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1.	
  Course	
  Description	
  
	
  
Why	
  is	
  public	
  policy	
  often	
  inconsistent	
  with	
  scientific	
  evidence	
  or	
  expert	
  opinion?	
  
Are	
  environmental	
  and	
  natural	
  phenomena	
  too	
  complex	
  for	
  policymakers	
  and	
  
politicians	
  to	
  translate	
  into	
  clear	
  policy	
  objectives?	
  How	
  do	
  policymakers	
  determine	
  
when	
  to	
  take	
  action	
  on	
  environmental	
  issues?	
  When	
  is	
  evidence	
  convincing?	
  How	
  
does	
  the	
  political	
  system	
  evaluate	
  risk?	
  This	
  course	
  provides	
  an	
  advanced	
  and	
  
critical	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
  relationship	
  between	
  public	
  policymaking	
  and	
  environmental	
  
issues.	
  Drawing	
  from	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  theories	
  and	
  case	
  studies,	
  students	
  will	
  develop	
  the	
  
skills	
  to	
  evaluate	
  and	
  understand	
  how	
  challenging	
  and	
  controversial	
  themes	
  in	
  
environmental	
  science	
  such	
  as	
  risk,	
  complexity,	
  evidence,	
  expertise,	
  technology,	
  and	
  
institutions,	
  shape	
  and	
  are	
  shaped	
  by	
  the	
  policymaking	
  process.	
  
	
  
The	
  course	
  will	
  be	
  valuable	
  for	
  any	
  students	
  interested	
  in	
  developing	
  an	
  advanced	
  
understanding	
  of	
  policymaking	
  relating	
  to	
  science,	
  technology,	
  and	
  the	
  
environment.	
  It	
  is	
  an	
  interdisciplinary	
  course	
  that	
  will	
  require	
  students	
  to	
  engage	
  in	
  
critical	
  discussion	
  of	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  literature	
  that	
  has	
  direct	
  bearing	
  on	
  explaining	
  how	
  
environmental	
  issues,	
  scientific	
  evidence,	
  and	
  the	
  policy	
  process	
  converge.	
  
	
  
The	
  course	
  will	
  be	
  delivered	
  as	
  a	
  seminar.	
  Each	
  week	
  students	
  will	
  have	
  several	
  
articles	
  or	
  books	
  to	
  read	
  and	
  review.	
  When	
  appropriate,	
  the	
  instructor	
  will	
  provide	
  
introductory	
  remarks	
  and	
  context	
  about	
  the	
  theme.	
  The	
  reading	
  material	
  will	
  be	
  
complemented	
  by	
  guest	
  presentations,	
  in–class	
  group	
  case	
  study	
  evaluation,	
  and	
  
general	
  discussion.	
  
	
  
The	
  course	
  is	
  organized	
  around	
  four	
  areas	
  of	
  emphasis.1	
  These	
  themes	
  are	
  iterative,	
  
building	
  on	
  one	
  another;	
  that	
  is,	
  they	
  will	
  not	
  be	
  addressed	
  sequentially,	
  e.g.,	
  theme	
  
1,	
  then	
  theme	
  2,	
  but	
  will	
  be	
  treated	
  concurrently:	
  
	
  

1. Causes	
  of	
  and	
  constraints	
  on	
  environmental	
  policymaking:	
  This	
  theme	
  
will	
  require	
  students	
  to	
  consider	
  the	
  complexity	
  and	
  political	
  nature	
  of	
  
policymaking.	
  It	
  will	
  examine	
  the	
  macro	
  level	
  factors	
  that	
  influence	
  policy	
  

                                                
1 I wish to acknowledge that this framework is borrowed and adapted from Professor Kent Weaver’s 
course description for PPOL 519, The Comparative Policy Process, taught at Georgetown University, and 
the structural–functional comparative approach articulated in Almond et al., Comparative Politics Today, 
New York: Pearson (2008). I also acknowledge borrowing ideas for readings and weekly themes from the 
course outlines developed by Frank Laird, Denver University; Jennifer Kuzma, University of Minnesota; 
and Joy Rhode, University of Michigan. I thank these individuals and many other members of the Science 
Technology and Environmental Politics (STEP) section of the American Political Science Association for 
their thoughts and suggestions. 



decisions.	
  It	
  will	
  also	
  examine	
  how	
  knowledge	
  and	
  evidence	
  about	
  the	
  
environment	
  is	
  theoretically	
  expected	
  to	
  translate	
  into	
  policy	
  outcomes,	
  the	
  
conditions	
  that	
  must	
  be	
  in	
  place	
  for	
  that	
  translation	
  to	
  occur,	
  and	
  the	
  barriers	
  
to	
  translating	
  scientific	
  knowledge	
  into	
  policy.	
  	
