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Course Synopsis and Objectives:
This core course in the MPP program aims to help students understand the principal drivers of
policy-making in contemporary (mainly North American liberal) democracies. We survey
contending theories of public policy, identify key actors and institutions, and review a range of
policy instruments used to address contemporary public problems. We also consider theories of
agenda setting, policy formulation, decision-making, implementation, and evaluation/learning
and how they relate to policy problems. We conclude by discussing the place of ethics and
democracy in the policy process and in evaluations of good public policy.
A central theme and indeed assumption in public policy analysis is that policy makers arrive at
their decisions using rational decision making processes and techniques. This course asks how
well rational models serve public policy makers. Is decision making according to rational models
an accurate descriptor of what policy makers do? Are policies rationally deduced responses to
objective “problems”? Do rational policy models help to account for policy change (or stasis)?
How do distinctly political and/or ideological factors shape policymakers’ thinking and praxis?
To illustrate these themes, the theories of public policy-making analyzed and discussed in class
are applied to specific cases in comparative public policy.
The course is divided into three parts:
Part one, comprising the first four weeks, focuses on theory and concept development. We will
probe theories of human motivation and decision making with an eye to considering whether
individual level theories can be extrapolated to groups and how institutions constrain or enable
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individual and group decision making. Students will complete a short analytic assignment to
ensure they understand this foundational component of the course.
Part two builds on this theoretical and conceptual work. It focuses on the first stages of the policy
process, agenda-setting and policy formulation, and exposes students to theories of the policy
process that seek to capture the role of actors, ideas, and institutions. We will meet in plenary to
consider how policy process theories can apply to the case of immigration reform in Canada and
the United States. The aim of this session will be to draw together and make sense of the role of
actors, ideas, and institutions.
Part three encourages students to apply concepts introduced in the course to analyze the latter
stages of the policy process involving decision making, particularly around instrument choice, as
well as policy evaluation. Students will complete a research paper and group presentation on a
policy case that highlights one of the following themes related to policy implementation and
evaluation: instrument choice; efficiency and effectiveness evaluation versus ethical evaluation;
and dilemmas of democratic participation in policy making.
What Students Can Expect to Learn
-Theories of human motivation and decision making
-The role of contending ideas and ideologies and their influence on policy making
-The role of institutions in enabling and constraining policy making
-The components of the policy process (and the interaction of ideas, institutions, and actors along
with theories of instrument choice and evaluation)
-Analytical and creative problem solving
The course assignments are designed to link theory with more practically oriented problem
solving, so that students learn how to think critically about policy analysis while improving their
written and oral presentation skills. We also wish to encourage students to think through how
theory relates to real world problems and solutions and, in so doing, hopefully expand their
intellectual horizons.

Required Readings:
All required and recommended readings are posted on Blackboard. The required readings should
be read in advance of class. Recommended readings are just that: recommended to help you
think through a given concept, theory, or case. We have done our best to limit the amount of
required reading you must complete in advance of class sessions; recommended readings are
helpful for enlarging the canvass of ideas germane to a week’s theme. It is up to you to decide on
how much of the recommended reading you wish to cover.
Should Blackboard encounter glitches, please be aware that all journal articles and even some
books are available electronically via the University of Toronto’s E-library system. Most articles
can also be accessed through a simple Google search of the article title.
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Course Requirements: Grades for this course will be based on the following requirements:
Problem Analysis

Due in class 6/7 Feb 2014
Voluntary tutorial 3 Feb 2014 (times TBA)

20%

Policy Analysis Assignment (consists of THREE components):
1. Group presentation outline Due in class 27/28 Feb 2014
2. Group presentations presented in class in weeks 11 and 12

10%
30%

3. Final paper individually written but based on group presentation topic:
Due Monday 14 April 2014 at SPPG reception 4:30 pm

30%

Engagement:

