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COURSE OBJECTIVES

The term decision process emphasizes that social, environmental, economic and other outcomes are the result of decisions made and decisions not made by the people in those processes, as opposed to explanations based on variables that abstract from or ignore context, motivations, perceptions, and cognitive limitations of those involved in making choices.

The course has two basic goals.  First, to introduce you to conceptual tools which may be useful in thinking more effectively and responsibly about any problem of decision; and second, to develop and practice skills using these tools to analyze the various dimensions of a decision process for the purpose of presenting clear findings to a specific audience. To meet these goals, the course focuses on three primary activities: (1) core readings and discussion on decision process and the policy sciences; (2) periodic individual and shared assignments; and (3) a semester-long term project on a topic of your choice.

This course is designed to introduce students to two complementary frameworks for systematic analyses of decision-making processes. The first framework is based on Harold Lasswell’s work in the realm of the policy sciences and was first proposed in 1956. It provides the basis for much of contemporary academic policy inquiry.  The second framework, the Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) framework, was developed by colleagues at the Workshop in Political Theory and Policy Analysis at Indiana University in the 1970’s. The IAD framework builds on Lasswell’s earlier work and complements it by specifying the role of human institutions as a key explanatory factor in decision making. Like the policy sciences framework for analyzing decisions, the IAD framework emphasizes the need for context-sensitive analysis of actors, their interests, preferences, capabilities, and how their patterns of interaction produce variable collective outcomes. 

Decision processes are typically highly complex, variable, and uncertain. Complexity results in part from the characteristics of issues in areas such as environment, development, security, health, economics, and so on and on, but also because of the vast number of participants involved in decision making with differing perspectives about and stakes in particular outcomes.  Participants have a multiplicity of conflicting understandings of “the problem at hand,” have conflicting interests, and consequently different time horizons and criteria by which alternative courses of action might be evaluated. In the United States, literally millions of participants are involved in any significant national decision, and a vast array of factors might affect outcomes. Hence policymakers and analysts necessarily operate on the basis of simplified representations or maps of the policy process, whether they do so consciously or not.  As scholars trying to make sense of these decision processes, we need to develop ways of identifying the critical elements—the stuff that is likely to really matter in explaining outcomes.  That is what we have frameworks for. But no matter how good the theoretical framework is that you use, it will not do the analysis for you, it will not make predictions about outcomes, and it will not make you understand why certain decisions are made. 

The purpose of any theoretical framework is to help you organize your observations about the world, and to help you specify plausible relationships between variables. To make predictions about specific outcomes you need theory, and to test these theories with empirical observations you need models for which you have specified your assumptions and defined your parameters. Hence, we need to learn to distinguish between frameworks, theories and models.  This class is mostly about frameworks, a little bit about theories, but hardly at all about models.  It may seem trivial, but I think it is important we are clear about the differences between these basic concepts.  

In order to get the most out of this course, you will need to complete all of the readings, come to class prepared, participate, and complete all of the assignments.  You are encouraged to use the office hours as an opportunity to discuss in more detail certain aspects of the course, share ideas on your project, and to provide feedback on the course and the readings.  

REQUIREMENTS OF THE COURSE

Weekly One-Page Memos 

Every week you are expected to turn in a one-page essay.  The essay will be due by 8AM every Thursday before class. You should address the following two items in your submission:

1. The most important thing I learned from the class discussion and/or readings was . . .

2. The thing I still don’t understand is . . .

You are of course free to discuss any topic related to the class beyond these two questions as well. The purpose of this exercise is to allow you an opportunity to discuss aspects of the readings, integrate other material with the week’s focus, or to raise questions about what was unclear or unanswered by the readings.  A secondary purpose is to ensure that you have an opportunity to provide me with feedback on the readings and your progress/satisfaction in the course.

Group assignments

 TC \l1 "Seminar Guides/Discussions: 

Each student will be a lead discussant and as such be responsible for preparing a “Guide to the Readings” for one class session. I will announce your assigned sessions during the second week of classes. Ideally this “Guide”will be a document that provides a short synopsis of the readings, discusses main themes, and, if desired, introduces other, relevant literature not required for the week. For that class meeting, the discussant is responsible for preparing a set of 3-5 questions and leading the first hour of discussion about the topic/readings. 

