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Course Description
This seminar introduces graduate students to alternative theoretical perspectives that are especially important in the scholarly study of public policy. It is primarily designed for students in the Joint Ph.D. program in Public Policy as well as students specializing in the field of Public Policy in Political Science or the Ph.D. in Public Affairs program in SPEA. Students from other programs are welcome, space permitting; they are encouraged to contact the instructor before enrolling.

We will examine the standard range of theoretical approaches, including policy stages, policy sciences, incrementalism, institutional analyses based on theories of rational choice and bounded rationality, social and historical institutionalism, public choice, policy networks, advocacy coalitions, punctuated equilibria, multiple streams, network governance, and narrative analysis. Each student will be asked to complete a voluminous amount of readings in diverse perspectives, with the expectation that each will delve into the details of methods most appropriate for their own research plans in other seminars. Most readings will be analytical or conceptual in focus, and along the way students will get exposed to few details of substantive policy. The primary focus of this seminar is on theory.
In addition to regular memos on course readings, students will submit a final exam, with questions similar to those that tend to be asked on Ph.D. examinations. Students are expected to participate actively in class discussions, and will be graded accordingly.

With the exception of required texts, all required readings will be made available in electronic format, on e-reserves in the IU Library system. (Copies of textbooks should be available on reserve in the Main Library.) OnCourse will be used for course announcements and distribution of memos.
 Goldsmith, Stephen, and William D. Eggers. 2004. Governing by Network: The New Shape of the Public Sector. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press. 

Sabatier, Paul A., ed. 2007. Theories of the Policy Process, 2nd edition. Boulder, CO: Westview. [very different from the first edition]
Weimer, David L., and Aidan R. Vining. 2005. Policy Analysis: Concepts and Practice, 4th edition. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. [earlier editions are quite similar]
Students new to the study of public policy are encouraged to examine any edition of an introductory textbook, such as James Anderson, Public Policymaking, Kenneth Bickers and John T. Williams, Public Policy Analysis, or Thomas Dye, Understanding Public Policy; all on reserve.
Assignments and Grading: 

A student’s seminar grade will be based on three equally weighted components:

1. Class participation is essential !! Grades for participation will be based on both the quantity and quality of a student’s contribution, with quality assigned the highest weight.

2. To facilitate these discussions, students will submit at least three memos on the readings. Grades will be assigned to each memo and the average grade recorded.

a. We will need to cover 11 sessions (weeks 2-12), and I would like to see 4-5 memos per week. For an estimated class size of 18, that works out to a bit more than 3 per student. 

i. For the first 11 sessions (weeks 2-12), each student will be assigned two time slots, via a rotation scheme to be negotiated in the opening class session. (Students may exchange these slots, if they notify the instructor of any trades.)
ii. Each student should also submit one or two other memos, for weeks not covered in part i above (including week 14, after Thanksgiving break). At most two of these “wild card memos” will be counted towards this grade.
b. Each memo should be BRIEF and should consist of two points. 
i. The first part should raise an issue or question from the readings that you consider worth discussing in class. DO NOT SUMMARIZE THE READINGS !! Instead highlight some important concept or method, or make specific comparisons between different readings.
ii. Then apply this issue or concept or distinction to a specific research or policy topic of particular concern to you. How relevant would this concept, or this contrast between different authors, be to research on that particular topic? Why do you think this would be important for your own work? (Be specific.)
c. You should be prepared to explain both points during class discussions. The submission deadline for these memos is NOON Tuesday before Wednesday’s class session. This amount of lead time is necessary to give the instructor and other students an opportunity to examine the memos before class. 
3. Final Exam, take-home but limited time. Students will answer one question from a small selection of questions on the types of issues covered in preliminary examinations. Answers will be evaluated based on how well the student has made effective use of all relevant material covered in this seminar. These questions will address readings listed under week 15 in the syllabus, in conjunction with material covered in earlier weeks. (Details will be provided later.) Students will be allowed to choose whichever 2-3 hour period they would like to devote to downloading the exam and preparing their answer, sometime during week 15. (There will be no class meeting on Wed., Dec. 9, nor during finals week.)
Student Responsibilities and Policy Statements 
· Students are required to attend class every session and to participate fully in class discussions. Any absences should be justified before class, if at all possible. 

