POLITICAL SCIENCE 3331 FA 
APPROACHES TO PUBLIC POLICY
FALL 2007

Instructor: Dr. Charles Conteh (RB 2041)
Class Times: Monday & Wednesday 11:30-1:00pm

Class Location RC1003

Office Hours: Tuesday 10:00am-12:00noon or by appointment 
Phone 343-8791 

Email cconteh@lakeheadu.ca 
Learning Objectives
This course surveys a range of approaches to comparative public policy.  It has two objectives.  First, it seeks to impart a basic understanding of approaches used in public policy in terms of their basic concepts, their conception of what studying policy entails, and the sorts of explanations they seek to provide.  Second, it aims to encourage course participants to situate the different approaches in relation to one another along a number of axes (e.g. assumptions, levels of analysis, ability to explain different phenomena). At the end of the course, participants should be capable of critically discussing the merits of the different approaches, and of situating their own research within this field of competing theories.  

In order to meet these objectives, the course will consider several topics, moving from more general theoretical approaches to the study of public policies, towards approaches developed for studying particular phenomena in the policy process.  

Any week’s required reading may include pieces devoted primarily to describing a particular approach to public policy, critiques of that approach, and illustrative applications of that approach.  
The course will proceed through in-class discussion of each week’s readings, with discussions led by students on a rotating basis, and as well as some highlights of key policy lessons by the instructor.  Discussion leaders should not prepare long presentations.  Instead, they should prepare questions that allow the group to “workshop” the readings and the topic, moving from the definition of basic concepts, through the arguments of the authors, to a discussion of the strengths and weaknesses of the arguments.  All participants are likewise expected to prepare their own questions and comments in advance.  
Students will be evaluated on their comprehension and ability to apply the approaches analyzed over the course of the semester, as well as on their contribution to class discussions.  
Evaluation will be as follows:  
1. Active participation in class discussions (10%) 
2. Seminar presentation & leadership (10%). 

3. Take-home Mid-term Exam:  (20%) (1:00pm on Wednesday, October 10 to Friday, Oct. 12, 1:00pm).  

4. Research Essay. Students will submit an essay (15 to 20 pages) critically applying some of the readings to a topic of interest (e.g. health, education, food security, the environment, the economy, etc).  Your bibliography should contain at least 15 sources. (30%). (Due date: Wednesday, November 21 -Due Just Before Lecture Starts).
5. End-of-term exam.  The exam will cover all the material used during the semester, and will test your ability to synthesize and critically evaluate the arguments and approaches raised in readings and class discussions over the course of the semester (30%) (To be scheduled during exam time). 
Late Penalty: 

A grade point will be lost for each day an assignment/paper is late.  E.g., a B+ paper will become a B if late by one day.  
Plagiarism
The university’s policy on plagiarism (academic dishonesty) will be strictly enforced in the event of a breach.  
Topics and Readings
1. Introduction

2. Comparing policy: questions of method (September 10 & 12)
Thomas R. Dye, Understanding Public Policy 9th ed. (Prentice Hall, 1998), esp. ch.1-2.
Jonathan Grix, “Introducing Students to the Generic Terminology of Social Research” Politics, 22:3 (2002) 175-86

Additional Reading(s): 

Paul A. Lewis,”Agency, Structure and Casualty in Political Science: A Comment on Sibeon”, Politics 22:1 (2002) 17-23

Peter DeLeon and Phyllis Resnick-Terry, “Comparative Policy Analysis: Déjà vu All Over Again?” Journal of Comparative Policy Analysis: Research and Practice 1:1 (1999) 9-22

3. Pluralism and Neo-Pluralism (Sep. 17 & 19) 
Charles Lindblom, Politics and Markets: The World’s Political-Economic Systems (New York: Basic Books, 1977), ch. 13-14
Martin J. Smith, “Pluralism, Reformed Pluralism and Neopluralism: The role of pressure groups in policy-making,” Political Studies 38:2 (1990) 302-22
4. Neo-Marxist and Power Resources Theories (Sep. 24 & 26)
Rianne Mahon, “Canadian Public Policy: The Unequal Structure of Representation,” in Leo Panitch (ed.) The Canadian State:  Political Economy and Political Power (University of Toronto Press, 1977) 165-98. 

Stephen McBride, “The Political Economy Tradition and Canadian Policy Studies,” in Laurent Dobuzinskis, Michael Howlett and David Laycock (eds.) Policy Studies in Canada:  The State of the Art (University of Toronto Press, 1996) 49-66
Additional Reading(s): 

Wallace Clement, “Canadian Political Economy’s Legacy for Sociology,” Canadian Journal of Sociology 26:3 (2001) 405-420 
Gregory Albo and Jane Jenson, “A Contested Concept: the relative autonomy of the state,” in Wallace Clement and Glen Williams (eds) The New Canadian Political Economy (McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1989), 180-211
5. Regulation Theory and theories of governmentality (October 1 & 3) 
Bob Jessop, “The changing Governance of Welfare: Recent Trends in its Primary Functions, Scale and Modes of Coordination,” Social Policy and Administration 33:4 (1999) 348-59

