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1 Objectives
1. You get an overview, a mental map, of approaches and theories in policy studies.
2. You get acquainted with the main arguments of key approaches in policy studies.
3. You understand the assumptions at the basis of common tools in public policy analysis.

4. You understand the debates between different schools of thought and can weigh their arguments.
5. You are able to position yourself in these debates and develop a reasoned preference for certain styles or approaches.
These goals are informed by the position of this course in the very beginning of the master’s programme, where it is to function as a shared building block for all students. The course should provide you with an overview of approaches, feeding directly into a personal positioning with an eye on the development of a theoretical basis for the thesis.

2 Contents

The course will present you with a structured overview of policy studies: a schematised representation of major approaches in the field. During the course, this representation will be used to explain differences between approaches, strengths and weaknesses, as well as debates between schools of thought. Towards the end of the course, students will also come to problematise the schematic representation of the field, as its basic premises are being questioned.


The schematic representation of the field used in the course is based on two categorisations. The first opposes approaches that see government as the principle actor in policy, against approaches that stress the distributed nature of policy making and the limitations of the capacities of governments. The second categorisation opposes approaches to policy making that present it as a rational, goal-oriented process, versus approaches that stress non-rational accounts and power operating in policy making. Towards the end of the course will question these very distinctions, for example the sharp opposition of power and reason (see Figure 1).


Even though the course discusses large theoretical questions, such as the meaning of power and reason, we will show how these issues have very practical consequences. For example, cost/benefit analysis is not just a neutral tool of the trade, but a tool that belongs to a specific school of thought: rationalist policy analysis. This school makes assumptions about how people make decisions, about what role the policy adviser should play, or about the role of a democratic government. By providing you with this wider context, we not only hope that you will improve your understanding of the bigger issues at stake in public policy, but also to increase your sensitivity to a wider range of approaches in policy analyses.
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Figure 1 Map of the course and of approaches in policy studies

Not all approaches and authors will fit equally well into these boxes, but the schematisation will nevertheless allow us to map out the most important problematics for various approaches and the debates between them.

	
	Topics

	Week 1
	A. Lecture: what is public? What is policy analysis?
B. Tutorial: classic tensions Reason and power; state and society

	Week 2
	A. Lecture: Producing reason for the state: rationalism in policy studies
B. Tutorial: evidence based policy?

	Week 3
	A. Lecture: The limits of the instrumental reason
B. Tutorial: When well-intended plans fail

	Week 4
	A. Lecture: The question of power
B. Tutorial: Power and reason

	Week 5
	A. Lecture: Collective reason
B. Tutorial: discourse analysis and deliberation

	Week 6
	A. Lecture: Sharing power
B. Tutorial: the participation debate

	Week 7
	A. Lecture: Governmentality and governance

B. Tutorial:  numbers, accounting, and the origins of policy facts

	Week 8
	A. Lecture:  Meta policy and the Governance of Problems

B. Tutorial: Styles of policy analysis and styles of policy advice


3 Format

Structure of the course

1. Eight lectures: explanation of major approaches in policy studies
2. Eight tutorials: reading primary texts, including case material or examples
3. Exam: test knowledge of the material (goals 1, 2, 3)
4. Essay paper: test understanding and your own position (goals 3 and 4)
Grading
40% exam: Have you read and understood the material? Can you identify different schools of thought and link them to the tools of the trade? (objectives 1, 2, 3)
40% essay: Can you define your own position in these debates? (objectives 4, 5)
20% participation: Do you take part in the discussions in class? Do you ask good questions? Have you thoroughly read the texts? (objectives 4, 5)

Reading

For every lecture: on average 30 p, typically a chapter from a handbook. For the tutorials: about 45 p to be discussed in class, typically a set of short fragments or to contrasting theoretical positions. We have also included some optional texts. These texts are not obligatory course material, but if you read and use them (e.g. in your essay), then your chances at a higher grade will improve.

Essay

We will provide you with essay questions towards the end of the course. Essays should be no longer than 3000 words (body text) and contain properly formatted references. (Details at the end of this text.)
How to study for this course

This course involves quite a bit of reading: about 80 pages per week, which should cost you 9 to 10 hours every week. Most texts will be more abstract and more difficult to read than the material you have had to work on in your Bachelor programme, so take your time.