· Incompletes are strongly discouraged and allowed only under unusual circumstances.

· My office hours are available for drop-ins or appointments. Appointments are also available at other times in the week. The easiest ways to set up an appointment are to (1) see me before or after class or (2) contact me via e-mail (mcginnis@indiana.edu). 

· Students caught cheating or committing plagiarism (misrepresenting someone else's work as your own) will receive a failing grade for that assignment and will probably fail the course. For additional information, see http://www.indiana.edu/~wts/pamphlets/plagiarism.shtml.

· TURN OFF ALL CELL PHONES AND BEEPERS.
Overview of Weekly Schedule of Topics and Readings 
Our first session will give students a taste of pleasures to come, as we briefly discuss some of the many different ways we might carve up the massive beast of public policy, along the lines of substance, types of organizations involved, stages of a temporal process, and other broad conceptual categorizations to be filled in later.
In the second and third sessions we sample a few classic and contemporary takes on key concepts pivotal to individual, organizational, societal or analytic frames of reference, specifically including classic rational choice models, Simon’s bounded rationality, Lindblom’s incrementalism, the logic of appropriateness and related tendencies towards institutional isomorphism, Tiebout’s voting-with-the-feet model of competition in the public sector, Lowi’s generic issue area categories and related conceptualizations of policy networks and networked governance.

Then we spend two weeks surveying the major players in the array of theoretical perspectives most frequently utilized by scholars and practitioners of public policy. Sabatier’s edited volume summarizes most of these perspectives, and the other assigned readings fill in some remaining gaps as well as demonstrating examples of some of these theories in action. 
The next four weeks are devoted to policy institutions as seen from the private, public, and voluntary sectors and then their integration in terms of cross-sector networks of governance. Organizations from each sector have characteristic strengths and weaknesses, and one key task of institutional design is to craft ways to help them all work together in a complementary fashion. 

This serves as a point of departure to examine a broad array of institutionalisms, many of which have been derived from scholars working in economics, sociology and related disciplines. This concern with the long-term consequences of institutional design is nicely complemented by a brief concluding consideration of the complexities of the actual implementation of policy changes. 

Students should not be discouraged by the magnitude of the assigned readings. An essential survivor skill in a Ph.D. program is the ability to cut through the details to focus on an author’s key contributions. Throughout the semester the instructor will provide guidance on reading strategies and on the priorities that should be assigned to different aspects of particular readings. 

Reading Assignments and Discussion Topics
(subject to revision)
WEEK 1. (Sept. 2)  Introduction to Seminar 

NO READINGS FOR FIRST SESSION
WEEK 2   (Sept. 9)  Historical Backgrounds and Contrasting Perspectives
Weimer and Vining, Policy Analysis, chapters 2-3, pp. 23-53 and chapter 19, pp. 477-8

What is Policy Analysis?


Toward Professional Ethics

Doing Well and Doing Good
Anderson, James E. 2006. Public Policymaking: An Introduction, 6th edition, chapter 1, pp. 1-34. 
Stillman, Richard J., II. 2005. Public Administration: Concepts and Cases, 8th edition, Introductions to Readings 1.1 and 1.2 and Reading 1.2 (Stillman, “The Study of Public Administration in the United States: ‘The Eminently Practical Science’”), pp. 1-5, 16-30. 
Rudder, Catherine E. 2008. “Private Governance as Public Policy: A Paradigmatic Shift,” Journal of Politics 70 (4), 899-913.

Goodsell, Charles T. 2006. “A New Vision for Public Administration,” Public Administration Review (PAR) 66 (4), 623-635. 

Geva-May, Iris. 2007. “ ‘We Seem to Have Always Spoken in Prose …’ Policy Analysis Is a Clinical Profession: Implications for Policy Analysis Practice and Instruction,” Policy Studies Journal 35 (2), 135-163.