Problem Analysis

Cumulative throughout term

10%

Maple syrup wars

The problem analysis assignment should be 5 pages maximum double-spaced, 12 point font,
one-inch margins. It is due in class 6/7 February 2014.
NOTE: A voluntary tutorial to help prepare the problem analysis has been scheduled for Monday
3 February 2014; times TBA.
Based on course reading and what you learn during class and tutorial discussions, write a
problem analysis that identifies the central policy challenge faced by Quebec maple syrup
producers as reported in the following articles:
Hamilton, Graeme. 2013. “The Maple Syrup Cartel: Quebec’s Syrup Monopoly Helped Spawn
Smuggling, Prohibition Style.” The National Post (16 February). Online:
http://news.nationalpost.com/2013/02/16/the-maple-syrup-cartel-quebecs-syrup-monopolyhelped-spawn-smuggling-prohibition-style/
Marotte, Bertrand. 2013. “Raids on Quebec Maple-Syrup ‘Deliquents’ Leaves Producer With
Bitter Taste.” The Globe and Mail (17 April). Online:
http://www.theglobeandmail.com/report-on-business/raids-on-quebec-maple-syrup-delinquentsleaves-producer-with-bitter-taste/article11324057/
Provide a diagnosis of the behavioural foundations of this challenge and note the effects of
institutions. Be sure to clearly define the concepts you discuss, differentiate the causes of the
conflict, and discuss how institutions have shaped the outcomes discussed in the articles. Are
there institutional solutions to the present impasse? Be sure to cite the theoretical and empirical
literature that you draw on for the analysis. You are free to use whatever citation style you are
comfortable with; only please use it correctly and consistently. In case you need a refresher,
citation style tips can be found here:
http://www.writing.utoronto.ca/images/stories/Documents/documentation.pdf.
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Policy Analysis Assignment
The purpose of this assignment is to encourage students to apply the theoretical content of the
course to a practical case analysis.
Students will be divided into groups of groups of 5-6 to conduct the policy analysis and each
group will select a question from the list provided at the end of the syllabus. Students will
complete an individual research paper and group presentation on their respective policy problem.
The group presentation and research paper should:
1. Clearly identify the problem or dilemma that policy makers face. You are required to do
research to flesh out your understanding of the problem.
2. Explore how the theoretical material covered in class provides insight into the policy
problem/dilemma. Which concepts are most useful for making sense of the problem?
3. Propose possible alternatives to deal with the policy problem, based on your understanding of
theory and evidence. Students should take into account the interests, institutional and other
constraints that shape the decision context in their particular case to ensure that their proposed
remedies are practicable.
The group presentation tests the ability of the group to work together to develop a strong
understanding of the problem and the theories that help make sense of it. Working together also
tests your ability to come to a consensus as to the possible courses of action.
The final research paper provides the opportunity to students to demonstrate their individual
creativity and problem solving skills.
Your grades will be based on an assessment of the scope, depth and overall quality of your
research, the insightfulness of your policy analysis and recommendations, and your ability to
creatively combine theory and evidence. All three of these components will be assessed in both
the group presentations and your individual papers.
The faculty member will be grading the group presentations; additionally, though, students will
be asked to provide a peer assessment that will be taken into account when assigning the
presentation grade. We will provide you with score sheets to assist you in this peer assessment
exercise. The feedback from peers, and not necessarily the scoring itself, will be most helpful
and will be shared with the groups.
The policy analysis assignment involves THREE components:
1. Outline:
The group will provide a brief one-paragraph sketch of the policy problem and a list of
theoretical and empirical sources that the group will use to prepare the policy analysis. As this is
a research assignment, groups will be expected to provide an extensive bibliography of
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theoretical and primary and secondary empirical sources such as newspaper articles, policy
documents, journal articles and books/book chapters. The grade on the assignment will be based
