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Course Description
This seminar introduces graduate students to several 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 analysis based on rational choice theory, other types of institutionalism, public choice, policy networks, advocacy coalitions, punctuated equilibria, veto players, network governance, and discourse 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, but along the way students will get exposed to the details of a few areas of substantive policy. The primary focus of this seminar is on theory.
In addition to regular memos on course readings, students will submit a seminar paper on a policy topic of their own choosing in which they outline potential research questions that would be relevant from different theoretical perspectives. There will also be a final exam, with questions similar to those that tend to be asked on Ph.D. examinations. Many articles will be made available in electronic format, along with the following required texts. (Copies of most textbooks will be available on reserve in the Main Library and in the Political Science Research Collection, Woodburn 200.)
Weimer, David L., and Aidan R. Vining. 2005. Policy Analysis: Concepts and Practice, 4th edition. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall. ISBN: 0-13-183001-5

Sabatier, Paul A., ed. 1999. Theories of the Policy Process. Boulder, CO: Westview. ISBN 0-8133-9986-6
Tullock, Gordon, Arthur Seldon, and Gordon L. Brady. 2002. Government Failure: A Primer in Public Choice. Washington, DC: Cato Institute. ISBN 1-930865-20-1.

Goldsmith, Stephen, and William D. Eggers. 2004. Governing by Network: The New Shape of the Public Sector. Washington, DC: Brookings Institution Press. ISBN 0-8157-3129-9

Gibson, Clark, Krister Andersson, Elinor Ostrom, and Sujai Shivakumar. 2005. The Samaritan's Dilemma: The Political Economy of Development Aid. Oxford University Press. ISBN 0-19-927885-7

Fisher, Frank. 2003. Reframing Public Policy: Discursive Politics and Deliberative Practices. Oxford and New York: Oxford University Press.  0-19-924264-X

Assignments and Grading: 

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

1. Class participation is essential !! Students who do not voluntarily contribute to class discussions should expect the instructor to call on them at random intervals.
2. Students will submit a few brief memos on the readings, via a rotation scheme to be negotiated in the opening class session. We will need to cover 12 weeks (2-12 and 14), perhaps on a 3 week rotation (4 memos per student, a total of 4-5 memos per week). These memos should be BRIEF and focus on raising an issue or question worth discussing in class. DO NOT SUMMARIZE THE READINGS !! Students should be fully prepared to explain their main points during class discussions.
3. Each student will submit a “pre-research-design” paper on a policy topic of their own choosing. In this seminar paper students should outline three potentially viable research questions, each of which is relevant and interesting as seen from at least one of three different theoretical or analytical vantage points. Additional details will be provided in class. Students should direct their attention to a particular stage of the policy process, one in which at least three different organizations are involved. They should endeavor to consider alternative explanations for the nature of the interaction among these organizations. Students are strongly encouraged to start thinking about this project early in the semester, and to schedule a time to discuss their ideas with the instructor.
4. Final Exam, take-home but limited time (2-3 hours). 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.
Weekly Schedule of Topics and Readings                          
Overview

In our first session, we will 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.
For the second session we sample a few classic and contemporary takes on key concepts pivotal to individual, organizational, societal or analytic frames of reference (Simon’s bounded rationality, Lindblom’s incrementalism, Tiebout’s voting-with-the-feet, Lowi’s issue area categories and Gary Miller’s recent overview of principal-agent models). Then we focus on the major theoretical perspectives covered in Sabatier’s volume. 
The next several 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 institutions and their limitations. We will pay particular attention to how the negative connotations of policy networks (iron triangles, etc.) were transformed into more positive notions of network governance. 
We then briefly consider whether this broad notion of network governance can be usefully extended to the global level, with particular focus on issues of homeland security, which nicely ties national security concerns with aspects of federalism and institutional reform. We also look at an extended example of institutional analysis applied to foreign aid, as implemented by a team of IU faculty and students (the SIDA project reported in The Samaritan’s Dilemma). 
This serves as a point of departure to examine “other” institutionalisms (sociological and historical structural) as well as related issues of implementation and the long-term consequences of policy change. We then sample the potential usefulness of a few perspectives from other disciplines, including discourse analysis, anthropology, psychology, and public health. 
Finally, we briefly examine the place of public policy at the intersection of theory and practice, somewhere betwixt and between political science and public administration. There is no meaningful prospect of the policy field ever achieving any consensus on controversies concerning disciplinary self-identity, but each student should find something appealing in these readings on the major alternative understandings of the appropriate role of public policy in academic disciplines and in practical application.