Levin-Waldman, Oren M. 2005. “Welfare Reform and Models of Public Policy: Why Policy Sciences are Required,” Review of Policy Research 22:4, 519-539.

Dryzek, John S. 2006. “Policy Analysis as Critique,” in Michael Moran, Martin Rein, and Robert E. Goodin, eds., The Oxford Handbook of Public Policy, pp. 190-203.

WEEK 3 (Sept. 16) An Initial Look at Some Key Concepts and Basic Vocabulary: Micro
Gormley, Willam T, Jr. 2007. “Public Policy Analysis: Ideas and Impacts,” Annual Review of Political Science 10, 297-313.

Simon, Herbert A. 1955. “A Behavioral Model of Rational Choice,” Quarterly Journal of Economics 69 (1), 99-118.   [Skim, especially the equations!!]
Jones, Bryan D. 2002. “Bounded Rationality and Public Policy: Herbert A. Simon and the Decision Foundation of Collective Choice,” Policy Sciences, 35 (3), 269-284. 
Gulick, Luther. 1937. “Notes on the Theory of Organization,” in Luther Gulick and Lyndall Urwick, eds., Papers on the Science of Administration, pp. 3-13, as excerpted in Jay M. Shafritz and Philip H. Whitbeck, eds., Classics of Organization Theory, in pp. 52-61. 

Lindblom, Charles E. 1959. “The Science of Muddling Through,” Public Administration Review (PAR) 19 (2), 79-88. 
Allison, Graham. 1969. “Conceptual Models and the Cuban Missile Crisis,” American Political Science Review (APSR) 63 (3), 689-718. 
Meyer, John W., and Brian Rowan. 1977. “Institutionalized Organizations: Formal Structure as Myth and Ceremony,” American Journal of Sociology 83 (2), 340-363.

March, James G., and Johan P. Olsen. 2006. “The Logic of Appropriateness,” in Michael Moran, Martin Rein, and Robert E. Goodin, eds., The Oxford Handbook of Public Policy, pp. 689-708.

WEEK 4 (Sept. 23) An Initial Look at Some Key Concepts and Basic Vocabulary: Macro

Lowi, Theodore J. 1964. “American Business, Public Policy, Case Studies, and Political Theory,” World Politics 16 (4), 677-715. 
Heckathorn, Douglas D., and Stephen M. Maser. 1990. “The Contractual Architecture of Public Policy: A Critical Reconstruction of Lowi’s Typology,” Journal of Politics 52 (4), 1101-1123. 

Tiebout, Charles M. 1956. “A Pure Theory of Local Expenditure,” Journal of Political Economy 64 (5), 416-424. 
Ostrom, Vincent, Charles M. Tiebout, and Robert Warren. 1961. “The Organization of Government in Metropolitan Areas: A Theoretical Inquiry.” American Political Science Review 55 (4), 831–42. 

Hooghe, Liesbet, and Gary Marks. 2003. “Unraveling the Central State, but How? Types of Multi-Level Governance.” American Political Science Review 97(2): 233–43. 
Skelcher, Chris. 2005. “Jurisdictional Integrity, Polycentrism, and the Design of Democratic Governance,” Governance: An International Journal of Policy and Administration 18 (1), 89-110. 

Howell-Moroney, Michael. 2008. “The Tiebout Hypothesis 50 Years Later: Lessons and Lingering Challenges for Metropolitan Governance in the 21st Century,” Public Administration Review 68 (1), 97-109.
Sabatier, Theories of the Policy Process. 2nd edition, chapter 5

“The Network Approach,” Silke Adam and Hanspeter Kriesi (skim)

WEEK 5 (Sept. 30)  Alternative Approaches to Policy Theory: Part I
Sabatier, Theories of the Policy Process., 2nd edition, chapters 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 10, 11
1. The need for better theories, Paul A. Sabatier 