Here are some pointers:

1. Do not think you can do it in less time: you will need to understand what you read to complete the course

2. Do not fall behind: If you study nine tot ten hours per week for this course, you will be able to keep up. It will be much harder to read these texts under time pressure.
3. Read before class so you can ask questions in class or during the tutorial. Not only will this help you to understand the material, you will even be rewarded through your participation grade. You will be asked to explain what you have read in the tutorials, so come prepared!
4. Make notes while you read so you can identify questions, highlight main issues you will need to study for the exam, and mark aspects you find interesting and may want to use for your essay. Making notes slows you down during a first reading, but good notes save time later.
Language

The language for the course is English. This includes essays and the exam, even for students who are in a study programme that is otherwise in Dutch. We stick to this rule for reasons of fairness and because agreements have been made with participating programmes.
Total workload
	Lectures 
	8 x 2 h
	16 h

	Reading 
	8 p/h x 30 p x 8 meetings
	30 h   (ca 240 pp)

	Tutorials 
	8 x 2 h
	16 h

	Reading 
	8 p/h x 45 p x 8 meetings
	45 h   (ca 360 pp)

	Exam + study
	4 h + 12 h preparation
	16 h

	Essay 
	ca 2 days 
	15 h

	Total 
	5 EC x 28h/EC
	140 h


4 Overview of contents, week by week

4.1 Week 1

A. Lecture: what is public? What is policy analysis?

In the introduction, we will discuss the organising principle of the course, as well as some of the key concepts of public policy.

1. notions of public: public opinion, res publica, public goods, public sector

2. public/private boundary, public/private partnership, the discussion over public/private goods

3. the state: the relation between government and ‘public’

4. Conceptions of the state: state as outside of society (liberty conquered upon the state) and state as emanation or representation of society (state as guarantee for justice and equality)

5. power and reason

Texts:

- Goodin, R. E., Rein, M., & Moran, M. (2006). The Public and its Policies. In M. Moran, M. Rein & R. E. Goodin (Eds.), The Oxford Handbook of Public Policy (pp. 3-35). Oxford: Oxford University Press.

This text provides an overview of the key tensions and themes in Policy Analysis. It will help you to get an overview.

Read also:
- W. Halffman and R. Hoppe, Public Policy Analysis: course description (this text).
Familiarize yourself with the general structure of the course.

B. Tutorial: classic tensions Reason and power; state and society

The key themes of the introductory lecture are old, much older than one might expect. In some form or other, they have been debated since the Greeks, throughout the Middle Ages, and throughout the formation of the modern state. Obviously, there are important historical differences between ruling a city state in the 5th Century BC and a mass democracy in the 21st Century, but not all is new and different. An awareness of the long-term nature of these tensions is a warning against claims of simple resolutions of these tensions.

Texts:

Plato. The Republic, Athens ca. 360BC (Translated by Benjamin Jowett, 1892). Fragments of book VI (steering the ship of state, philosopher-king) and book VII (education of the philosopher-king), 10p.
Plato lets Socrates describe how reason should rule the state through philosophers. How is this made plausible? What is included in this ‘reason’? How is power portrayed, as counter-part of reason?

Machiavelli, Niccolò, The Prince, Florence, 1531, chs. 9, 16, 22, 23, 6p.
Note the contrast with Plato, especially in the first three chapters. What is the role of ‘reason’ in these texts? How is reason conceived here?

Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party, 1947 (USSR edition 1969), from www.Marxists.org (Read only chapter 1 “Bourgeois and Proletarian”, ca. 12 p)
One of the most influential texts of the 20th century. Much of this text becomes more clear when read in combination with the next one, containing some of Marx’ notes that were only published in 1968.

Karl Marx, The German Ideology, 1845-46, fragments (12p). From www.Marxists.org. 

Habermas, J. (1999). The European Nation-State and the Pressures of Globalization. New Left Review, I/235(May-June), 46-60. (14p.)
Habermas sees modernity as an unfinished project. Freedom is limited through the system-like qualities of the world, such as the state and the market, that instrumentalise human interaction. He sees possibilities for emancipation through collective reason, based in an active and alert civil society. This relatively recent text shows this line of thought in the context of Europeanisation.