Except for required textbooks, all readings should be available in electronic format. Details concerning access (typically through OnCourse or e-reserves) will be provided during class. Please contact the instructor if you have any trouble accessing any of the readings.

Some students may be discouraged by the magnitude of the assigned readings, but an essential skill for success 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 readings. 

Also, those students less familiar with the study of public policy are encouraged to examine an introductory textbook, such as James Anderson, Public Policymaking or Kenneth Bickers and John T. Williams, Public Policy Analysis.
1. (Aug. 30) Introduction to Seminar: 

Students are encouraged to read before class, if possible, 
Weimer and Vining, Policy Analysis, chapters 2-3, pp. 23-53

What is Policy Analysis?


Toward Professional Ethics

Anderson, James E. 2006. Public Policymaking: An Introduction, 6th edition, chapter 1, pp. 1-34. [Available on e-reserves]
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. [e-reserves]
 2. (Sept. 6) An Initial Look at Some Key Concepts and Basic Vocabulary: Evidence of Conceptual Development or the Lack Thereof?
Simon, Herbert A. 1955. “A Behavioral Model of Rational Choice,” Quarterly Journal of Economics 69 (1), 99-118. 
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. [Available on e-reserves and as an attachment to OnCourse announcement]
Lindblom, Charles E. 1959. “The Science of Muddling Through,” Public Administration Review (PAR) 19 (2), 79-88. 
Lindblom, Charles E. 1979. “Still Muddling, Not Yet Through,” Public Administration Review 39 (6), 517-526. 
Allison, Graham. 1969. “Conceptual Models and the Cuban Missile Crisis,” American Political Science Review (APSR) 63 (3), 689-718. 
Miller, Gary J. 2005. “The Political Evolution of Principal-Agent Models,” Annual Review of Political Science 8, 203-225. 
Tiebout, Charles M. 1956. “A Pure Theory of Local Expenditure,” Journal of Political Economy 64 (5), 416-424. 
Lowery, David. 1998. “Consumer Sovereignty and Quasi-Market Failure,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory (J-PART) 8(2), 137-172. 
Lowi, 1964. “American Business, Public Policy, Case Studies, and Political Theory,” World Politics 16 (4), 677-715. 
Lowi, 1972. “Four Systems of Policy, Politics, and Choice,” Public Administration Review 32 (4), 298-310. 
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. 
3. (Sept. 13) Rounding Up the Usual Suspects: Alternative Approaches to Policy Theory

Sabatier, Theories of the Policy Process.

The need for better theories, Paul A. Sabatier 

The stages approach to the policy process: what has it done? where is it going?, Peter deLeon

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

Ambiguity, time, and multiple streams, Nikolaos Zahariadis 

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

The advocacy coalition framework: an assessment, Paul A. Sabatier and Hank C. Jenkins-Smith 

Innovation and diffusion models in policy research, Frances Stokes Berry and William D. Berry

The policy process and large-N comparative studies, William Blomquist 

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

Fostering the development of policy theory, Paul A. Sabatier.
John, Peter. 2003. “Is There Life After Policy Streams, Advocacy Coalitions, and Punctuations: Using Evolutionary Theory to Explain Policy Change,” Policy Studies Journal 31 (4), 481-498. 
Review Lowi and Heckathorn-Maser from week 2 
4. (Sept. 20) Sector 1: Markets and How They Fail
Weimer and Vining, 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


Stigler, George J. 1971. “The Theory of Economic Regulation,” The Bell Journal of Economics and Management Science 2 (1), 3-21. 
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. [e-reserves]
5. (Sept. 27) Sector 2: Government Responses and How They Fail