2. Institutional rational choice: an assessment of the institutional analysis and development framework, Elinor Ostrom 

3. The multiple streams framework, Nikolaos Zahariadis 

6. Punctuated-equilibrium theory: explaining stability and change in public policymaking,  James L. True, Bryan D. Jones, and Frank R. Baumgartner 

7. The advocacy coalition framework: innovations and clarifications, Paul A. Sabatier and Hank C. Jenkins-Smith 

10. A comparison of frameworks, theories, and models of policy processes, Edella Schlager

11. Fostering the development of policy theory, Paul A. Sabatier.

Oliver, Thomas R. 2006. “The Politics of Public Health Policy,” Annual Review of Public Health 27, 195-233. 

WEEK 6 (Oct. 7)  Alternative Approaches to Policy Theory: Part II
deLeon, Peter and Danielle M. Vogenbeck. 2007. “Back to Square One: The History and Promise of the Policy Sciences,” in Handbook of Public Administration, 3rd ed., ed. Jack Rabin, W. Bartley Hildreth, and Gerald J. Miller, 503-539. New York: CRC Press.
Auer, Matthew. 2007. “The Policy Sciences in Critical Perspective.” In Handbook of Public Administration, 3rd ed., ed. Jack Rabin, W. Bartley Hildreth, and Gerald J. Miller, 541–62. New York: CRC Press.
Edelman, Lauren B., and Mark C. Suchman. 1997. “The Legal Environments of Organizations,” Annual Review of Sociology 23, 479-515. 

Hajer, Maarten, and David Laws. 2006. “Ordering Through Discourse,” in Michael Moran, Martin Rein, and Robert Goodin, The Oxford Handbook of Public Policy, pp. 251-268.

Sabatier, Theories of the Policy Process. 2nd edition, chapters 4, 8, 9

4. Social Construction and Policy Design, Helen Ingram, Anne Schneider, and Peter deLeon
8. Innovation and diffusion models in policy research, Frances Berry and William Berry

9. The policy process and large-N comparative studies, William Blomquist 
Armenta, Edwin, Chris Bonastia, and Neal Caren. 2001. “US Social Policy in Comparative and Historical Perspective,” Annual Review of Sociology 27, 213-234. 

Alber, Jens. 2006. “The European Social Model and the United States,” European Union Politics 7 (3), l393-419.
WEEK 7 (Oct. 14)  Sector 1: Markets and How They Fail
Weimer and Vining, Policy Analysis, chapters 4-7, pp. 54-155

Efficiency and the Idealized Competitive Model


Rationales for Public Policy: Market Failures


Rationales for Public Policy: Other Limitations of the Competitive Framework


Rationales for Public Policy: Distributional and Other Goals


Zerbe, Richard O., Jr., and Howard E. McCurdy. 1999. “The Failure of Market Failure,” Journal of Policy Analysis and Management (JPAM) 18 (4), 558-578. 
Ostrom, Elinor. 2003. “How Types of Goods and Property Rights Jointly Affect Collective Action,” Journal of Theoretical Politics 15 (3), 239-270.
WEEK 8 (Oct. 21) Sector 2: Governments and How They Fail

Review readings from week 4 

Weimer and Vining, Policy Analysis, chapters 8-10, pp. 156-260

Limits to Public Intervention: Government Failures


Policy Problems as Market and Government Failure: Madison Taxicab Example


Correcting Market and Government Failure: Generic Policies

Salamon, Lester M. 2002. “The New Governance and the Tools of Public Action: An Introduction,” in Lester M. Salamon, ed., The Tools of Government: A Guide to the New Governance, Oxford University Press, pp. 1-47.
Howlett, Michael. 1991. “Policy Instruments, Policy Styles, and Policy Implementation: National Approaches to Theories of Instrument Choice,” Policy Studies Journal 19 (2), 1-21.