  

2. Stages	
  of	
  the	
  policymaking	
  process:	
  This	
  theme	
  emphasizes	
  how	
  the	
  
policymaking	
  process	
  is	
  expected	
  to	
  unfold	
  in	
  an	
  ideal	
  scenario,	
  and	
  how	
  
environmental	
  issues	
  and	
  scientific	
  evidence	
  factor	
  into	
  this	
  process.	
  This	
  
theme	
  focuses	
  on	
  agenda–setting,	
  policy	
  formulation	
  and	
  policy	
  adoption	
  
more	
  than	
  on	
  the	
  implementation	
  and	
  evaluation	
  of	
  policy.	
  This	
  theme	
  will	
  
help	
  students	
  examine	
  how	
  various	
  forms	
  of	
  knowledge	
  and	
  evidence	
  about	
  
the	
  environment	
  is	
  weighted	
  in	
  policymaking,	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  how	
  and	
  why	
  the	
  
policy	
  process	
  includes,	
  excludes	
  and	
  favors	
  various	
  forms	
  of	
  knowledge.	
  

3. Strategic	
  choices	
  and	
  tasks:	
  This	
  theme	
  examines	
  what	
  strategic	
  choices	
  
and	
  actions	
  politicians	
  and	
  policymakers	
  make	
  to	
  implement	
  environmental	
  
policy,	
  given	
  the	
  constraints	
  they	
  operate.	
  For	
  example,	
  this	
  theme	
  examines	
  
how	
  scientific	
  evidence	
  is	
  ‘framed’	
  and	
  communicated	
  to	
  produce	
  politically	
  
and	
  socially	
  convincing	
  policy.	
  It	
  will	
  also	
  consider	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  coalitions	
  of	
  
experts	
  and	
  non–experts	
  in	
  influencing	
  environmental	
  policy	
  outcomes,	
  and	
  
how	
  different	
  interests	
  try	
  to	
  use	
  stories	
  or	
  narratives	
  about	
  environmental	
  
outcomes	
  in	
  order	
  to	
  implement	
  policy	
  goals.	
  	
  

4. Case	
  studies:	
  The	
  fourth	
  area	
  of	
  emphasis	
  will	
  be	
  to	
  consider	
  a	
  range	
  of	
  
prominent	
  historic	
  and	
  contemporary	
  environmental	
  issues	
  both	
  domestic	
  
and	
  abroad	
  that	
  emphasize	
  the	
  above	
  themes	
  (1	
  through	
  3).	
  Students	
  will	
  
play	
  a	
  prominent	
  role	
  in	
  sharing	
  examples.	
  	
  

	
  
	
  
2.	
  Course	
  Requirements	
  
	
  
Masters	
  and	
  PhD	
  students	
  will	
  interact	
  in	
  this	
  course	
  simultaneously	
  for	
  three	
  
hours.	
  PhD	
  students	
  will	
  also	
  meet	
  for	
  one	
  hour	
  separately	
  from	
  Masters	
  students.	
  
As	
  a	
  result,	
  some	
  assignment	
  expectations	
  are	
  slightly	
  different	
  –	
  please	
  read	
  
descriptions	
  carefully.	
  