the clarity of your statement and the extensiveness of your research effort. Your individual mark
is the group mark. The outline is due in class 27/28 February 2014.
2. Group presentation:
Your group must prepare a concise power point presentation (10-15 slides). As noted above,
your presentation should demonstrate excellence in research, analysis, and problem solving. We
recommend you organize your presentation around the three objectives noted on p. 3 of the
syllabus. The grade for the presentation is a group grade; it is up to the group to decide whether
all group members will present the material or only some.
3. Final research paper:
Your final paper will be an individually written and graded but based on the research informing
the group presentation. Once again, your paper should address the three objectives noted on p. 3
of the syllabus but it should go beyond options to examine the trade-offs between them and your
own assessment
Length: Approximately 10 double-spaced pages, 12 point font, one-inch margins
Due: By 4:30 p.m. Monday 14 April 2014 at the third floor reception desk.
Engagement:
Quality class engagement is essential for the success of this course. Students are expected to
complete each week’s required readings in advance, attend every class, and be prepared to
critically engage readings during the course of class discussions. Incisive questions that increase
everyone’s understanding of the course material are as important as insightful comments.
Engagement is accordingly measured by actions including but not limited to (i) consistent
attendance (one cannot participate if one does not attend); (ii) being prepared for class; (iii) being
attentive to class discussion; (iv) raising thoughtful comments and questions in class; (v)
providing insight and analysis to the readings and discussions; (vi) attending office hours; (vii)
bringing relevant news articles and other materials to the attention of the class.
In order to ensure all students contribute to the class, attendance will be taken. It is the students’
responsibility to account for any absences, as unexplained and unexcused absences will be taken
into account in calculating the engagement grade. The breakdown of the engagement grade will
be as follows: one third for attendance, one third for the quantity of participation, and one third
for the quality of participation.
We would be very happy to provide more information about class requirements and expectations
and encourage you to attend office hours to go over these and any other questions that come to
mind. We are committed to making this a positive learning experience and encourage you to do
your best to contribute to the class.
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FINE PRINT
Class Schedule:
Each class will start at 10 minutes past the hour and finish on the hour with no break. You are
welcome to bring snacks and beverages to class. Each section will meet separately unless it is
noted in the syllabus that we are meeting in plenary.
Late Assignments:
We expect students to turn in assignments on time. No exceptions are made except in the case of
an adequately documented emergency. You must make a reasonable effort to contact your
section faculty as soon as the problem arises to inform him/her of the problem, and present your
written documentation when you return. It is at our discretion whether to accept the late
assignment and/or attach a lateness penalty. If you do miss an assignment deadline, your
grade for this component will be reduced by 3% for the first day and 1% per day
thereafter, including weekends. Students are also strongly advised to keep rough and draft
work and hard copies of their assignments. These should be kept until the marked assignments
have been returned. All graded assignments are to be kept by students until the grades have been
posted on ROSI.
Office Hours, Email Policy:
You are strongly encouraged to see us during office hours, or, if that is not possible, by
appointment, to consult about the written assignments or class material or to talk about the
course in general. We normally respond to email within 48 hours. Please note that email received
during weekends and after business hours may take longer to answer, so do not leave your
requests or queries until the last minute. Also, please do not submit course assignments via
email.
Accessibility Needs:
The University of Toronto is committed to accessibility. If you require accommodations for a
disability, or have any accessibility concerns about the course, the classroom, or course
materials, please contact Accessibility Services as soon as possible:
disability.services@utoronto.ca or http://studentlife.utoronto.ca/accessibility.

