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I came down to this conference yesterday because I wanted to get a feel for what you all have been doing.  What I saw was some very good work indeed, and you all have gotten a sense of what is involved in doing good quality scientific work.  You develop a plan, you work out a design, you have some unique data or a unique way of looking at the data, and you write up the results – you publish them.  Then you go on.
What I want to talk to you today about is what happens between publishing your results and when you go on to the next study – you produce that result in a scientific journal or publication – and someone uses it.  
They read it. 
They react to it.  
They take account of it in their own research.  

Or do they?

What can you do to ensure that your research is read by those who can use it, by other scientific researchers, by government officials?  

That’s what we want to talk about today.  

Let’s divide the topic into two parts – first, how you maximize the probability that other researchers will cite you, will take account of your study, will react to it in designing their own research?  And second, if your study is relevant to them, how do you ensure that government officials will use it?  
I chose this topic because I have seen the scientific world from both sides – from the scientific side as a person who publishes in the journals and from the government side as one who used health related research on a regular basis when I worked for the Department of Health and Human Services in Washington in the mid-1990s.  

First, the scientific side.  What kind of work is most likely to be cited?  

First, work that is published in a good quality journal by the standards of the field.  

Second, work that has what is considered to be a good quality research design and  data analysis – meaning that you have developed hypotheses, applied the rules of your discipline in designing a study, you’ve collected data or analyzed the empirical events under strictly delineated conditions.  In short, it’s the quality of the evidence that counts. It is what we might call “standard good quality science,” no matter what the discipline.  
I’ll just tell you two stories, from which we can draw some lessons. The first is from when I was an assistant professor many years ago.  I went to a seminar on campus; the speaker was a fellow named Seymour Martin Lipset.  Lipset was a famous political scientist and sociologist who at one point was the most cited person in political science. We had perhaps 40 people at the seminar – it was a big group, not very intimate. I violated my own rule at seminars and meetings – at least I recollect that I did – and I didn’t say anything – it was pretty intimidating. (My rule is that I never go to a meeting without at least making one comment or asking one question – otherwise, why bother going?).  A month later, I got an envelope in the mail – in it were 3 or 4 of Lipset’s papers and a little form letter inviting comments – standard stuff you say.  I multiplied that out by 40 people and came up with a fairly serious Xeroxing and postage bill, especially if you did this several times a year – but I also understood then why Lipset was the most cited political scientist – publicity.  

The second story comes from Ed Nelson, a professor and colleague at CSU Fresno who read my talk a few days ago and said he’d had somewhat the same experience with a famous sociologist under whom he had worked. She was a leading methodologist in the discipline and would snail mail drafts of papers to a network of colleagues for comments, review and suggestions. He writes, “She wasn’t at all defensive about criticisms and would carefully consider what others said. That practice served to publicize her work and got the input of a wide variety of people.  When she incorporated suggestions, she was quick to give credit to those who made them, and most of her publications were co-authored. She brought others into her research circle, often forming study groups and made them co-authors when appropriate.”

The lesson?  You need to publicize your work and build a research circle of similarly minded colleagues.  
Now Lipset and our sociologist were children of the 1950s and 1960s – he sent his stuff out Xeroxed using what we now call “snail mail.” That is still a good method, but you will want to modernize this and put your papers up on your web site, linking that site to any listing in your discipline of faculty research sites. You’ll want to send electronic copies, and the whole bit.  You know this drill.  Bottom line is that it is not enough to publish and present papers; you have to make sure that people see your work.  
Let’s turn to the government side.  In the mid-1990s I spent two years in the policy office for the Department of Health and Human Services in Washington – we basically coordinated all health policy proposals and major decisions for the Secretary of the Department. That included some well-known Clinton proposals, including the President’s proposal for what became the State Children’s Health Insurance Program (SCHIP) (which is up for renewal this year), the President’s response to the Republican bills cutting the growth in both Medicare and Medicaid in 1995, the health related proposals in the Balanced Budget Act of 1997, and several other areas. Two of the proposals we worked on were to help fill health insurance gaps – in particular for young people 18-24 and for those who are 55-64, that is, pre-Medicare, which you don’t become eligible for until you turn 65. We have a sizeable percentage of people in both categories who don’t have health insurance, the young people in part because it is so expensive compared with their incomes and also because they tend to work in jobs where it is less available, and the older people because they retire – voluntarily or involuntarily – and are left with no health insurance until they turn 65 and are eligible for Medicare.  