	
  
Masters	
  Students	
  will	
  be	
  evaluated	
  on	
  the	
  following	
  five	
  components:	
  
	
  

Assignment/task	
   Value	
  of	
  Total	
  Grade	
  
(100)	
   Date	
  Due	
  

General	
  Participation	
  
(Participation	
  10%	
  and	
  
attendance	
  5%)	
  

15%	
   Ongoing	
  

Presentation	
  of	
  issue	
  and	
  
linkage	
  to	
  course	
  theme	
   10%	
   Randomly	
  assigned	
  date	
  

Book	
  review	
   25%	
   Session	
  7	
  
Research	
  report	
   50%	
   Session	
  12	
  
	
  



PhD	
  Students	
  will	
  be	
  evaluated	
  on	
  the	
  following	
  five	
  components:	
  
	
  

Assignment/task	
   Value	
  of	
  Total	
  Grade	
  
(100)	
   Date	
  Due	
  

General	
  Participation	
   15%	
   Ongoing	
  
Presentation:	
  critical	
  
observations,	
  questions	
  
and	
  pedagogical	
  
challenges	
  

15%	
   Randomly	
  assigned	
  date	
  

Book	
  review	
   20%	
   Session	
  7	
  
Research	
  report	
   50%	
   Session	
  12	
  
	
  
1. General	
  Participation:	
  15%	
  (all)	
  

a. Date	
  due:	
  Ongoing	
  	
  
b. Late	
  penalty:	
  Failure	
  to	
  attend	
  regularly	
  and	
  to	
  contribute	
  to	
  class	
  

contributions	
  will	
  result	
  in	
  a	
  diminished	
  participation	
  grade.	
  	
  
c. Description:	
  Your	
  grade	
  on	
  this	
  component	
  will	
  be	
  a	
  function	
  of	
  your	
  

active,	
  considered,	
  respectful,	
  informed,	
  critical,	
  and	
  constructive	
  
participation	
  in	
  the	
  seminar.	
  Regular	
  and	
  complete	
  attendance	
  is	
  
expected	
  throughout	
  the	
  semester.	
  Students	
  are	
  expected	
  to	
  demonstrate	
  
that	
  the	
  readings	
  have	
  been	
  read	
  thoroughly;	
  that	
  questions	
  and	
  concerns	
  
raised	
  follow	
  from	
  careful	
  reflection	
  of	
  potential	
  answers	
  or	
  explanations;	
  
and	
  that	
  overall	
  participation	
  shows	
  evidence	
  of	
  careful,	
  constructive	
  
engagement	
  with	
  the	
  course	
  material.	
  	
  

d. 10%	
  of	
  this	
  grade	
  for	
  Masters	
  students	
  will	
  be	
  for	
  general	
  participation	
  
and	
  5%	
  for	
  attendance.	
  	
  

e. Additional	
  expectations,	
  PhD	
  students:	
  	
  
i. PhD	
  students	
  are	
  expected	
  to	
  play	
  a	
  very	
  active	
  role	
  in	
  class	
  
discussion.	
  I	
  expect	
  each	
  student	
  to	
  make	
  a	
  meaningful	
  and	
  
substantive	
  contribution	
  to	
  class	
  discussion	
  every	
  week.	
  I	
  expect	
  
that	
  PhD	
  students	
  will	
  raise	
  questions	
  for	
  class	
  consideration;	
  
share	
  their	
  own	
  research	
  experience	
  and	
  knowledge;	
  and	
  
demonstrate	
  clear	
  evidence	
  that	
  the	
  material	
  has	
  been	
  read	
  and	
  
evaluated.	
  
	
  

2. Presentation:	
  	
  
a. Presentation	
  of	
  issue	
  and	
  linkage	
  to	
  course	
  theme:	
  10%	
  (Masters)	
  

i. Date	
  due:	
  Ongoing	
  	
  
ii. Late	
  penalty:	
  Failure	
  to	
  attend	
  or	
  present	
  on	
  the	
  assigned	
  date	
  

without	
  adequate	
  notice	
  or	
  a	
  medical	
  reason	
  will	
  result	
  in	
  ‘0’.	
  	
  
iii. Description:	
  Later	
  in	
  the	
  semester	
  all	
  students	
  will	
  have	
  to	
  write	
  a	
  

research	
  paper	
  on	
  an	
  issue	
  relating	
  to	
  science,	
  technology	
  or	
  
environment	
  policy.	
  For	
  this	
  evaluation	
  component,	
  students	
  must	
  
provide	
  a	
  short	
  summary	
  of	
  their	
  topic	
  AND	
  make	
  a	
  clear	
  and	
  
direct	
  link	
  between	
  the	
  topic	
  and	
  the	
  weekly	
  course	
  theme,	
  e.g.,	
  if	
  



you	
  will	
  be	
  writing	
  a	
  paper	
  on	
  vaccines	
  and	
  you	
  are	
  assigned	
  the	
  
week	
  on	
  ‘public	
  participation	
  and	
  democratizing	
  science’	
  then	
  you	
  
will	
  have	
  to	
  discuss	
  how	
  vaccines	
  connect	
  to	
  issues	
  in	
  public	
  
participation.	
  Presentations	
  will	
  be	
  no	
  longer	
  than	
  5	
  minutes.	
  