A WARNING ABOUT PLAGIARISM
Plagiarism is an academic offence with a severe penalty.
It is essential that you understand what plagiarism is and that you do not commit it. In essence, it
is the theft of the thoughts or words of others, without giving proper credit. You must put others’
words in quotation marks and cite your source(s). You must give citations when using others’
ideas, even if those ideas are paraphrased in your own words. Plagiarism is unacceptable in a
university.
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The University of Toronto provides a process that faculty members must initiate when they
suspect a case of plagiarism. At the School of Public Policy and Governance, suspected evidence
of plagiarism must be reported to the Director. A faculty member may not mark an assignment or
assess a penalty if he or she finds evidence of plagiarism – the matter must be reported. The
Director or Dean of the School of Graduate Studies will assess the penalty.
The following are some examples of plagiarism:
1.
2.
3.

4.
5.

Submitting as your own an assignment written by someone else.
Quoting an author without indicating the source of the words.
Using words, sentences, or paragraphs written by someone else and failing to place
quotation marks around the material and reference the source and author. Using either
quotation marks or reference alone is not sufficient. Both must be used!
Adapting an author’s ideas or theme and using it as your own without referencing the
original source.
Seeking assistance from a friend or family member in respect to work you claim as your
own.

If you are not sure whether you have committed plagiarism, it is better to ask a faculty member
than risk discovery and be forced to accept an academic penalty.
Plagiarism is cheating. It is considered a serious offence against intellectual honesty and
intellectual property. Penalties can be severe.
At a minimum, a student is likely to receive a “0” mark for the assignment or test in question.
But a further penalty is often assessed, such as a further reduction from the course mark or
placing a permanent notation of the incident on an academic record.
For further information on the University’s Code of Behaviour on Academic Matters, see:
http://www.governingcouncil.utoronto.ca/policies/behaveac.htm.
Some websites listed below on avoiding plagiarism and proper sourcing:
“How Not to Plagiarize” by Margaret Procter available at:
http://www.writing.utoronto.ca/advice/using-sources/how-not-to-plagiarize; “Standard
Documenting Formats” available at: http://www.writing.utoronto.ca/advice/usingsources/documentation. Other advisory material is available at: http://www.writing.utoronto.ca.
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Schedule of Seminar Topics and Readings
Week 1 (9/10 January) – Introduction: What Can Political Science Bring to Policy Analysis
How have political scientists incorporated understandings from economics, sociology, and
psychology into policy studies? What unique insights does political science bring to policy? Is
there a role for theory in policy studies?
Required reading:
Atkinson, Michael. “Policy, Politics, and Political Science.” Presidential address at the annual
meeting of the Canadian Political Science Association, Victoria, BC, 5 June 2013.
Mansbridge, Jane. 2013. “What is Political Science For?” Presidential address at the annual
meeting of the American Political Science Association, Chicago, Illinois, 29 August.
Pierson, James and Naomi Schaefer Riley. 2013. “The Problem with Public Policy Schools.” The
Washington Post (6 December).
Thaler, Richard. 2012. “Watching Behavior Before Writing the Rules.” The New York Times (7
July).

PART ONE: DECISION THEORY
Week 2 (16/17 January) – Microfoundations I: Economic Theories of Human Motivation
and Decision Making: Rational Choice
Many theorists assume that individuals are rational actors. What does that mean? What are the
basic assumptions of rational choice theory? How have rationality assumptions influenced the
ways in which we understand individual choice, group choice, cooperation, and collective action
problems?
Required reading:
Becker, Gary S. The Economic Approach to Human Behavior. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1976, chapter 1, pp. 3-14.
Shepsle, Kenneth A. and Mark S. Bonchek. 1997. Analyzing Politics: Rationality, Behavior, and
Institutions. New York: Norton: chapters 2 AND 10, pp. 15-35; 260-298.
Recommended theory:
Druckman, James N. and Arthur Lupia. 2000. “Preference Formation.” Annual Review of
Political Science 3: pp. 1-24.
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Elster, Jon. 1986. “The Nature and Scope of Rational Choice Explanation.” In Actions and
Events. Eds. E. Lepore and B. McLaughlin. Basil Blackwell, 1986: pp. 60-72.
Herfeld, Catherine. 2012. “The Potentials and Limitations of Rational Choice Theory: An
Interview with Gary Becker.” Erasmus Journal for Philosophy and Economics 5, 1: pp. 73-86.

