AERHAFATIT (BT

: @ Economics of Education Research (Beida) HTESE A
' b GRS HEH L5 58T £ p (K5 25
)V 4 Institute of Economics of Education, Peking LED)
University
Tm: WY Bl gm: TN AR it: HEE  IMKE

HERGFHR: XENHTRE

1754\
AEBCR A AT B/ BH Lt

FEE: 2000 FLUKEEBUA. SUrRESHEIRAE T BEAR L, B HE W STBOR 0
A7, SR AR o A5 807 S B T W BCER B AS B AR PR S FEBETS SR, SEE
B AVFAIIIR AR RO RS B0 R STRIRIRIT T, WS 24 ) TR BEHLSE 50T 51

K HHATE, W

Economics of Education Research: Recent Development of in the U.S.

Abstract: Significant changes occur in the political, economic and social environment in the U.S.
since 2000. After the introduction of educational accountability policies at federal and state level,
there is a trend of fiscal and administrative centralization in America’s basic education and higher
education sector. Hence, the focus of economics of education research in the U.S. gradually shifts
towards accountability policies while random clinical trial becomes the golden standard for
educational research.
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