don’'t have right now.

| think the answersliein these entities, if they can only reform themselves, and at the same, the host culture has
toreformitsef. It'satwo-way street. That's hard to do because | tried it. But that's, | think, where the answer lies.
Thanks.
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Howard Silver, Consortium of Social Science Associations. Since thisis my first time at the podium, let me
welcome you all and thank you all for coming and putting up with the incredible uncertainty that’s gone on in the last
seven weeks, and particularly for us, in the last week and a half. I’'m glad you all found yourselves here this morning.

| wanted to take this opportunity to acknowledge afew people who have come back to COSSA after some time
away. We have our very first president, Dell Hymes, who has come up from the University of Virginiaand we're glad
to see him. We have another former president who gets the award for traveling the farthest to be here, Joe Grimes,
who came all the way from Hawaii.

And athird former president who has given more COSSA Congressional briefings and annual meeting talks than
anyone else, Al Blumstein, from Carnegie-Mellon. I'd also like to welcome back aformer chair of the COSSA
executive committee, Bill D’ Antonio, who ran sociology for many years. And | thank the rest of you for coming as
well.

All of you should have received a copy of Fostering Human Progress — The Social and Behavioral Science
Research Contributions to Palicy. Thiswas amajor effort on behalf of COSSA to try to focus on what we viewed as
seven societal goals or problems that the socia and behavioral sciences have examined, researched, written about, and
briefed and given advice to policy makers.

| was responsible for compiling, writing, and editing, and received some help from Will Lepkowski, but thiswas
amajor undertaking and | had enormous amounts of help and encouragement from the COSSA Executive Committee,
the 20th anniversary subcommittee co-chaired by Catherine Rudder and Margaret Reynolds, and from a whole host of
people who provided papers, reviewed sections, and examined parts of the document, and from some who examined
the whole document in draft form.

It was amajor collaborative undertaking and | appreciate all the help that | received. We are going to spend the
rest of the morning on the seven societal goals or problems, and hear from a number of people, some of whom wrote
some pieces for the document and others who had absolutely nothing to do with putting the document together.

| told them that they can speak to the document or simply give their own take on the goals and problems. So
without taking up any more time, let me introduce the speakers.

The Contributions of Social and Behavioral Science (Panel 1)

SILVER: Our first speaker who will focus on the international affairs part of creating a safer world is Stephen
Krasner, Graham H. Stuart Professor of International Relations at Stanford University. Heis currently avisiting
member of the Policy Planning Staff at the State Department.

Most importantly he was the teacher at Stanford of my son Mark who is sitting over there and who is our officia
photographer at the moment. Steve taught him international relations and Mark became an international relations
major.

Creating a Safer World: International Affairs

Stephen Krasner, Stanford University: Thanks for the introduction. I’m glad you mentioned my relationship with
your son since it may be the most significant reason for my being here. | have to say, first, sincel am actualy aU.S.
Government employee, that the opinions that I'm giving are my own and not those of the State Department.



I’m going to give you my personal reflections of what I’ ve learned and thought about in the couple of months
since I’ ve been here in Washington. | have to say what I’ ve seen in these couple of months hasn’t changed the view
that | had before, which was that the relationship between the academic study of foreign policy and international
relationsin actual policy is pretty attenuated.

If you want to be serious and honest about what the ties are, they’ re not easy and obvious. | think if you look,
and thisis something | think we can say with some confidence in terms of the empirical data, thereis no
ingtitutionalized rel ationship between international relations or political science at large and the federal government.

Thereis no equivalent to economics and the Council of Economic Advisors or even between lawyersin various
legal affairs offices. It'salso clear that people in government are not anxiously awaiting the next issue of the
American Political Science Review. We have to say honestly that if this stuff were really useful for policymakers, they
would have institutionalized their relationship with it.

They have a strong interest in getting things right or knowing as much as they can. That these institutional
relationships don’t exist, says not that international relations and the study of foreign policy has nothing to say, but
simply that the way in which it speaksto foreign policy makersis not direct.

The simplest reason for thisisthe following: social science, where it makes its biggest and greatest contribution
to public policy, establishes cause and effect relationships — that’ s simple-minded, but | think true — cause and effect
relationships which were not obvious to policymakers. That’s something that one social science — economics — does
very well. It has clear findings, and these findings are not things that most policymakers would be able to arrive at
themselves.

By and large, international relations and foreign policy don't have that. | want to suggest at least five reasons
why the relationship is problematic or distant or attenuated. First, many of the most important issues that foreign
policymakers face are either unique or don’t belong to any clear class of events.

Thereisan excellent report by Nicholas Lemann in the last New Yorker about terrorism in which among others,
he refersto the work of my colleagues, David Laitin and Jim Firoch, and he a so speaks about the attitudes of some
people in the foreign policy establishment, like at the RAND Corporation.

The question isthis, if you look at the findings, the people that he refers to are studying different things. Some
are studying terrorist groups; my colleagues are studying civil wars. If you ask what September 11th is an incident of,
isn’t it something that we should compare, for instance, with Bolshevik anarchism or Bolshevism or anarchism in the
past? Isit amanifestation of civil wars? Isit areflection of a clash with civilization? Thereis nothing out therein
internationa relations and foreign policy that would tell you which of those class of eventsit belongs to.

These theories are not bad theories and the arguments are not bad arguments. But if you' re thinking about Colin
Powell making a decision tomorrow about what the next stage in the campaign on terrorism should be, no one would
be able to go to him with confidence and say, |ook, here is an absolutely clear finding, thisiswhat September 11th
reflects, here is what we know about it, here is what the empirical data says, hereiswhat our confidence levels are.
There is nothing out there that would give usthat level of confidence. It's not clear what class of events some foreign
issues belong to.

Secondly, the findings that we do have are not robust. The best finding we have is that democracies don’t fight
each other. It'sreally good and it did really make a difference. Y ou can see that the Clinton Administration wanted to
use this, it isavery persuasive empirical finding. It'sthe best thing we have in international relations. But there really
isn’t anything | would say that is as good empirically as this democratic peace argument.

The third reason why most findings are not robust and theories turn out not to be very useful is because alot of
the theories that are out there are contradictory. In fact, contradictory theories are, for us academics, our bread and
butter. Inapolitical science, that’s usually what we argue about.
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My portfolio in policy planning deals with democracy and human rightsissues. I'm now really trying to think
serioudy about what kind of policy the United States might follow in the promotion of democracy especially after
September 11th. Basically, there are two sets of arguments out there in the literature. Oneisthe older argument
reflected in the work of Lipset and more recently Jaworski which essentially says you can’t consolidate democracy
unless you have some reasonabl e level of per capitaincome. Y ou might have democracy kind of occur, but you' re not
going to be able to consolidate it without some reasonable level of economic devel opment.

The second set of argumentsis much more open and puts much more weight on institutional choice and on
political leadership. Larry Diamond, who is aso a colleague of mine at Stanford, is one of the leading scholarsin this
area. One of the pointsthat he’' s made most forcefully isthat commitment to democratic values on the part of an elite
can make an enormous difference in the promotion of democracy.

Those are two opposite findings. One says, if you don’t really get economic development, you' re not going
anyplace or at least not very far. The other saysthat you might be able to get pretty far even at lower levels of
economic development.

Thereis no decisive empirical datahere. Thisisthetypica problem even for me as asocial scientist —saying
I’m really going to try to see what these findings ook like and seeif | can come up with some policy that’s more
coherent for how the U.S. should go about democracy promotion in the contemporary era. That’s athird reason.

The fourth reason you can see utterly clearly. | sit on Policy Planning for the State Department, whichis
supposed to think ahead three weeks as opposed to two days. So much hinges on specific pieces of empirical
information. Policy Planning has been actively involved in thinking about what to do in Afghanistan, and my boss
(something you never have to say in academia), Richard Haas, is akey player here. The smplest questionis: Arewe
actually going to find Osama bin Laden?

How this whole thing turns out is important for whether we' Il be able to identify the leaders of the Taiban and
Al Qaeda and get them or not. If, in ayear, we haven’t killed any of these guys or captured them, it will be abad
thing. If we have actualy killed and captured many of them, it will be a good thing.

There’ s no social sciencethat’s going to help us onthat. Even if you look alittle more widely at the question of
what to do in Afghanistan now, acritical issue is whether we will be able to form some kind of coalition government.
I think the policy that the U.S. government has followed — that we need a broad coalition —is right and pretty clear.

Is there anyone who can say with confidence that we know we will be able to get that? | would say probably
not, and if thereis, it's someone who would rely and depend on what we used to call area studies, a disparaging term
by and large in the social sciences. It would require someone with very detailed knowledge of different groupsin
Afghanistan.

Finally, afifth reason why I think it's hard to trand ate academic findings into public policy is because public
policy depends on much more than academic findings. One reference in COSSA’s 20™ anniversary book that | think is
absolutely compelling in terms of socia science findingsis that sanctions don’t work very well in terms of reaching
foreign policy objectives. Thereisvery good empirical research on this. We went nuts on sanctionsin the 1990s. We
passed things like the International Religious Freedom Act, under which a country gets classified in a category of
specia concern. We sanction them. We denied military aid to countries where there were coups, like, for instance,
Pakistan; we' re now running away from those sanctions as fast as we can.

It's clear enough why sanctions happened. There are domestic political groupsthat are really concerned with
these issues, to whom such sanctions are appealing and attractive. Thereis not away in which a socia science
findings can enter in a compelling way into Congressional discussions of these issues.

There are many reasons why social sciences or international relations findings haven’t had much of an impact on
foreign policy in adirect way. But there are three ways in which social science really does matter. Oneisreferred to
in COSSA’sreport and it really is compelling. And that isthat many decision makers have academic training. Within
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the current administration, there are only seven people making the critical, important foreign policy decisionsto the
American government and two of them, [Condoleezza] Rice and [Paul] Wolfowitz, have palitical science Ph.D.s. In
the last administration, half of the assistant secretaries of state had advance training in political science.

It's clear that thinking as a social scientist does matter even in this very confused world which you confront asa
policymaker. It's not the only way to think, but it certainly helpsto be able to think in terms of propositions and
evidence. That’sone way in which social science matters.

A second way (though | don't have empirical examples for this yet — athough if my year is successful, | will) is
found in Jim March's garbage can model. Y ou're often in situations in which policy is the result of the fortuitous
convergence of a problem or solution and an individual. 1" m thinking about what I’ m doing this year [at the State
Department]. A foreign service officer wouldn’t be able to do and it is purely haphazard that | am in this position. So
social science can work in this kind of garbage can model.

Finally, if you look at the way in which socia science is most compelling —and thisis an argument which I'm
lifting entirely from John Steinbruner, who used to be at Brookings and is now at the University of Maryland — social
science does often provide ex-ante-rationalizations for policies which policymakers have stumbled upon and begun to
implement, but not been able to fully rationalize.

Steinbruner argues that thisis even true for the one policy that we thought we could realy say changed things —
deterrence theory. The standard view was that deterrence theory developed at random in the late 1950s and really
altered American foreign policy. Steinbruner looked at this and his argument is that many of the policiesthat U.S. was
implementing in the 1950s already reflected deterrence theory, but policymakers didn’t have aname for it. But giving
it aname, and rationalizing it, did make it more systematic in the future. If you look at this process, | think it's also
true for the democratic peace theory in the Clinton Administration.

| do think that if you look at this process of rationalization, if you look at social sciencetraining, if you look at
the way in which the garbage can model might work, it demonstrates that what we study in academia or social science
in the field of international relations and foreign policy isnot irrelevant. | think it isrelevant and it has probably made
our policies better, but | wonder if it’sa chimerato hope that it will have the kind of systematic effect which we find in
some other areas of the social sciences like economics.

SILVER: Thanks, Steve. Thereisalot to chew on there. We will have questions at the end of the panel. | also want
to note that if | remember correctly, having read some of his co-authored articles, Dick Cheney has a background in
political science. He'san ABD and wound up at Wisconsin.

Creating a Safer World: Reducing Crime

SILVER: Our next speaker is Sally Hillsman, who is the Deputy Director of the National Institute of Justice. | have
the good pleasure of meeting with Sally about once a month to talk about social science and crime policy and how the
National Institute of Justice is helping to keep social scientists and criminologists funded and keep crime going down.

Sally Hillsman, National Institute of Justice: Thank you, Howard. It's a pleasure to be here with you to share some
of my personal reflections on the role of the socia and behavioral sciencesin influencing public policies toward avery
important goal —that is, reducing crime.

| think we're all especially sensitive about our efforts to produce a safer world in the aftermath of September
11th. It'simportant to note that this event came at a time when we in the United States have been experiencing an
unprecedented decline in violent crime for the better part of a decade.

I want to focus my remarks on crime in America, particularly street crime and the contribution made by the
social sciences. I'll return later to the issue of international crime and terrorism when | offer some thoughts about
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future social science research on crime and violence. | might add that my remarks here are entirely my own and don’t
necessarily reflect the opinion of the National Institute or the Justice Department.

It's atestament to the work of scholarsin the social and behavioral sciences and to the close engagement many
of them have had over the last years with practitioners that our empirically-based knowledge about criminal behavior,
crime prevention, crime control, and the administration of justice is remarkably rich and increasingly robust.

That's actually a more significant statement than it might sound when you contrast it with the conclusion a mere
35 years ago by the President’s Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice that “the revolution of
scientific discovery has largely bypassed the problems of crime and crime control.”

It isimportant to note in this context that the government’s primary responsibility for tackling crime and
community safety in the U.S., though not necessarily elsewherein the world, has always rested with state and local and
not federal police, prosecutors, judges, and correctional |eaders.

Thisis astrue today asit has been throughout our history as a nation. One consequence of this particular state-
federal relationship in crime policy and crime control practice has been that the rather limited investment made by the
federal government in research and development in thisarea since it first began such funding 35 years ago.

Prior to the 1970s American social scientists studied delinguent behavior and some other aspects of deviancy,
but we knew little scientifically about criminal careers, the effectivenessin controlling crime of social control agents
(police, prosecution, sentencing and so forth), or the impact on crime of informal social control mechanismsin
neighborhoods and communities. The National Academy of Sciences did not develop a standing committee on crime
and justice research until 1975, shortly after the federal government created the first science agency with social science
research funding devoted exclusively to these issues, the predecessor of the National Ingtitute of Justice.

Thirty-five years of social science research and evaluation, however, have made atremendous differencein our
understanding of crime, the justice system, and the effectiveness of strategies of crime control and prevention. Just
scan the 23 volumes of the University of Chicago Press Crime and Justice series, the NI1J s Congressionally mandated
Assessment of Programs to Prevent Crime, the University of Maryland’ s book, Preventing Crime, or a parallel book
that the British government has just published.

In making societies safer, the social and behaviora sciences have had a major impact over the last 30 years on
improving our ability to explain the developmental, social, and other factors in anti-social and crimina behavior and
its desistence. Among landmarks are a number of longitudinal studies on the causes and correlates of serious juvenile
offending, birth cohort studies, and the longitudinal, multi-level study of individuals, families and neighborhoods by
the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods led by Tony Earls.

Research such as that by Cathy Spatz Widom on the causal links between child abuse and neglect and later
violence has had a significant policy impact by focusing our attention on early intervention with particularly vulnerable
children and youths to reduce future crime.

But the advances of socia science research have a so recently reminded us that interventions with individuals are
not the only potentially effective direction for reducing crime. Sampson and Raudenbusch’ s work in the Chicago
Project which | just mentioned has reinvigorated earlier, but less methodologically sophisticated, research measuring
the impact of neighborhood characteristics on reducing violence, demonstrating powerful effects of community-level
factors that are independent of race and class. These findings are offering important challenges to public polices that
are widedly accepted today about the role of public disorder and “broken windows’ in combating crime at the
neighborhood level.

More recently, socia scientists' understanding about criminal behavior has taken another direction as aresult of
the migration into criminology of research techniques developed by geographers. Analysis of crime using geographic
information systems are enabling criminol ogists to understand crime events as they occur over time in specific
locations. Researchers have devel oped statistical models of the spatial patterns of seria killers' behaviors that have
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allowed police to narrow the search range for suspects sufficiently to increase the likelihood of akiller’ s apprehension.
Spatial analysistools have also allowed social scientists to devel op predictive models of crime eventsto identify the
locations of future hot spots of criminal activity in order to increase the effective deployment of prevention and law
enforcement resources. Since the 1980s, therefore, the concept of the criminal career of individuals has been joined by
the concept of the criminal career places.

In seeking to make society safer over the last three decades, the socid sciences have also played a significant
rolein evaluating and improving the operation of the criminal justice system. | want to emphasize that thisis more
than just “what works.” It isthe slow process of integrating the analytic and evaluative tools of the social sciencesinto
the operational perspectives of criminal justice agencies.

Thefirst place this happened was with the police, what George Kelling has referred to as the “ quiet revolution”
that has reshaped American policing. Police organizations, like many other criminal justice agencies, are functionally
resistant to the involvement of outsiders. Social scientists have been the quintessential outsiders. Thisbegan to
change, however, in the 1970s as a more sophisticated police leadership began to question the impact of long-term
policing practices on crime and on fear of crime. Kelling's“quiet revolution” began with a controlled experiment in
Kansas City, Missouri that tested the conventional wisdom of police executives about crime control effectiveness of
neighborhood preventive patrol. The conventional wisdom began to collapse under the weight of experimental
findings as did other accumulated wisdoms about police practices as policing research and evaluation increased in the
1970s and 1980s.

The impact of this program of research on public policies at all levels of government, including federal
legislation to provide billions of dollars for community-oriented policing, isclear. Traditional policing practices have
dowly been replaced by more proactive, problem solving and prevention-focused approaches to policing, policies that
are now facing the same scrutiny from social scientists as did earlier wisdoms.

What is significantly different today, however, as David Weisberg has noted, isthat these early studies and the
subsequent devel opment of more sophisticated, research-based approaches to policing * has made evaluation an
important part of decision making in magjor police agencies.” This same pattern can now be found increasingly in other
parts of the criminal justice system, including courts, corrections, and prosecution.

The response of the entire criminal justice system to spousal assault began to change as the result of a controlled
experiment in Minneapolis and subsequent replications during the 1980s. Until then, physical violence among
intimates was considered more afamily matter than a crime. While police responded, they rarely arrested the suspect.
This program of experimental research indicated that a more active role by police reduced revictimization under at
least some circumstances. Theincreasing power of victim advocates and their focus on violence against women
during this period coa esced with emerging research findings, and the 1994 Violence Against Women Act included
strong pro-arrest policies and funding.

There are numerous other examples of processes and procedures in today’ s criminal justice system that
Americanstake for granted to promote safety for our communitiesthat are, in fact, the relatively recent results of
social science experimentation and research. For example, the routine release of large numbers of poor defendants on
their persona recognizancein lieu of money bail or pretria detention while awaiting trial isthe result of a controlled
experiment conducted in New Y ork City in the 1960s. The subsequent development by researchers of valid and
reliable risk-of-flight and risk-of -rearrest scales that could be used by judges to make safe, pretria release decisions
resulted in federal bail reform legislation and parallel legislation in the states. Most courtsin Americatoday use some
version of the process that was devel oped, designed, and pilot tested by researchersin New Y ork and replicated
throughout the country.

Socid scientists' introduction of urinalysis as a validation measure for self-reported drug use in early studies of
arrestees identified afar higher level of polydrug use among offenders than had been previously recognized. Thisled
to policies, including those in the federal government’s National Drug Control Strategy, supporting the expansion of
drug treatment and drug use monitoring by court and correctional authorities when offenders are released into our
communities.
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The development of strategies to ensure that child crime victims are interviewed only once, rather than
repeatedly, by different criminal justice authoritiesin order to avoid their revictimization and to increase the reliability
of their recollections, and the use of video court appearances by child victimsto provide reliable testimony while also
protecting the defendant’ s rights to confront his accuser, are now routine and accepted practices in the American legal
system that are based on the findings of social science research.

| think it’simportant at this point to draw some distinctions between the impact of the behavioral and social
sciences on the performance of the criminal justice system, on public policy about crime control, and on crime itself.
To me, thereislittle doubt that the social sciences have had a significant, and perhaps profound, impact on the
operations and performance of all aspects of the criminal justice system in the United States over the last several years,
and that criminal justice leaders have engaged in often successful innovation and adaptation as aresult of their
increasing close collaboration with socia scientists. But does this mean we have influenced public policy?

At one very important level, yes. As| noted earlier, 95 percent of the crime and justice businessin the United
Statesis conducted at the state and local level, and most of it at the local level. In avery important sense then,
crimina justice leaders such as police chiefs and their mayors, elected sheriffs and prosecutors, judges, probation,
parole, and correction leaders are crime policy makersin the United States. What they dois, in effect, what much of
public policy about crimeisin the United States.