Weimer and Vining, 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
Tullock et al., Government Failure (Focus on first section, pp. 1-79, and skim the rest)
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. [Available on e-reserves]
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. 
Inman, Robert P., and Daniel L. Rubinfeld. 1997. “Rethinking Federalism,” Journal of Economic Perspectives 11 (4), 43-64. 
Wittman, Donald. 1989. “Why Democracies Produce Efficient Results,” Journal of Political Economy, 97 (6), 1395-1424. 
6. (Oct. 4) Sector 3: Voluntary Associations, Nonprofits, NGOs and How They Fail

Rose-Ackerman, Susan. 1996. “Altruism, Nonprofits, and Economic Theory,” Journal of Economic Literature 34 (2), June, 701-728. 
DiMaggio, Paul J., and Helmut K. Anheier. 1990. “The Sociology of Nonprofit Organizations and Sectors,” Annual Review of Sociology 16, 137-59.
Anheier, Helmut. 2004 “Third Sector – Third Way: Comparative Perspectives and Policy Reflections” in Lewis, J. and Surender, R. (eds.) Welfare State Change: Towards a Third Way? Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 111-129. [Available on e-reserves]
Coston, Jennifer M. 1998. “A Model and Typology of Government-NGO Relationships,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 27 (3), 358-382. [link to be added]
Moore, Mark H. 2000. “Managing for Value: Organizational Strategy in For-Profit, Nonprofit, and Governmental Organizations,” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 29 (1), Supplement 183-204. 
Wallis, Joseph, and Brian Dollery. 2005. “Leadership and Economic Theories of Nonprofit Organizations,” Review of Policy Research, 22 (4), 483-499. 
Smith, David Horton. 1997. “The International History of Grassroots Associations,” International Journal of Comparative Sociology 38 (3-4), 189- [Available on e-reserves]
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. [Available on e-reserves]
Read ONE of the following:

Daubon, Ramon E., and Harold H. Saunders. 2002. “Operationalizing Social Capital: A Strategy to Enhance Communities’ ‘Capacity to Concert’,” International Studies Perspectives 3 (2), 176-191. 
Potoski, Matthew and Aseem Prakash. 2004. “The Regulation Dilemma: Cooperation and Conflict in Environmental Governance,” Public Administration Review 64 (2), 152-163. 
Brooks, Arthur C. 2004. “The Effects of Public Policy on Private Charity,” Administration and Society 36 (2), 166-185. 
Brint, Steven. 2001. “Gemeinschaft Revisited: A Critique and Reconstruction of the Community Concept,” Sociological Theory 19 (1), 1-23. 
7. (Oct. 11) Policy Networks and Cross-Sector Governance 
Eggers and Goldsmith, Governing by Network
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. Reprinted in M. McGinnis, ed., Polycentricity and Local Public Economies.
Review Hooghe and Marks (week 5)
Skelcher, Chris. 2005. “Jurisdictional Integrity, Polycentrism, and the Design of Democratic Governance,” Governance: An International Journal of Policy and Administration 18 (1), 89-110. 
Thatcher, Mark. 1998. “The Development of Policy Network Analyses: From Modest Origins to Overarching Frameworks,” Journal of Theoretical Politics (JTP) 10 (4), 389-416. 
Carlsson, Lars. 2000. “Policy Networks as Collective Action,” Policy Studies Journal 28 (3), 502-520. 
Bogason, Peter, and Theo A.J. Toonen. 1998. “Introduction: Networks in Public Administration,” Public Administration (PA) 76 (Summer), 205-227. 
Borzel, Tanja A. 1998. “Organizing Babylon – On the Different Conceptions of Policy Networks,” Public Administration 76 (Summer), 253-273. 
Schneider, Mark, et al. 2003. “Building Consensual Institutions: Networks and the National Estuary Program,” American Journal of Political Science (AJPS) 47 (1), 143-158. 
8. (Oct. 18) Is Policy Theory Relevant to International Relations and/or Global Governance?