Week 3 (23/24 January) Microfoundations II: Behavioural Economic Challenges to
Rational Actor Models
What is “bounded rationality” and how does it affect preference formation? Are individuals
always motivated by self-interest? What makes people obey rules? How do material incentives
and social norms influence decision making?
Required reading:
Forester, John. 1984. “Bounded Rationality and the Politics of Muddling Through.” Public
Administration Review 1: pp. 23-31.
Lambert, Craig. 2006. “The Marketplace of Perceptions: Behavioral Economics Explains Why
We Procrastinate, Buy, Borrow, and Grab Chocolate on the Spur of the Moment.” Harvard
Magazine (March-April).
Sunstein, Cass R. 1997. “Behavioral Analysis of Law.” University of Chicago Law Review 64:
pp. 1175-1195.
Recommended theory:
Henrich, John, et al. 2001. “In Search of Homo Economicus: Behavioral Experiments in 15
Small-Scale Societies.” The American Economic Review 91, 2: pp. 73-78.
Renwick Monroe, Kristen and Kristen Hill Maher. 1995. “Psychology and Rational Actor
Theory.” Political Psychology 16, 1: pp. 1-21.
Tversky, Amos and Daniel Kahneman. 1981. “The Framing of Decisions and the Psychology of
Choice.” Science 211, 4481 : pp. 453-458.
Wilson, Rick. 2011. “The Contribution of Behavioral Economics to Political Science.” Annual
Review of Political Science 14: pp. 201-223.
Week 4 (30/31 January) – Structural Constraints on Rationality: The Role of Institutions
How do institutions structure/constrain/transform political decision making? Is it possible for
individuals to produce coordinated and cooperative interactions without hierarchical authority?
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Required reading:
Hall, Peter A. and Rosemary C.R. Taylor. 1996. “Political Science and the Three New
Institutionalisms.” Political Studies 64: pp. 936-957.
Schwab, David and Elinor Ostrom. 2008. “The Vital role of Norms and Rules in Making Open
Public and Private Economies.” In Moral Markets: The Critical role of Values in the Economy,
ed. Paul J. Zak. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, pp. 204-227.
Shepsle, Kenneth. 1989. “Studying Institutions: Some Lessons from the Rational Choice
Approach.” Journal of Theoretical Politics 1, 2: pp. 131-47.
Recommended theory:
Hardin, Garrett. 1968. “The Tragedy of the Commons.” Science 162: pp. 1243-1248.
March, James G. and Johan P. Olsen. 1996. “Institutional Perspectives on Political Institutions.”
Governance 9, 3: pp. 247-264.
Moe, Terry. 2005. “Power and Political Institutions.” Perspectives on Politics 3, 2 : pp. 215-233.
Ostrom, Elinor. 1999. “Coping with Tragedies of the Commons.” Annual Review of Political
Science 2: pp. 493-535.
Pierson, Paul. 1995. “Fragmented Welfare States: Federal Institutions and the Development of
Social Policy.” Governance 8, 4: pp. 449-478.
Tsebelis, George. 1995. “Decision Making in Political Systems: Veto Players in Presidentialism,
Parliamentarism, Multicameralism and Multipartyism.” British Journal of Political Science 25:
pp. 289-325.

OPTIONAL TUTORIAL SESSIONS TO DISCUSS THE FIRST ASSIGNMENT
Monday 3 February 2014 (Times and locations TBA)