We can see this from research on state sentencing laws such as “three strikes.” Research shows that the real
impact of thislegislative policy is dependent on what individual prosecutors do in implementing or not implementing
the statutes. The prosecutors, as independently elected local officials, vary enormously on how they do this. This
reflects the reality of crime in the United States. Thereis no one drug or one violence problem. There is onein Boston
and there' s another in San Diego. There' s onein Manhattan and there’ s another in Brooklyn.

Y e, it remains difficult to dispute Al Blumstein's contention that “it cannot yet be claimed . . . that . . . [research
and evaluation] results and insights have been major influences on the formulation of crime control policy.” His
explanation for thisfocuses on the role of politics. “With a strong political influence in the formulation of crime
policy [in the United States], research has contributed less to the substantive formulation of policy than the base of
knowledge warrants.”

Thiswould be hard to dispute, although there are certainly some examples of research that have begun to refocus
at least some aspects of federal crime policy. For example, the historical preferencein the U.S. for punishment in
drug-related crimes has resulted in additional emphasisin federal legislation on the role of drug treatment. Thisisa
direct result of research findings on the effectiveness and cost effectiveness of correctional drug treatment. | heard
New York Times' correspondent Fox Butterfield say not long ago that nowhere in the current public policy debateis
there as great a diguncture between researchers and practitioners on the one hand, and the public and political rhetoric
on the other, asin the field of crime and criminal justice.

One of the many paradoxes s that while policymakers often talk in sweeping terms about the globalization of
crime, when crimina justice leaders in the United States act effectively, they do so largely by recognizing that al
crimeislocal. Itisat the base of the crime pyramid — in neighborhoods and communities —where the public
experiences the problems of crime and disorder and where the bulk of law enforcement and prevention take place. The
rhetoric of public policy debate, therefore, is often out of sync with the reality of crime that practitioners face and that
social scientists study in the shifting social, demographic, and economic conditions that cause neighborhoods to
change and hot spots of criminal activity to emerge or decline.

This still leaves open the question of whether social science research has contributed to the reduction of crime.
Thisisahard question to answer although it is an important one. Social science has greatly contributed to the
knowledge about what works to reduce crime, but knowing “what works” and making it work are two different things.

Communitiesin the U.S. are becoming more results-oriented. This has made criminal justice |eaders more
attune to the “what works” literature of the social sciences. It has aso opened the door to social scientists who want to
work directly with them to reduce crime.
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Thereiswidespread public demand for more effective government and this increases the accountability of local
public officials and keeps policymakers on the hook for changing strategies that don’t work into onesthat do. To
succeed, however, they need routine, real-time, multi-faceted, community-based (small-area) data and highly skilled
social scientists who can use those data to help them understand with considerable specificity the problems facing a
particular neighborhood or community. That is, al crimeisloca. We need to study it where it happens.

Both of these — community based data and socia science partners—remain in short supply. Yet, thereisa
growing number of examples of the use of social science research to develop systematic, data-driven evidence to
understand crime and violence and to guide problem-solving strategies to reduce crime and violence at the local level.

Oneisthe NIJ-sponsored work of David Kennedy and his colleagues at the Kennedy School of Government and
the Boston Police Department. The researchers use spatial analysis to understand the nature and location of juvenile
gun homicide in Boston and provide strategic feedback to the police department and community stakeholders on the
impact of the strategies they were testing to reduce gun homicides by juveniles.

In alittle more than ayear, asocial scientist’s rather traditional study of gun markets became a neighborhood-
based examination of youth gangs and then a broad-based collaborative strategy for problem solving (and, incidentally,
atest of deterrence theory) that virtually eliminated kids killing kids in the central gang neighborhoods of Boston.

Kennedy’ s role as the researcher became the more complex role of the research partner that reduced Boston’s
high youth homicide rateto zero. This strategy for using social science research (and researchers) to directly impact
crimeisnot new, but it isgrowing. Inthe coming years, al 94 U.S. Attorney’s offices will be tackling gun crime
using variations of this strategy.

As| haveindicated, behavioral and social science research and researchers have made tremendous contributions
to tackling the problems of crime, safety, and justice in the United States over the last 30 years through both basic and
applied research; but there isavery long way to go. Among the many directions for research in the near future that |
could mention in closing, I' d like to touch quickly on three.

Firgt, it's my personal opinion that we need substantially more research-based knowledge about community-
level variationsin crime rates. Only then will we be able to explain why some communities are more resistant to crime
— especidly violent crime — than others despite similar social characteristics such as poverty. | believe thiswill only
come with the further development of the types of sophisticated community measurement techniques pioneered by
Sampson and Raudenbusch and with the development of better community-level data.

There are insufficient sources of data on awide enough set of common community-level factors currently
availablein American cities for social scientists over the last decade to have robustly tested the different hypotheses
about the causes of falling crime rates across different American communities. We are certainly not ready to
systematically understand rising crime rates in these same communities should they begin to appear in the next decade.
| personally believe that we need to build these data sources now by hel ping communities transform the vast amounts
of operational datathey collect, but don’t use, into integrated information for policymaking and analyzable data for
research.

| also think we should encourage the expansion of national small-area data systems that are already under
development, such as National Incident-Based Research Statistics (NIBRS) and the Census Bureau’ s American
Community Survey.

Second, | think most researchers in the field of criminology would agree that we need more attention from all the
social sciences on transnational crime and criminal organizations. In doing so, | think it is aso useful to remember that
while many of today’ s problems such as drug marketsin the U.S. are part of complex transnational crime industries,
wherever these criminal enterprises and networks drop their roots to do business, it is neighborhoods and communities
in the United States that experience and fight these activities asloca crime problems. Their problems and efforts
should be studied closely in order to understand and reduce transnational criminal activity.
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Finaly, | suspect all of uswould agree that we need more research on both terrorism itself and on counter-
terrorism efforts that, again, often take place at the local was well as the national and international level. My colleague
Marge Zahn has been scanning the recent American social science literature on violence and reminds me that the vast
bulk of it focuses on interpersonal violence, including the very important areas of intrafamilial violence, violence
against women, and gun violence. However, she has also pointed out that very little research in the United Statesis
focused on collective violence. | think the events of the last several weeks have led usto understand that thisis avery
large gap in the work that we all have been doing.

In conclusion, let me just thank you, Howard, for asking me to join you this morning. | also want to repeat that |
think the work of the social sciences has made a tremendous difference in the last 30 years. While it has sometimes
been very frustrating to recognize what we don’'t know, the good news is that this leaves much work left for us to do
and for future generations of socia scientists to contribute to. Thanks very much.

SILVER: Thank you, Sally. | just want to point out that two of the people she mentioned, Al Blumstein and Marge
Zahn arein the audience. So if you want to ask them more about what she said, you will have chance.

Improving Health

SILVER: It'snow my pleasure to introduce Raynard Kington, who is the Assaciate Director of the National Institutes
of Health for Behavioral and Social Science Research. This also means heisthe Director of the Office of Behaviora
and Socia Science Research, which as done a very important job of helping to infuse social and behaviora science
research throughout what Congress always describes as a biomedical research ingtitution (NIH). Most importantly for
us, Raynard is also aformer COSSA Congressional seminar speaker.

Raynard Kington, National I nstitutes of Health: Thank you. It's a pleasure to be here thismorning. | will say that |
am not speaking on behalf of the government. These are personal opinions and not the opinions of NIH.

Let me give you an outline of what | want to talk about. First, one of the great successes of behavioral and socia
science research — the area of smoking. Second, I'll identify two topics where there have been tremendous advances in
the science that truly hold great promise for helping usto improve the health of the public. We'rejust at the cusp of
developing interventions to actually change the world in these two areas.

Finally, I'll discusstwo areas that | think are particularly important for the future of social and behavioral science
related to health.

Let me start out with our smoking slide. Any behavioral scientist who wants to brag about what we' ve done has
to have adlidelikethis. Thisis clearly one areawhere the behavioral and social sciences can legitimately claim credit
for an extraordinary change in American society.

In 1965, 41.9 percent of the population smoked — 51.2 percent of men, and an even higher proportion of
physicians. In 1999, the smoking rate dropped to 23.3 percent — 25 percent for men and 22 percent for women. Of
course, we will never be fully successful with this campaign until the rateis zero, but | don’t think anyone can argue
with the extraordinary changesin behavior of this population that have taken place over this period of time.

However, we can’'t be complacent. There are some bad things on the horizon. For example, probably one of the
most concerning pieces of evidence that we've had recently is the evidence suggesting that as Hispanic women
acculturate, they actually begin to smoke more. We're seeing thisin other ethnic immigrant groups as well —with the
acculturation into the American society, the population goes from having arelatively good health profile to arelatively
bad health profile.
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In spite of our successes, change is looming on the horizon that will really force us to apply some of what we've
learned. Probably the first thing we learned with smoking, and this was a painful lesson for us, that just telling people
that a behavior isbad for your health isn’t enough.

That may seem stunning in retrospect, but alot of people thought that that was all that would be necessary.
WEe' ve learned the hard way that that’ s not the case. We've dso learned that interventions really have to be directed at
multiple levels. We've distinguished between the challenges of helping a person who is already smoking, for example,
quit by using counseling and pharmaceutical therapiesto deal with the very real physiologic addiction to nicotine, from
interventions that prevent people from smoking at every level to education to counseling by physiciansto more
societa-level interventions that essentialy stigmatize the behavior of smoking.

Now we have the opportunity to apply what we've learned in the area of smoking to new areas where we are
now seeing significant problems —in the areas of social support and health, where we're just at the cusp of taking what
we found from studies that have highlighted causal pathways and trand ating them into interventions, and in the area of
racial and ethnic disparitiesin health.

Thereis an extraordinary amount of research now that confirms social support as an important predictor of a
wide array of health outcomes — mortality, health behaviors, cardiovascular reactivity, infectious diseases, recovery
from myocardia infarction, and so on. That’sjust the short list. There are strong relationships between socia support
and awide range of health outcomes. We' ve also seen that the magnitude of this association is not trivial and, in fact,
the size of the risk associated with morbidity and mortality for many outcomes is comparable to that associated with
other factors for which we've had very intense interventions. These include high blood pressure, obesity, sedentary
lifestyles, and smoking.

We're just now beginning to devel op the theoretical models for explaining how factors like social support are
ultimately trandated into health outcomes. | won't go into it now, but thereis amodel from the University of
Pittsburgh Mind Body Center, which is aresearch center funded jointly by the Office of Behavioral and Social
Sciences Research and the National Heart, Lung, and Blood Institute [NHLBI].

Along with devel oping theoretical models to help us understand what’ s going on, we're also just now beginning
to develop interventions to translate our knowledge of the importance of these factorsinto interventions. One of the
most intensive efforts that is being tested now isthe NHLBI Enhancing Recovery in Coronary Heart Disease Patients
Study, aso known as the ENRICHD study.

Thisisamulti-center randomized clinical tria involving 3,000 patients after amyocardial infarction. There'san
intensive psycho-social intervention targeting both depression and low socia support, and the outcomes of interest are
survival and reinfarction. We expect to have the results from this intervention soon.

It's precisely these types of interventions that are the point of leverage in terms of changing practicesin
medicine and in public health in this country, and these types of interventions — rigorous trials to assess the
interventions dealing with particul arly the hard outcomes of death and morbidity — are precisely how we will
ultimately have an impact on changing the way medicine is practiced and trandating some of the results that we've
seen into real interventions.

The second area that we clearly recognize as having great potential for transating what we know into
interventions is the broad area of racial and ethnic disparitiesin health. There are both successes and continuing
sources of frustration in the American health system.

On one hand, we' ve had extraordinary improvements in the health status of every population: men, women,
young, old, and every racid and ethnic group between the beginning of the century and the end of the last century.
Theincreasein life expectancy for African Americans more than doubled that for whites (increased by over two-
thirds).

18



In spite of these extraordinary successes, we still have persistent differences acrossracial and ethnic groups.
Those of you who pay attention to the mortality rate may have noticed that within the last year, there were dramatic
changes, because the standardized population went from 1940-2000, and the magnitude of the differences magically
decreased in one year. All of you know how that happens, but for some people, that was a big surprise. With the 1940
standard, the African-American mortality rate is amost 50 percent higher than that of whites. We also see, under that
standard, Hispanics actually having alower mortality rate than non-Hispanic whites, although by most measures of
morbidity and health related quality of life, Hispanics have substantially worse health than whites.

The data for the American-Indian population are much tenuous, athough it looks as though the Asian population
has alower mortality rate, but again, it is higher for specific diseases and some measures of health-related quality of
life. The American-Indian/Alaska Native population, when corrected for problems with the quality of mortality data,
probably have a mortality rate that is higher than that of non-Hispanic whites.

When we look at what accounts for these differences, we see both great potential and continuing challenges for
our research community. One of the few studies that actually tried to attribute how much of the differencesin
mortality are due to various factors found that 38 percent of the black/white differences are due to family income.
About one-third are due to six risk factors: smoking, systolic blood pressure, diabetes, cholesterol, body mass index,
and alcohol intake. Another third or so are unexplained. When we look at specific risk factors we see sometimes
dramatic differences across racial/ethnic groups.

The 1990 National Headlth Interview Survey found that, of employed adults, both Hispanics and African
Americans have substantially higher rates of sedentary lifestyles compared to non-Hispanic whites. The National
Health and Nutrition Examination Survey looked at rates of obesity, comparing the NHANES Il which took placein
the late 1970s to the NHANES I11 which took place between 1988 and 1994. For women of every group, obesity
levelsincreased substantially. But we really see dramatic differences across racial/ethnic groups within any year.
Over 40 percent of Mexican-American women are obese (using the criteria of body mass index greater than 30).
African-American women also having substantial rates of obesity — over 35 percent. The challenge now isto trandate
our knowledge of what’s happening and what might be the causes of the differences across racia/ethnic groups into
rea interventions specifically targeted to extraordinarily diverse communities with very different health risks, and
which may require quite different types of interventions to really improve health outcomes.

Turning to the future, I’ 1l speak briefly about a growing area of interest in research at NIH — so called positive
health. Thisrefersto the study of good health outcomes instead of the usual method of looking at disease and
disability.

We know that poor communities have the widest variance in health outcomes (although health outcomes there
arein general much worse). We see significant numbers of people who seem to make it through in spite of having bad
health risk factors as well as bad community level factors. This presents an opportunity for usto understand why it is
that some people seem to do well in spite of having poor risk profiles. We see this as a counterpoint to studying
specific illnesses and disease and we see this both at the individual level and at the population level.

Let’slook at infant mortality rate by the mother’s race/ethnicity. Two things are remarkable about these data.
One, the non-Hispanic Black rate is more than double that of whites, but we also see that the total Hispanic rate for
infant mortality is approximately equal to that of whitesin spite of having significantly worse socio-economic status
and other risk factors.

These types of population level anomalies present opportunities to try to understand how we can get more people
to have better outcomes in spite of their risk profilesthat ordinarily strongly predict poor health outcomes.

The next topic echoes what was said earlier this morning. We have an extraordinary need for interdisciplinary
research. Aswas pointed out, the biomedical scientists seem to have gottenit. Across biologic research disciplines, it
isvery difficult to tell where physiology ends and molecular biology begins and where the various disciplines actually
aredivided up. It may have taken 20 years of NIH working to achieve that and a strong drive of technology. The
behavioral and social scientists don’t seem to have gottenit. | strongly agree with the comments of those who have
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pointed out that among the behavioral and social sciences, we really aren’t seeing those barriers drop. We certainly
aren’t seeing those barriers drop between the biomedical sciences and the behavioral and social sciences. Until we
figure out away to lower these barriers, | think they will be substantially slow research progress in behaviora and
social sciences towards promoting health.

Two examples of areasthat just cry out for interdisciplinary research — and in which we're seeing it — are
cardiovascular disease and injury prevention, which are cutting across a wide range of biological, behavioral, and
social sciences. There are other areas that are not so obvious.

Perhaps one of the most salient at this point in timeis research on response to bioterrorism. | must say that |
have been disappointed that there has been basically no contribution of behavioral and socia scientists and healthin
the public dia ogue about response to bioterrorism, when we all know that the researchers that will probably make the
most important contributions to addressing these issues are those who help us understand how best to inform people
about risk, how they should respond to it, and know to do it in such away that ultimately will help people minimize
risk. Perhaps the heat that the Department received about how they responded might encourage their turning to
behavioral and social scientists who might be able to help us make better choices in the future.

We're also interested in training new types of scientists. There is awide range of training programs that we're
supporting at al levelsto try to generate these researchers who are able to cut across disciplines. We are particularly
interested in trying to get scientists who cut across the behavioral and social sciences.

For example, in two days our office and the National Human Genome Research Institute will hold a very
interesting meeting where we will bring together 10 of the leading biomedica scientists, molecular biologists,
geneticists, and so on, and 10 behaviora and social scientists, in the same room. The goal isto try to map out a
strategy for developing the scientific infrastructure that will allow usto finally determine the role of environment (in
the equation of genes and environment) in health outcomes. 1 think it will be avery interesting meeting. What is
particularly notable about this meeting is that we tried to think of social scientists who really understood biologic
processes and we arrived at a very short list, even with generous criteriafor understanding biologic processes—that’'s a
big problem.

Finally, | could not end without making the pleathat as we begin to change the composition of our scientific
workforcein behavioral and socia science and health, we have to continue struggles to increase the diversity of our
scientific communities. | hate to bring this up, but look around thisroom. It’ s rather striking from up here that the
leaders of the scientific community and behavioral and social sciences don't reflect, on the surface, the diversity of our
population. If we're seriously to address problems like racial and ethnic disparities in health, we must have a more
diverse scientific workforce. Aswe try to change the type of scientists that we produce, | can only hope that we will
also try to maintain efforts to increase diversity. | will end there.

SILVER: Covering the subject of health and behavioral and social sciencesin 15 minutesis quite atask and Raynard
did amarvelousjab.

Promoting Fairness

SILVER: Our fina speaker on thefirst pand is Deborah Jones-Merritt. Sheisthe Director of the John H. Glenn
Institute for Public Service and Public Policy at the Ohio State University. She's also a professor at the Ohio State
University Law School and a member of the COSSA Board of Directors, and as Ph.D. graduate of Ohio State, | feel
deeply honored to have her here.

Deborah Jones-Merritt, John H. Glenn Center for Public Policy: Thanks very much, Howard. It’'s been brought
home to me listening to the introductory remarks of the previous panelists that I’ m the token state employee on a panel
of three federal employees. I'll say that the State of Ohio has no ideawhat I’'m saying and certainly is not responsible.
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On amore serious note, | think it’s common to think of all the sciences —whether we think of the socid or the
natural sciences as abstract intellectual inquiries— as far removed from the field of policy. In fact, sometimes
scientists want to define themselves that way and say that it’s the applied people who work on policy and the scientists
are pure.

| want to argue though that the oppositeisreally the case. Two things that distinguish all scientists, whether we
talk about the natural world or the social world, are the goals of showing that things are not as they appear to the naked
eye and formulating theories that will either help us control or change the things in the world around us that we don’t
like. Those two integral parts of our mission are as important to defining us as a science as the factors of using
controlled experimentation or the other sorts of protocols that we talk about. In a sense, in our whole mission, policy is
interwoven with the whole definition of who we are as scientists.

Nowhere is this more true than in the field of equality and fairness, the topic that | was asked to talk about. In
thisfield, the influence of socia science on policy goes back at |east to the beginning of thislast century. I'm not
going to take you through this year by year, but will visit briefly the year 1908.

In that year, there was a Boston lawyer named L ouis Brandeis who submitted abrief to the United States
Supreme Court defending a law that limited hours for factory workers. As part of that brief, Brandeis assembled
extensive social science evidence showing the negative effects of long working hours. Thiswas a such adistinctive
approach to include social science in a court brief that it became known as the “Brandeis Brief,” and the phrase is still
used today to describe similar court briefs. But we ill had alot to learn about fairness and equality back in 1908.

Brandeis won the case and the court discussed his social science evidence approvingly. It may actually have
made a differencein that case. Thiswasa period of great |aissez-faire, both in the political world and in the courts,
which tended to strike down any sorts of restrictions on big business. Thisisthe only casein which the court upheld
the regtriction on business during that era. So the socia science may truly have made a difference there.

Almost 50 years later, the court again relied on socia science evidence in what may be our most famous single
court decision in the area of equality, Brown v. Board of Education. Initsfootnote 11, the court cited research by
Kenneth Clarke, Mamie Clarke, and others showing that segregation hampered the educational development of
minority children. That single footnote has spawned a cottage industry debate that continues today about whether it
realy made a difference.