Group Exercise:

For the Group Case Study exercise, you will work with two-three other students to prepare a discussion, exercise, game, role play, etc. to illustrate the dynamics of that particular phase of the decision process in the context of the shared group project.  Details on groups and the shared group project will be discussed during the first class meeting. 


Individual Term Project

The individual term project assignment consists of conducting a rigorous appraisal of a nested decision process, making explicit use of an existing theoretical framework that fits your question. 

Select a policy decision (already made, pending, or needing to be made) and justify why this is an important one. 

Describe the context (what problem is the decision addressing or why is the decision itself problematic) – What is the problem that your paper is focused on?

What specific question is your paper seeking to address? Given your question, which theoretical framework (s) would be most helpful to your inquiry? Justify your selection of the particular framework.

Evaluate the nested decision process of the particular phase that you have selected (i.e., conduct an appraisal).  Specifically,


Develop and justify criteria for your evaluation (in terms of both content and procedure)


Present data with respect to your criteria, and make judgments of success and/or failure


Locate formal and effective responsibility for successes and failures

Make recommendations for practical, substantive, and worthwhile actions that would correct any deficiencies that you find through the evaluation

Connect the results of your evaluation with the larger decision process, responding to the question “So what?”.


One-two page (text) proposals for your term projects are due Oct. 27. Your proposal should include a one page preliminary bibliography of sources. If you don’t have 20 or more sources by this point, you need to change your topic. There is no fixed page limit for the paper, but 15 pages (double-spaced) is the preferred target, since policymakers–even interested policymakers--are unlikely to read more than that. All papers must include a one-page Executive Summary. Late papers are subject to a one-letter grade late penalty.  

GRADING

Your grade will be determined as follows:

Class participation


20%

Weekly one pagers


10%


Reading Guide/Discussion

10%

Group Projects


10% 


Individual term project 

50%


Required TEXTBOOK

Gibson, C., Andersson, K., Ostrom, E. and S. Shivakumar (2005). The Samaritan's Dilemma: The Political Economy of Development Aid. Oxford, UK: Oxford University Press.

All other texts will be made available on WebCT

University Policies

Disability Services. If you qualify for accommodations because of a disability, please submit to me a letter from Disability Services in a timely manner so that your needs may be addressed.  Disability Services determines accommodations based on documented disabilities.  Contact: 303-492-8671, Willard 322, and www.Colorado.EDU/disabilityservices
Academic Integrity. All students of the University of Colorado at Boulder are responsible for knowing and adhering to the academic integrity policy of this institution. Violations of this policy may include: cheating, plagiarism, aid of academic dishonesty, fabrication, lying, bribery, and threatening behavior.  All incidents of academic misconduct shall be reported to the Honor Code Council (303-725-2273, honor@colorado.edu). Students who are found to be in violation of the academic integrity policy will be subject to both academic sanctions from the faculty member and non-academic sanctions (including but not limited to university probation, suspension, or expulsion). Other information on the Honor Code can be found at http://www.colorado.edu/academics/honorcode/
Discrimination and Sexual Harassment. The University of Colorado at Boulder policy on Discrimination and Harassment (http://www.colorado.edu/policies/discrimination.html, the University of Colorado policy on Sexual Harassment and the University of Colorado policy on Amorous Relationships applies to all students, staff and faculty.  Any student, staff or faculty member who believes s/he has been the subject of discrimination or harassment based upon race, color, national origin, sex, age, disability, religion, sexual orientation, or veteran status should contact the Office of Discrimination and Harassment (ODH) at 303-492-2127 or the Office of Judicial Affairs at 303-492-5550.  Information about the ODH and the campus resources available to assist individuals regarding discrimination or harassment can be obtained at http://www.colorado.edu/odh
Religious Obligations. Campus policy regarding religious observances requires that faculty make every effort to reasonably and fairly deal with all students who, because of religious obligations, have conflicts with scheduled exams, assignments or required attendance.  In this class, you will need to give a minimum of a one-week advance notice to the professor if you foresee any such time conflicts with class-related activities. See full details at http://www.colorado.edu/policies/fac_relig.html
Civility. Students and faculty each have responsibility for maintaining an appropriate learning environment. Students who fail to adhere to such behavioral standards may be subject to discipline. Faculty have the professional responsibility to treat all students with understanding, dignity and respect, to guide classroom discussion and to set reasonable limits on the manner in which they and their students express opinions.  Professional courtesy and sensitivity are especially important with respect to individuals and topics dealing with differences of race, culture, religion, politics, sexual orientation, gender variance, and nationalities.  Class rosters are provided to the instructor with the student's legal name. I will gladly honor your request to address you by an alternate name or gender pronoun. Please advise me of this preference early in the semester so that I may make appropriate changes to my records.  See http://www.colorado.edu/policies/classbehavior.html
COURSE OUTLINE (Evolving)