You might consider what it is about your study that might make it useful for the President or the Congress in formulating public policy. What kinds of studies are they likely to look at anyway?  

Well, first and foremost.  Every administration is different, and some of you may think that the current Bush administration is typical. That’s absolutely wrong – the Bush administration is unique.  When I first chose this topic, I thought, they are just going to think I will talk about George W. Bush – the easiest target in the world. How many administrations have actively waged a war on science, on scientific reasoning, on decisions based on real evidence?  Not many, although there were elements of this under Ronald Reagan.  
I think it is worthwhile to spend a few minutes on the current administration just so we know exactly how it has treated scientific work and how different it is.  If you read the newspapers, you know some of this – but I will tell you that I consider myself relatively informed, and I was amazed when I looked into it at the dimensions of the Bush war on science.  It is a truly vast war.  
First, the Bush administration has sought to change or delete scientific findings that conflict with its agenda – for example:  
· research on endangered species has been distorted or suppressed, 

· science-based recommendations have been removed from reports, 

· agencies have eliminated entire chapters of reports because the editorial changes from the White House were so severe that what little science that remained would have looked ridiculous to the scientific community (EPA), 

· the White House suppressed information about the impact of mercury on public health, 

· abstinence-only sex education programs have been pushed in spite of ample evidence that they are not superior to other programs, and the like.  

We have a President who believes that evolution is a myth – and he is part of the majority of the American public who believe that as well.  The next administration, whether it is Republican or Democratic, will have a long way to go in both government treatment of science, and in science education in the schools.  
Science advisory committees have been another target of the administration.  Here politics has been first and foremost, with qualified scientists, including Nobel laureates, being rejected from committees – these are actual examples – because of 
· political litmus tests, such as whether you are the right kind of Republican,
· contributing to the other party, 
· being a Democrat, 
· contributing to John McCain’s 2000 presidential bid, 
and the like.  
One set of panel members got the same treatment as the administration political appointees to the CPA – Coalition Provisional Authority – in Iraq – they were asked if they voted for Bush in the last election – if so, they were in.  If not, out.  Other scientists have simply been rejected because they held views that were anathema to industry.  
The bottom line is clear. Other administrations have occasionally done a few of these things on a limited scale, but no administration has so actively pursued its own version of political correctness – and that is really what it is – so avidly and so completely – in every corner of the federal bureaucracy – than the current Bush administration. No administration has sought so completely to inject their values into the decision making method and not rely on scientific criteria or the scientific method to interpret the world. They’ve been aided in their pursuit because the number and proportion of political appointees has gone up considerably over the last 25 years, not to mention the amount of government outsourcing to outside committees, to outside consultants, etc. We have entire agencies in which a sizeable proportion of the workers come to work in the same building as everyone else, the same hours as everyone else, but with an outside paycheck. And you know that the war in Iraq is being fought the same way, with outside consultants and outside military forces, not just other countries’s military forces, but private military forces, employed extensively.  

Whether all this can be undone by the next administration isn’t clear to me – it will take years to reconstitute committees and procedures, just as it has taken years for the Bush people to take the control that they have exerted since January 20th of 2001. 
Now, let’s talk about what has happened in other administrations – in particular about the Clinton administration where I worked and where the procedures were similar to what happened in the 1960s, 1970s, and a good portion of the 1980s, excepting the Reagan administration.  
Let me tell you about the office I worked in.  The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services has about 60,000 employees and about 20-25% of the federal budget. That budget is largely concentrated in the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services, which run Medicare and Medicaid – actually Medicare’s administration is largely parceled out to insurance companies, which process the claims, and Medicaid’s is parceled out to the states, which contribute 43% of the funds toward the program and all of its administration. [Parenthetically, California’s Medicaid program is called “Medi-Cal,” and Medicaid is so different from one state to another that many of the states have their own names for their Medicaid programs, like TennCare in Tennessee and Medi-Cal in California.] 