Lentner, Howard H. 2006. “Public Policy and Foreign Policy: Divergences, Intersections, Exchange,” Review of Policy Research, 23 (1), 169-181. 
Orr, Shannon K. 2006. “Policy Subsystems and Regimes: Climate Change Policy,” Policy Studies Journal (PSJ) 34 (2), 147-169. 
Kjaer, Anne Mette. 2003. “Governance: An Overview of its Uses,” Paper presented at the Conference on Democratic Network Governance, May 22-23, 2003, Helsingør. Aarhus: Department of Political Science, University of Aarhus. 29 pp. 
Witte, Jan Martin, Wolfgang H. Reinicke, and Thorsten Benner. 2000. “Beyond Multilateralism: Global Public Policy Networks,” International Politics and Society, 
Homeland Security
Inamete, Ufot B. 2006. “The Academic Discipline of Management and Homeland Security,” Review of Policy Research, 23 (1), 197-222. 
Moynihan, Donald P. 2005. “Homeland Security and the U.S. Public Management Policy Agenda,” Governance 18 (2), 171-196. 
Kettl, Donald F. 2003. “Contingent Coordination: Practical and Theoretical Puzzles for Homeland Security,” American Review of Public Administration, 33 (3), 253-277.  

Wise, Charles. 2006. “Organizing for Homeland Security after Katrina: Is Adaptive Management What's Missing?” Public Administration Review 66 (3), 302-321. 
Select ONE of the following groups of readings: 

Global Standards and Regulation 
Levi-Faur, David. 2005. “The Global Diffusion of Regulatory Capitalism,” Annals of American Academy of Political and Social Science (AAPSS) 598 (March 2005), 12-32. 
Pattberg, Philipp. 2005. “The Institutionalization of Private Governance: How Business and Nonprofit Organizations Agree on Transnational Rules,” Governance 18 (4), 589-610.
Kerwer, Dieter. 2005. “Rules that Many Use: Standards and Global Regulation,” Governance 18 (4), 611-632. 
The European Union
Kassim, Hussein and Anand Menon. 2003. “The Principal-Agent Approach and the Study of the EU: Promise Unfilled?,” Journal of European Public Policy 10 (1), 121-139. 
Pollack, Mark A. 2005. “Theorizing the EU,” Annual Review of Political Science 8, 357-398. 
9. (Oct. 25) Bringing It All Together: Institutional Analysis Applied to Foreign Aid
Gibson et al., The Samaritan's Dilemma
Auer, Matthew R. 2003. “Reflections on Art of Advising,” International Studies Perspectives 4 (2), 211-227. 
10. (Nov. 1) Exploring a Variety of “Other” Institutionalisms
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. 
Goldmann, Kjell. 2005. “Appropriateness and Consequences: The Logic of Neo-Institutionalism,” Governance 18 (1), 35-52. 
Weber, J. Mark; Kopelman, Shirli; Messick, David M. 2004. “A Conceptual Review of Decision Making in Social Dilemmas: Applying a Logic of Appropriateness,” Personality & Social Psychology Review; 8 (3), 281-307. 
Klein, Peter G. 1999. “New Institutional Economics,” Encyclopedia of Law & Economics, Entry 0530. 
Hall, Peter A. and Rosemary C.R. Taylor. 1996. “Political Science and the Three New Institutionalisms,” Political Studies 44, 936-957. 
McFarland, Andrew S. 1987. “Interest Groups and Theories of Power in America,” British Journal of Political Science 17 (2), 129-147. 
McCool, Daniel. 1998. “The Subsystem Family of Concepts: A Critique and a Proposal,” Political Research Quarterly 51 (2), 551-570. 
Bressers, Hans Th. A. 1998. “The Selection of Policy Instruments: A Network-Based Perspective,” Journal of Public Policy 18 (3), 213-239. 
11. (Nov. 8) Implementation, Institutionalization, and Policy Feedback
Weimer and Vining, chapters 11-12, pp. 261-308.