	
	
	

	Month
	Day
	Week
	Class Theme

	Sept 
	1
	1
	Introductions

	
	
	
	Discussion of Syllabus

	
	8
	2
	Why Policy Research?

	
	
	
	Lippmann, W. 1932. The scholar in a troubled world, The Atlantic Monthly, pp. 148-152.

	
	
	
	Wildavsky, A.   1985.  The once and future school of public policy, 79:25-41.

	
	
	
	H. Simon, Reason in Human Affairs, 10-29, 67-97.

	
	
	
	J. Scott, 1998.  Thin Simplifications and Practical Knowledge: Metis, Chapter 9 pp. 309-341 in Seeing Like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition Have Failed.

	
	15
	3
	The Big Picture: Social and Decision Process Mapping

	
	
	
	Discussion lead: Eric

	
	
	
	H.D. Lasswell, The Decision Process: Seven Categories of Functional Analysis, Bureau of Governmental Research, University of Maryland, College Park, 1956.

	
	
	
	H. Lasswell & M. McDougal, "The Social Process as a Whole", "The Maximization Postulate," "Contextual Analysis," Jurisprudence for a Free Society (1992), pp. 335-343, 368-371, 386-388.

	
	22
	4
	Discussion on the policy sciences

	
	
	
	Discussion Lead (plan B): David 
	
	
	Discussion lead: Eric

	
	
	
	Lasswell, H. D. 1970. The emerging conception of the policy sciences, Policy Sciences 1:3-14.

	
	
	
	Ascher, W. 1987. The evolution of the policy sciences: understanding the rise and avoiding the fall, Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 5:367-373

	
	
	
	Brunner, R. D. 1991.  The policy movement as a policy problem, Policy Sciences 24:65-98.

	
	
	
	deLeon, P. and S. Overman, 1997. A history of the policy sciences, pp. 467-506, Chapter 13 in J. Rabin, W. B. Hildreth, and G. J. Miller (eds.) Handbook of Public Administration (Mareel Decker Publishing).

	
	29
	5
	Introduction to the study of the policy process

	
	
	
	Discussion lead: Glen

	
	
	
	L. Scaff and H. Ingram, 1987. The Influence of Theory on What We See, Politics and Research Methods.

	
	
	
	Lasswell, H. D. 1956. The decision process: seven categories of functional analysis, Bureau of Governmental Research, University of Maryland, College Park.

	Oct
	6
	6
	Decisions –Prescriptions

	
	
	
	Discussion lead: Maureen

Group presentation: Immigration Policy
Jimmy, Todd and Augie

	
	
	
	H. Lasswell and M. McDougal, “The Prescribing Function,” Jurisprudence for a Free Society (1992), pp. 1155-1174.

	
	
	
	D. Stone, Policy Paradox (1997), ch. 12 "Rules" and ch. 11 “Incentives”.

	
	
	
	Hammond, J. S., R. L. Keeney, and H. Raiffa, 1998.  The hidden traps in decision making, Harvard Business Review, September-October:47-58.

	
	
	
	Forester, J.  1984.  Bounded rationality and the politics of muddling through, Public Administration Review 44 (1):23-31.