Did the court redly care about the social science evidence? | doubt very much that the court really was affected
by the socia science evidence in the sense of asingle “aha’ moment. | think the socia scientists' impact on that court
decision was much more profound. For more than a decade before Brown, social scientists had been gathering
evidence and doing avery good job of distributing it to show the negative effects of segregated education on children.

At the same time, legal scholars, who we like to think are a subset of social scientists, were formulating theories
to bring to the courts that would incorporate this evidence. These views were permeating learned society in the United
Statesin away that asingle argument in a case never could. The justices heard these arguments. They read about
them in the newspapers, they heard about them at cocktail parties. It was becoming part of the intellectual discourse.

Certainly by 1954, it hadn’t changed the majority of mindsin the United States, but the evidence was out there,
and, luckily, it influenced the nine justices who decided Brown v. Board of Education. | think that this accumulating
evidence affected their view of equality. They could no longer think that schools that were separate were equal when
they had been challenged increasingly in the previous 10 years by evidence that showed that the effects on children
were redly quite different.

Since Brown, our society has witnessed tremendous advances in equality as well as continuous contributions by

the social sciences to those advances. Let me remind you of just afew of these (though many of you are more familiar
than | am with them).
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Socid sciences taught us that prejudice is endemic and largely unconscious in all fields from employment to,
housing, education, and even retail decisions. One of my favorite studiesis the one that shows the differencesin prices
that car dealerswill offer to white men, white women, minority men, and minority women. Without realizing that
we're doing so, we prefer attractive people, white ones, and in many cases, males, for jobs and for other benefits.
Hundreds and hundreds of tests or studies and other types of innovative research have shown that these things are true,
that what we perceive with the naked eye — an equal world —is not really atrue world. Social science has a so taught
us some surprising things about the remedies we have adopted.

It has shown us that, yes, affirmative action has worked, that minorities fare better in the United States today
than they did 30-40 years ago, but that in most cases, the preferences extended by affirmative action have, in fact, been
very small, much less than is perceived by the society around us.

Affirmative action has been necessary to overcome these unconscious biases and to force us to treat women and
minority more equally than we would otherwise. We've also learned that affirmative action does not produce special
benefits for minority women, that rather than being double beneficiaries of affirmative action, they often are treated
worse than either minority men or white women.

WEe' ve learned that under some circumstances, instruction to suppress stereotypic thoughtsis actually
counterproductive and makes people focus more on their biases. Social science has aso played acrucial rolein
demonstrating to us the creativity and productivity of older workers, research that was fundamental in supporting
advances like legal protections for the aged.

It has also shown us the tremendous cost to disabled Americans when they are not allowed to work and at the
same time has demonstrated that most of the accommodations of the workplace are much cheaper than employers
envision when they arefirst asked to implement them.

Socia scientists taught us very surprising things about our political and justice systems on the side of fairness
and equality. We ve learned that eyewitness testimony is highly unreliable, that jury size can have important impacts
on the nature of deliberations and their outcome, that police officers just like the rest of us are affected by unconscious
biases so that minority suspects are treated differently than white ones and female victims are treated differently than
male ones.

Sometimes many of these lessons begin to seem obvious in part because we have known about many of them for
many years now. Thereis some excellent research done by a colleague of mine at Ohio State that shows that in
elections on ballats, smply having your name listed first on the ballot is a tremendous advantage. In fact, the whole
Florida debacle is really explained as much by the fact that Bush was listed first on the ballot as anything else. All of
the other ballot errors were small compared to that. Other states rotate names on the ballot and Florida did not do that.

Sometimes, socia scienceis needed to make us confront something that we may not really want to take on, even
though it should be obvious. Socia science has aso contributed very substantially to theoretical advancesin what
fairness and equality mean.

This hasn't smply been a process of knowing what equality is and then having the socia science go out and find
us some dramatic examples of how we' re not living up to our notion. It was really the socia scientists looking at these
studies and then exploring them on a theoretical basis who produced, for example, a shift in our thinking about gender
equality, from an original paradigm where we focused on making woman more like men and treating the women the
same way we treat men, to a new paradigm in which we think about how the entire societal structure is based on male
patterns of life or male patterns of behavior. That's atheoretical change in how we actually define equality. Inthe
same way, it was socid science that gave us the idea of intersectionality — that while we think about race and gender,
we also have to think about the intersection of those two and about ways in which minority women may have different
experiences than either white women or minority men.

| can't pretend that the policymakers always pay attention. | could actually stand up here and list casesin which
the U.S. Supreme Court has ignored terrific social science research or has even gotten it wrong, has cited it the wrong
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way, and come to absolutely the wrong result. There are even more instances in which other policymakers, legislators,
and regulators have ignored very good social science research on equality and fairness. Unfortunately, unlike the
molecules in the natural world, we have a vested interest in the way things are. We can be resistant to
recommendations that we should change and we have a human tendency to cling to the fact that we do know how the
world is even though the scientists are telling us that it’ s different.

| still believe that my eyewitness testimony is pretty darn good even though the scientists are telling me that it's
not. But that, after all, iswhy socia scienceis so important in thisarea. If you think about it, thisisreally the only
force that is combating our assumptions, each of our individual assumptions that what we see from our small corner of
the universeistrue. Itissocia sciencethat isableto step back and tell us that’s not the way it is. Y ou need to think
about the world from a more global perspective.

What then remains to be done in this area? | think it's common to say since September 11" that the question is
what does not remain to be done. The challenges now seem so overwhelming and so enormous. We need to
understand the personal and social forces that create terrorism, especially the ways that inequality and unfairness may
have nurtured those roles in other countries and in our own country aswell. (We don’t know if this anthrax attack
comes from international or domestic sources.) We need to understand how the fear of mass attacks affects peoplein
our society, not only so we can design ways to be safe, but so we can also protect al this progress we' ve made on
equality and fairness. We need to start thinking about how our reactions over the next six, nine, and 12 months may
begin to eat away at those protections of equality.

In addition to those overwhelming challenges, I [l mention just four more that | see asthe agendafor at least the
next 10 years on fairness and equality. Thefirst isto continue what we' ve been doing for the last 50 years. Almost
half a century after Brown, empirical studies continue to show marked differencesin race outcomesin our country as
well as gender differences. We've only begun to scratch the surface of age discrimination, sexual orientation. All of
these are areas in which we need to continue to document and bring new theoretical insights into meanings of fairness.

At the same time, we need to shift to some new areas. | think the area of economic inequality in itself is one that
needs to become a center stage focus for us. It’s been there as part of our studies of race, gender, and these other
categories, but economic inequality in itself is onethat’ s arising concern in our nation as well asin the world.

Third, our aging population is going to raise fairnessissuesin new contexts. Asthe population becomes older,
we're going to face al sorts of questions already out there. What proportion of our societal resources should be
allocated to medical care during the last years or months of life? Who should bear the burdens for the long-term care
of the aged and how are our public program and the resources for them going to change as the adult population
includes a decreasing percentage of workers and an increasing percentage of those drawing upon the resources?

The global economy was generating fairnessissues of its own even before September 11th. Isit fair for
countries to reject goods that are produced under conditions that would be illegal in their own nations? Or isthat an
unfair form of trade discrimination? What if the objectionable conditions arise from deeply rooted religious or cultura
differences? Doesit make adifferenceif you're answering that question from our perspective of what we consider the
enlightened Western civilization or from the Islamic perspective that would treat women quite differently? What is
fair under those conditions of global trade?

The events of September 11th have made many of these questions more poignant, but they really are timeless
ones. Asduring the last 50 years, socia scientists will be at the forefront of defining both what we mean by fairness
and increasing the conditions that foster it. Let me stop there so we have some time for questions for the whole panel.

Q&A

SILVER: We ve covered alot of issues here, but now you have a chance to ask questions or give your own
perspective.
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PARTICIPANT: Thisisfor Ms. Hillsman. I’'ve done some work with Larry Sherman, whom | sure you know used
to be at Maryland, on theissue of collecting data at the local level — crime data specifically. One of the problemswe
always ran across was that whether you could get the data was a function how the local police department collected the
data. 1I'm just wondering whether or not N1J has looked into this and whether or not you see any way of improving
data collection efforts at the local level?

HILLSMAN: That'savery important question. One of the things that we know is that much crime datais actualy
agency or administrative data rather than data that comes in a more epidemiological sense from theinitia or real
phenomena, although obviously the introduction of victimization surveysin the United States have given us another
perspective on the amount and types of crime other than agency data.

| guess | would say there are two important things. One, the federal government cannot tell local police
departments what to do. Thereredly isn't that kind of relationship in our federal structureinthe U.S. Althoughitis
important that we are now collecting, in some jurisdictions, incident-based data rather than, or in addition to, the
traditional FBI data, | think the most important dimension of getting local police departments to collect better data—
whether it's the NIBRS data or other kind of data— is to make those data useful to the police departments themselves
in their work.

Asaresult, | think we need to work much harder at the local level to encourage police departmentsto be using
their own data, because as those of you who have used data from any kind of agency know, more people want to use
the data they generate themselves. | think that’s the direction that we have to go, which is part of the reason |
emphasi ze the issue of problem solving and the development of strategies at the local level.

The second thing | would say is that we have national victimization rates, but the collection of victimization data
at thelocal level isvery critical. That's avery tough area because victimization data are difficult in small areas,
because they're relatively rare phenomenon and you need large samples. That’s very expensive and that’ s another area
we have to pursue.

Once again, the more communities want victimization datafor their own purposes (both to know what the nature
of the problem is and whether or not the strategies that they’ ve put in place have made a difference), the greater the
likelihood that those kinds of datawill begin to develop in communities acrossthe U.S. | think researchers can really
help encourage the appetite at the local level for those kinds of data.

MERRITT: I just want to add something about another way to collect data, because | think many of you have this
capacity at your home institution. We're not the only ones who have done this, but one of the things that the Glenn
Institute did in Columbus was to form a partnership with the City of Columbus and the United Way of Franklin
County; we' ve actually incorporated this partnership and we call it Community Research Partners. We' ve gotten the
city to put in about $150,000 a year and the United Way $200,000 ayear. The university actually only contributes
$35,000 ayear because there is an appetite for data among these outside groups and they know they need the
university expertise to help them put it together.

This group now has a staff of four and they’ re trying to integrate the data that agencies are already collecting and
collect some of their own, and they’re aso doing eval uation services for al sorts of human services agencies. It'sa
wonderful idea that the city came to us with to improve collection of local data. | was delighted to hear how useful it
could be once we haveit.

PARTICIPANT: I'm pleased to hear each of the pandlists address the issue of terrorism. | wonder if you might give
us your opinion on what you think is the most effective contribution we could make in the short term in translating
knowledge from the behavioral and social sciencesto combating terrorism, to confronting it, and to coping with it.

MERRITT: I'll give one very quick one while the othersthink. To me, for the socid scientist, you would be
focusing on the reaction of the home population in the U.S. to mass threats like this, how isit that people react when
they’ re faced with something like the September 11th attack or with something somewhat more amorphous like the
bioterrorism and chemical sort of attack.
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| think our policymakers need to be armed with that information. They need to know how the populationis
likely to react so they can determine the best ways to implement health preventive measures and to think about how to
protect civil libertiesin the face of likely reactions.

KINGTON: I'll just repeat what | suggested and that is to figure out how best to provide information about risk for a
very diverse population who is receiving information in all sorts of ways. | think that behavioral and socia scientists
have a great deal to contribute on that front that we really haven’t in any organized, cohesive way thusfar.

HILLSMAN: In the short term, there are two things related to both of the comments that have just been made. One,
we actually do have a history in the U.S. of communities devel oping activities in response to the possihility of threat,
both war-time experiences and Cold War experiences. | think we have not done very much to explore what has been
donein the past and what the relevanceistoday. Second, we really need to take a close look at the way in which
federal, state, and local entities are going to be relating to one ancther over the next couple of years and see what the
consequences of that are. There are two ideas for the short-term, but | think there are alot of long-term things to do as
well.

KRASNER: | agree with the previous three speakers, but | guess | should try and address what social science hasto
tell us about what we can do about terrorists. The answer iswe have noidea. We're looking at least three different
levels. We do not know what the relationship is among them and we do not know how to systematically address any
one of them. We have an eliteterrorist group. We can say confidently that it isn’t going to go away. We have asocia
base from which thisterrorist group is being drawn. We have alarger set of societal environments within which a
social base exists. We don’t know what the relationship is between these three levels. If we could suddenly transform
the regime in Egypt and the Palestine-lsraeli dispute, exactly what would that mean for Al Qaeda? It s not clear.

I think this speaks to how difficult these issues are at aforeign policy level. We do have some experience with
terrorist groups and we know the cases of the Red Army faction in Japan and the Baader-Meinhoff Gang in Germany.
These groups reproduce themselves over several generations despite intense police efforts. Y ou can say with
confidence that it’s not going to go away easily, but in the larger task of how to transform the environment from which
these terrorists are emerging, | don’t think we have very good ideas about how to do that systematically, period, which
iswhy none of us have agood answer to it. We focus on what we know about.

SILVER: Herb Simon wasright. We are the hard sciences.

PARTICIPANT: Thisisatopic change back to what we used to worry about before 9-11. Across the country in
various federd district courts, thereisareal attack on affirmative action in the universities. One of the responsesto
that isthe concept of diversity, that it’s very important to build a diverse community. It's avalue that we all hold
strongly. Michigan tried to defend its position and my colleagues from Michigan can talk about some research they
have done in socia science to demonstrate the importance of diversity. Do you see that as an important angle, and
how university-based do you think that research should be?

KINGTON: Let merespond to that on a couple of fronts. The Association of American Medical Colleges (AAMC)
and the Institute of Medicine recently held a symposium in honor in the late Dr. Herbert Nickens about affirmative
action in the health professions. Myself and couple of colleagues reviewed the scientific literature relevant to the
guestion of whether or not increasing diversity among physiciansis an effective policy tool for addressing disparities.

Thereis acompelling amount of research already existing that minority students have different types of practices
and are more likely to go out there and practice in communities and provide care in communities that are most in need
of care, and they are more likely to provide primary care, which is arguably a more effective way to address basic
healthcare problems in these populations. There have been over 10 studies over a 15-year period, with very consistent
results.

Two sets of arguments are more difficult to make. One suggests that patients prefer to have providers of their
same racial/ethnic groups and if they have them, they’ll be what the health profession considers to be better patients.
The evidence there is shaky and there’ salot of work to be done on that front. The second area where we need alot
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more research, and which takes the Michigan argument to another level, isthe ideathat medical schools with diverse
student bodies are more likely to produce a different type of physician. Thereisactually some evidence suggesting
that thereis wide variation —for no obvious reason — in the diversity of medical schools across the country, and it’s not
just afunction of the populationsin the states where they are. That creates an opportunity to really look at the effect of
adiverse student body on the type of physician for both minorities and non-minorities.

| think that that hasn’t happened and there' s a huge need to have that happen and it’s possible. The dataare
conceivably there. There are studies that track attitudes coming into medical school and leaving and thereisa
significant amount of variation across medical schools. It just hasn't happened yet. | think there’s now a push to try
to do research like that.

MERRITT: It'stremendously important, but I'm afraid it’'stoo late. The Michigan caseis going to be argued at the
beginning of December in the 6th Circuit. It will be before the Supreme Court alittle over ayear from now and
decided by June of 2003. An interesting, compelling question is how we get these policy questions fed back to the
research community. Thisisthe point which it might have persuaded the court. It might still. I’m not a complete
pessimist about this, but it’s going to be a difficult argument.

In a sense, what was necessary iswhat | talked about with Brown. It's already alittle too late to introduce good
studies into the court record, though you could introduce studies like this at the appellate level. But it'salready alittle
too late for that.

What we really needed was the past 20 years that evidence mounting up, being talked about in the Times and the
Post and the scholarly journals so that the justices going into the argument already knew that it made a difference. |
wish we could look back at this and figure out where we went wrong in not signaling to the research community that
this was the evidence that was going to be overwhelmingly needed.

PARTICIPANT: I'vegot aquick comment about the terrorism issue and then a question for two panelists. | just
want to put in a disciplinary plug for anthropology on the terrorismissue. | do think that both history and
anthropology are disciplines that have knowledge of these Middle Eastern cultures that are the breeding ground for the
current terrorism. 1t’ s the knowledge of the languages, the actual field experience, the particular dissertation work that
anthropol ogists have been doing over the last 20 years that will provide some kind of context for understanding these
ideol ogies and the complexity that each one of these nation-states presents. | think there is stuff out there that people
are beginning to listen to because it’ s hitting the pages of the New York Times and hopefully it will get further into the
channels of government. Thereisalot that can be done to further our understanding of 1slam.

| have a question for both Sally Hillsman and Raynard Kington about the ingtitutional changes that are going on
both in the criminal justice system and the medical system and what is going on with research there. | think both
places over the last 10 years are experiencing privatization and where we seeit in the crimina justice system is the
building of private prisons and the changing nature of incarceration; it islessin the hands of states and morein the
hands of private companies.

I’d be interested to know whether that has any impact on crime and whether socia scientists are paying
attention to those kinds of changes. Similarly, in health care where we're seeing privatization of HMOs and Medicaid.
In terms of minority disparities, what impact do these changes have on the way health is being delivered and on
outcomes for patient health?

HILLSMAN: Privatization in the criminal justice system has had socia science attention. Frankly, if you look on the
correctional side, most studies have been analyses that deal with public policy issues concerning the cost of one versus
the other. Less has been done on the effectiveness of private versus public prisons in terms of recidivism and other
kinds of outcomes outcomes. | think more research needs to be donein that area.

There is another areathat you didn’t allude to, but | think is very important in the area of safety. That isthat

there are more private “police” or security forcesin the U.S. and elsewhere than there are public police. The research
on private security islimited and | think it's a very important area, in terms of safety and for conceptualizing what
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public policing and the public provision of security is going to look like in the future in relationship to the growing
private security system.

KINGTON: With regard to healthcare, there has been alot of research since the * 80s on the differences between for-
profit deliverers of healthcare and not-for-profit, which isabig divide. To be honest, | think that some people were
disappointed that there were fewer differences than one might think, primarily because the same incentive structure
was being applied to the for-profit and not-for-profits.

| think there isincreasing concern that we now have literaly hundreds of studies showing that racial and ethnic
groups are treated differently once you get aticket into the system, that getting aticket isn't enough, and are even wide
differences once you are in the system.

We're just beginning to see studies that are beginning to open the door on what happens in the room between a
provider and a patient to truly understand what’ s driving the differences. To the extent that we' ve been able to control
for things like severity of illness and preferences, there are still unaccounted differences that are hard to attribute to
anything other than some type of bias, amost certainly unconscious. We're just beginning to see the studies that are
beginning to open that door to see what the physician offers, what the patient accepts or doesn’t accept, what the
clinical situation is. | think we realy want to know what’s going on.

Furthermore, we won't be able to come up with solutions to change the differences that we see. There' sbeena
lot of interesting research occurring now. | think it’s shifted from the big picture to finding out what’ s going on
between individua providers and patients and | think that’s probably an appropriate shift.

SILVER: Pleasejoin mein thanking the panel. | think we covered alot of ground and they did it very well.

The Contributions of Social and Behavioral Science (Panel 2)

SILVER: WEe ve addressed promoting fairness and reducing crime and improving health and creating a safer world.
Now we'll ook at some other clear contributions of the social and behavioral sciencesto public policy: increasing
prosperity, protecting the environment, and educating the nation.

Increasing Prosperity

Our first speaker will address increasing prosperity. Carl Christ is Emeritus Professor of Economics at John
Hopkins University and Chairman of the Board of Directors of the National Bureau of Economic Research. Carl has
had along and distinguished career in exploring how economics research has led to increased prosperity. Now he'll
tell you about it.

Carl Christ, John Hopkins University and National Bureau of Economic Research: I’'m pleased to be here.
Perhaps | should say something about what prosperity means. It means different thingsto different people. Raynard
Kington gave an excellent presentation about one meaning, which hasto do with

the health aspects of life. There have been spectacular increasesin life O ot Mt
expectancy all over the world and spectacular decreases in infant mortality. | FER CAPITA GNP 1500 <105

will not say that these are due to economic research, but | think that’s one aspect ,»./ =
we may want to think about. B ]

E | |

The more usua meaning of prosperity among economists has to do with
the materia standard of living. If you'll look at the GNP graph, you see 100
years of real output of the U.S. economy per person. Real output meansthat it is
not simply a measure of the number of dollarsthat are produced each year, but it
is corrected for changes in the purchasing power of the dollar.