Optional

De Jouvenel, B. (1960). The pseudo-Alcibiades: a dialogue on political Action and Responsibility. Yale Review, L(2), 161-171.

4.2 Week 2

A. Lecture: Producing reason for the state: rationalism in policy studies

Rationalist policy studies rely on a strict separation of power from instrumental reason and the mobilisation of this instrumental reason for (large scale) state interventions. This has led to a large tradition of policy studies that try to devise ways to support policy with planning, information, and advice. These approaches aim to provide governments with the information to make a choice and hence tend to construct a separation of facts (the domain of experts) and values/preferences (a matter for the decision maker). One example of this approach can be found in the case discussed by Weimer and Vining, which makes a multi-criteria analysis of policy options for Canadian fisheries, a technique often used in American-style “policy analysis”. The object of such approaches is to find the optimal policy instruments to address market externalities, while showing the trade-offs that structure the public choice.

The latest edition of this tradition is the call for ‘evidence based policy’, modelled on the popularity of this discourse in ‘evidence based medicine’, which we will discuss in the tutorial.

Texts: 

Weimer, D. L., & Vining, A. R. (1999). “Preview: The Canadian Pacific Salmon Fishery”, in: Policy Analysis: Concepts and Practice (3rd edition ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall, p 1-26. (25 pp)
Case example of rationalist policy analysis, looking for optimal policy instruments.

Optional:
Miller, G. J., & Robbins, D. (2007). Cost-Benefit Analysis. In F. Fischer, G. J. Miller & M. S. Sidney (Eds.), Handbook of Public Policy Analysis: theory, politics, and methods (pp. 465-480). Boca Raton, Fl.: CRC.
A classic technique of rationalist policy analysis.

B. Tutorial: evidence based policy?

In some form or other, approaches that stress the measurement and measurability of policy outcomes return to the centre of attention in policy studies. Usually these approaches make strong arguments for the optimisation of use of government resources or cost-awareness. We will look at a few examples in detail, as well as the discussion to which they gave rise.

Texts:

Mullen, E. J., Shlonsky, A., Bledsoe, S. E., & Bellamy, J. L. (2005). From concept to implementation: challenges facing evidence-based social work. Evidence and Policy, 1(1), 61-84. (20 p.)
Uses examples from social work to argue for evidence based policy, be it with critical notes.

Parsons, W. (2002). From Muddling Through to Muddling Up - Evidence Based Policy Making and the Modernisation of British Government. Public Policy and Administration, 17, 43-60. (15pp.)
One of the fierce opponents of evidence based policy comments on the situation in Britain, where the Blair government enthusiastically embraced the term for its approach to ‘public services’. Contrast with the first text.

4.3 Week 3

A. Lecture: The limits of the instrumental reason

The instrumental reason that underlies positivist policy studies has been questioned from a wide variety of angles. This criticism has in turn led to a range of alternative approaches to policy studies, some of which will be dealt with in more detail in coming weeks.

Texts: 

Hill, M., & Hupe, P. (2002). “The Rise and Decline of the Policy Implementation Paradigm” in: Implementing Public Policy. London: Sage, ch. 5, pp.85-115. (30 p)

Hoppe, R., (forthcoming) The Governance of Problems, ch. 2, part 1 (8 p)

B. Tutorial: When well-intended plans fail

Because of their large-scale ambitions, modernist policies have a tendency to produce large-scale problems when they go wrong. A close reading of a number of well-documented examples of policy failure leads us to an analysis of what can go wrong, and from there on to a set of parameters that alternative approaches will have to address.

Texts:

Scott, J. C. (1998). Seeing like a state : how certain schemes to improve the human condition have failed. New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press., ch 1, pp 11-22, 25-27, 33-47 (30p).
Classic study of large-scale modernist policies that fail dramatically. Can you find your own examples?

Lindblom, C. E. (1979). Still Muddling, Not Yet Through. Public Administration Review, 39(6), 517-526.
The case for incrementalism: more gradual and self-correcting policies. Contrast both approaches. To what extent does incrementalism present an alternative?

4.4 Week 4

A. Lecture: The question of power

In opposition to rationalist notions of policy making, some policy analysts have pointed to the importance of power. Policy makers may have well-reasoned, well-designed plans for action, but this does not automatically mean that government will be able or willing to go forward with such plans.