	
	
	
	

	
	13
	7
	Appraisal

	
	
	
	Discussion Lead: Todd

Group Presentation: Education Policy

Steve, David 

	
	
	
	H. Lasswell and M. McDougal, “The Appraising Function,” Jurisprudence for a Free Society (1992), pp. 1245-1262.

	
	
	
	Wallace, M. G., H. J. Cortner, S. Burke, 1995. Review of policy evaluation in natural resources, Society and Natural Resources, 8:35-47.

	
	
	
	Intelligence

	
	
	
	H. Lasswell and M. McDougal, “The Intelligence Function,” Jurisprudence for a Free Society (1992), pp. 1175-1192.

	
	
	
	Rochefort, D. A. and R. W. Cobb 1994.  Problem definition: an emerging perspective, pp. 1-31 in The Politics of Problem Definition: Shaping the Policy Agenda (University Press of Kansas: Lawrence, KS).

	
	20
	8
	Promotion

	
	
	
	Discussion lead: Steve, Augie

Group presentation: Poverty Alleviation Policy
Amy, Glenn

	
	
	
	H. Lasswell and M. McDougal, “The Promoting (Recommending) Function,” Jurisprudence for a Free Society (1992), pp. 1193-1202.

	
	
	
	Kingdon, J. 1984. Wrapping things up, Chapter 9, pp. 205-218 in Agendas, Alternatives, and Public Policies (New York: Harper Collins).

	
	
	
	Invocation and Application

	
	
	
	Group Presentation: Social Welfare policy

Maureen, Takeshi and Eric

	
	
	
	H. Lasswell and M. McDougal, “The Invoking Function,”

	
	
	
	and “The Applying Function,” Jurisprudence for a Free Society (1992), pp. 1203-1216, 1217-1237

	
	
	
	Pressman, J. L. and A. B. Wildavsky, 1974.  The complexity of joint action, pp. 87-124 in Implementation (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press)

	
	27
	9
	The future of policy sciences

	
	
	
	Guest: Roger Pielke

	
	
	
	Pielke, Jr., R. A. 2004. A Third Generation Perspective on the Policy Sciences, Policy Sciences.
De Leon, P. 1999. 

Pielke, Jr., R.A. and M.M. Betsill, 1997.  Policy for Science for Policy: Ozone Depletion and Acid Rain Revisited.  Research Policy 26:157-168.

	Nov
	3
	10
	Termination

	
	
	
	Discussion lead: Takeshi

Group Presentations: Renewable Energy Policy

Rebecca and Lorine 

	
	
	
	H. Lasswell and M. McDougal, “The Terminating Function,” Jurisprudence for a Free Society (1992), pp. 1239-1243.

	
	
	
	Bardach, E. 1976.  Policy termination as a political process, Policy Sciences 7:123-131.

	
	
	
	Normative Considerations: Common Interests

	
	
	
	Madison, J.  1788.  Federalist 10

	
	
	
	Fraatz, J. M. B. 1982.  Policy analysts as advocates.  Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 1:273-276.

	
	10
	11
	Institutional Analysis and Development (IAD) Framework 

	
	
	
	Discussion lead: Lorine

	
	
	
	Ostrom, Gardner, and Walker (1994)

	
	
	
	Ostrom (1999) 

Ostrom, Schroeder, and Wynne (1993)

Bickers and Williams (2001)

	
	
	
	

	
	17
	12
	IAD Applications

	
	
	
	Discussion Lead: David

	
	
	
	Andersson and Gibson (2006)

	
	
	
	Oakerson (1999)

	
	
	
	McGiver (2005)

	
	
	
	Andersson and van Laerhoven (2007)

	
	
	
	

	
	24
	13
	The Analysis of Nested Institutions 

	
	
	
	Discussion lead: Amy

	
	
	
	Gibson, Andersson, Ostrom & Shivakumar (2005), Ch 1-6

	
	
	
	

	Dec
	1
	14
	Field-Research Findings and their Policy Implications 

	
	
	
	Discussion Lead: Jimmy

	
	
	
	Gibson, Andersson, Ostrom & Shivakumar (2005), Ch 7-11

	
	
	
	

	
	8
	15
	Mini-conference, part 1

	
	
	
	

	
	15
	16
	Mini-conference, part 2

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