McKinnon, Ronald, and Thomas Nechyba. 1997. "Competition in Federal Systems: The Role of Political and Financial Constraints," in John Ferejohn and Barry R. Weingast, eds., The New Federalism: Can the States be Trusted?, Stanford, CA: Hoover Institution Press, pp. 3-61. 
Handley, Donna Milam. 2008. “Strengthening the Intergovernmental Grant System: Long-Term Lessons for the Federal-Local Relationship,” Public Administration Review 68 (1), 126-136.
WEEK 9 (Oct. 28) Sector 3: Voluntary Associations, Nonprofits, NGOs and How They Fail

Steinberg, Richard. 2006. “Economic Theories of Nonprofit Organizations,” in Walter W. Powell and Richard Steinberg, eds., The Non-Profit Sector: A Research Handbook, 2nd edition, New Haven and London: Yale University Press, pp. 117-139.

Smith, Steven Rathgeb, and Kirsten A. Grønbjerg. 2006. “Scope and Theory of Government-Nonprofit Relations,” in Walter W. Powell and Richard Steinberg, eds., The Non-Profit Sector: A Research Handbook, 2nd edition, New Haven and London: Yale University Press, pp. 221- 242.

Cadge, Wendy and Robert Wuthnow. 2006. “Religion and the Nonprofit Sector,” in Walter W. Powell and Richard Steinberg, eds., The Non-Profit Sector: A Research Handbook, 2nd edition, New Haven and London: Yale University Press, pp. 484-505.
Leonard, Kenneth L. 2002. “When Both States and Markets Fail: Asymmetric Information and the Role of NGOs in African Health Care,” International Review of Law and Economics 22, 61-80. [
Cooley, Alexander, and James Ron. 2002. “The NGO Scramble: Organizational Insecurity and the Political Economy of Transnational Action,” International Security 27:1, (Summer 2002), 5-39.

Prakash, Aseem, and Matthew Potoski. 2007. “Collective Action Through Voluntary Environmental Programs: A Club Theory Perspective,” Policy Studies Journal 35 (4), 773-792.
Supplemental Background Readings:
Brint, Steven. 2001. “Gemeinschaft Revisited: A Critique and Reconstruction of the Community Concept,” Sociological Theory 19 (1), 1-23. 

Smith, David Horton. 1997. “The International History of Grassroots Associations,” International Journal of Comparative Sociology 38 (3-4), 189-216.

WEEK 10 (Nov. 4)  Networks and Cross-Sector Governance 
Eggers and Goldsmith, Governing by Network

Agranoff, Robert, and Michael McGuire. 2001. “Big Questions in Public Network Management Research,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 11 (3), 295-326. 

Klijn, Erik-Hans, and Chris Skelcher. 2007. “Democracy and Governance Networks: Compatible or Not?,” Public Administration 85 (3), 587-608.
Klijn, Erik-Hans, and Joop F.M. Koppenjan. 2000. “Public Management and Policy Networks: Foundations of a Network Approach to Governance,” Public Management 2 (2), 135-158.
Ansell, Chris, and Alison Gash. 2008. “Collaborative Governance in Theory and Practice,” Journal of Public Adminstration Research and Theory (JPART), 18 (4), 543-571.
Bryson, John M., Barbara C. Crosby, and Melissa Middleton Stone. 2006. “The Design and Implementation of Cross-Sector Collaborations: Propositions from the Literature,” Public Administration Review, 66 (s1), December 2006 special issue, pp. 44-55.

Simo, Gloria, and Angela L. Bies. 2007. “The Role of Nonprofits in Disaster Response: An Extended Model of Cross-Sector Collaboration,” Public Administration Review 67 (s1) (Dec.), 125-142.
WEEK 11 (Nov. 11)  Exploring Institutionalisms Part I: Economics and Beyond
Mitchell, William C. 1988. “Virginia, Rochester, and Bloomington,” Public Choice 56, 101-119. 
Lowery, David. 1999. “Answering the Public Choice Challenge: A Neoprogressive Research Agenda,” Governance 12 (1), 29-55. 
Moe, Terry M. 1991. “Politics and the Theory of Organization,” Journal of Law and Economic Organization 7 (special issue), 106-129.
Miller, Gary J. 2005. “The Political Evolution of Principal-Agent Models,” Annual Review of Political Science 8, 203-225. 
Olsen, Johan P. 2008. “The Ups and Downs of Bureaucratic Organization,” Annual Review of Political Science 11, 13-37.