— —
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We' ve had inflation over the last 100 years, asyou're aware. These numbers showing the per capita gross
national product of the U.S. are corrected for inflation. There has been approximately an eightfold increasein real
output per person in the last 100 years. That comes out to about 2 percent a year compounded. That doesn’t seem like
very much, but 2 percent will double every generation or so, about every 23 years, and that is the record of material
output of goods and servicesin the U.S. per capita. | won't say that economic research has been the cause of this. It
has been the cause of the smoothing of the fluctuations which you see in the second half of the period. The ups and
downs in the graph are much milder in the last 50 years than in the preceding 50 years. That's related to the work
that’s been done in economics.

| like to use the definition of economics presented by Frank Knight, who is one of the leading economists of the
past century. He defined economics as the study of the allocation of scarce resources among alternative ends. The
ideaisthat there is something that we want to maximize and we can’t raise the level to infinity because there are
limitations on the amount of resources we have. We have to be careful about how we allocate our resources.

In economic research this deals mainly with income and wealth and output of measurable goods and services. In
principle, agood economist will not forget that there are things that are not sold which are also important that people
have in mind when they try to maximize their level of satisfaction.

For example, leisure is an important good. It’s not sold in the market, but any analysis of labor economics has to
take account of the amount of leisure that the working population enjoys. Clearly, when working hours are reduced,
leisure can be increased.

Environmental quality is another one and the genera type of work that you do to earn your living is another one;
people choosing a profession don’t look simply at the income they can receive, but also the kind of activity they’'re
going to be engaged in. The fortunate people are those who get paid for pursuing their hobby. That’sthe way | feel
about my life.

Economic theory is about optimal choices. Thereisanother branch of economicswhich isthe empirical branch,
which deals with the testing of theory, describing economic behavior, and measuring the amount of degree of growth
and prosperity.

Our question is, How much does economic research contribute to growth and prosperity? I'd like to mention
four waysthat | think are relevant. Oneisto provide economic data. It's not possible to set forth sensible economic
policy in the absence of information.

Private economists invented the idea of national income and national output back in the 1920s. The National
Bureau of Economic Research, which | happen to be associated with, was one of the founding fathers of national
income analysis. Price indexes werefirst put forth by private economic researchers. Those are important in order to
adjust dollar expenditures for purchasing power. Datais very important.

A second isthefact that we
know through economic research ~ “7}
how to control inflation. We
haven't done avery good job of g
it. Look at the graph, which
shows alittle over 200 years of
price history. If you follow the 2
price indexes since 1790 you see
that whenever we had amajor 1790
war, the price index doubled and
then after the war it came back down to where it was.

This happened in 1812 and the Civil War. It ailmost happened in WWI. The price level didn’t come back quite
to where it had been before WWI. But since the middle of the 1920s, we have not had a substantial declinein the price
level and it’s economic policy which has produced thisinflation.
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| can say alittle bit about how that has worked in the process of learning how to smooth out business cycle
fluctuations, which isthe third way that I’ m going to mention that economic research has had an effect. What has been
learned is that the federal government’ s spending and taxing can be controlled in such away as to ameliorate economic
fluctuations.

A depression or arecession is asituation where total spending by the private sector isreduced. The state
governments cannot print money so they cannot do very much to ameliorate recession. The federal government has
the authority to print money and it can, in arecession, spend more and tax less. This helps to counteract the declinein
private spending which is a cause of the recession.

The problem in the last 50 years has been that that, as you' |l see by looking at the graph, it was rather overdone
in the sense that spending has increased too much and taxes were not increased enough. Federal deficits were very
large and they were financed substantially by turning on the printing press and printing money.

When alot of money is printed and turned over to the private sector, private agents spend it and this drives prices
up and that produces inflation. In the post-WW!II period, we've had an experience which has been moderately
successful in soothing out economic fluctuations, but has been a clear failurein trying to maintain a stable price level.

The major reason for this stable price level over the 150 years before WWII was that the U.S. was on agold
standard. You cannot run an inflation if your price level istied to acommodity like gold. In thelast 50 years, our
monetary policy has been freed of the restraints of the gold standard, which is a good thing, except that it allows too
much money to be printed, which was done and which is a bad thing.

Thefourth areaisin the understanding of economic growth. It has been substantial as you can see by looking at
the GNP graph. Where does it come from? It comes partly from increases in the amount of resources devoted to
production. Labor is one mgor type of resource and capital equipment is another. It comes also from increasesin the
productivity of those resources. There has been agreat deal of research on measuring productivity. Essentially, the
way you do it is by measuring output using the National Income and Output Statistics. Y ou measure inputs of labor
and inputs of plants and equipment.

Notice that output has grown faster than inputs. Then you begin to understand what produces increasesin
productivity: improvementsin the quality of inputs. In particular, education improves the quality of labor, as do
improvements in the knowledge devoted to the production process that comes from research activity, and not only pure
research but also devel opment.

We understand afair amount about this. We understand that countries that have low standards of living to start
with, which have left themselves open to international trade can, by taking part in international trade, increase the
productivity of their resources more than countries that have been closed to such trade.

I want to finish on one warning which isrelated to the previous talk on equality. One of the difficultiesin
economicsisthat policiesthat are chosen to try to redressinequality of income and wealth very often, and in varying
degrees, interfere with the effective use of resources in the sense that they reduce the amount of output that can be had
from a given set of resources.

Thereisakind of trade-off. If you allow the economy to run with no concern for equality, let the chipsfall
where they may, you may get a very efficient economy which is producing as much asit can with the resourcesiit has.
On the other hand, if you are not satisfied, as many of us are not, including me, with the distribution of income and
wealth that resultsin atotally private property economy, and you try to devise policiesto even-out the income
distribution alittle bit, you need to be very careful not to kill the goose that islaying the golden egg.

For example, when the energy crisis struck in the ‘ 70s, the U.S. policy response was to impose price controls on
gasoline. | think thiswas a bad mistake because it resulted in many people spending hours waiting in line try to buy
the limited amounts of gasoline that were available. Since the prices were not allowed to go up, there was no incentive
for anybody who could produce more gasoline to do so, and it was rather a mess.
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Another exampleisthat it may be deemed important to protect an American industry against foreign competition
by restricting imports. Oneway to do it is through a quota which flatly limits the number of unitsthat may be
imported. Another way is by way of atariff that applies a percentage tax to each import. A tariff is substantially
superior because it means that if anybody figures out away to do something better or more efficiently, thereisan
advantage in doing it. With afixed quota, no inventions or adjustments can ameliorate the situation. Thank you.

Educating the Nation

SILVER: Our next speaker is Susan Fuhrman, who is the Dean and the George and Dianna Weiss Professor of
Education at the Graduate School of Education, University of Pennsylvania. She's also the Chair of the Management
Committee of the Consortium for Policy Research in Education, which has done substantial work looking at the school
reform efforts of the past 20 years or so. Susan will tell us how we can educate this nation better.

Susan Fuhrman, University of Pennsylvania: Thank you and it is a pleasure to be here to talk about the
contributions of social science research to education policy and practice. | think many important examples are cited in
the chapter in Fostering Human Progress, including the fact the research on the importance of early childhood
education led to theinitiation and the expansion of Head Start.

In the late * 80s when we looked at state policies and found they were enormously disconnected and fragmented
and also that our international competitors, who had much more coherence around their curriculum, professional
development, teacher preparation, and other policies, were way outperforming us, that research contributed to the
standards-based reform movement that all states are now engaged in today.

Research on how humans learn has made contributions to that standards reform movement as the standards are
crafted. Many of them try to reflect what we know about how students and adults make sense of new information and
incorporate it with what they already now.

To take avery recent example, the third International Math and Science Study, which took placein 1995 and
again in 1999, has yielded very important information about the U.S. curriculum in math between grades 4 and 8. It
revealed how we were repeating subjects over and over again while other nations were forging ahead. Those findings
are now being used by the 28 states and districts that participated in the benchmarking study in 1999. They are
analyzing their own data and figuring out ways to reflect what they're learning in curriculum and professional
devel opment.

I would like to focus my comments less on the good examples than on the future of increasing the utilization of
research in education. | think that thisis an extremely important goal and one which will be difficult to reach; we have
long way to go.

Let me addressthe utilization sidefirst. Thereis not a climate for the use of research in education, not as good
aswe would hope. You can witnessthis at the very top as policymakers right now try to develop and implement new
accountability systems that hold students and schools responsible for achievement on standards.

There isincreasing information about the technical fallacies associated with the tests that are being used. For
example, we know that many of the assessments are not aligned to standards in the way that they would need to beto
reflect achievement, even though testing companies claim that they are. We know that many of the current
assessments are not sensitive to instruction, so if you were to improve instruction, which is the goal, that improvement
might not show up on the assessments and some irrelevant factors would influence how students did on the
assessment.

Also, we areincreasingly aware of information about the error terms of these assessments. A recent important
paper by Kane and Staiger showed that in North Carolina, the year-to-year fluctuations are so great that you cannot
assume they represent progress or the lack thereof at all, and that holding the students in schools accountable for yearly
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progress is probably a grave mistake leading to the possible misclassification of as much as athird of the people
involved at any one point in time.

If we move to practice, to the district and school level, we find a climate that doesn’t necessarily prize research
the way that those of usin thisroom would hope. | just participated in a study of three large districts adopting
comprehensive school reform. We found that even though there was considerable rhetoric around the importance of
evidence in choosing comprehensive school reforms, philosophy always trumped that evidence. People liked certain
reforms and they didn’t like others. They were somewhat more concerned about evidence with their own local internal
reforms than they were with national reforms that they were adopting. Unfortunately, the national reforms often came
with additional money and national legitimation.

The picture is even worse at the school level. We surveyed teachers and visited schools in two of the citiesand
teachers were quite clear about what they value, which is what they can see with their own eyes. Between 80 and 90
percent of teachers said that the endorsement of other teachers was the best evidence of quality in the comprehensive
school reform. Only 60 percent gave such support to published research, and even more depressing for those of us
who are researchers, 35 percent said the findings published by researchers should not be trusted. Clearly, evidence-
based practice is not a part of the culture of education.

There are anumber of reasons. Everybody is an expert; thisis especialy true of policymakers, because
everyone went to school. | aso think that there are deeply rooted traditions in education which conflict with the goal
of attending to evidence. One of the most important is the notion that practice isisolated, that it takes place behind a
closed classroom door, the teachers do not share with one another what works and what doesn't.

Itisvery difficult to develop a set of professiona norms that evidence can inform because practice is so isolated
and thought of as an art and not ascience. | also think that research can take a portion of the blame here and that the
research base in education is weaker than it should be.

A good example is the comprehensive school reform that | was referring to earlier. Even if peoplein districts
and schools had been more attentive to evidence, they would have had problems picking designs that were sufficiently
based on research. The American Ingtitute for Research did a study of 28 comprehensive school designs and found
only three had sufficient support to be called research-based.

I think there are four ways in which education research often falls short. Oneisthat too often, research designs
are not suited to the questions that policymakers and practitioners need answered. When this critique is launched these
days, it often means there are too few randomly controlled trials in education and, therefore, an inability to answer the
causal questions that people want to see answered.

I think that’strue. | think it's changing and thereisalot of creative thought right now about using assignment
by place. For example, schools and districts might be more easily assigned than students under certain circumstances,
but even random assignment of students isincreasing in education.

| did not mean for this remark to apply just to that. | think there are many instances where research is stretched
to answer the questions that policymakers and practitioners need answered. When this critique is launched these days,
it often means there are two few randomly controlled trials in education and, therefore, an inability to answer the
causa questions that people want to see answered.

AsaDean, | can be self-critical, but | think we may offer methods courses to graduate students that are
excdllent, but insufficiently prepare them to ask good questions and to know which methods to employ in answering
those questions.

A second problem is that we don’t do enough longitudinal studiesin education. Our policymakers want to know
whether effects last and we tend to do shorter studies. A lot of what | have to say is reflective of the fact that education
research is underfunded, but arelationship is circular between our quality and underfunding.
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We don’'t do enough replication. We don’t do enough studies that confirm findings or that tell us how certain
reforms or policies or practices work in different contexts. We have areal premium on newness. | think education
research is faddish just like education practice often tends to be. We aways push towards the new, and even when it
comes to dissertations, we rarely value replication and accord it the place where it might be done more often.

We don’'t do enough synthesisin education. | think a particular problem is when there are ideological divides
that are reflected by different findings. Y ou could think of the research on choice or on bilingual education or on
reading. Until recently, there was very little consensus about reading, but plenty of battles.

When policymakers hear those battles, they don’t know what to believe and tend to discredit alot of what they
hear. If we could do good syntheses that put together information and shared the weight of the evidence, | think we
would have alot more credibility.

| want to end on a very positive note because | think alot of thisis changing. | wanted to tell you about the
Campbell collaboration which istaking place at the University of Pennsylvania under the leadership of Bob Boruch.
Many of you may know about this, but it's an attempt, named after Donald Campbell, to create up-to-the-minute, up-
to-date syntheses of research and education and social policy areas and to provide them in avery accessible way. Itis
web-based and you can find the collaboration at http://campbell.gse.upenn.edu/. It'samulti-national effort. | think
thereis funding from Sweden and Great Britain and from foundationsin the U.S. | definitely think there’ s hope.
People are attending to these issues. The goal of increasing research utilization and fostering progress setsis very well
placed.

Protecting the Environment

SILVER: Now, to address protecting the environment, we have Mike Toman, who is a senior fellow at Resources for
the Future, which is one of the more significant non-governmental organizations in examining the environment and use
of natural resources. Heisthe former Director of its Energy and Natural Resources Division. He served as a Senior
Economist on President Clinton’s Council of Economic Advisors, working on natural resource and environment i ssues.
He has a so been an economist at the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

Michael Toman, Resourcesfor the Future: Thank you for having metoday. Listeningto Dean Fuhrman’s
comments, | realize thereisalot of similarity between education research and my field. Everybody is an expert about
the environment because we all breathe. There are an awful lot of examples where philosophy trumps evidence. So,
you may hear afew common themes here as| go.

Shamelesdy stealing ajoke from afriend of minein the field, some of you may think that environmental
economicsisaliving oxymoron. But actually economists do care about the environment. 1'll give you aflavor for
how that works out professionally as well as personally.

For the last five years, I’ ve spent a great deal of my professional time thinking about the problem of global
climate change. Let’stake that problem and use it as a device to talk about the role of economicsin particular. 1'll try
to say afew words about the other social sciences with apologiesto colleagues in other fields here who will not be
adequately represented in these comments.

We have these complex chemical, physical, and biological processes at work with human beings changing the
chemical composition of the atmosphere, which then leadsto alot of possible effects that could be large and long-
term. The government in the U.S. spends quite a bit of money researching these processes and globally quite a bit
more money is spent. That'sagood thing, but if all we understand isthe chemistry and the biology and the physics of
these processes, our knowledge base is wholly inadequate for guiding public policy. If we don’t have the human
dimension, then we haven't really captured the essence of the problem.
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Notwithstanding the fact that we sometimes call the program here in this country the human dimensions of
global change, the human part doesn’t quite get all the attention that it might benefit from getting. So key questions
that come up in the climate change area (and they come up when you' re dealing with any natural resource degradation
or environmental damages problem) are the following:

What are the human, not just the geochemical, consequences of climate change? Who is affected and when?
How did individuals respond to lessen these adverse impacts on their own, something that in the climate areais
referred to generally as adaptation? How can individual or collective actions be taken to mitigate the risks?

Mitigation can occur in avariety of ways. When economists approach this problem, they basically try to think
about the global environment as a public good. The kind of thing that produces value for society at large even though
it's not acommodity that is transacted in markets like oil or timber of the apparel that we're wearing today.

We generally tend to take the benefits of having that public good as given, in terms of peopl€e’s choices between
them and other valuesin society. But as!’ll try to indicate later, an increasingly important area of interdisciplinary
research islooking at how preferences are shaped and evolve over time.

Now, what | said really appliesto climate change, but we could apply it to the accumulation of stratospheric
ozonein large cities like Los Angeles and sometimes Washington. We could apply it to global deforestation and the
potential loss of significant biodiversity and a variety of other problems. They can operate at local aswell as regional
and global scales. When economists approach this kind of problem, we do tend to think of the environment as a
commodity, but that doesn’'t imply that we' ve degraded it. It smply means, as Professor Christ suggested in his
comments, that there are a certain amount of resources that we can devote to a variety of applications. One important
oneisthe protection of the environment at different scales, and in making those kinds of investments, we'll get certain
benefits.

We'll preserve certain things in a better state, but we'll also incur costs and we have to think about the way we
balance those costs and benefits. Then, when policy iscalled for asit typicaly isin this area, we have to think about
how best to design the tools for intervention.

Thefirst thing an economist asks is why are we observing what we are seeing today, and the forces of economic
growth that Professor Christ talked about can have very important effects on the environment, both positive and
negative. Thisis one of the important areas of research these days.

To what extent does economic growth lessen the burden or enhance the burden on the environment? It depends,
but we' re beginning to understand better on what it depends and in which casesit can be positive or negative. In
addition to overall economic growth, another important driver includes the evolution of technology, which is not itself
exogenous, but the product of public policy and individual incentives.

Changesin ingtitutions, what economists refer to asinfrastructure, play akey rolein this, as does population
growth itsdf, and itsinteraction with al these other elements. These are not simple uni-directiona forces. The
relationship between economic growth and the environment is not uni-directional. The environment is one of
society’ s assets and its state will have important implications for economic progress, especialy in those parts of the
world that are much more dependent on natural resources, which tend to be the poorer parts of the world.

Understanding something about the drivers may reveal a need for some kind of intervention to achieve more
environmental protection or resource safeguards than would otherwise emerge from purely private decisions. Thefirst
step for an economist is to think about the incremental benefits and costs of some kind of intervention.

The word incremental cannot be stressed enough in thinking through how thisworks. There was an articlein
Nature magazine where some of the better known environmental and ecological economists got together and said, This
isthe value of the world’ s entire natura resource base, not just the coa and the oil and the timber, but also the
biodiversity and the wetlands and all the rest. They simply enumerated all these categories, put together a pastiche of
estimates, aggregated it all and found out that it was some multiple of the world’s GDP. As some of us pointed out at
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the time, that could be thought of as a bad estimate of infinity. If we had to do without all natural resources and
environmenta services, all life would stop.

That’s not the typical public policy problem. Thetypical public policy problem is somebody wanting to build a
subdivision on the Eastern Shore. We' re going to lose some wetlands if that occurs. What is the cost to society of that
vis-a-vis the private benefits the devel oper and his or her customer would get?

We look for incremental benefits and costs. In doing so, we try to understand not just those benefits and costs
that work their way through markets, but also the many factors that work their way through other means that aren’t
mediated through markets. In addition to looking at productivity issues and technical advances, we also look at
tangible and intangible effects on human health, the risk of premature mortality, recreational values, and even spiritual
values in these kinds of analyses.

To do thiswork, economists have had to invent tools that are on the border between science and art. One of
these tools (mentioned in the booklet) is thisidea of using survey-based techniques or contingent val uation methods.
Basicaly, if you have no other way to infer value because you can't find any other data to use, you can smply
administer asurvey and try to get people to very faithfully recreate their value. Time doesn’t permit adetailed
discussion about how difficult and controversia this method is, but at least it illustrates how hard it can be to get at
these values. On the other hand, if you don't try, and you set these by default to zero, you' ve underestimated what you
want to try to measure.

Fortunately, there are other cases from which we can draw inferences alittle more straightforwardly. Thereis
some evidence that, after you normalize for all other factors, housing prices are positively related to the quality of the
local environment. We can use evidence like that to try to infer how individuals value a better environment. In that
kind of assessment, we're implicitly assuming that when people are making choices about where they live, the kind of
house they buy, the kind of recreational choices they make, the kind of jobs they take, and so on, they’re fairly rational
and fairly well-informed.

That’'s a controversial assumption that does weaken the case we can make empirically for some of our valuation
work. Weinvent and use complex modelsto try to look at cost and benefits that put the whole economy together. We
feed into those these difficult valuation studies to try and understand what a non-market attribute might be worth.
Having gone through that assessment, | want to come back in a minute to the question of what attraction that approach
hasin policy and what that meansin research.

Another areathat economists have spent alot of time on in thelast 20 yearsis the design of policies. That isa
guestion that an economist probably would answer using cost-effectiveness. How much can environmental
improvement or resource protection can we get per unit expenditure or resources that society gives up? The goal isto
get as much as possible for each unit of investment.

The research overwhelmingly demonstrated, both in theory and increasingly in real experience, that when we
can use economic incentives to encourage people to protect the environment (rather than push against them), we can
get alot more for alot less.

The prime example of thisin the U.S. isthat power plants are able to buy and sell the right to emit sulfur
dioxide. It does not mean that they are given some kind of immoral right to pollute or the ability to buy and sell the
right to do some immoral act. Thisis not the environmental equivalent of prostitution.