Texts: 

Hill, M. (2005). The public policy process (4th ed.). Harlow, UK: Pearson Longman, p. 25-50. (25pp)

Optional:

Lukes, S. (2005). Power: a radical view (2nd ed.). Basingstoke: Palmgrave MacMillan, p 14-59.

B. Tutorial: power and reason.

A political model of policy making is radically different from the rationalist assumptions underlying economistic analysis. Stone analyses the contrast, while Flyvbjerg provides us with a case example, criticised by Forester.

Stone, D. (1997). “The Market and the Polity” in: Policy Paradox: The Art of Political Decision Making. New York: Norton, ch 1, 17-32. (25 p)
Contrasts an economic with a political model of policy making.

Flyvbjerg, B. (2002). Bringing Power to Planning Research: One Researcher’s Praxis Story. Journal of Planning Education and Research, 21(4), 353-366. (14 p)
A personal account of the elaborate case study about planning in Aalborg (DK), discussed in more detail in his book Rationality and Power.

Forester, J. (2001). An Instructive Case-study Hampered by Theoretical Puzzles: Critical Comments on Flyvbjerg’s Rationality and Power. International Planning Studies, 6(3), 263-270. (7 p)
A critical review of Flyvbjerg’s book.

4.5 Week 5

A. Lecture: Collective reason

In response to the highlighting of power processes in policy making and the limitations of instrumental reason, policy scientists have developed new approaches that stress the importance of collective reasoning in policy making. In these approaches, rationality is not seen as the exclusive domain of the state and its apparatus of expert knowledge. On the contrary, these approaches stress the bias of ‘official’ rationality and the failure to include perspectives ‘from below’, i.e. the knowledge of the work floor, the street level bureaucrat, the citizen, the opposition, the marginal, or the outsider. Tools for policy analysis focus from this tradition stress the importance of understanding and adequately representing positions, of ‘frame reflection’, of building mutual understanding and practicable levels of consensus with relevant stakeholders.

Texts: 

Rein, M., & Schön, D. (1993). Reframing Policy Discourse. In F. Fischer & J. Forester (Eds.), The Argumentative Turn in Policy Analysis and Planning (pp. 145-166). Durham: Duke University Press. (20pp)

B. Tutorial: discourse analysis and deliberation

In analyses of the language of policies and processes of collective reasoning, the “vertical” view of policy is replaced. Policy is predominantly seen as measures that need to be implemented from the top, but rather as a “horizontal” and interactive process.

Texts:

Yanow, D. (1993). The communication of policy meanings: Implementation as interpretation and text. Policy Sciences, 26, 41-61. (18 p)
This text shows how people ascribe meanings to policies, that come guide how people relate to policies. This is a short version of a study later expanded to book length in the influential How Does a Policy Mean? (1996).

Van Eeten, M. J. G. (2007). Narrative Policy Analysis. In G. J. Miller & D. Robbins (Eds.), Handbook of Public Policy Analysis: theory, politics and methods (pp. 251-269). Boca Raton, Fl.: CRC.

4.6 Week 6

A. Lecture: Sharing power

The perennial objection to policy as collective reason is that these approaches tend to deny rather than to address power imbalances. Whereas theories of policy as collective reason see consensus among relevant stakeholders as an often unachievable, yet valuable goal, their opponents argue that the denial of power is a dangerous illusion that opens the door to abuse. The critics argue that participation is instrumentalised, that the real power lies in the definition of who is and is not a ‘relevant’ stakeholder, and that so-called open deliberations lead to institutionalisation of new policy elites. The experimentation with new forms of organising policy that address or at least acknowledge these objections, is still ongoing.

Texts: 

Fung, A. (2003). Survey Article: Recipes for Public Spheres: Eight Institutional Design Choices and Their Consequences. The Journal of Political Philosophy, 11(3), 338–367.
Describes basic choices for the design of political institutions and public deliberation.