Wood, B. Dan, and Richard W. Waterman. 1991. "The Dynamics of Political Control of the Bureaucracy." American Political Science Review 85(3) (Sept.): 801-28.

Perry, James L., Debra Mesch, and Laurie Paarlberg. 2006. “Motivating Employees in a New Governance Era: The Performance Paradigm Revisited,” PAR 66 (4), 505-514.
Orr, Shannon K. 2006. “Policy Subsystems and Regimes: Organized Interests and Climate Change Policy,” Policy Studies Journal 34 (2), 147-169.

Pollack, Mark A. 2005. “Theorizing the European Union: International Organization, Domestic Polity, or Experiment in New Governance?,” Annual Review of Political Science 8, 357-398.
WEEK 12 (Nov. 18)  Exploring Institutionalisms Part II: Sociology and Beyond
Hall, Peter A. and Rosemary C.R. Taylor. 1996. “Political Science and the Three New Institutionalisms,” Political Studies 44, 936-957. 

Pierson, Paul. 2000. “The Limits of Design: Explaining Institutional Origins and Change,” Governance 13 (4), 475-499. 

Peters, B. Guy, Jon Pierre, and Desmond S. King. 2005. “The Politics of Path Dependency: Political Conflict in Historical Institutionalism,” Journal of Politics 67 (4), 1275-1300. 

Brown, Andrew D. 2006. “A Narrative Approach to Collective Identities,” Journal of Management Studies 43 (4), June 2006, 731-753.

Schmidt, Vivien A. 2008. “Discursive Institutionalism: The Explanatory Power of Ideas and Discourse,” Annual Review of Political Science 11, 303-326.
Mettler, Suzanne, and Joe Soss. 2004. “Consequences of Public Policy for Democratic Citizenship: Bridging Policy Studies and Mass Politics,” Perspectives on Politics (POP) 2 (1), 55-73. 

Mettler, Suzanne, and Andrew Milstein. 2007. “American Political Development from Citizens’ Perspective: Tracking Federal Government’s Presence in Individual Lives over Time,” Studies in American Political Development 21 (1), 110-130.
THANKSGIVING BREAK (No class Nov. 25)
Week 14 (Dec. 2) Implementation
Review Bryson et al. 2006 and Wiemer and Vining, chapter 10

Weimer and Vining, Policy Analysis, chapters 11-12, pp. 261-308.

Adoption and Implementation


Government Supply: Drawing Organizational Boundaries

Pressman, Jeffrey L., and Aaron B. Wildavsky. 1973. Implementation: How Great Expectations in Washington Are Dashed in Oakland; Or, Why It’s Amazing that Federal Programs Work at All, This Being a Saga of the Economic Development Administration as Told by Two Sympathetic Observers Who Seek to Build Morals on a Foundation of Ruined Hopes. Chapters 1, 2, 5, 6, pp. 1-34, 87-146. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Matland, Richard E. 1995. “Synthesizing the Implementation Literature: The Ambiguity-Conflict Model of Policy Implementation,” Journal of Public Administration Research & Theory, 5 (2), 145-175. 
deLeon, Peter, and Linda deLeon. 2002. “What Ever Happened to Policy Implementation? An Alternative Approach,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 12 (4), 467-492.
Lascoumes, Pierre, and Patrick Le Gales. 2007. “Introduction: Understanding Public Policy through Its Instruments—From the Nature of Instruments to the Sociology of Public Policy Instrumentation,” Governance 20 (1), 1-21.
Derthick, Martha. 2007. “Where Federalism Didn’t Fail,” Public Administration Review 67 (s1) (December), 36-47.