But it iswithin, in fact, aregulatory system that establishes a rather strict cap on emissions and the ability to
transfer the power of incentivesinto increased flexibility and meeting the overal policy goal at a much lower cost than
would have otherwise been the case.

Economists have advanced their knowledge considerably in this area as well asin understanding a number of
other important parts of the ingtitutional landscape. For example, the way that liability law interacts with incentivesto
create greater or lesser environmental hazard, the way that international agreements do and don’t succeed in promoting
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global interests versuslocal interests, and importantly, given the recent Nobel Prize in Economics, the role that
information, incompl eteness, and asymmetry have in determining the way that we can regulate when regul ators know a
lot less than those being regul ated.

A lot of thisanaysisredlly refersto overall net benefit. It's avery convenient fiction that we can ssimply
aggregate al these things together. An important challenge in research is understanding the winners and the losers —
the distributional consequences. That’s important for understanding the overall importance or effectiveness of an
environmenta policy, but also for unraveling some very complicated cause and effect relationships that come up in the
environmenta justice area. Thisisan areain which | think we're making alot more progress, but we clearly have
more to do.

I’ll comment on two practical problems of the environment to give you a flavor for this on a more everyday
level. Ground-level ozone. There have been studies that indicate that it can harm people’ slungs whenit’ sinhaled.
Thisisthe basic chemical constituent of smog. Those studies have tended to be somewhat equivoca in what they
show. They tend to show that only avery small population is adversely affected, and only if they’re exposed to high
levels of ground-level ozone for along time.

Asthmatic children tend to be a vulnerable subgroup aswell asthe elderly. EPA has been trying to tighten ozone
standards and has issued new regulations. These new regulations would operate uniformly acrossthe U.S. in all
places. Los Angelesand rura Wyoming would have the same standards and be required to make the same
investments. There is no doubt that there will be some improvement from that regulation. Will the benefit of that
regulation exceed the cost? It depends on who you ask and how you measure benefits and costs.

Climate change. There seemsto be increasingly little doubt that climate change is a serious problem. There are
still some scientists who would argue the contrary, but | think the evidence isfairly clear. Most of the costs that we
would incur to restrict emissions would probably occur in the next 20 years — during most of our lifetimes and
certainly well within the youthful lifetimes of some of our children. Most of the benefits would occur when our
children are middle-aged or their children are growing up and assuming their placesin society. How do we value
those benefits one and a half to three generations or more in the future against our coststoday? If you were to use a
standard model of discounting that economists like to use which simply compares everything in terms of its rate of
return, you would choose to emit alot of greenhouse gases today and worry very little about the future.

That seemsto be a bad outcome. On the other hand, if we took all that money and invested it in the health and
wealth of the poor parts of the world, perhaps they would be better off than if we invested in climate change
protection. There are no easy answers, but these points at least illustrate the tradeoffs.

I’ ve given short shrift to the other social sciences. Let me just mention briefly that economists work with
political scientists to understand the dynamics of issues within the policy process, the way international agreements
work, and the incentives for coalition formation, which is crucia in trand ating a research finding about what seemsto
make sense and what can actually happen.

Psychologists, sociologists, anthropologists, and geographers increasingly work with economists to understand
how values are formed, how community norms operate, and so forth. Finally, economists are beginning to read history
because it helps us understand why we are where we are today.

What difference has all of this made in terms o policy and what does it tell us about research? There has been
broad-based acceptance of incentive-based approaches, for instance, of the sulfur dioxide example | mentioned before.
| think that’s been amgjor win for research and for policy and for societal well being. We accomplished alot less,
both in procuring compl ete science on cost and benefits and in legitimizing the idea that looking at the tradeoffs of
costs and benefitsis okay to do.

Part of the problem here is the large gap between how experts assess environmental problems and the way the
lay public assesses them. The lay public tends to worry about nuclear power explosions a power plants and tends to
discount the risks of indoor radon exposure. Experts who look at the risk from a more scientific perspective turn those
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two around in their ordering. Thereis still aquestion of whether it makes sense to do the kind of cost-benefit analysis
that economists routinely do and how it would be used in the policy process.

Clearly, in the social sciences we need to better understand what that resistance is and how we should be altering
our research to be useful. We also need to simply understand more about the political environment in which that work
is done.

We are beginning to understand better the incentive effects of various ingtitutional arrangements, as |’ ve already
mentioned, but we still have amajor challenge in figuring out how to overcome implementation problems, whether it's
the environmental side-agreements in the North American Free Trade Agreement or a climate treaty, which for now
doesn’'t appear to be making alot of headway.

Last, but certainly not least, isthat question about the fundamental drivers and the interaction between economic
progress, demographic change, and the environment. Seeing these asinterrelated, intercausal, and not just in a uni-
directional relationship is absolutely vital.

But here, | think our research cupboards are really understocked. Much of our analysis still uses very fancy
models that would apply to a highly developed economy, but only are beginning to adapt to describe the redlities of the
ingtitutional and economic strictures that are confronted, for example, in India or Brazil or asmall island state. We
have alot more to do before we can fully contribute good advice and good understanding in that area. Since that
affects four-fifths of the world' s population, it should be a major target for future research. Thank you.

Q& A

SILVER: Both Susan and Mike mentioned the problem of philosophy trumping research. Do either of you see any
way around this?

FUHRMAN: [ think it would be naive to assume that it won't happen fairly frequently, but | think there are things we
can do to mitigate against it. | certainly think that better evidence isimportant, but | also think that we haven’'t done
enough with our audiences to educate them about research.

Certainly, in teacher preparation or leadership preparation we don't focus efficiently on what would qualify as an
evidence-based practice. We don’t take enough time to walk through the criteria for good research. In dealing with
policymakers, for example, when we present evidence, we don't sufficiently talk about the bases from which we're
drawing and the limitations or the advantages of a certain kind of research. We need to do alot more of that.

TOMAN: Sincel’m only an amateur educator, I'll just say, amen. In the economics area, we haven't done nearly
enough to present what it isthat we' re analyzing when we do these analyses and to help the intended audience,
including policy audiences, understand what can and cannot be inferred from these sorts of studies.

It's very important, as | suggested in my comments, to talk more about the winners and losers, and it's aso
important to make very clear the distinction between an analysis of overall costs and benefits, which | do strongly
believe should be a part of public policy decision making, and the notion that this can become a simple rostrum for
making decisions independent of any other important considerations.

| guess I’'m anaive optimist. | think if we keep plugging away at this, we can get audiences to better appreciate
the importance of what we're doing. If we're going to invest X billion dollars and one investment will save afew
thousand lives and the other will yield afew million, there’ sastory to be told there if we can figure out the right way
to tell it.

PARTICIPANT: Particularly in the field of education, it seemsto me alot of the research hastalked about the
importance of the families from which these children come. | notice that so little research goesinto that. In terms of
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economic allocation, the question of human capital development. Isit advantageous to spend more money on the
families and more money on education from the prenatal stage to those early baby stages? How would we work out
the economic analysis to determine the outcome of that?

FUHRMAN: [ think the research is becoming clearer on the importance of the early years and investmentsinit. One
of the problems we have isthat there are different domainsin policy and in research for dealing with these kinds of
guestions. We so rarely get the cross-societal questions of investment in the family rather than the schools.

We tend to put ourselves into our own institutions. When we talk to education policymakers, very often we
would talk more about the family if their jurisdiction related to it. Taking to legislators, for example, we're dealing
very often with aK-12 or a higher education policy committee and not a health or welfare or some other committee.
We tend to fall in with their divisions and do not ask enough of those big cross-societal questions.

CHRIST: There' sasubstantial amount of research in economics on the relation of education to the capability of the
people who have been educated. It’simportant to try to separate out work of this kind — the difference that education
makes versus the difference that it makes when different kinds of people are brought to the educational processin the
first place.

| think you' re absolutely right that early experiences in childhood make a big difference in the receptiveness of a
person to education and the ability to take advantage of it. | think that’s a crucia question and it's one that
considerable research in economics of education has dealt with.

PARTICIPANT: [off mike]

SILVER: | think she'sreferring to what David Ward talked about earlier in the morning in terms of interdisciplinary
clustering within universities to address problem-focused areas. In the case of family studies and education, then, how
do we break through the disciplinary boundaries found on campuses.

CHRIST: Wherethere are barriers, it certainly makes sense to try to break them down, and economists are beginning
to learn something from psychol ogists about the way people behave in situations of uncertainty. | think that politica
scientists are beginning to learn something about the effects of incentive systems on private behavior.

It's hard to break down these barriers because each subject has its own traditions and its own methods of work
and it’s easy for ayoung student to follow the steps that have led to distinction in that field in the past. It’s only the
more mature people who open their eyes and look around and try to see connections and contribute to breaking down
these barriers.

PARTICIPANT: I'd liketo take avariant of Howard' s question about the degree to which ideology and knowledge
arein conflict, that is, the degree to which we see research findings driven by ideological perspectives. It getsto the
infrastructure of social science and the way in which knowledge starts to clarify what we know and what we don’t
know, particularly in a setting where replication may not be as frequent as we would like. Thereisalong time-lag
between ideologically driven research findings, which are not unheard of, and the degree to which they show up as
general knowledge.

CHRIST: | would like to comment on this. I’ ve been struck very much with the degree of ideology in economics. |
came into economics through physics where thereisn't very much ideology, comparatively speaking. It struck me that
in the 1950s when | was just entering the profession, most of the bright young people in economics seemed to doing
work where the general flavor was —if the goal of government policy isto improve general welfare, the people who go
to work in government are committed to this. Most of the research dealt with means whereby government policies
could improve welfare. It seems to me that beginning about the time that Barry Goldwater ran for President and then
Ronald Reagan ran for President, the bright ideas came more from the other side of the ideological spectrumin
economics and you got alot of bright young people asking the question, isit the case that people who go to work for
government and who engage in government policy are single-mindedly devoted to the general welfare? Or isit the
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case that sometimes a person who runs for office or takes an appointment or other type of federd, state, or local
position hasinterests of hisown?

This gave rise to a growing branch of economics called public economics which deals with the question of how
to design a constitution and a set of legidative strictures which will influence public officials to get them to pay
attention to the public interest rather than their own private interests.

| think there has begun to be alittle bit of a swing back now in the last 5-8 years. We're now getting some of the
younger people interested once again not in knocking government, not doing research showing why government can't
do anything right, but rather taking a balanced mixture of the two kinds of work that were donein the * 50s, and then
later in the *80s, to try to form a more redlistic and effective way of designing public policy, which would take account
of the fact that the people who administer it have goals which, in some cases, don’'t necessarily coincide with the goals
of the people who put them in the office.

In addition to public economics, we have alot of work in economics about the difference between agents and
principals. The problemishow does a principal design a contract so that an agent will do what a principal wants him
to do rather than what the agent wantsto do. Thereisabig field of research that has been very productivein this

respect.

Celebrating 20 Years of COSSA

Janet Norwood, COSSA President: On this, the 20th anniversary of COSSA, we realize how important the work of
creating COSSA and building it has been over the last two decades. We realize today more than ever how many of the
issues confronting Americans today depend on our understanding of multi-disciplinary research. It'samulti-
disciplinary world in which we live and the social sciences are important in the identification, illumination, and
solution of the problems we face.

I’d like to take the opportunity also to pay tribute to the contributions of Howard Silver to COSSA. He' sworked
tirelesdy to promote the social sciences. His vision and his success over many years has helped enormously to bring
this organization to whereit istoday. 1'd like to ask all of you to stand up and to join with me in offering atoast to
COSSA. May it continue to grow in influence and in its success in promoting the social sciences.

SILVER: Thank you. | should take a minute to respond to Janet and say | really appreciated that. | appreciated your
support and the support of everybody in the room. | feel greatly honored.

| also want to say, as| said earlier, one can’t do it alone. COSSA has had the support of its executive
committees over the years, its Boards of directors over the years, and its staffs over the years. In particular, I'd liketo
thank the current staff who are sitting among you, Angela Sharpe, Chris Ryan, and John Wertman , and the person who
keeps our books honest, Karen Craft. Given the contingencies we' ve been working under for the last seven weeks,
they’ ve been terrific in helping to pull this event off today.

With that, let me turn the meeting over to Arnita Jones, who is the Executive Director of the American Historical
Association. She will introduce our speaker.

Lunchtime Address: Ernest May, Harvard University

Arnita Jones, American Historical Association: It'sareal pleasure to introduce Ernest May, who is one of
America s most distinguished historians. His academic career has been focused at Harvard University where he's
Charles Warren Professor in the History Department and also a member of the faculty of the Kennedy School of
Government.
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He has served in several administrative positions there as well, including Dean of the College and Director of the
Institute of Policy. His scholarly work has focused on diplomatic and foreign relations history ranging from studies of
the Cold War to the Monroe Doctrine to the Cuban missile crisis and, most recently, Hitler’s conquest of France.

Many of these works are focused on the decision-making process, the way people who make policy use
information, particularly historical information. A good example of this kind of effort and my personal favorite among
hisworksis Thinking in Time: The Uses of History for Decision Makers. It focuses as much on the misuse as the use
of history. It sthis aspect of hiswork that has led him outside the academy to serve as an advisor and consultant to
government, particularly in the defense and intelligence agencies.

That roleis somewhat unusual for an historian. Historians are also particularly appreciative of his attention to
government records, their preservation, accessibility, and declassification. It's not very glamorous to work on this set
of issues, but it’s very important and we'rein his debt for his leadership in this area.

It's particularly appropriate then for Professor May to be here with COSSA asit celebrates its 20th anniversary
by highlighting the utility and value of social science research, because more than any historian | know or know of,
he' s thought seriously about historical knowledge, historical research, and indeed historians themselves, and how they
can be of practical use on problems policymakers confront every day.

It was this conviction that led him to a very imaginative experiment, and it’s actualy the way | first met him
about 20 years ago during the worst of the period of overproduction of doctorates in history and virtually every other
social science and humanities field.

Most graduate faculty dithered and despaired, but Ernest May launched a program. Some of you may remember
the Careersin Business effort. It was an initiative to try to place people with history, humanity, and socia science
training in careers other than higher education. It was anaoble effort. It didn’t lead to structural change in graduate
education, but it provided real help to a generation of scholars who were caught on the wrong side of the academic
supply and demand equation. It provided important moral support for people who were trying to get new programs
started in public history, policy studies, and so forth.

With that, I’ d like to welcome Ernest May and | look forward to hearing what he has to say today on the role of
history and the problems that confront us.

Ernest May, Harvard University: Thank you very much, Arnita. Y ou aways have a sense in an introduction like
that that you're hearing your obituary. I'm very appreciative. I'm really grateful for the opportunity to speak to this
group. It'saconventional phrase, but it’ strue.

Thisisavery important organization, and has been a very important organization for two decades and I’m particularly
glad that | can speak as a member of the American Historical Association and that | was introduced by the Executive
Director of the association, because it's marvel ous that our profession is part of this group.

Asyou know, alot of people who are historians think of themselves as humanists rather than as socia scientists
and that’ s quite appropriate. It isadisciplinethat in somewaysisabridge. The question of whether history is a social
science or one of the humanitiesis one that people debate from the first day of graduate school on through the rest of
their career.

When students ask me this question as they often do, | give them aflip up answer, but it's not an unrealistic
answer. It depends on whether you' re seeking research support from the Social Science Research Council or the
National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH) [laughter]. It goes alittle further than that because that actually does
help to frame the kinds of questions that historians address.

| want to do two things today. One, | want to ply my trade alittle bit and talk about the history of social science
research. | know that you went over some of thisin the morning and you' re going to go over more later today, but |
want to say aword about it because we are in a period of high emergency. We are in aperiod that perhaps deserves to
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becaled acrisis. Itislikely that we will for a considerable period of time be in a condition of waging war. | think it's
worth thinking about the relationship between social science research and past crises or emergenciesin our history.

Second, | want to say alittle bit about history as one of the disciplines represented here and what historians can
dointhis period of emergency and crisis. The general proposition that | think emergesif you look at the history of
social scienceinthe U.S. over the last century and a half isthat bad times are good for social science. A great burst of
work in social science was prompted by the economic crisis of the late 19th century — the panic of the 1870s and 1890s
that gave rise to work in labor economics and progressive reform. The first world war produced another burst —
remember the large shipload of expertsin geography, history, and other fields that accompanied Woodrow Wilson to
Parisin 1918, 1919.

Obviously, the Great Depression was a big spur to the studies of economic theory and practice, particularly in
macroeconomics. The second world war produced alot of work on cultural studies; anthropol ogists, sociologists, a
large number of historians and people who did political studies were involved directly in the war effort, making up for
the government’ s lack of knowledgein foreign areas. The Cold War saw extraordinary work done on issues related to
the existence of nuclear weapons. There was collaboration between social scientists and physicists and
mathematicians; I'm thinking particularly of the kind of interchange that took place at the RAND Corporation in the
1950s, which spilled over to the universities, with people like Tom Schelling. In the ‘60s there was the civil rights
revolution and elements of turmoil at home that produced a big surge of work in socia science. And later work was
spurred by the energy crisis of the 1970s.

When you think about periods when the country has faced rea problems, we are probably in such a period again.
Just to pause on a question that was discussed this morning — bad times have been good for social science; has social
science been good for bad times?

There were times when the work was applied questionably, to say the least. For example, in the Progressive
period, one of the things that developed was the idea of the initiative referendum, which | think proved to be a bad idea
in practice, if you look at the ballotsin California. If you look at the people who accompanied Wilson to Paris, some
were overly zealousin their pursuit of self-determination, encouraged fragmentation in East-Central and Southeastern
Europe, which contributed to problems that we' ve lived with since. In WWII1 some of the studies of foreign countries
were at least superficial and sometimes misleading in shaping the way in which we then ran propaganda efforts and
civil affairs programsin the aftermath of the war. Inthe‘50sand ‘60s, alot of the work that was done on nation
building, particularly in Southeast Asia, again seems dubious.

But | think the positive side is stronger than the negative side. Most of what was done resulted from attacks on
the economic crisesin the late 19th century that took form in the Progressive Movement. Most of that really did have
the effect of adding to the relative leverage of consumers and workers against employers. Y ou can argue that the late
19th century had an excessive amount of leverage against the other elements of the marketplace.

The work that was done by Richard T. Ely and other labor economists really helped alot, as did the work of the
progressive socia scientists who helped Hiram Johnson in California and who did some very good things, apart from
the referendum issue. While it istrue that some people who advised Wilson were perhaps excessively dogmatic
toward self-determination, if you look at the records of the foreign offices — our State Department, the British foreign
office —you see the visions of the future that professional diplomats had as they went into the negotiations over peace.
They redlly were indifferent, for the most part, to linguistic and ethnic difference, to the kind of evolution that had
taken place in East-Central Europe. They were indifferent to the fact — as it was put forth by the British political
scientist R.B. McCallum in a book written during WWII, looking back at public opinion on the last peace — that the
diplomats did not recognize that the day was long past when al that folks said was, “Where are you going my pretty
maid?’ It had become important for people to be able to read maps and street signs and hear their own language.
There were some excesses, but on the whole their work was beneficial.

Certainly, there is no question that the work of avariety of economists— particularly macroeconomists—in
thinking about the business cycle, and thinking very hard about the calamities that came upon the international
economy at the end of the 1920s and the beginning of the 1930s, really has contributed to a much greater ability to
manage the cycles and the risks in the economy.
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| would give great credit to the people who thought about nuclear weapons. It is true that what they observed
was in some respects a kind of theology divorced from reality. Nonetheless their work did permit us to work our way
from a position of “ditting on the edge of avolcano” to the point at which the focus came to be on measures for and
negotiations for arms control. To the social scientists who wereinvolved in that, | think we owe a great debt.

The net result | think is positive, and we can be happy with what social scientists contributed to our past
emergencies and crises. It lays afoundation for thinking optimistically about the future.

I think it highly likely that we are entering atime like earlier periods of crisis, that thisis not just a momentary
emergency but one that will last for a considerable period of time, that it is going to result in government — including
the legislative branch — calling loudly for contributions from social scientists to help address these problems. | think
we are likely to get the kind of demand for area studies and area speciaists like we had in the 1950s as a result of
finding that the Cold War had expanded into the third world. There will be a demand for analyses and expertise, not
just for language and culture and history, but for marrying that expertise with the ability to analyze social structures
and political structuresin ways that can be useful for thinking about other parts of the world in which we will be
involved.

It is crude socia scienceto say that this pattern happened in the past so therefore it’ s likely to happen in the
future. | think it's more, though. In the past, it has been the case that in one case after another, where therewas a
sense of national emergency, a sense that we as a nation were ignorant and needed tools with which to think about
these problems, the social sciences offered thosetools. | think it highly likely that there will be loud calls on us.