Students	
  must	
  end	
  their	
  presentation	
  with	
  one	
  critical	
  question	
  
linking	
  their	
  topic	
  to	
  the	
  weekly	
  theme	
  –	
  a	
  question	
  that	
  might	
  be	
  
useful	
  for	
  class	
  discussion.	
  Presentations	
  will	
  be	
  evaluated	
  based	
  
on	
  the	
  quality	
  of	
  the	
  linkage	
  between	
  the	
  topic	
  and	
  the	
  course	
  
theme,	
  and	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  clarity	
  of	
  your	
  explanation	
  of	
  the	
  science–
policy	
  challenges	
  of	
  your	
  topic.	
  

b. Critical	
  observations,	
  questions	
  and	
  pedagogical	
  challenges	
  of	
  
theme:	
  15%	
  (PhDs)	
  

i. Date	
  due:	
  Ongoing	
  (completed	
  in	
  the	
  class	
  time	
  separate	
  from	
  
Masters	
  students)	
  	
  

ii. Late	
  penalty:	
  Failure	
  to	
  attend	
  or	
  present	
  on	
  the	
  assigned	
  date	
  
without	
  adequate	
  notice	
  	
  or	
  a	
  medical	
  reason	
  will	
  result	
  in	
  ‘0’.	
  	
  

iii. Description:	
  Each	
  student	
  will	
  function	
  as	
  a	
  theme	
  leader	
  or	
  
theme	
  co–leader	
  per	
  week.	
  	
  That	
  individual	
  will	
  be	
  responsible	
  for	
  
leading	
  discussion	
  on	
  three	
  issues	
  relating	
  to	
  the	
  course	
  theme.	
  
Students	
  must	
  NOT	
  summarize	
  the	
  articles,	
  but	
  summarize	
  and	
  
identify	
  common	
  observations	
  and	
  themes	
  amongst	
  the	
  articles,	
  
and	
  most	
  importantly,	
  raise	
  critical	
  questions	
  left	
  open	
  by	
  the	
  
material.	
  Further,	
  students	
  must	
  also	
  identify	
  pedagogical	
  
challenges	
  with	
  the	
  theme;	
  that	
  is,	
  they	
  must	
  consider	
  what	
  makes	
  
the	
  process	
  of	
  learning	
  about	
  the	
  theme	
  challenging,	
  and	
  ways	
  that	
  
that	
  challenge	
  might	
  be	
  overcome	
  if	
  teaching	
  this	
  material	
  at	
  an	
  
undergraduate	
  level.	
  Student	
  presentations	
  will	
  be	
  evaluated	
  
based	
  on	
  whether	
  there	
  is	
  evidence	
  of	
  careful	
  consideration	
  and	
  
reflection	
  of	
  the	
  theoretical,	
  empirical,	
  and	
  pedagogical	
  challenges	
  
of	
  the	
  topic	
  and	
  whether	
  they	
  demonstrate	
  preparedness,	
  
illustrated	
  through	
  comfort	
  in	
  communication	
  and	
  knowledge	
  of	
  
the	
  reading	
  material.	
  	
  

iv. Students	
  are	
  not	
  permitted	
  to	
  use	
  Powerpoint	
  in	
  this	
  presentation.	
  	
  
v. These	
  presentations	
  will	
  take	
  place	
  in	
  the	
  first	
  hour	
  of	
  the	
  class.	
  On	
  

the	
  day	
  that	
  a	
  PhD	
  	
  student	
  presents,	
  they	
  will	
  also	
  be	
  the	
  first	
  
person	
  to	
  respond	
  to	
  the	
  Masters	
  student	
  presentations.	
  	