The rest of the Department is composed of some famous units, like the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, the FDA, and NIH, and some not so famous, like the Administration for Children and Families, the Administration on Aging, and others. 
The Secretary has a policy office, which is where I worked, and we had about 30 people who worked in the health policy area – some on public health issues, some on Medicare and Medicaid issues, and others on health insurance issues. The Clinton administration had an norm as to how all of this should work: “the Secretary makes health policy,” which meant that while ideas and policy papers might float up from the agencies, the Secretary’s office coordinated policy and worked directly with the White House and OMB on policy proposals and issues – and most importantly, we looked for and evaluated research to go with those proposals. Basically, we were the consumers of all that research done in academia, government, consulting firms, and the like – or at least that part of the research that dealt with health policy issues.  
Now, in the department, we really have two kinds of agencies as far as research goes.  

We have the research and scientific agencies, like the NIH, Centers for Disease Control, the FDA – all of which are using standard scientific criteria to evaluate research.  

And then we have the policy people. Theirs was a different approach, and you might think it might be like the current Bush administration – but it wasn’t.  
So what does a policy office do, and how does that intersect with research? There are four basic functions as we did it, each connected in some way with research:
First, we received policy papers and studies from the agencies that were on their way to the Secretary of the Department – we checked them out for accuracy in the proposed press releases, the letters of transmittal, things like that. So the policy person  - often a person with a Masters degree in public health, public policy, or one of the sciences – had to understand the research, or you couldn’t check out what had been written about it.  He or she would use standard scientific criteria for the evaluation.  
Second, we developed policy for new proposals. We served on task forces, led some of them, worked on legislation, etc. All of this is group work, and much of it relied in some way on research.  Here the criteria were somewhat different, and there are five informal rules about it that I’ll tell you about in a minute.

Third, we had an in-house research program – most of us had a project or two that we didn’t get much time to work on, and we as a group supervised external research that totaled some $5 to $15 million per year. Most of that money went to consultants in Washington, and usually for the ability to call upon them in a second for some overnight analysis of whatever.  We had an actuarial firm on a contract so that they could cost out proposals and we would have an independent source for cost estimates beyond the Office of Management and Budget, where they traditionally say “no” to everything.  (One of the more interesting stories about this occurred when Al Gore, then the VP, promised an AIDS group that we would have a Medicaid AIDS program proposed by the first of next month, and OMB just turned it down cold – it didn’t matter who had proposed it – their reason was that it was going to cost money, and they didn’t have any to spare, and by golly, it was THEIR money, not the President’s or the Vice President’s.)  

The fourth function was firefighting – things that had to be done now or in the next few hours. Everything from responding to congressional testimony or statements to estimating the strangest things – once I did a one pager that estimated how many refugees were on Medicaid, something for which we had no data.  That was interesting!  We finally found that someone knew that X% of the welfare population consisted of refugees, and we inferred from that to that portion of the Medicaid population that was most similar to the welfare population.  Indeed, the one thing most Presidential Management Interns that I met say consistently is that they didn’t realize that they would work on so many problems with so little data.  
OK, when we did research for some proposal, what were we interested in?  From my experience looking through books and journals for stuff we could use in our analyses and proposals, there are five informal rules that will maximize the probability that your work will be heard and attended to:
First, we are most interested in studies that use up-to-date data.  That sounds like common sense, but you would be surprised how many studies in the journals use old data. Old data are fine for many purposes, but when we want to make sure that whatever the Secretary or the President proposes is up to date and current, we will rerun the analysis on up to date data.  Most of the time, we would simply run the analysis ourselves, to make sure it was current and up to date, and especially if it were going to be in a public statement of some kind where the whole world – all those professors and graduate students and consultants who would like nothing more than to correct something the federal government puts out – can see it and scrutinize it. 
Second, sophisticated statistics are fine, but our audience wasn’t people who would read a scientific journal – namely scientists. Our audiences instead were government executives and politicians – people who were generalists, who didn’t have sophisticated statistical knowledge. So we could use findings based on sophisticated statistics, but any tables or numbers that we would present had to be relatively simple minded by statistical standards.  