B. Tutorial: the participation debate

Policy participation of citizens or of civil society is easily presented as a good in itself. It is seen as a way for citizens to exercise political rights, a way to gather local knowledge, develop policies that connect with the day-to-day realities where policies have to be implemented, or as a counter-veiling power against state arrogance. However, participation is not without its traps and disadvantages. Participation can become instrumentalised as a tool to neutralise opposition and gather support for pre-conceived plans. There are also objections that point to the unequally distributed possibility for participation, possibly providing already powerful actors with yet another forum in which to further their goals, and questions about its effectiveness.

Texts:

Papadopoulos, Y., & Warin, P. (2007). Are innovative, participatory and deliberative procedures in policy making democratic and effective? European Journal of Political Research, 46, 445-472. (26 p)
An overview of arguments around participation and an attempt to evaluate the debate so far.

Kothari, U. (2005). Authority and Expertise: The Professionalisation of International Development and the Ordering of dissent. Antipode, 37(3), 425-446. (21 p)
The development world has become extremely critical of participation. Kothari, co-author of the provocative Participation: the New Tyranny (Zed, 2001), explains why she is so apprehensive.

Optional:

Fischer, F. (1993). Citizen participation and the democratization of policy expertise: From theoretical inquiry to practical cases. Policy Sciences, 26(3), 165-187.

4.7 Week 7

A. Lecture: Governmentality and governance

Apart from the mainstream policy sciences that ultimately aim to contribute to policy making, there are also some traditions that take a somewhat more remote position to government or even the very idea of governing. One of these traditions is the large and heterogeneous body of work generally denoted as “post-modern”. This tradition has asked to what extent governments are able to govern at all, especially questioning the hubris of high-modernism. This has lead to such notions as ‘governance’ suggests forms of governing that include a wide variety of actors, perhaps not even the state. On an even more fundamental level, some thinkers has wondered what it means ‘to govern’ and question why this idea of having to govern things seems to proliferate through our societies so rapidly. How do issues become subject to ‘governing’? What does it mean “to govern things”?

These questions elaborate a much older question of political philosophy on what are appropriate issues for the state to interfere with, or the limits of the public sphere. However, as governments are increasingly seen as only one institution through which governing is possible, the proliferation of the practice of governing becomes a fascinating counterpart to the proliferation of the institution of government that was so hotly debated in the past.

Texts: 

Sending, O. J., & Neumann, I. B. (2006). Governance to Governmentality: Analyzing NGOs, States, and Power. International Studies Quarterly, 50, 651–672.

Optional:

Foucault, M. (1991). Governmentality. In G. Burchell, C. Gordon & P. Miller (Eds.), The Foucault effect: Studies in Governmentality: with Two Lectures by and an Interview with Michel Foucault (pp. 87-104). Chicago: University of Chicago Press.
The original source of the idea that the practice of governing is something to be researched and questioned. 

B. Tutorial: numbers, accounting, and the origins of policy facts

One of the paths that post-modern analyses of policy making has cleared, is the investigation of how facts get constructed in policy making. Rather than to take (scientific) knowledge as a given, these analyses ask where knowledge comes from, why we know certain things while others are left unknown. The use of numbers in policy making, especially in accounting practices, is an interesting domain for such study.

Texts:

Stone, D. (1997). Policy Paradox: The Art of Political Decision Making. New York: Norton, chapter 7, p 163-187. (23p)
Shows how politics is involved in the construction of even most neutral looking numbers in policy making.

Power, M. (2005). The Theory of the Audit Explosion. In E. Ferlie, L.E. Lynn, jr. and C. Pollit (Eds), The Oxford Handbook of Public Management (pp.326-344). Oxford: Oxford University Press
4.8 Week 8

A. Lecture: Meta policy and the Governance of Problems

We have analysed a series of ways to study and advise policy. They all have strengths and weaknesses. Is it possible to identify conditions under which some kinds of policy making are more appropriate than others? Is it possible to have, as Dror calls it, a meta-policy?

Hoppe’s notion of a governance of problems leads in this direction.
Texts: 

Dror, Y. (1971). “Meta-Policy” in: Design for Policy Sciences. New York: American Elsevier, p 74-79. (5 pp)

Hoppe, R., (forthcoming) The Governance of Problems, ch.2 (part 2). (15 p)

Hoppe, R., (forthcoming) The Governance of Problems, ch.4 (26 p)

B. Tutorial: Styles of policy analysis and styles of policy advice

After an overview of different styles of analysing and understanding policy, we will trace how these different theoretical preferences lead not only to a preference for certain policy instruments, but even to styles of advice. We will study this using a few examples of advice to Dutch policy makers.