PART TWO: THE POLICY PROCESS
Week 5 (6/7 February) – Policy Process I: The Role of Interests in Policy Making
N.B.: PROBLEM ANALYSIS DUE IN CLASS!
What are the differences, if any, between individual and group decision making? How do
individuals and groups act when they are dissatisfied? What kinds of influence do groups have in
policy making? How do institutions affect interest group influence?
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Required reading:
Lemann, Nicholas. 2008. “Conflict of Interests.” The New Yorker (11 August).
Page, Benjamin, Larry Bartels, and Jason Seawright. 2013. “Democracy and the Policy
Preferences of Wealthy Americans.” Perspectives on Politics 11, 1: pp. 51-73.
Scotch, Richard K. 2009. “‘Nothing About Us Without Us’: Disability Rights in America.” OAH
Magazine of History 23, 3: pp. 17-22.
Recommended theory:
Hacker, Jacob S. and Paul Pierson. 2010. “Winner-Take-All Politics: Public Policy, Political
Organization, and the Precipitous Rise of Top Incomes in the United States.” Politics and Society
38, 2: pp. 152-204.
Smith, Martin J. 1990. “Pluralism, Reformed Pluralism and Neopluralism: The Role of Pressure
Groups in Policy-Making.” Political Studies 38: pp. 302-322.
Winters, Jeffrey A. and Benjamin I. Page. 2009. “Oligarchy in the United States?” Perspectives
on Politics 7, 4: pp. 731-751.
Week 6 (13/14 February) – Policy Process II: Attitudes, Principled Beliefs, Policy Frames,
and Political Ideologies in the Policy Process
The literature on ideas is both broad and deep. How can we separate out the effects of political
attitudes, public opinion, programmatic ideas, principled beliefs, policy frames, and political
ideologies on policy making? How do these various kinds of ideas interact with interests? Are
policy makers responsive to political attitudes and public opinion or do they shape opinion?
Required reading:
Cillizza, Chris. 2011. “Is the Presidential Bully Pulpit Dead?” The Washington Post blog “The
Fix”: http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/the-fix/wp/2013/06/24/is-the-bully-pulpit-dead/.
AND
Sides, John. 2011. “What Can Presidential Speeches Do? A Dialogue.” The Monkey Cage:
http://themonkeycage.org/2011/09/09/what-can-presidential-speeches-do-a-dialogue/.
Cochrane, Christopher. 2010. “Left/Right Ideology and Canadian Politics.” Canadian
Journal of Political Science 43, 4: pp. 583–605.
Lakoff, George. 2010. “Why It Matters: How We Frame the Environment.” Environmental
Communication 4, 1: pp. 70-81.
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Kingdon, John W. 1995. Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies. 2nd ed. New York: Addison
Wesley Longman. Chapter 8: pp. 165-195.
Recommended theory:
Burstein, Paul. 2003. “The Impact of Public Opinion on Public Policy: A Review and an
Agenda.” Political Research Quarterly 56, 1: pp. 29-40.
Druckman, James. 2001. “On the Limits of Framing Effects: Who Can Frame?” Journal of
Politics 63, 4: pp. 1017-1040.
Nyhan, Brendan and Jason Reifler. 2010. “When Corrections Fail: The Persistence of Political
Misperceptions.” Political Behavior 32: 3pp. 03-330.
Schneider, Anne and Helen Ingram. 1993. “Social Construction of Target Populations:
Implications for Politics and Policy.” American Political Science Review 87, 2: pp. 334-47.
(20/21 February) READING WEEK – NO CLASS

Week 7 (28 February) Policy Process III: Tying it All Together: Agenda Setting, Policy
Decision Making, and Explaining Policy Outcomes
N.B.: PRESENTATION OUTLINES DUE IN CLASS!
PLEASE NOTE THAT ALL SECTIONS OF THE COURSE ARE MEETING IN ONE
PLENARY SESSION ON FRIDAY, 28 FEBRUARY IN GALBRAITH BUILDING (35 St.
George Street) ROOM 119
CASE: Immigration Reform in Canada and the USA
Required Reading:
Freeman, Gary P., David L. Leal and Jake Onyett. 2013. “Pointless: On the Failure to Adopt an
Immigration Points System in the United States.” In Wanted and Welcome? Policies for Highly
skilled Immigrants in Comparative Perspective. New York: Springer, 123-146.
Tichenor, Daniel J. 2009. “Navigating an American Minefield: The Politics of Illegal
Immigration.” The Forum, 7(3): http://www.bepress.com/form/vol7/iss3/art1.
Triadafilopoulos, Triadafilos. 2013. Institutions and the Politics of Power and Persuasion:
Canadian Immigration Policy under the Conservative Party, 2006-2012, unpublished m.s.
Recommended theory:
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Boswell, Christina. “Theorizing Migration Policy: Is There a Third Way?” International
Migration Review 41, 1: pp. 75-100.
Cornelius, Wayne A. and Marc R. Rosenblum. 2005. “Immigration and Politics.” Annual Review
of Political Science 8: pp. 99-119.
Freeman, Gary P. 1995. “Modes of Immigration Politics in Liberal Democratic Societies,”
International Migration Review 29, 4: pp. 881-902.
Joppke, Christian. 1998. “Why Liberal States Accept Unwanted Immigration.” World Politics
50, 2: pp. 266-293.
Zolberg, Aristide. 2008. “Matters of State: Theorizing Immigration Policy.” In How Many
Exceptionalisms? Explorations in Comparative Macroanalysis. Philadelphia: Temple University
Press, pp. 250-286.