I’d like to say a bit about the role of historiansin al of this. Simply put, | think historians contribute to our
common enterprise in essentialy three ways. Oneisthat we are very important to other social scientists, because we
do look harder at basic data. We look at more evidence and we look more skeptically at evidence of events and people
than do most people in other socia sciences. The result isthat we can force people who are more theoretically bent in
other social sciencesto look harder at their data.

I'll give you two examples from my own area. One of the popular theories that you all know in international
relations is the argument that international relationsis essentially a competition between power-seeking states, and that
when there is a hegemon, asthe U.S. istoday in the world and as others have been in the past, thereisa natural
tendency on the part of other states to band together to try to balance the power of the hegemon. That's perfectly
reasonable. But the historian Paul Schroeder, a historian of international relations at I1linois, spent some time
inspecting this proposition and testing it against what we knew about state-interstate relations between 1648 and 1945.
And he wrote along article on international security in which he wrote that most of the time, that’s not what happens.
In fact, most of the time when one power had become significantly stronger than others, the tendency of most other
state and governments was not to join forces againgt it but to do other things — hide, be isolationist, or join the
bandwagon. That’s an important contribution, and raises lots of questions.

One more example. One of the most popular current theories in internationa relations is democratic peace,
which isthe argument that democracies are less likely to come in conflict with one another, indeed that two libera
democracies are very unlikely to have awar. Again, thelogic is easy to see, and it was devel oped as a matter of logic,
not as any generalization of past experience. Again, some historians have looked at this, and it’s not like Schroeder’s
challenge where they found at lots of cases, but they find isthat when a conflict devel ops between states that were on
friendly terms previoudy, people in those governments and states have tended to draw institutional and ideological
differences between the two that they hadn’'t drawn before.

To take the most conspicuous example, as of the late 19" century, peoplein Britain tended to regard Germany as
the other parliamentary monarchy. Germany had wider suffrage than Britain and had different aspects of democracy.
It was only as Britain and Germany came into conflict, in the colonial race and the naval racein the late 19™ century
and early 20" century, that people in Britain started to draw the distinction and say that Germany was institutionally
different, that it was not a parliamentary monarchy but something else, something closer to being tyranny.

That’s the kind of thing historians can do — raise questions by fingering the evidence about generalizations that
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seem highly plausible in their internal logic that deal with social phenomena.

The second thing historians can do isto help the people who make decisions think about the way in which they
are using history. Peoplein public life are very proneto reason historically; they are lesslikely to draw on some body
of theory than they are to make use of an inference from some experience that teaches a clear lesson.

There are two famous examples. 1n June, 1950, Harry Truman got a telephone call from Secretary of State Dean
Acheson who reported to him that the North Koreans are attacking South Korea. Truman’'s immediate reaction was
that it needs to be defended. What's striking about that is that the generaly policy question —“What should we do?
What is our interest in South Korea?' — had been addressed at length in two NSC papersin the previous year. Those
papers had been reviewed, and each time the President signed a document saying, “We have no interest in South
Korea, it'saliability to us. We'd be better off, essentially, if South Koreawereto join North Korea.”

But the reason Truman responded as he did in June of 1950 was not because he changed his mind about Korea—
which then, as earlier, he would have had alittle difficulty in placing on a map — but because he saw this as an act of
aggression that called to his mind events of the 1930s — the Rhineland, Ethiopia, Czechoslovakia, and so on. He drew
this lesson from the experience of the 1930s, that when aggression occurred it was important to stop it right there, or
the Japanese would bomb Pearl Harbor again.

As another example, if you look at the records of U.S. decisionmaking with regard to Vietnam in the Johnson
Administration in 1964 and 1965, it’s quite clear that he and everyone around him had in their minds lessons that came
from the Korean conflict. One was the domestic danger of losing South Vietnam, the sense that if that happened it
would be like the loss of Chinain the 1950s. But a second was simply the analogy. Here's a country divided between
a Communist north and a non-Communist south. “Surely we can accomplish in Vietnam what we accomplished in
Korea”

Most of the time the analogies are not quite that powerful. They are more ambiguous. But one of the things
historians can do is to notice those and to think about the details of them and to rai se questions about the extent to
which the analogy really appliesin the current situation.

In the Kennedy Administration, the historian, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., as an assistant to Kennedy, was useful in
many ways, and one was this. At the beginning of the 1960s it was accepted fact that you cannot have Communistsin
a coalition government — “they would takeit over.” Arthur pointed out that was not alwaystrue, you did not have to
takeit asalaw of palitics. It helped the Kennedy Administration think about coalition governmentsin placeslike
Laos and elsewhere.

Now let’ stake a current example. | think the Pearl Harbor analogy [for September 11] isvery strong for a
variety of reasons. It is certainly not like the analogy of the 1930s or the analogy of Korea, but it is strong. 1t’sworth
publicly raising questions about the similarities; there are many points that are not similar. In some ways, you can
subgtitute that analogy for what occurred in the 1940s. It was the fall of France in the spring of 1940 that realy
persuaded alot of Americansto pay attention that the U.S. was inescapably tied up with Europe and could not avoid
involvement in that conflict.

Lastly, historians can be sources of suggestions. In many cases, the suggestions need to be worked out by other,
more systematic socid scientists, but we can produce suggestions ssimply by being akind of memory bank for
government.

I’ll give you an example. Take the new Office of Homeland Security. It hasavery large charge and isjust
beginning to get organized. The concept isunclear. But there are some suggestions that come from our experiencein
WWII. | think thereis arough analogy between the mission this office is supposed to have and the mission given to
the Office of War Mobilization in 1943. Obvioudly, the task is quite different but the conditions are similar.

In 1943, we were barely holding our own in Europe and the Pacific. The war production effort was a mess of
tangled jurisdictions, people pursuing their own agendas. Y ou had aircraft bodies in one place and engines in another
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and they were not getting put together. 'Y ou had agencies taking advantage of the war to pursue long-term agendas.
One example was the Army. They had a huge project for drilling for oil in the Yukon. Thiswas presumably an order
to provide aviation gasoline for planes that would be based in Alaska, but it would be years before it would
materialize. It turned out, upon examination, that in fact the gasoline that was needed could be supplied by one tanker
run going up the west coast less than once aweek. But there were many such examples.

Congress then, as how, was very concerned about it, was conducting investigations, was calling for the creation
of a super-department to bring things together. Roosevelt was perfectly responsible for the chaos that existed. He saw
that thisidea of a super-department was not a workable solution, and what he did was create the Office of War
Mobilization. Hedid it with an executive order significantly more sweeping than the one President Bush signed for
the Office of Homeland Security. Roosevelt appointed former Senator, former Supreme Court Justice, James Byrnes
to head it and said he wasto prepare programs and policiesto regul ate the American production effort, including
agriculture, bridges, and so on. The order said he was to issue directives to departments and agencies and report to him
asto whether they had doneit. Roosevelt accompanied this with aletter to Byrnes saying there is no appeal for your
decisions. “You are for practical purposes, the assistant President.”

Byrnes did hisjob with avery small staff; he never had more than 10 people. He had avery small officein the
White House. What he did was to get together the heads of departments and agencies (he would not deal with number-
two people, he would only deal with cabinet heads and agency heads). If the cabinet secretary couldn’t be there, that
department was not represented in the meeting. He asked them what they would agree was the order of priorities.
Second, what department or agency was best equipped to take the lead on a particular task? Third, he asked, Are you
prepared to accept that lead, my action in transferring the resources and people required across departmental lines,
issuing a directive that requires that people in your department follow orders coming from other departments? Then he
issued these directives to work with people in Congress, to use the Bureau of the Budget (the predecessor of the Office
of Management and Budget) as akind of staff arm to move people and resources.

It worked. A year later, the things Congress had been complaining about were not there. The war production
effort was fairly well organized.

I think thisis an interesting example, with many suggestions for Governor Ridge and his new office. That’sthe
kind of thing we can do as historians — make suggestions that come from our store of knowledge of the past and make
suggestions for people in other social sciences.

Let me close by repeating that in the past, bad times have been good for socia science. On the whole, social
science has been good for the country. We are in another such time — a period of crisis or emergency —where we will
be called upon to contribute, and | hope we all pull our oarstogether. In most of these crisesin the past, we worked
together.

I think another experience of the past that all of us can use is the experience of the early nuclear era. The lesson
is not to create a new federal research center, asthe RAND Corporation was created then, but to have away of making
use of the existing centers across the country — academic centers, think tanks, etc. —to get them to work together,
promoting real multidisciplinary, interdisciplinary work involving all of us.

Q&A
PARTICIPANT: [Off-mike]

MAY: That'sadifferent set of questions. People have been calling attention to the experience of the British, the
Russians, certainly Alexander the Great. | don't find those as interesting asthisone. It seemsto methisisamood in
Congress. Thereisabill that rolling along in the Senate and in the House to create a super-department for homeland
security. | think Roosevelt was dead right in thinking it was abad ideathen, and it'sabad ideanow. Thisisan
illustration of how it can work without that.
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PARTICIPANT: [Off-mike]

MAY: Let me maketwo points. Oneis, if you're trying to address analogies that are in the heads of people from the
U.S. policy world, they're going to be from American history. One of the big problemsin the areain which were now
involved militarily isthe education system. How might it be possible, for example, for outsiders to have some effect
on the education system in Pakistan so that there might be some sort of restoration of a public education system
sometime. That involves thinking about the cultural setting —why isit that public education has practically vanished
there? What could reverse that course? How could it be done? How can we help to make that population less
dangerous to us and to its neighbors? Those are very large questions that involve trying to understand cultures about
which we know very little.

Asit happened, oddly, one of the most particularistic pieces of historical research | ever did, which was about
how did the U.S. come to be recognized as a great power at the end of the 19th century, was funded by the SSRC. On
the other hand, a program of developing teaching cases on exactly this— the uses of history in public life that could be
used in public policy schools —was funded by the NEH.

Social Science and Public Policy: William Julius Wilson, Harvard University

Felice L evine, Executive Officer, American Sociological Association: Thank you, Howard. | feel thisisan easy
introduction to make. | suspect that everyonein thisroomisan F.O.B. —friend of Bill’s. I'm pleased to count myself
among them.

William Julius Wilson really needs no introduction and if | thought that wasn't the case, we have areally fine
biography in the materials that COSSA prepared on all of the speakers. Heisthe LewisP. and Linda L. Geyser
University Professor at Harvard University and a sociologist par excellence with a primary appointment at the
Kennedy School. Hereceived his Ph.D. in Sociology from Washington State University. The Sociology Department
at Washington State University was one of the leadersin opening up access and opportunity for social scientists across
fields, and continues to play an important role.

| could take up much of the hour and intrude on Bill’ s talk time by reciting his accomplishments, his
publications, and hisawards. | would be remissif | didn't mention that heis a past president of the American
Sociologica Association and, as Howard said, a past president of COSSA and a very loyal and long-term advocate of
COSSA. HeisaMacArthur Fellow. He was elected to the National Academy of Sciences, the American Academy of
Artsand Sciences, the National Academy of Education, the Institute of Medicine. .. | can goonand on. Heisthe
only non-economist to have won the Seidman Award in Political Economy. In 1998, he won the National Medal of
Science, which is among the highest scientific honorsin the United States and rarely conferred on socia scientists.
There was a period there where Howard and | would constantly get phone calls about the next marvel ous event that we
could attend. It was really a privilege to see the important ways that Bill was honored and rewarded for very seminal
contributions in sociology and the social sciences more generally, and for linking social science to very central issues
of socid poalicy.

One of the things we talked about is the compartmentalizing of the disciplines and even compartmentalizing of
sectors of institutions and our need to think more broadly across education, the family, the criminal justice system, and
the healthcare system.

At the 1998 dinner in honor of the National Medal of Science winners, Howard and | were privileged to sit with
Bill’sfamily. Bill talked about his daughters and got them to talk about their lives even though this was an event
where we were honoring Bill. And then he was ushered away and we got the proud daughters and the proud sister
talking about Bill and what he was like as alittle boy. | think it'simportant for usto remember that, that we're all part
of the broader social context in which we fit and that Bill’ s achievements, his academic achievements are part of a
broader life and broader sense of significance that he' s brought to that life.
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As| said, today we are celebrating and discussing and analyzing and scrutinizing and anticipating the links
between social science and social policy. That hasreally been at the core of Bill’s career for 35 years. He'sbeena
central figurein socia science, advancing significant policy issues and building those bridges. Hiswork on poverty,
joblessness, race, and now welfare reform are testaments to the rising significance of social science to addressing the
challenging issues we face. Bill isan educator in the broadest sense of that word and an advocate for the importance
of the social sciences.

In that regard, perhaps we' ve had no greater friend in the social sciences, in times of opportunity and adversity.
It's been a special opportunity that when we' ve needed to call upon Bill, he’ sthere, as heistoday.

William Julius Wilson, Harvard University: Felice, thank you very much. Asaformer President of the Consortium
of Social Science Associations (COSSA), | am very pleased to be afeatured speaker on the contributions of social and
behavioral research to public policy and to help celebrate the Consortium’s 20™ anniversary. In my talk this afternoon,
| want to address the important issue of expanding the domain of policy-relevant scholarship in the social sciences.

The 1996 Gulbenkian Commission Report on the Restructuring of the Social Sciences stated that the traditional
boundariesin the socia sciences have been weakened by pressuresfor change. These pressures include those
associated with the rapid expansion of the university system that created increased specialization which in turn
“encouraged reciprocal incursions by social scientistsinto neighboring disciplinary domains;” and those from feminist
and other groups that have challenged the parochialism of the social sciences.

In the process there has been, according to the Report, a growing recognition “that the major issues facing a
complex society cannot be solved by decomposing them into small parts that seem easy to manage analytically, but
rather by attempting to treat these problems, human and nature, in their complexity and interrelations.”

But, the report does not discuss another major pressure felt by the socia sciencesthat | believe will ultimately
have an impact as great or even greater than those pressures that have emerged during the past several decades. | refer
to the impetus to address policy-relevant issues that are associated not only with the country’ s emotional and economic
adjustments to the events of September 11, but, more fundamentally, that grow out of the struggles of nation-states to
adapt to the impact of rapid technological and economic changes on individuals, families, communities, institutions,
and the society at large.

Technologica innovations are occurring exceedingly rapidly and the lagging societal adjustment to these
changes in many areas of life have placed a strain on our basic institutions and challenged traditional practicesin
preparing individuals to fulfill adult roles and responsibilities. Take, for example, the impact of the decline of the mass
production system. The skill requirements of this mode of production were reflected in the system of learning. Public
schoolsin the United States were principally designed to provide low-income native and immigrant students the basic
literacy and numeracy skills required for routine work in mass production factories, service industries, or farms.
Today’s close interaction between technology and international competition has eroded the basic institutions of the
mass production system. In the last several decades aimost all of the improvementsin productivity have been
associated with technology and human capital, thereby drastically reducing the importance of physical capital and
natural resources.

Moreover, in the traditional mass production system only afew highly educated professional, technical, and
managerial workers were needed because most of the work “was routine and could be performed by workers who
needed only basic literacy and numeracy.” Accordingly, workersin the United States with limited education were able
to carry home wages that were comparatively high by international and historical standards. Not so today.

At the same time that changes in technology are producing new jobs, however, they are making many others
obsolete. The workplace has been revolutionized by technologica changes that range from robotics to information
highways. A widening gap between the skilled and unskilled workersis developing because education and training are
more important than ever. While educated workers are benefiting from the pace of technological change, lesser skilled
workers face the growing threat of income stagnation and job displacement.

The impact of technologica change has been enhanced by international competition. In order to adjust to
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changing markets and technology, competitive systems are forced to become more flexible. Companies can compete
more effectively in the international market either by improving productivity and quality or by reducing workers
income. The easier approach isthis latter low-wage strategy, which the United States has tended to follow. Many new
jobs have been created, but, except for the last haf of the 1990s and the year 2000, incomes of lower paid workers
have been in stagnation, despite incredible job growth.

These changes puzzle many policymakers, and as they have turned to economists for some of the answers, the
limitations of relying solely on a paradigm embedded in a single discipline could not be more apparent. The traditional
economic models failed to explain the strange recent phenomenon of atight labor market and low inflation in the
United States. In the latter half of the 1990sinto 2000, the United States experienced one of the tightest job marketsin
memory, yet thislow unemployment did not fuel inflation, and, especially prior to 1997, did not lead to significant
increases in wages. What now seems clear to an increasing number of social scientists, including economists, isthat a
strictly economic explanation is no longer sufficient to explain the relationship between employment and inflation.
Sociologica and psychologica explanations about workers' responses to the growing internationalization of economic
activity, including the threat of job displacement, are now being integrated with the economic explanations. Allow me
to briefly elaborate.

Between 1993 and 1997 the US economy added more than 14 million jobs. And in 1997 the unemployment rate
declined to 4.3 percent, the lowest in thirty years. Yet, prices did not increase very much during this period, in part
because wages, the main element of costs, did not increase much either. Despite high levels of employment and labor
shortages in some areas, workers were surprisingly hesitant to demand higher wages. Few would have predicted that
kind of behavior in such afavorable job market. Asthe economist Paul Krugman pointed out in November 1997,
“apparently the recession and initial jobless recovery left a deep mark on the national psyche.” He pointed out that
workers confidence had been shaken by downsizing and the specter —real or imagined — that many of their jobs could
be done for afraction of their salaries by workersin Third World countries. Indirect evidence of workers' anxiety
could be seen in the rate of voluntary resignations. Usually, when unemployment drops, voluntary resignations
increase because the favorable job market enables those who resign to find new jobs, presumably at higher pay.
However, the " quit” rate actually declined in 1997, a period of low unemployment.

In a1997 survey of arandom sample of the American public, 68 percent of the respondents overall and 72
percent of the non-college graduates surveyed expressed concern about the exporting of jobs overseas by American
companies. Reflecting on the situation in 1997, the economist Krugman argued that workers in the United States feel
that they cannot rely on weak unionsto bargain effectively for higher wages, and if they lose their jobs they feel
compelled to take other employment soon on whatever terms they can get. “With such a nervous and timid
workforce,” states Krugman, “the economy can gallop along for a while without setting in motion awage/price spiral.
And so we are left with aparadox: we have more or less full employment only because individual workers do not feel
secureintheir jobs. .. The secret of our successis not productivity, but anxiety.”

In retrospect, this argument may have been overstated, especially given the rapid increase in productivity growth
in the late * 90s and its dampening effect on inflation, but Krugman’s argument does provide a clear example of how
pressures to confront policy-relevant matters are forcing social scientists to address complex issues with explanations
that integrate perspectives from different disciplines. This kind of pressure contributes to the erosion of rigid
disciplinary boundaries.

But | believe that the pressure to confront policy-relevant issues will not only contribute to the integration of the
social sciences, it will also increase policy-relevant research within the various disciplines. Moreover, | predict that
the disciplines that most rapidly and widely respond to these pressures will attract the largest share of public and
private foundation resources for research and institutional expansion. Nonetheless, there remains strong resistance to
the practical application of social science research. And our vision of the domain of policy-relevant scholarship in the
social sciencesis limited and will have to be expanded, as | shall now endeavor to explain.

Those of usinvolved in policy-relevant research are fully aware of the intense pressure to address problems that

concern the nation. Y et many socia scientists argue that we ought to wait until a sufficient amount of good data are
accumulated before we make any policy recommendations or enter the policy debate.
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However, as Robert Lynd pointed out in his classic volume, Knowledge for What, published over six decades
ago, if social scientists wait for more data before offering policy recommendations, or if they avoid issues of public
controversy because of lack of data even though their theoretical ideas or hypotheses would el evate the level of the
debate and broaden perspectives, decisions will be made and policies will be formulated anyway — without their input.

| fully agree and would like to take this opportunity to further challenge the assumption that the social sciences
should not attempt to influence the national agenda until there are “sufficient” or “adequate” data by arguing for (1) a
broader conception of the use and application of policy-relevant data, even preliminary data; and (2) an increase in the
role of theoretical ideas, hypotheses, and concepts in national policy debates.

L et me begin with the first point — broadening the conception of the use of policy-relevant data. Just as one will
rarely find in the socia sciences a dataset that would unambiguously and incontrovertibly determine the validity of a
major theory or the correctness of amajor factual question, so too isit uncommon to produce a data set that would
unambiguously and incontrovertibly resolve a public controversy. Although any socia scientist would like to have the
greatest confidence in his or her data, sometimes preliminary data can be used to reveal the narrowness of a public
debate or to challenge the general consensus on an issue, and thereby demonstrate the need to take other factorsinto
consideration.

