APA Advocate Summary

Issue: Parents’ Right to Know

Interviewee: Pat Kobor (PK), Senior Science Policy Analyst
Organization: American Psychological Association (APA)
Advocate #: 94-03

Date of Interview: August 16, 2001

Basic Background: PK explained that, unlike the pro-choice groups, this issue had just come to their attention.  They too were surprised that the Tiahrt amendment had passed the on the House version of the education bill because they did not hear anything about it during markup.  PK said that the APA was more focused on what the education bill would do for school counselors and special education programs.  Once the amendment passed, she realized that it could have a profound effect on how both practitioners and developmental psychology researchers conducted their jobs.  She pointed out that educational researchers would need to obtain “informed, written consent” from parents to conduct any kind of human subjects research with students.  PK said this would devastate the field because university institutional review boards (IRBs) are already extremely cautious about approving projects that use children as subjects, and requiring parental consent would only exacerbate these difficulties.  She also commented that requiring prior informed parental consent for studies conducted in schools and with school-age children as subjects would set a dangerous precedent for other health and social sciences.  So, PK “took the lead” in building a coalition of health research groups to oppose the amendment in conference.

Prior Activity on the Issue:  None, because the issue was not raised until the Tiahrt amendment passed the House.

Advocacy Activities Undertaken: 

· PK said, “I took the lead coordinating communication…  We have a list serve and website, and I’m working closely with Kennedy’s staff for coordination…”

· Sent letters to conferees

· Visited members and staff; 

· Broadcast-faxed Democrats and Moderate Republicans

Future Advocacy Activities Planned: 

· Follow progress of amendment during conference committee

· Work with Senator Kennedy’s staff to oppose the amendment 

· Talk to conferees and target MCs to gain support

Key Congressional Contacts/Champions: Senators Kennedy and Stevens

Targets of Direct Lobbying: 

· PK mentioned “Kildee, Miller, Castle…committee people”

· Representative Kildee

· Representative Miller

· Representative Castle

· Conference committee members

· Members of House Education and Workforce Committee and Senate HELP Committee

· Democrats and Moderate Republicans

Targets of Grassroots Lobbying: PK said the APA sent an “Action Alert” to developmental psychologist-members and to all developmental psychologists listed in a National Institutes of Health database, urging them to contact their relevant representatives and senators.

Coalition Partners (Names/participants):  PK explained that she worked closely with NARAL and their coalition of pro-choice and health service organizations that opposed the Parents Right to Know amendment.  She said they “had two meetings with the core groups…public health, education, AIDS, family planning.”  She also described it as a “coalition-by-email” because all correspondence and discussion was disseminated over a list serve, which relevant advocates joined.  The APA and NARAL are the two major participants.

Other Participants in the Issue Debate: 

· Eagle Forum

· Friends of the CDC

· White House

· Department of Education

· Department of Health and Human Services

Ubiquitous Arguments and Evidence: 

· “Our primary concern is that the Department of Education doesn’t conduct research on youth psychological health…[and on] youth’s feelings about adults.”

· “We agree that parents need to be informed.  However, it’s done now.  The data show that it’s okay.”  Responding to follow-up questions about what data she was referring to, PK referred to several “Michigan studies” that surveyed parents, and found that parents overwhelmingly support developmental psychology research without their active, prior consent as long as it is approved by review boards.    

· “That’s what the IRBs are for.  We should trust their ethical and legal judgment.”

Secondary Arguments and Evidence: 

· “Next, we say to maintain local control.  These are decisions to be made at the community level.”  PK went on to say something like, “[You would think they would agree with that…],” but that is not an exact quote.

Targeted Arguments, Targets, and Evidence: 

· “Conservative groups are concerned about research questions with sexually-oriented questions.  It’s a little childish.  Our best response is to say, ‘Don’t be embarrassed.’  Plus, if we can’t ask these questions [about youth pregnancy, STDs, substance abuse, etc.], then we can’t come up with solutions.”

Nature of the Opposition: PK described the opposition simply as “conservative groups.”

Ubiquitous Arguments and Evidence of the Opposition:

· “Obviously they argue that parents should be making the decisions about what’s good for their kids…”

· “Conservative groups are concerned about research questions with sexually-oriented questions…”

Secondary Arguments and Evidence of the Opposition: none mentioned

Targeted Arguments, Targets, and Evidence of the Opposition: none mentioned

Described as a Partisan Issue: Yes, PK repeatedly described it as an issue between conservative Republicans and Democrats/Moderate Republicans.  She mostly mentioned “conservative groups” without the party.

Venues of Activity: 

· HR 1 Conference committee

· House floor

· Senate floor

Action Pending or Taken by Relevant Decision Makers: PK said the conference committee is expected to meet shortly after the August recess and expected something to happen because the education bill was a big priority.

Policy Objectives and Support for/Opposition to the Status Quo: The APA supports maintaining the status quo to allow health and developmental psychologists conduct research on students.

Advocate’s Experience: Tenure in Current Job/Previous Experience:  

· PK mentioned that she worked for 7 years on the Hill, but did not say for whom

· She also worked for NIH for 11 years as a Director of Research Policy 

· She’s been with APA for 10 years, and served 5 of them as Director of Public Policy; she recently cut her hours back and gave up being the director, so she now serves only as an advocate for science policy 

Reliance on Research: In-house/External: PK said she tends to rely on research sponsored by the APA and research funded by NIH and NSF, which is mostly conducted at universities.

Number of Individuals Involved in Advocacy: PK said there were 3 ½ advocates in the office, with herself being the “half” because she worked part-time.  She did not know exactly how many advocates worked in the other sections of the public policy office or “on the practitioners side.”

Units in Organization Involved in Public Affairs/Policy:  PK described the APA as being “divided between the research scientists and the practitioners.”  Each division has their own independent government affairs office.  Within the Public Policy Office where she works, they are divided into science policy, education policy, and public interest policy.

Advocate’s Outstanding Skills/Assets: Experience and knowledge

Type of Membership (None, Institution, Individuals, Both): institutional and individual

Membership Size: PK did not know

Organizational Age: Not asked during interview

Miscellaneous: none