PART THREE: POLICY IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUATION

Week 8 (6/7 March) Policy Implementation and Evaluation I: Instrument Choice
How do policymakers influence people’s perceptions and actions? What policy tools or
“instruments” are best suited to encouraging behaviour that is deemed appropriate and
productive, especially in liberal-democratic contexts where over-regulation may be frowned on?
When does “nudging” slip into ethically problematic manipulation?
Required reading:
Ferraro, Paul J., Juan Jose Miranda, and Michael K. Price. 2011. “The Persistence of Treatment
Effects with Norm-Based Policy Instruments: Evidence from a Randomized Environmental
Policy Experiment.” American Economic Review 101: pp. 318-322.
Schneider, Anne and Helen Ingram. 1990. “Behavioral Assumptions of Policy Tools.” Journal of
Politics 52, 2: pp. 510-529.
Thaler, Richard R., Cass Sunstein, and John P. Balz. 2010. “Choice Architecture.” SSRN
Working Paper.
Recommend theory:
Barr, Michael S., Sendhi Mullainathan, and Eldar Shafir. 2009. “The Case for Behaviorally
Informed Regulation.” In David Moss and John Cisternino, eds., New Perspectives on
Regulation. Cambridge, MA: The Tobin Project: 25-61.
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Grant, Ruth W. 2006. “Ethics and Incentives: A Political Approach.” American Political Science
Review 100, 1: 29-29. (See also her book. Strings Attached: Untangling the Ethics of Incentives
(Princeton UP, 2011), passim.
Sunstein, Cass and Thaler, Richard. 2008. Nudge: Improving Decisions about Health, Wealth,
and Happiness. New Haven: Yale University Press, passim.
Tyler, Tom R. 2007. “Legitimacy and Criminal Justice: The Benefits of Self-Regulation.” Ohio
State Journal of Criminal Law 7: 307-359. (See also his book Why People Cooperate: The Role
of Social Motivations (Princeton UP, 2011), passim).
Week 9 (13/14 March) – Policy Implementation and Evaluation II: Efficiency,
Effectiveness, Ethics, and Morality
What criteria do we use to make and evaluate policy decisions? Should we reduce all
considerations to dollars and cents, as per cost-benefit analysis, in order to arrive at rational
policies? Or must we take other factors into consideration, to avoid ethically dubious positions?
Required reading:
Anderson, Charles. 1979. “The Place of Principles in Policy Analysis.” American Political
Science Review 73: 711-23. American Political Science Review 87, 2: pp. 334-47.
Kelman, Steven. 1981. “Cost-Benefit Analysis: An Ethical Critique.” Regulation 5, 1: pp. 33-40.
Kolbert, Elizabeth. “The Calculator.” The New Yorker 25 November 2002, pp. 42-49.
Williams, Allan. 1974. “The Cost-Benefit Approach.” British Medical Bulletin 30, 3: pp. 352356.
Recommended theory:
Amy, Douglas. 1984. “Why Policy Analysis and Ethics are Incompatible.” Journal of Policy
Analysis and Management 3, 4: pp. 573-591.
MacIntyre, Alasdair. 1992. “Utilitarianism and Cost-Benefit Analysis: An Essay on the
Relevance of Moral Philosophy to Bureaucratic Theory.” In The Moral Dimensions of Public
Policy Choice: Beyond the Market Paradigm, eds. John Martin Gillroy and Maurice Wade.
Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, pp. 179-194.
Week 10 (20/21 March) – Policy Implementation and Evaluation III: Democracy, Decision
Making, and Governance in the 21st Century
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Should policy be based on the insights of experts or the preferences of citizens? Can the tension
between expertise and democracy be bridged? How might citizens be better informed and how
might these informed citizens be integrated into the policy process?
Abelson, Julia, Mark E. Warren, and Pierre-Gerlier Forest. 2012. “The Future of Public
Deliberation on Health Issues.” Hastings Center Report (March-April): pp. 27-29.
Michels, Ank and Laurens de Graaf. 2010. “Examining Citizen Participation: Local Participatory
Policy Making and Democracy.” Local Government Studies 36, 4: pp. 477-491.
Montpetit, Eric and Christian Rouillard. 2008. “Culture and the Democratization of Risk
Management: The Widening Biotechology Gap between Canada and France.” Administration
and Society 39, 8: pp. 907-930.
Skogstad, Grace. 2003. “Who Governs? Who Should Govern? Political Authority and
Legitimacy in Canada in the Twenty-First Century.” Canadian Journal of Political Science 36,
5: pp. 955-974.
Recommended theory:
Barnes, Marian. 2003. “Constituting ‘the Public’ in Public Participation.” Public Administration
81, 2: pp. 379-399.
Pierre, Jon. “Public Consultation and Citizen Participation: Dilemmas of Policy Advice.” In
Taking Stock: Assessing Public Sector Reforms. Eds. B.Guy Peters and Donald J. Savoie.
Montreal and Kingston: McGill-Queen’s U.P., 1998, 137-63. Online:
http://simplelink.library.utoronto.ca/url.cfm/63493.
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Week 11 (27/28 March) –
GROUP PRESENTATIONS
Week 12 (3/4 April) –
GROUP PRESENTATIONS AND WRAP-UP
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LIST OF TOPICS FOR POLICY ANALYSIS ASSIGNMENT:
(The linked articles are meant to help you get a sense of the topic)
Policy Implementation and Evaluation I: Instrument Choice
1. Is Mayor Bloomberg’s proposed ban on the sale of sugary drinks in containers larger than 16
fluid ounces a practicable way to combat obesity? See, e.g.:
http://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/oliver-burkemans-blog/2012/jul/10/bloombergsoda-ban-new-york-freedom