Wise, Charles R. 2006. “Organizing for Homeland Security after Katrina: Is Adaptive Management What’s Missing?,” Public Administration Review 66 (May/June), 302-318.
WEEK 15 (No class session Dec. 9)    Download final exam and complete within 3 hours 
Tentative list of readings for final exam (subject to revision and renegotiation)
Porter, Tony, and Karsten Ronit. 2006. “Self-Regulation as Policy Process: The Multiple and Criss-Crossing Stages of Private Rule-Making,” Policy Sciences 39, 41-73.

Stone, Dianne. 2008. “Global Public Policy, Transnational Policy Communities, and Their Networks,” Policy Studies Journal 36 (1), 19-38.
Ascher, William. 2007. “Policy Sciences contributions to Analysis to Promote Sustainability,” Sustainability Science 2, 141-149.
Folke, Carl, et al. 2005. “Adaptive Governance of Social-Ecological Systems,” Annual Review of Environment and Resources 30, 441-473.

Indiana Commission on Local Government Reform (http://indianalocalgovreform.iu.edu/). 2007. Streamlining Local Government: We’ve Got to Stop Governing Like This, IU SPEA Center for Urban Policy and the Environment, Dec. 11, 2007. http://indianalocalgovreform.iu.edu/assets/docs/Report_12-10-07.pdf
Indiana Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations (http://iacir.spea.iupui.edu/). 2009. Report to the Indiana General Assembly: Local Fiscal Review (2008 HEA 1001) and Local Government Consolidation (IC 36-1.5), http://iacir.spea.iupui.edu/publications/IACIR09C01a.pdf 

Indiana Association of Cities and Towns (http://www.citiesandtowns.org). 2008. Hometown Matters: Solutions to Meet Indiana’s Local Finance Needs and Reduce Reliance on Property Tax. http://www.citiesandtowns.org/egov/docs/1199999971_737640.pdf 

Plucker, Jonathan A., et al. 2007. “Assessing the Policy Environment for Social Corporation Collaboration, Cooperation, and Consolidation in Indiana,” IU School of Education Center for Evaluation & Education Policy (CEEP: http://ceep.indiana.edu), Education Policy Brief vol. 5, number 5, Summer 2007. http://ceep.indiana.edu/projects/PDF/PB_V5N5.pdf
Policy Studies Journal 37 (1), February 2009, pp. 1-162. http://www3.interscience.wiley.com/journal/122212640/issue?CRETRY=1&SRETRY=0
Warren Eller, Glen Krutz (editors), “Policy Process, Scholarship, and the Road Ahead: An Introduction to the 2008 Policy Shootout!” (pp. 1-4)

Kenneth J. Meier, “Policy Theory, Policy Theory Everywhere: Ravings of a Deranged Policy Scholar” (pp. 5-11)
Alisa Hicklin, Erik Godwin, “Agents of Change: The Role of Public Managers in Public Policy” (pp. 13-20)
Robbie Waters Robichau, Laurence E. Lynn Jr., “The Implementation of Public Policy: Still the Missing Link” (pp. 21-36)
Michael D. Jones, Hank C. Jenkins-Smith, “Trans-Subsystem Dynamics: Policy Topography, Mass Opinion, and Policy Change” (pp. 37-58)
Peter deLeon, Danielle M. Varda, “Toward a Theory of Collaborative Policy Networks: Identifying Structural Tendencies” (pp. 59-74)
Samuel Workman, Bryan D. Jones, Ashley E. Jochim, “Information Processing and Policy Dynamics” (pp. 75-92)
Stéphane Lavertu, David L. Weimer, “Integrating Delegation into the Policy Theory Literature” (pp. 93-102)
Anne Schneider, Mara Sidney, “What Is Next for Policy Design and Social Construction Theory?” (pp. 103-119)
Christopher M. Weible, Paul A. Sabatier, Kelly McQueen, Themes and Variations: Taking Stock of the Advocacy Coalition Framework (pp. 121-140)
Thomas E. James, Paul D. Jorgensen, Policy Knowledge, Policy Formulation, and Change: Revisiting a Foundational Question (p 141-162)
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