Third, in many cases we didn’t find any work at all that applied to our specific problem. In some cases we were just ahead of the game, as with the analyses of health insurance gaps.  These studies are common now, but in the early to mid-1990s that was an unusual topic to be analyzing.  So we had to do the analytic work and run the data and come up with the proposals ourselves. 
Fourth – back to the standard scientific criteria – a study was of the most use when it had a good quality research design, it had good data, it was replicable, it controlled for other factors that could be causing the dependent variable – the whole bit.  

And fifth – of all things – we often found the most interesting thing in some study was the survey of previous literature and the strands or trends that the author deduced from that literature. Don’t think that literature reviews aren’t read – we often couldn’t use the data or findings from a particular study, but we could always use what the author deduced from the literature – “what we really KNEW about some area” – that’s what we were interested in.  

In short, the criteria we used were not all that different from what you would use in the lab, with the proviso of relevance to whatever policy we were interested in, up-to-date data, and the like.    

Now, I had two reasons why I told you about this – the first is a first hand account of how research is used and what makes that research useful.  The second is to show you that research can lead to many different kinds of careers. The federal government and to a certain extent state government all employ people who have to know how to interpret research and do some research but are far from being career researchers in a lab. There are many alternative careers for those who have the training and skills in the research area.  

In closing, I’d like to tell you a story about how peculiar the current administration is – it’s a joke – and it goes like this:
On his trip to Great Britain, President George W. Bush had a meeting with Queen Elizabeth. 

He asked her, “How does one manage to run a country so smoothly?”
“That's easy,” she replied, “You surround yourself with intelligent ministers and advisors.”
''But how can I tell whether they are intelligent or not?” he inquired.

“You ask them a riddle,” she replied, and with that she pressed a button and said, “Would you please send Tony Blair in?”
When Blair arrived, the Queen said, “I have a riddle for you to answer for me. Your parents had a child and it was not your sister and it was not your brother. Who was this child?”
Blair replies, “That's easy. The child was me.” 

“Very good,” said the Queen, “You may go, now.”
So President Bush went back to Washington and called in Karl Rove. He said to him, “I have a riddle for you, and the answer is very important. Your parents had a child and it was not your sister and it was not your brother. Who was this child?” 

Rove replied, “Yes, it is clearly very important that we determine the answer, as no child must be left behind. Can I deliberate on this for a while?” 

“Yes,” said Bush, “I'll give you four hours to come up with the answer.” 

So Rove went and called a meeting of the White House Staff, and asked them the riddle. But after much discussion and many suggestions, none of them had a satisfactory answer. 

So he was quite upset, not knowing what he would tell the President. As Rove was walking back to the Oval Office, he saw former Secretary of State Colin Powell approaching him. 

So he said, “Mr. Secretary, can you answer this riddle for me. Your parents had a child and it was not your sister and it was not your brother. Who was the child?” 

“That's easy,” said Powell, “The child was me.” 

“Oh thank you,” said Rove, “You may just have saved me my job!” 

So Rove went in to the Oval Office and said to President Bush, “I think I know the answer to your riddle. The child was Colin Powell!” 

“No, you idiot!” replies Bush, “The child was Tony Blair!”
Now, don’t we have a peculiar administration when we laugh at a joke like that?  We haven’t had a President that you could tell a joke like that on and actually have people laugh for a long, long time. 
My best wishes to you all. 
As one author said recently,  “As you slide down the banister of life, may the splinters never point the wrong way.”  
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