For example, afew years ago the public policy debate in the U.S. over the causes of the breakdown of the poor
black family narrowly focused on the adverse affects of welfare. In a paper first presented at a national welfare
conference in Virginiain December 1984, Kathryn Neckerman and | argued for the need to consider the role of male
joblessness in the growth of poor single-parent African American families. The aggregate census-type datawe
presented in support of our position clearly suggested, rather than firmly established, a positive relationship between
mal e joblessness and solo-parent families.

Nonetheless, the paper drew alot of attention. It not only altered the terms of the debate in academic circles and
triggered around of new research among poverty researchers, but it made policymakers on Capitol Hill more aware
that the issues surrounding the rapid growth of single-parent poor black families were more complex than had been
previoudy assumed. Today male joblessnessisroutinely identified as one of several important factorsin the growth of
solo-parent families and the discussion of contributing factors no longer narrowly focuses on the receipt of welfare.

Furthermore, any discussion on the need to expand the domain of policy relevant scholarship hasto address the
problem of what the Harvard sociologist Stanley Lieberson calls, the “formalistic fallacy,” the view that data for
generating policy recommendations ought to be obtained from the use of certain formal procedures or techniques.
Non-quantitative research —for example, ethnographic research — is therefore considered inappropriate for generating
policy recommendations.

Although all scholarly work should be subjected to critical review, concern should focus on the logic of inquiry
—the structure of explanation, the significance of concepts, and the nature of evidence — not on the procedures or
techniques used. Let me briefly elaborate on this point asit relates to public policy-relevant research.

Quantitative social science established its hegemony in the 1970s. Ethnographic research in fields such as urban
poverty, which had been revived in the 1960s, was basically dormant in the 1970s. In the 1980s, however, we were
beginning to see a shift in focus away from quantitative versus qualitative research to an approach that emphasized
integrating the two strategiesin empirical studies that focused on problems such as urban poverty.

There are several intellectual and practical issuesinvolved in the integration of quantitative and qualitative
techniques. These issuesreate to the important distinction between the context of discovery and the context of
validation. Whereas the context of discovery is concerned with the way in which fruitful concepts, hypotheses, and
theories are discovered, the context of validation is concerned with the evaluation of the products of science, and
therefore with making the evaluative criteria as explicit as possible.

| emphasize this distinction because a number of people have maintained that the best way to integrate
ethnographic and quantitative research isto use the former in the context of discovery and the latter in the context of
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validation. In other words, it is argued that ethnography ought to be used to generate hypotheses that could then be
tested with quantitative research.

More specifically, the major objection to using ethnographic research in the context of validation is the inherent
difficulty in generating a sample representative of alarger population. However, thereis another type of sampling
crucia to theory testing that addresses the issue of whether the conditions specified by the theoretical assumptions that
guide the research are represented. Thisis known as theoretical sampling, defined as selecting a number of natural
cases that fit the conditions appropriate to the assumptions of the theory.

For example, in my book The Truly Disadvantaged, | outlined a theory of the social transformation of the inner
city and a number of the key hypotheses incorporate the notion of “concentration effects’ — the effects of living in
highly concentrated poverty areas. One of these hypotheses states that individuals living in extreme poverty areas are
much less likely to be tied into the job information network system than those living in marginal poverty areas.

I contend that this hypothesis could be tested by a participant observer who selects a neighborhood that
represents an extreme poverty area and one that represents a marginal poverty area, and who observes patterns of
work-related interactions in each neighborhood over an extended period of time. Some people may want to question
the degree of rigor involved in testing such a hypothesis with participant observation techniques, but this approach is
clearly consistent with the logic of validation.

Ideally, one would want to test this hypothesis with more quantitative sources of data that would include alarge
number of individualsfrom avariety of urban neighborhoods. But the ethnographic research, including leisurely
conversations with people over extended periods of time, could uncover many subtle patterns of behavior and
experiencesthat are difficult, if not impossible, to ascertain with the more conventional research techniques. To
eschew such research in the policy domain on formalistic groundsisto limit the potential of the social sciencesto
influence or contribute to important policy discussions.

However, the contribution of the social sciences to the policy arena need not be based on empirical studies or
research findings. As Carol Weiss of Harvard University has pointed out, the theories, ideas, and concepts of the
social sciences “may also help to shape what it isthat the public thinks about and what it is that governments do.”
Weiss argues:

“Although good data are useful and build credibility, equally important is the [social science] perspective on
entities, processes, and events. Participantsin the policy process can profit from an understanding of the forces and
currents that shape events, and from the structures of meaning that [social scientists| derive from their theories and
research.”

An important function of socia scienceisto use existing theories or theoretical frameworks to advance our
understanding of socia processes or structures. In other words, social scientists can provide “enlightenment.”
“Sociological ideas, more than discrete pieces of data, have influenced the way that policy actors think about issues
and the types of measures they have been willing to consider,” states Weiss. The social sciences *bring fresh
perspectives into the policy arena, new understandings of cause and effect; they challenge assumptions that have been
taken for granted and give credibility to options that were viewed as beyond the pale. They provide enlightenment.”
Likewise, political scientist John W. Kingdon points out that although socia scientists “ can be very good at
documenting the existence, frequency, incidence, and intensity of a condition,” they are also frequently “able to show
policymakers that the world works in ways that might not have occurred to them,” and that socia scientists
knowledge of the way the world works enabl es them to make better cause and effect connections than others. For al
these reasons, | believe that it would be shortsighted to discourage or overlook the use of theoretical insights from the
social sciencesto inform public policy debates.

In summary, | have tried to make the case for expanding the domain of policy relevant scholarship so that we
can (1) be more flexible in the kinds of data that we use and the ways in which we use them, and (2) recognize the
important role of social theories, concepts, and ideas in the formulation and discussion of public policy issues. | firmly
believe that we will become more active and influentia playersin the social policy arenaasaresult. Thank you. |
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have time for some questions.

Q&A

PARTICIPANT: [off mike]

WILSON: Thereis no question that theintrusion of policy preferences muddies the water, but we' re human beings
and it’sunavoidable. In the long run, the arguments that survive are those that withstand critical scrutiny. Even
though there is a debate among social scientists about vouchersthat reflectsideological preferences, it's far more
sophisticated than the debate going on in Congress about vouchers.

Regardless of the ideological positions taken, | would still want thoughtful arguments and commentary as part of
the ongoing debate. Eventually, arguments will be sorted out. | maintain that the works that can withstand scrutiny
are the ones that will have the lasting influence.

PARTICIPANT: I'm Louise Lamphere, I'm an anthropologist, and | was really pleased at your evocation of
ethnography as an appropriate data gathering technique. 1 want to go back to the issue about the kinds of jobs that
were created in the * 90s and the whole issue of globalization and whether that puts fear into workers.

What kind of datais there about the kinds of jobs that have been created over the last 10 years? My senseisthat
alot of jobs that have been created are service sector, low-paying, short- term jobs anyway, and that the phenomenon
of outsourcing has created jobs outside of large companies, not just at the service level, but at the managerial and
professiona level.

The kinds of jobs people are thinking of are the ones which they hold that are not particularly being affected by
globalization itself, but this process of creating jobs outside of large corporations where there are fewer benefits, and
are more short-term. People swillingness to move or thinking about how stable their situation isimpacted by changes
in the internal job market on its own.

WIL SON: | pointed out that global competition forces companies to develop strategies so that they can become more
effective. The low-wage strategy has been heavily used inthe U.S. | would maintain that outsourcing is part of that
strategy, it’ s related.

The creation of these low-paying, short-term jobsis one of the reasons we have this growing gap between the
haves and have-nots in the economy. What'sinteresting iswhen you contrast the period immediately following WWII
to about 1970, and the period from the early 1970s to about 1997, you see a significant difference in the kinds of jobs
that were created. Thejobs created in the earlier period were protected by strong unions, which meant that workers not
only received higher wages, but health benefits and so on. With the decline of the unions, the basic support for
workers was eroded.

People concerned about the plight of low-wage workers argue that we need to strengthen our equalizing
ingtitutions to protect workers, including strengthening unions and providing better education and health care. The
low-wage jobs of today do not have the basic supports or fringe benefits that they had in previous years.

LAMPHERE: | didn't mean to imply thiswasjust private industry. | think government is very much involved in
this. Thereisalot of this happening in government agencies that are beginning to outsource their janitorial services.

WILSON: You see how effectiveit isin the private world.
LAMPHERE: | totally agree with you.

PARTICIPANT: We ve often discussed how difficult it isin forming public policy debates to communicate
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something about large quantitative data arguments to public policymakers. As|’m sitting here listening for your call
to think about more nuanced descriptive ethnography work, how do you think we could prevent that work from
becoming just a competition of vivid examples? How could you envision that work actually influencing the public
policy debate and what would you tell Howard to do as he runs Congressiona briefings?

WILSON: | would hope that ethnographers who get involved in the public policy debate would not just provide
examples from their field notes, but would be able to reveal important relationships that might not occur to us.

For example, I'm now involved in amajor study of the effects of welfare reform on families and children in
three cities, Boston, Chicago, and San Antonio. This study includes alongitudinal survey of 2,500 families. But it
also includes an ethnographic study of 270 familiesin these three cities over time.

Our ethnographer uncovered some relationships that we did not detect in the survey. They found that thereisa
relationship between mother absenteeism and tardiness on the job, on one hand, and childhood illnesses. It seems that
these kids in these poor neighborhoods are sick all thetime. They have low-grade fevers and so on, mothers are
constantly trying to deal with their children’ sillnesses. When you have plumbing that’ s stopped up and not repaired
and flies and maggots that breed al kinds of diseases, the conditions can be very brutal. Some of our ethnographers
were getting sick in these environments. When they talked to employers, the employers assumed these people weren't
coming to work because of alack of work ethic.

I think the ethnographic data showing a relationship between mother work performance and childhood illnesses
isavery important public policy finding. | would hope therefore that as ethnographers get more involved in the policy
debate, they will have concrete relationshipsto reveal, instead of simply providing examples for relationships that are
already apparent.

PARTICIPANT: You ve suggested that we inform and expand the policy debate by presenting theories and concepts
that maybe policymakers are not considering. What concepts and theories would you use now to expand the debate
and the policies regarding understanding and preventing terrorismin the U.S.?

WILSON: I'm not going to go that way because my theories don’t really address that issue. However, thereis going
to bealot of pressure on social scientiststo help explain the public’ sreaction in atime of crisis. | hope that they will
be prepared with the kinds of theories and data that provide compelling answers and policy recommendations.

PARTICIPANT: I'dlikeadd to Bill’s statement on the work in the welfare reform project. That underlies the theme
this morning and the basic point is the need for interdisciplinary rigorous discovery and for moving beyond the labels
of one tradition or one approach being more scientific than ancther.

One of the things that | found most fascinating about some of the reports from this project is the integration of
the ethnographer working on their work concurrent with analyses from GIS data. 1t’s not just a health issue, because
the proximity (or lack thereof) of throughwaysto health services revealed through GIS mapping showed these mothers
had to do often heroic things that resulted in not being able to appear on the job.

Now, each of these methods, in and of itself, would not have added that insight, but, as we were discussing in the
sessions this morning, the combined mapping of our conceptual and empirical frameworks is providing some very
fascinating science and very relevant policy implications.

PARTICIPANT: You raisetheissue of expectations, and part of that is that the public policy arena expects socia
science findings to fully inform the policy debate. What you' re suggesting is that it's not so much the findings as
much as it isthe social scientists who will bring their individual and collective perspectives to sensitize the debate to
bring new perspectives. You've done alot of that and | wonder if you could reflect on the degree to which your own
criticality becomes important, in terms of the relationship to the policymakers and their ability to trust those insights
rather than dismiss them because they’ re not backed up by definitive research findings.

WILSON: | had a conversation with President Clinton following his economic summit conference in which | was one
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of the few non-economistsinvited to that conference. One of the things that the President said to meisthat | see your
work cited all over the place. He was impressed with the frequency with which the work was cited across disciplines.
That provided credibility to him because it suggested that my ideas were compelling. He thought that was important.
Thank you.

The Future of Behavioral and Social Sciences

Norman Bradburn

SILVER: We have three very distinguished presenters who are going to look at the future of the behavioral and socia
sciences. Norman Bradburn isthe Assistant Director for the Social, Behavioral, and Economic Sciences at the
National Science Foundation (NSF). Last night at the Board of Directors meeting, we heard the good news that
Norman has decided to stay at NSF for another two years. We are delighted.

Norman Bradburn, National Science Foundation: | think I'm about to do afoolish thing, that is, to talk about the
future: I’'mamost certainly going to be wrong. But | will give you my personal view. | should say that | do not speak
for the National Science Foundation.

| thought I'd look at what some of the change drivers are that are moving the behavioral and social sciencesin
different directions. I'll let you draw your own conclusions about where it will end up. I'll organize this around
people, ideas, and tools. I'll start off with tools.

Some of the new tools that are being used in the behaviora and social sciences are going to make the biggest
difference. Some have been around and some are pretty new, but all are having a big effect.

Thefirst set of tools making the biggest difference in psychology are the non-invasive methods for studying the
brain, ways of being able to see what's going on in the brain as people perform cognitive tasks or have emotional
responses. It’s generating alot of excitement in psychology.

The second big areaiswhat | call computer control of experimentation. There are many different types. In
cognitive experiments, computer programs control the precise measurement of reaction time and the display of
complex stimuli, and modify the stimuli according to the response. Y ou can test things that have been hypothesized,
but not studied, for 100 years. Complex computer labs have made possible experimental economics, and the study of
interactions that are computer mediated.

Another thing that is being made possible is the Web collaboratories, the sharing of experimental protocols
where people can run experiments in different universities and labs. They use the same research protocols, and the
dataall go into acentra datafile so you can get larger sample sizes and more heterogeneous subjects.

A new tool that isjust coming in, and which | think is not yet totally feasible, is wireless computers, which make
it possible to take some of these experiments out of the lab and into the field. You can study experimental games and
perform cognitive experiments cross-culturally or with subjects that are not lab-bound the way that they’ ve been
traditionally.

Findly, in the survey world, the Web alows for graphic and multimedia presentation of information and ways of
improving measurement. There are alot of problems with Web-based surveys now, but eventually they will become
truly revolutionary.

A third tool that is not so new is data libraries — data archives such as ICPSR [Interuniversity Consortium of
Political and Social Research], but also libraries of images and pictures. NSF hasfunded alibrary for fMRI images,
and also for sounds and languages that are endangered, and for archives of large free text. We need to develop
standards of documentation so that large datasets and other kinds of data can be shared.
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There are also new ways of putting together geographic information made possible by geographic information
systems (GIS). Thisisleading to increased use of spatial data and a place-based socid science. GIS has aready been
used in studies of land use, and we're able to do awhole lot of studies that we couldn’t do before. There are new
analytic methods coming from biology and physical sciences, such as DNA anaysis and new types of materia
analysis, chronochemistry, ways of studying the evolution of humans and the diffusion of peoples around the world,
that are made possible by these kinds of imported methods from biology and chemistry and physics.

Finally, we are on the cusp of new types of sensors. There' sagreat dea going on in the natural sciences,
particularly in biology, to develop sensors of various kinds, to implant sensors in the skin aswell asfor avariety of
security applications. Thereis going to be awhole set of new types of sensors, in addition to the traditional ones. |
think these raise many practical and ethical questions about how observations are done, many new types of
observations will are becoming possible.

Statistical tools are another type. Two that | think will have impact on social science development are data
mining, that is, finding patternsin very large data sets where you don't really know what you' re looking for at first,
and hierarchical analysis, which is extremely important for doing comparative research where you want to compare
unitsthat are at different levels of aggregation, like countries and people within countries, or school systems and
classrooms. They will lead to new types of research design and better analysis of these designs.

Another technique which is becoming more widely used, particularly in political science, iswhat political
scientists call “agent-based modeling,” that is, stochastic modeling of interactions made possible by computers which
allows for the simulation of many complex interactions. These are some of the tools that | see making changesin the
social sciences of the future.

In the realm of ideas, there are probably no truly new ideas, but different ones come to the fore, aswell as
different ways of thinking about them. | think that rational models are emerging as the central dominant paradigm in
the social sciences, as you may have read in the Chronicle Of Higher Education a month or so ago, which reported on
reactionsto that. | think they certainly have been strong for along, long time in economics. They’re becoming
extraordinarily strong in political science and are emerging in sociology. | think that these are starting points against
which variations or violations of rational behavior can become the grist of research or argument. They are a paradigm
for working out the base case against which other models will be tested, and this testing will move the fieldsin
important ways.

Structurally, | think thereisrenewed interest in network analysis. Epidemiology in particular has shown
renewed interest to networks. Thisis aso an area where one needs new statistical tools and new mathematical tools
for representing networks. Perhaps we heed to look at engineering. My reading of the history of earlier effortsto
advance networks came to very little because graph theory is not very amenable to solving extremely complex
networks of the sort the social scientists need. It'snot an area | know a great deal about, so I’ m less confident about
that.

As| mentioned, hierarchical anadysisisimportant. The study of structures has always been a popular subject of
research. | think there’'s new interest, particularly in comparative research, because there is better data available on a
comparative basis and they are more sophisticated.

What are the up-and-coming fields? | think fields will become more multidisciplinary. Human and natural
coupled systems are a growing area of research. The whole environmental movement has greatly emphasized that. |
think it'san areain which the social sciences are getting extremely involved and where there is good interaction.

Another fidld that | think is growing is communication and language at the individual level, where work in the
pragmatics of language is a central issue. The use and devel opment of techniques for measuring meaning is a central
problem for linguistics. Linguistics has generally been atarget when university administrators want to get rid of a
field. It's survived that bad reputation and has become an exciting field.

At the societal level, we need more attention to the study of symbolic systems, particularly those like religion,
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which are fundamental to society. The neglect of the study of religion means that there is no real body of knowledge
to fall back onin our present circumstances where religion has become amajor factor in world affairs.

All of these drivers mean that there has got to be better training in math, statistics, and computers. We need to
know how to work better with engineers, mathematicians, and computer scientists. That’s not a one-way street. They
have to learn to work with us as well.

The new tools are too sophisticated and change too rapidly to expect one person to know it al. That means
teaming up with those who understand the tools. All of these things will change the organization of research, and we'll
move away from the single investigator with his'her graduate students working in their lab towards multidisciplinary
centers or ingtitutes. It's also amore capital intensive research mode, so we have to think about funding agencies. It's
adifferent type of funding than we' ve been used to in the past.

Finaly, al these tools areinterrelated and feed back on one another. We'rein for very exciting times, but we'll
talk about that 20 years from now.

Barbara Torrey

SILVER: Our next speaker is Barbara Torrey from the National Research Council. She's the Executive Director of
the Division of Behavioral and Socia Sciences and Education at the National Research Council. She was aso at one
time President of the Population Reference Bureau.

Barbara Torrey, National Research Council: What I'd first like to say is happy birthday to COSSA, and that the
COSSA newsletter is the best newsletter in town.

The futureisarisky subject to discuss. But | said | would talk about the future of behavioral and social science
partly because | was trained as an economist. We are so often wrong that it doesn’t bother us anymore. We are wrong
on aquarterly basis. It does sort of tend to embolden us as we think about the future.

| do agree with Ernest May’ s discussion at lunch that hard times are very good for social scientists. | think it's
going to be true over the next 10 yearsfor us. In fact, during WWII, the government came to Ruth Benedict for helpin
better understanding the Japanese. She wrote The Chrysanthemum and the Sword in response. It gave people a sense
of who the Japanese were. | think we have that chance again but thistime it will be about Muslim cultures. | spend a
lot of time with physicists and biologists at the National Academy. Since 9-11, we' ve been in these meetings, asking,
“What can we do? What can science do?’

Much of the discussion is about bugs and guns. The physicists say we can make better weapons. The biologists
say we'll figure out how to deal with bioterrorism. Then they look at me and say, the behavioral and social sciences
have to figure out what the root causes are. It feelslike an accusation that we haven’t doneit yet. What'simportant is
that we don't | et other people define our questions for us, but that we define them for ourselves.

Let me describe three areas that | think will be in increasing demand in the next 10 years.

Oneis going to be governance issues. Last year, George Bush said he wasn'’t interested in nation building, but
he'sinit now. Unfortunately, we did not continue the research we were doing at the end of WWII. We're going to
have to do alot more of it. We keep talking about promoting democracy around the world. There are many different
forms of democracy and we need to be smarter about what form fits what society. We have to have a much better map
of where we are and what is possible with better governance.