Texts:
The following two texts provide an overview of different types of policy advice. Read these texts, then scan the fragments of policy report below. Do you recognise the types of advice mentioned? Can you relate them to policy making institutions?

Mayer, I. S., Van Daalen, C. E., & Bots, P. W. G. (2004). Perspectives on policy analyses: a framework for understanding and design. International Journal of Technology, Policy and Management, 4(2), 169-191. (21p)
Halffman, W., & Hoppe, R. (2005). Science/policy boundaries: a changing division of labour in Dutch expert policy advice. In S. Maasen & P. Weingart (Eds.), Democratization of expertise? Exploring novel forms of scientific advice in political decision-making (pp. 135-152). Dordrecht: Kluwer. (18pp)

Fragments of policy advice:

Van Opstal, R. (2003). The new coalition agreement. CPB Report, 2, 17-22.
(http://www.cpb.nl/eng/pub/cpbreeksen/cpbreport/2003_2/s1_3.pdf)

Scientific Council on Government Policy. (2004). Proofs of good service provisions (English summary). The Hague: Wetenschappelijke Raad voor het Regeringsbeleid.

Lejour, A., Mervar, A., & Verweij, G. (2007). The economic effects of Croatia's accession to the EU. The Hague: CPB Netherlands Bureau for Economic Policy Analysis, ch. 2 (5p) (http://www.cpb.nl/eng/pub/cpbreeksen/document/154/doc154.pdf)

Essay paper

Write an essay of maximum 3000 words, making use of what you have learned in this course. Show us that you can develop your own position in this range of theories and approaches. Show us how you are developing your own preference for an approach to policy making. 

Option 1: statements
Choose a statement from the list below and elaborate this statement in your essay.

1. “Rational policy may not always be possible, but it remains a noble goal.”

2. “Policy making that ignores power, can never be rational.”

3. “What deliberative policy looses in short-term effectiveness, it wins in long-term support.”

4. “Deliberative policy making undermines the legitimacy of representative government.”

5. “The promise of an accurate measurement of policy success is a smokescreen that mainly serves to perpetuate the consultancy industry.”

6. “Those who protest accurate assessment of policy output and evidence of policy effectiveness are merely covering up their own failure to deliver.”

7. “The only way to make good policy is to involve citizens at every stage.”

8. “Rationalisation is an irreversible process that will lead to the dominance of rationalist policy analysis.”

9. “The choice between power and reason is a false one, which obscures the real question of what kinds of society we want to live in.”

10. “At the end of the day, hard numbers will always be the best evidence for whether policies work or not.”

You can argue against or in favour of these statements. Please take note that your mission is to write an essay. That means that you have to take a position and defend your position with arguments. These arguments explain why your position is right, but very likely also why a series of possible counter-arguments can be refuted or do not carry enough weight. You are not writing a pamphlet (which normally lacks well-reasoned arguments), or a summary of the course (reproduction of what is in the texts), or an empirical paper on a policy field. 
Option 2: discuss transition countries
Discuss policy in transition countries. What do you think are the best options for improving policies in (Eastern European) transition countries? Which of the policy approaches discussed in the course offer the best perspectives and why?

Use these texts if you choose option 2:

Colebatch, H. K. (2009). Policy work as a reform project. Annals of the Croatian Political Science Association, 2008, 175-186.

Lipicer, S. K. (2009). The worth of policy knowledge in younger democraces: reflections and perspectives. Annals of the Croatian Political Science Association, 2008, 187-210.

Both texts have been included under “course materials” on Blackboard.
Beware:
The essay is specifically designed to assess to what extent you have achieved objectives four and five: “You understand the debates between different schools of thought and can weigh their arguments.”; “You are able to position yourself in these debates and developed a reasoned preference for certain styles or approaches.” Show us that you can do this.

Use the material provided in this course and refer to it correctly. We strongly recommend the APA author-date system for notes. Details on: http://halffman.net/Project%20FAQ.htm
Note: If you want to excel beyond a merely sufficient grade, we expect you to use more than just the obligatory reading.
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