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A cross-college entity would likely be called a School of Public Policy, 
reflecting the naming convention used by most universities for their 
public policy units. The School would maximize existing resources and 
opportunities, between CHE and CAS, and be based on examples of 
successful cross-college units that are already in existence here at 
Cornell (e.g., Computing and Information Science [hereafter “CIS”]).  
  
Because a School of Public Policy at Cornell would be starting 
something new--bringing together relevant units and individual faculty 
into a new School--rather than transforming an existing entity into a 
College of Public Policy, we see the steps leading to a successful 
School of Public Policy as relatively straightforward (whereas the 
College Option would likely involve significant ongoing negotiations). 
This is not to suggest, of course, that a School Option is not without 
potentially serious challenges, which we outline below.   

 

 
Refocusing CHE into CPP could take numerous forms. This transition could involve anything from an abrupt transition to 
a narrowly focused policy college (that approximates what we summarized in the School Model) to a mere relabeling of 
CHE into CPP (or even a College of Human Ecology and Public Policy or a College of Public Policy and Human Ecology) 
with virtually no changes in focus, curricular activities, or faculty.   
  
Because we do not see either of these extreme options as viable or consistent with our charge, we have instead opted to 
outline a middle path. We see this decision as creating a CPP that is both a logical evolution of CHE that honors its legacy 
and that is immediately recognizable as a policy entity. This model would involve a refocusing of CHE into CPP in line with 
the Committee’s draft of a policy entity vision, but in a way that (a) directly acknowledges the core ways in which 
nutrition, design, and the life-course interact with policy and (b) highlights the key role that basic science as well as 
translational research play in policy design and implementation.   
  
Although a full articulation of this vision is beyond the scope of our committee at this stage, we believe that a CPP at 
Cornell could be aligned with our policy vision but also provide opportunities for building on the rich traditions of CHE.  
This broad policy space could combine policy scholars and basic scientists (in the social and life sciences) whose work has 
implications for policy-making and policy implementation, including those who do translational research (broadly 
defined), those whose work focuses on development over the life-course, those who focus on nutrition, and those who 
study how design is shaped by--and shapes--policy.  
  
An example that illuminates CHE’s rich traditions may be in order here. As a scholar of child development, Urie 
Bronfenbrenner was a focused basic scientist who deeply understood how our environment (including our schools, 
homes, neighborhoods, families, and a range of other policy-driven factors) shapes us over the life-course.  Yet he 
applied his contributions not just within his field as a basic scientist, but also to the broader policy community by 
spearheading Head Start, a nationally recognized policy intervention that has shaped the lives of hundreds of millions of 
children.  Because much of CHE fits under this broad umbrella of work that is not  
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directly public policy but either directly informs public policy or its implementation (and, hence, is directly policy-
relevant), there is much to be said for this middle ground model.  

  
Although we see this broad vision for a CPP as encompassing much of what CHE currently does, we understand that 
some individuals may not feel aligned with this vision and may feel that their scholarship and teaching could not thrive in 
this environment.  Although our hope is that this feeling is rare with the broad vision of policy we have articulated here, 
the possibility that some units or faculty might want to move out of the college could be discussed with the respective 
faculty, college, and university leadership.  As noted at the outset of this report, it is beyond this committee’s mandate to 
resolve these important considerations.   
  
We would like to reiterate that this model would have many implications beyond strengthening public policy at Cornell.  
This model therefore requires additional conversations and decisions beyond this committee among the trustees, 
president, provost, and CHE college leadership and stakeholders concerning the future of CHE. 

 
 