2. Are shaming and denormalization initiatives such as the New York City ad campaign to
reduce teen pregnancy useful policy tools? See, e.g.:
http://brenebrown.com/2013/03/20/2013320meuitdwaubpgr9qt1xanm3fwwa0sjo/ and
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/03/16/opinion/a-case-for-shaming-teenagepregnancy.html?hp&_r=3&
3. Is changing the menu as per the Government of Ontario’s Healthy Schools initiative enough to
get students to eat better?: http://www.edu.gov.on.ca/eng/parents/healthyschools.html and
http://fullcomment.nationalpost.com/2012/05/15/ontario-healthy-food-policy-runs-aground-onshoals-of-student-eating-habits/

Policy Implementation and Evaluation II: Efficiency, Effectiveness, Ethics, Morality
4. How should we calculate compensation for families of children who were victims of abuse in
Canadian residential schools? E.g. http://news.nationalpost.com/2011/12/17/residential-schoolpayments-unable-to-compensate-for-genocidal-practices-survivor/

5. A number of indexes evaluating universities based on cost-benefit analyses have emerged of
late. Criteria used include whether students land jobs after graduation. . Should universities be
evaluated based on such criteria? E.g. http://www.nytimes.com/2013/10/28/education/lists-thatrank-colleges-value-are-on-the-rise.html

6. Is the use of vulnerable populations for drug safety trials or medical experiments ever
justifiable? E.g. Carl Elliott, “Guinea-Pigging” The New Yorker (7 January 2008):
http://www.newyorker.com/reporting/2008/01/07/080107fa_fact_elliott; Michael Specter “The
Vaccine.” The New Yorker (3 February 2003):
http://www.newyorker.com/archive/2003/02/03/030203fa_fact_specter.
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Policy Implementation and Evaluation III: Democracy, Decision Making, and Governance
in the 21st Century
7. Would granting non-citizens the right to vote in municipal elections improve the quality of
democracy in Canada? What is the evidence base? E.g.
http://www.thestar.com/news/queenspark/2013/06/12/kathleen_wynne_open_to_noncitizens_vot
ing_in_toronto.html
8. How should the province of Ontario resolve citizen concerns about the location of wind farms
in Ontario? E.g. http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/ont-couple-seeks-injunction-to-stop-wind-farmexpansion-1.1216058
9. Public concerns as well as public support have been voiced in response to the proposed
Northern Gateway Pipeline. Which groups matter most and how should their opinions be
weighed? E.g. http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/northern-gateway-pipeline-project-6-things-toknow-1.2469561 and http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/british-columbia/energy-unionbacks-first-nations-against-northern-gateway/article15799496/