Another areathat’ s very important is behavioral economics. | was always frustrated in studying economics
because my R-squares were so low. None of the professors minded because | had highly significant variables, but they
were explaining so little. My feeling isthat behavioral economicsisreally filling-in what we were all missing 40 years
ago in graduate school. It’sgoing to be very important to us, not only in terms of understanding our own economic
behavior, but also in understanding what part of our economic behavior is universal —i.e., can be translated from the
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Bronx to Borneo — and what part is unique.

Thethird and last areathat | think is going to become much more important in the future is social network
analyses. We've been in thisareaalong time, but we' ve only recently started to make a fair amount of progress. Roy
Radner, an economist at Bell Labs, was asked 40 years ago, “ Can you tell what people's personal familial networks are
so that Bell Telephone can figure out a pricing policy for them?’ He started doing this with a number of other
economists and they couldn’'t get very far. They quickly ran out of computer memory, but that’s because computers
were very small. They didn’t have away of analyzing it and they finally just threw up their hands.

We finally have ways of beginning to look at these network issues. The work is very interesting and crosses a
large number of disciplines:

e Tom Schelling, who isthefirst and last word on awhole series of ideas, was looking at neighborhood
networks 30-40 years ago and looking at tipping points within neighborhoods.

*  Population demographers, looking at family planning programs overseas, have been wondering how illiterate
women learn about family planning outside of their villages, and how that information spreads through what
kinds of networks.

e Barry Wellman, at the University of Toronto, has been looking at how computer and social networks interact
with each other and mutually change.

e Historians of science are looking at innovation networks and how a new idea moves into industrial application.

e Organizational researchers are looking at what kinds of networks are most productive. Y ou have some very
interesting new questionsin terms of organizational network productivity.

e LauraCarstensen, asocia psychologigt, islooking at different networks of the young versus the old and
finding a consistent difference across social classes and across ethnic groups in these different networks. Her
research shows how one kind of network is much more functional than another.

*  Wehavetwo of our best criminologists here (Al Blumstein and Sally Hillsman). They look at illegal
networks. That iswhere anumber of the questions regarding terrorism are likely to focus.

I think all of thiswork that I’ ve described is descriptive at this stage. We didn’t have alot of theory or
infrastructure. But | recently saw something very interesting from Sandia Labs and Indiana University. It was
mapping research literaturesin 3-D. Y ou could see what was connected and what was not connected, and then you
could see how it was changing over time, how things were aggregating, falling apart, and isolating themselves. It was
purely descriptive rather than analytical, but you could see the potential of all the kinds of thing we might be ableto do
using thistechnology. But it reminded me very much of an fMRI and the role that the fMRI has played in psychology
and behaviora science. It'san fSNI, an fSocial Network Imaging; | hope we can make good use of this.

I” ve recently seen two articles about how ecol ogists have come to social scientists because of our ability to look
at networks and our analytical techniques. We have a comparative advantage in network analysis. Thisadvantageis
likely to be the beginning of long, fruitful collaborations across a number of other scientific disciplines.

I have spent so much time with physicists and biologists that | have become very envious. | spend most of my
working days envious of others. The physicists had awonderful time in the first half of the 20" Century. The
biologists have thrived in the second half of the 20th century. Now it’s our turn; we're going to thrivein the 21st
century. We'll start with your reception, Howard. Thank you.



David Featherman

SILVER: Asyou know, Rita Colwell [Director of the National Science Foundation] agrees with you. Our final
speaker is David Featherman, who isthe Institute Director and Senior Research Scientist at the Institute for Social
Research at the University of Michigan. In an earlier life he was president of the Social Science Research Council.

David Featherman, Institute for Social Resear ch, University of Michigan: Thank you, Howard, and it’s a pleasure
to help celebrate this specia anniversary of COSSA. In my earlier life as President of the Social Science Research
Council, Howard was areal joy to work with and for those of usin the hinterlands of New Y ork City, COSSA has
been a very important partner and ally of behalf of social and behavioral science.

What to say at this point of avery stimulating day? To be the last person following two distinguished
colleagues, there is nothing more reassuring than gazing into a hazy crystal ball of the future and seeing some of the
same things that these distinguished others see.

| want to share some remarks from the point of view of the role that Norman Bradburn had when he was Provost
at Chicago or therole that | now have as Director of ISR at the University of Michigan. My remarks are less about the
future than about conditions in the present that augur for the future. 1 want to mention three and end with a question.
Some of thisis going to seem fairly straightforward. But | want to tease some nuanced implications.

Thefirst observation: The data of behavioral and social science continue to expand in their range and
complexity. Morethan ever before, we are less defined as afield by the kinds of data we use and the kinds of analysis
we apply to them.

Today, as afunction of greater tendency to broaden the range of intellectual questions and, more importantly, of
the partnerships across the sciences that we work heavily to develop, the range of data that we work with is much
broader, and more so in adigital information age.

| could go on with many examples and could be repeating what has aready been given. To savetime, I'll
collapse this and repeat thisfirst point. It hasan implication later on that isn't necessarily entirely positiveinits
consequence when broadly seen from the point of view of academic social science.

What social and behavioral science istoday and in the future is hardly definable by the nature of the data we use.
In the digital information age, the future shape of behavioral and social scienceis more likely to be limited only by our
creative imaginations and ability to work collaboratively across disciplinary and epistemological communities. Our
futureis not limited by the kind or volume of data, in my point of view.

The second point is that our expanding data are more complex, voluminous, and integratable. But who will
guide the manageability and usability of this complexity? Even in the more longstanding domains and databases like
surveys and censuses, the sheer complexity and volume of our data are increasing astonishingly, and these databases
can be aggregated at different temporal and spatial scales. And then there is the opportunity to use the new kinds of
data— brain images, digital images of street blocks over a period of weeks, or streaming audio of streetside
conversations. Our data archives are seeking more effective ways of cross-referencing these new holdings and their
conventional ones, asdigital librariesand archives. But despite these heroic efforts, these archives are not likely to be
able to keep up with the volume and complexity of new datathat will be stored decentrally in servers worldwide.

Massive, complex databases are very common across the sciences, from astronomy to genomics to the social
sciences, and that may be fortunate for usin the behavioral and socia sciences. Since massive databases and the need
to develop tools for dataretrieval and data mining are a shared challenge, NSF and other federal funders may want to
focus specia attention to them as such. We should be the beneficiariesin the future, if that happens.

Barbara mentioned computing awhile ago, and | want to say alittle bit about that. | have a particular take on
supercomputers which I'll share with you in amoment. [The University of] Michigan is a partner with the San Diego
supercomputing center. One of the highlights of that application isthat it was going to specialize in meeting the needs
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of socia science.

It hasn’t worked very well. One of the challengesisour unique computing environment. The power of desktop
computing increases apace and is effective for most socia science research. But for research taking advantage of these
massive integrated databases — and datasets may have petabyte capacity in the future — the coming challenges are more
problematic.

For example, new statistical methods —i.e., information theory, signal processing, applied probability -will be
crucia to the “engineering” problem of efficient compression, data storage, and retrieval of this kind of data mass, and
new data mining algorithms will be needed together with appropriate software using parallel processing on
supercomputers.

However, most of the supercomputer applicationsin engineering assume that datareside for brief periods during
which massive cycles cometo play on that database. In our situation, a petabyte of data may be held in storage for a
long period of time during which large numbers of users simultaneously select portions of the database for analysis.
This makes us 1/O intensive, requiring sophisticated and fast data mining algorithms and data visualization tools, as
well as lots of computing cycles.

We in the behaviora and social sciences need more effective partnerships with hardware and software engineers,
and they have to understand that our parallel processing and supercomputing needs are different from those of
engineers and physicists. We need our own supercomputing center.

My third point isthat our infrastructure requirements are expensive and tend to be overlooked as part of our
research portfolio. I’'m going to echo some points that Barbara Torrey made in Science magazine some time ago. On
the whole, our community of science has been less attentive and outspoken on behalf of our infrastructure than have
our colleaguesin the natural and physical sciences.

That may be because we reguire fewer bricks and mortar elements, fewer fleets of ships. That we require and
have accumulated an infrastructure for social and behavioral science and that it is and must become an essential part of
our portfolio of supported scientific enterprise is arealization not to be taken for granted.

Our research portfolio now contains many large and continuing cross-sectional and pand studies. Arguably,
these and other core databases of the social and behavioral sciences are part of our infrastructure as much as the data
collected by various agenciesin the federal statistical system.

The large data archives like the one a Michigan and its counterparts internationally are also part of the
infrastructure. But we have no organized, community-wide process, no single or collaborative oversight organization,
be it the SSRC [Socid Science Research Council] or CBASSE [Commission on Behaviora and Socia Sciences and
Education] or federal collaboration between the NSF and major other federal funders like NIH [National Institutes of
Health], NIA [National Institute on Aging], and NICHD [National Institute of Child Health and Human Devel opment]
to oversee and to fund thisinfrastructure.

Specifically, we have no consortium that systematically evaluates these elements of infrastructure and takes
responsibility for seeing to their appropriate funding. And, we don’t want to go back to a point of view —held in some
federal funding quartersjust afew years ago — that places this core infrastructure into a zero-sum competition with
new, investigator-initiated science.

So if we add all these things up: the sum of the accumulating infrastructure of databases and data related
facilities; thereal cost of high quality surveys, including some of the new technologies for data collection; add to that
the growing complexity and the kind of data we continue to work with —these all add up to avery large financial
outlay. It'ssimply no longer possible to do what we do on the cheap unless one is willing to ignore the costs (and
responsibility to progressin our science) of maintaining the existing scale of infrastructure, even as we address the
costs of smaller-scale, highly innovative projects.
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Thelast point isredly the flip side of the first point about the growing and complex collaboration that we have
with kindred sciences. The question is, Will our theoretical consensus require arethinking of the human sciences?

Norman suggested that we will have a new nomenclature for scientific enterprise in the future. | agree. Under
what rubrics will we store our science? In the year 2020, when the National Research Council conductsits evaluation
of graduate degree programsin the social and behavioral sciences, among other areas, how will we be organized? |
think our nomenclature will be quite different. Bill Wilson referred to the Gulbenkian report. That was subsequently
published as an edited work by Immanuel Wallerstein under the title, Open the Social Sciences. The book suggested
that behavioral and socia science might benefit from rethinking some of its past epistemol ogical assumptions,
including linear cause and effect and systems seeking equilibrium.

It suggested a more vigorous conversation with the natural sciences over issues of complexity and adaptation.
We see that going on across many campuses that have complex systems programs in alliance with physics,
engineering, and the social sciences. It called for new mathematical as well as statistical tools for representing time-
place relationships, non-linear behavioral processes, and changing socia systems far from equilibrium points. This
new approach in one sense threatens traditional boundaries of the social sciences and some of our tacit epistemol ogical
assumptions about socia systems and how they should be measured and model ed.

By contrast, the recently published second edition of Denzin and Lincoln’s Handbook of Qualitative Research
describes the rich and extensive expansion of the post-positivism domain of qualitative behavioral and social science
research. That too existsin the academy.

The epistemological contrasts between these extremes on the continuum of behavioral and social scienceis part
of our collective research portfolio in academe. It'saproblem for the future in some respects. The intellectual
communities working beyond post-positivism are frequently associated with feminist scholarship which, in many
ways, represents an extraordinarily rich and challenging portion of our portfolio on both sides of the qualitative-
guantitative divide. The historical turn in the human sciences during the past two decades and associated reaffirmation
of the importance of cultura, racial, and gender context owes a good deal to feminist scholars and scholarship.

Speaking as someone in academic socia science administration, who has to negotiate this great complexity and
epistemologica breadth on a campus with arich array of behaviora and social science research, I’ m often uncertain
whether we can retain a coherence under asingle rubric: social and behavioral science. Will we be required, in order
to make progress, to further segment our enterprise into more coherent but less broadly encompassing epistemol ogical
communities? Againgt that possibility, and for now, | am always reminded of the intellectual challenge and scholarly
importance of seeing our research portfolio now and in the future, what we aspire to become, in its full breadth.

In dong so, | think we have to contend with some of the challenging assessments that are currently being written
about some of our core disciplines. | just spent last week reading and writing areview of Stephen Cole' s book, What's
Whrong with Sociology? It is a stunning critique of the potential disintegration of adiscipline. That’s an extraordinary
problem in contemporary socia scienceinsofar asit istrue for sociology, if not also for afew other of our core
disciplines. It's achallenge about how we organize this creative energy that we' ve been talking about in the
behavioral and social sciences.

Thank you.

Q&A

SILVER: | think we have alittle bit of time to challenge or ask questions. I'm glad to hear that people have faith that
we'll be around in 20 years.

PARTICIPANT: Thisisn't meant as an unfriendly question, but | noted that the speakers did exactly what | would
have doneif | had been asked to address this and talked about the internal evolvement of fields from the inside out,
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with less attention on something that I'd like to ask you to address. What do you think is going to be expected and
demanded of the fields from the external environment, and are we up to that?

BRADBURN: Herb Simon did a paper on the kinds of problems socia sciences can solve. Usualy in crisis
situations, people want an answer to a question that is not really the kind that the social sciences could ever answer,
and certainly not now. | think there will be pressuresin the near-term to contribute whatever we can to understanding
the terrorist situation and the broader situation of what is going on in the world with which we' ve lost touch.

A big question will be how we can maintain a free society when we have security concerns, how do you strike
that balance. | think there are many other issues, including ones | hear al thetime: What can social sciences
contribute to improving the educational system? How do we learn? What can contribute to our understanding of how
we learn and how schools ought to be organized? — that whole bundle of issues at al different levels. Those are
political issues, organizational issues; everything the behavioral and socia sciences do isin oneway or another tied to
what people worry abouit.

That’s abig demand that iscoming. The problem we all have isfinding the way in which to define the
problems in ways that we can solve them or contribute something to them. | think environmental problems are taking
aback seat these days, but before 9-11 they were high on the agenda. | think the issue of energy consumption, which
isarepeat of what was going on in the 70s, will need alittle bit of reviving.

You seeit alittle bit now in the question of why we are so dependent on the Saudis. It’s an isolationist thing —
“These people are giving us al thistrouble; why can’'t we do without them?’ What do you have to do to be able to do
without them? That’s not the right way to frame the question.

FEATHERMAN: | think it'simportant that we be asked to try to help solve problems. If we wereignored, we would
hateit. Looking at the history of how we came to be as socia sciences, we were asked to help solve problems with
social reform at the turn of the 20th century and with socia policy questions around the Great Depression and WWI.
We were really always at the mercy of being asked to help and it has been a driving force for us. The chalengeis not
to be a problem solver; rather, we should be problem finders, making sure that the solution being sought is for the
problem that needs solving. What is the set of interrelated issues? That getsto the comments that Bill Wilson was
making.

In many respects, we are seeing a better balance these days between internal intellectual forces of evolution (of
what social scienceis and does) and outside ones, like being helpful in policy circles.

The danger isthat we withdraw inside the academy and don't get into the fray — then we lose the opportunity
to be problem finders and join forces with othersin problem solving.

TORREY: I'll just add that we are most interdisciplinary when we are working on problems that are not defined by a
discipline. My senseisthat we aways have to have our own intellectual agenda. When a problem arises, we may be
ableto address that problem, but we have our own intellectual questions that can address the problem somebody is
specifying for us.

PARTICIPANT: It has been fascinating to hear where you all think the social sciences are going. 1’ ve been trying to
listen in terms of where we ought to be going. We heard alot throughout the day about translating the knowledge we
already have to address the issues of socia science, infusing the behavioral and social science in technology and
multidisciplinary research, deploying new technology, developing infrastructure, and even embracing the humanities.

But no one has mentioned data. | may be old fashioned, but | think the importance of where we should be
going isto callect data on the lifestyles of humans, organizations, and ingtitutions in society as comprehensively as
ever has been done before. |s there any comment about that?

FEATHERMAN: | actually thought that was implied in my first point. We are intensively in the business of
collecting all kinds of data, expanding the range and volume of our “core” data. We're intensively pushing our
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imaginations on how to measure things that are inherently immeasurable in some final sense. That's what we do best
and | see us doing that extensively. From there | addressed some other issues. I'm sorry if | didn’t say it plainly
enough. | think we're doing that in collaboration with many different disciplines inside and outside behavioral and
socia sciences.

BRADBURN: | would agree except that | would be happier if some of the data selection programs were more focused
on or came from better theoretical frameworks. What amazes me is how often we get into a problem and start working
on it and then look and say: “where' sthe data?’ and it turns out it isn’t the right data.

That may be an inherent problem because our ideas are always changing about what the right thing would be,
but sometimes it seems like the most obvious things aren’t there at first; after the fact, they become obvious. | was
pushing alittle bit on observationa data because, the way things are going, our ability to collect data from people and
have direct accessto them is going to be very circumscribed. That’s one of the reasons | think observational datais
important, but it may be that natural observations may become a bigger part of the database.

PARTICIPANT: | wasstruck by Barbara Torrey’ s first question that she was asked about what we know about
terrorists. | have a suggestion of abook that my interest many people here. It's called The True Believer, by Eric
Hoffer, from 1951.

BRADBURN: It'sabook | have read and grew up on. It was an extremely influential book when | was in graduate
school among social psychologists who at the time were studying phenomena of this sort.

Thereisfashion in peopl€e sinterests in particular kinds of problems. Many of the kinds of problems that are
now being talked about were studied intensively in WWII and right after. It'samarvelous book. | think it isout of
print, but probably in the light of recent events, it will come back into print. It's qualitative research at its best.

PARTICIPANT: Everybody today has talked about the importance of pursuing interdisciplinary research in the
social sciences, but so many of our institutional structures, from academic departments to NSF funding systems to
other funding systems, are stuck in the disciplinary mode. What suggestions do you have for providing guidance, what
incentives would soften the rigidity of those boundaries and stimulate more interdisciplinary activity?

BRADBURN: | am astrong believer in multidisciplinary research. However, | am also a strong believer in training
people. Thisisavery difficult organizational problem for universities. | think people who are very well grounded in
their disciplines do the best multidisciplinary work.

I came out of a multidisciplinary program, but we had to learn each discipline deeply. It's even better if you
know several disciplines, but | think that the kind of programs | have been involved with since were totally
multidisciplinary. The students who came out these programs missed some theoretical structure to build on.

My solution would be for the central organization of universities to have departments doing the basic training
and separate institutes, that are multidisciplinary, doing the research. I’ ve seen thiswork in physical and biological
sciences.

FEATHERMAN: | tend to agree with Norm. 1 think living in the kind of Michigan environment that | do and with
ISR being prominent in the chemistry of intellectual life and behavioral and social sciences at Michigan, there's
nothing as exciting for me as having colleagues who go back to teach economics or political science who say they
teach their courses differently than they did when they started because of having participated in these long-term,
interdisciplinary projects at ISR.

In our laboratory space you have young economists doing laboratory experiments who are talking with the
psychology graduate students. An enormous cross-fertilization takes place in those contexts that finds its way back
into the classroom and gradually transforms future generations. That’ s one way that it happens.

BRADBURN: Oneway to conceptualize that is that it transforms disciplines over the long-term, but it doesn’t destroy
them.
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TORREY: | agree with you on many points. | spent my entire career on interdisciplinary work, but there are some
rea downsides, and it’s very hard to figure out the structure to solve them. It comes partly from having done a
departmental review with the University of Michigan in the Department of Anthropology last year. They all said, “All
of our folks are involved in these institutes all over campus, and their timeisincredibly split.” Thisisarea problem
for junior faculty, because if they’ re spending their time in the Center for Middle Eastern Studies or the Center for
European Studies or Women's Studies or whatever, they’ re not in the department, or if they are in the department,
they’ re doing two things at once and it’s really tough on them to teach and to publish. The more we proliferate these
centers, the harder it is on the people who work in them and for the departments and centers to function, because we're
asking people to do too much. | think we still haven't cometo a set of structures that work very well within the
university structure for fostering interdisciplinary work and keep people trained in departments.

60



	Keynote Remarks:  David Ward, American Council on Education	3
	Keynote Remarks:  David Ward, American Council on Education
	Q & A

	Acknowledgements
	The Contributions of Social and Behavioral Science (Panel 1)
	Creating a Safer World: International Affairs
	Creating a Safer World: Reducing Crime
	Improving Health
	Promoting Fairness
	Q & A

	The Contributions of Social and Behavioral Science (Panel 2)
	Increasing Prosperity
	Educating the Nation
	Protecting the Environment
	Q & A

	Celebrating 20 Years of COSSA
	Lunchtime Address:  Ernest May, Harvard University
	Q & A

	Social Science and Public Policy:  William Julius Wilson, Harvard University
	Q & A

	The Future of Behavioral and Social Sciences
	Norman Bradburn
	Barbara Torrey
	David Featherman
	Q & A