Nikolas Rose and Peter Miller, “Political Power Beyond the State: Problematics of Government,” British Journal of Sociology 43:2 (1992) 173-205

Additional Reading(s): 

Jacob Torfing, “Towards a Schumpeterian workfare postnational regime: path-shaping and path-dependency in Danish welfare state reform,” Economy and Society 28:3 (1999) 369-402

6. Feminist Approaches (October 10) No class on Thanksgiving Monday
Fiona Williams, “Race/ethnicity, Gender, and Class in Welfare States: A Framework for Comparative Analysis,” Social Politics 2:2 (1995) 127-59

Joni Lovenduski, “Gendering research in political science,” Annual Review of Political Science 1 (1998) 333-356

Additional Reading(s): 

Mary Daly and Katherine Rake, Gender and the Welfare State (Polity Press, 2003), ch. 1, 2. 
7. Neo-Institutional Approaches I: Institutionalism and Historical Institutionalism (Oct. 15 & 17)
Jonas Pontusson, “From Comparative Public Policy to Political Economy: Putting Political Institutions in Their Place and Taking Interests Seriously,” Comparative Political Studies 28:1 (1995) 117-47

Fritz W. Scharpf, “Institutions in Comparative Policy Research,” Comparative Political Studies 33:6-7 (2000) 762-90

Additional Reading(s): 

Peter Hall and Rosemary Taylor, “Political Science and the Three New Institutionalisms,” Political Studies 44 (1996) 936-57

James Mahoney, “Path Dependency in Historical Sociology,” Theory and Society 29 (2000) 507-48

8. Neo-Institutional Approaches II: Rational Choice Institutionalism (Oct. 22 & 24)
Elinor Ostrom, “Institutional Rational Choice: An Assessment of the Institutional Analysis and Development Framework,” in Paul A. Sabatier (ed.) Theories of the Policy Process (Westview, 1999) 35-72

Mark Sproule-Jones, “Institutional Experiments in the Restoration of the North American Great Lakes Environment,” Canadian Journal of Political Science 35:4 (2002) 835-858

Additional Reading(s): 

Eric Patashnik, “After the Public Interest Previals: The Political Sustainability of Policy Refom,” Governance 16:2 (2003) 203-234

9. Agenda-setting and Policy Framing (Oct. 29 & 31) 
Deborah Stone, “ Causal Stories and the Formation of Policy Agendas,” Political Science Quarterly 104 (1989) 281-300

Fiona Ross, “Framing Welfare Reform in Affluent Societies: Rendering Restructuring More Palatable?” Journal of Public Policy 20:2 (2000) 169-93

Additional Reading(s): 

Kathy Harrison and George Hoberg, “Setting the Environmental Agendas in Canada and the United States,” Canadian Journal of Political Science 21:1 (1991) 3-27

10. Policy Networks and Communities (November 5 & 7)
William Coleman and Grace Skogstad, “Policy Communities and Policy Networks: A Structural Approach” and “Conclusion”, in William Coleman and Grace Skogstad (eds) Policy Communities and Public Policy in Canada (Mississauga: Copp Clark Pitman, 1989) 14-33, 312-27

David Marsh and Martin Smith, “Understanding Policy Networks: towards a dialectical approach,” Political Studies 48 (2000) 4-21

Additional Reading(s): 

Eric Montpetit, “Policy Networkds, Federal Arrangements, and the Development of Environmental Regulations: A Comparison of the Canadian and American Agricultural Sectors,” Governance 15:1 (2002) 1-20

11. Policy Change (Nov. 12 & 14)
Peter A. Hall, “Policy Paradigms, Social learning and the State: The Case of Economic Policy Making in Britain,” Comparative Politics 25:3 (1993) 275-96

Jeremy Richardson, “Government, Interest Groups and Policy Change,” Political Studies 48:5 (2000) 1006-1025

Additional Reading(s): 

Peter John, “Is there life after policy streams, advocacy conditions and punctuations? Using evolutionary theory to explain policy change?” The Policy Studies Journal 31:4 (2003) 481-98

12. Policy Transfer and Learning (Nov. 19 & 21) 
David Dolowiz and David Marsh, “Who learns What fron Whom? A Review of the Policy Transfer Literature,” political Studies 44 (1996) 343-57

Oliver James and martin Lodge, “the Limitations of ‘Policy Transfer’ and ‘Lesson Drawing’ for Public Policy research,” political Studies Review 1:2 (2003), 179-93

Additional Reading(s): 

Martin Lodge, “Institutional Choice and Policy Transfer: Reforming British and German Railways Regulation,” Governance 16:2 (2003), 159-178
13. Internationalization and Multi-level Governance (Nov. 26 & 28)
Diane Stone, “Transfer agents and global networks in the ‘transnationalization’ of policy,” Journal of European Public Policy 11:3 (2004) 545-566

William D. Coleman and Anthony Perl, “Internationalized Policy Environments and Policy Network Analysis,” Political Studies 47:4 (1999) 691-709

Additional Reading(s): 

Chris J. Dolan, “Economic Policy and Decision making at the Intersection of Domestic and International policies: The Advocacy Coalition Framework and the National Economic Council,” Policy Studies Journal 31:2 (2003), 209-236.