Adoption and Implementation


Government Supply: Drawing Organizational Boundaries
Review Miller (week 2)

Ingram, Paul, and Karen Clay. 2000. “The Choice-Within-Constraints New Institutionalism and Implications for Sociology,” Annual Review of Sociology 26, 525-546. 
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. 
Gorges, Michael J. 2001. “New Institutionalist Explanations for Institutional Change: A Note of Caution,” Politics, Blind Alley section, 21 (2), 137-145. 
O’Toole, Laurence J., Jr. 1986. “Policy Recommendations for Multi-Actor Implementation: An Assessment of the Field,” Journal of Public Policy 6 (2), 181-210. [link to be added]
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. 
Meier, Kenneth J., and Laurence J. O’Toole, Jr. 2006. “Political Control versus Bureaucratic Values: Reframing the Debate,” Public Administration Review 66 (2) 177-192. 
Mettler and Soss. 2004. “Consequences of Public Policy for Democratic Citizenship: Bridging Policy Studies and Mass Politics,” Perspectives on Politics (POP) 2 (1), 55-73. 
12. (Nov. 15) Understanding Policy Discourses and Strategic Narratives

Fischer, Reframing Public Policy
Miller and Jaja. 2005. “Some Evidence of a Pluralistic Discipline: A Narrative Analysis of Public Administration Symposia,” Public Administration Review 65 (6), 728-738. 
Beresford, Annette D. 2004. “Homeland Security as an American Ideology: Implications for U.S. Policy and Action,” Journal of Homeland Security and Emergency Management 1 (3), Article 301.
THANKSGIVING BREAK 
13. (Nov. 29) What Can Public Policy Learn From Other Disciplines? 

(No memos for this week’s readings; seminar paper due before class.)
Read any FOUR of the following:

Edelman, Marc. 2001. “Social Movements: Changing Paradigms and Forms of Politics,” Annual Review of Anthropology 30, 285-317. 
Armenta, Edwin, Chris Bonastia, and Neal Caren. 2001. “US Social Policy in Comparative and Historical Perspective,” Annual Review of Sociology 27, 213-234. 
Edelman, Lauren B., and Mark C. Suchman. 1997. “The Legal Environments of Organizations,” Annual Review of Sociology 23, 479-515. 
Okongwu, Anne Francis, and Joan P. Mencher. 2000. “The Anthropology of Public Policy: Shifting Terrains,” Annual Review of Anthropology 29, 107-124. 
McKnight, Katherine M., Lee Sechrest, and Patrick E. McKnight. 2005. “Psychology, Psychologists, and Public Policy,” Annual Review of Clinical Psychology 1, 557-576. 
Oliver, Thomas R. 2006. “The Politics of Public Health Policy,” Annual Review of Public Health 27, 195-233. 
14. (Dec. 6) The Big Picture: Public Policy, Political Science, and Public Administration
Weimer and Vining, chapter 19, pp. 477-478, “Doing Well and Doing Good”
Review Sabatier (conclusion to Theories of the Policy Process)
Bobrow et al. 1977. “The Place of Policy Analysis in Political Science: Five Perspectives,” American Journal of Political Science (AJPS Workshop section) 21 (2), 415-433. 
Davis B. Bobrow, “Beyond Markets and Lawyers”

Heinz Eulau, “The Interventionalist Synthesis”

Martin Landau, “The Proper Domain of Policy Analysis”

Charles O. Jones, “Is Policy Analysis a Case Study?”

Robert Axelrod, “The Medical Metaphor”

Shulock, Nancy. 1999. “The Paradox of Policy Analysis: If It Is Not Used, Why Do We Produce So Much Of It?” Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 18 (2), 226-244. 
Agranoff, Robert, and Michael McGuire. 2001. “Big Questions in Public Network Management Research,” Journal of Public Administration Research and Theory 11 (3), 295-326. 
Jones, L.R., Fred Thompson, and William Zumeta. 2001. “Public Management for the New Millennium: Developing Relevant and Integrated Professional Curricula,” International Public Management Review (IPMR) 2 (2) 19-38, 
Goodsell, Charles T. 2006. “A New Vision for Public Administration,” Public Administration Review 66 (4), 623-635. 
Kaufmann-Osborn, Timothy. 1985. “Pragmatism, Policy Science, and the State,” American Journal of Political Science 29 (4), 827-849. 
Final Exam  [Scheduled for Wed Dec. 13, 8-10 M, but each student will select whatever 2-3 hour period he/she wants to complete the exam.] 
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. 

· 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 may be subject to additional disciplinary procedures (including failing the course). For additional information, see http://www.indiana.edu/~wts/pamphlets/plagiarism.shtml.
· TURN OFF ALL CELL PHONES AND BEEPERS.
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