  
	
  

3. Book	
  review:	
  All	
  (25%)	
  
a. Date	
  Due:	
  Session	
  7.	
  	
  
b. Late	
  Penalty:	
  2	
  grades	
  per	
  day,	
  beginning	
  after	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  Session	
  7,	
  

reapplied	
  at	
  12:00am	
  each	
  new	
  day.	
  
c. Length:	
  Eight	
  pages	
  double	
  spaced	
  maximum,	
  12	
  point	
  font.	
  	
  
d. Description:	
  	
  

i. Each	
  student	
  must	
  obtain,	
  read	
  and	
  review	
  Science	
  in	
  
Environmental	
  Policy.	
  The	
  Politics	
  of	
  Objective	
  Advice,	
  by	
  Ann	
  



Campbell	
  Keller	
  (MIT	
  Press,	
  2009).	
  The	
  book	
  is	
  available	
  for	
  
purchase	
  as	
  an	
  e–book	
  from	
  MIT	
  Press.	
  	
  

ii. In	
  this	
  assignment	
  students	
  must	
  complete	
  an	
  academic	
  book	
  
review.	
  Students	
  should	
  consult	
  leading	
  journals	
  in	
  science,	
  
technology	
  and	
  environmental	
  studies	
  and	
  policy	
  for	
  examples	
  of	
  
book	
  reviews.	
  At	
  minimum,	
  your	
  review	
  must:	
  1)	
  provide	
  a	
  
summary	
  of	
  the	
  book	
  and	
  its	
  arguments;	
  2)	
  reflect	
  on	
  strengths	
  
and/or	
  concerns	
  with	
  the	
  book;	
  and,	
  3)	
  critically	
  evaluate	
  the	
  
contribution	
  the	
  book	
  is	
  making	
  to	
  the	
  advancement	
  of	
  knowledge	
  
on	
  the	
  relationship	
  between	
  science	
  and	
  policy.	
  Reviews	
  will	
  be	
  
evaluated	
  based	
  on	
  the	
  presence	
  of	
  the	
  above	
  three	
  requirements,	
  
as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  quality	
  and	
  clarity	
  of	
  your	
  written	
  work;	
  the	
  
organization	
  of	
  your	
  ideas;	
  the	
  quality	
  of	
  the	
  examples	
  (cited)	
  from	
  
the	
  book	
  that	
  you	
  use	
  to	
  support	
  your	
  observations;	
  and,	
  the	
  
demonstration	
  of	
  critical	
  insight	
  and	
  analysis.	
  

iii. Book	
  reviews	
  must	
  quote	
  directly	
  from	
  the	
  book	
  to	
  emphasize	
  
arguments	
  and	
  observations.	
  All	
  direct	
  quotes	
  must	
  have	
  
“quotation	
  marks”	
  and	
  page	
  numbers	
  provided	
  (e.g.,	
  56).	
  
	
  

4. Research	
  paper:	
  Advancing	
  policy	
  in	
  science,	
  technology	
  or	
  environmental	
  
studies:	
  All	
  (50%)	
  

a. Date	
  Due:	
  Session	
  12	
  	
  
b. Late	
  penalty:	
  2	
  assignment	
  grades	
  per	
  day,	
  beginning	
  after	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  

Session	
  12,	
  reapplied	
  at	
  12:00am	
  each	
  new	
  day.	
  	
  
c. Length:	
  Master’s	
  students	
  –	
  15	
  pages	
  maximum;	
  PhD	
  students	
  –	
  18	
  pages	
  

maximum	
  	
  (excluding	
  title	
  page,	
  references,	
  appendices	
  etc.).	
  	
  
d. Description:	
  In	
  this	
  assignment,	
  students	
  must	
  write	
  an	
  argumentative	
  

essay	
  focused	
  	
  on	
  how	
  to	
  overcome	
  the	
  challenges	
  of	
  integrating	
  science	
  
and	
  policy	
  for	
  one	
  specific	
  field	
  or	
  issue	
  of	
  their	
  choosing.	
  This	
  is	
  similar	
  
to	
  a	
  policy	
  analysis	
  paper	
  –	
  a	
  paper	
  that	
  presents	
  context	
  about	
  an	
  issue,	
  
evaluates	
  the	
  existing	
  challenges	
  with	
  response	
  to	
  the	
  issue,	
  and	
  then	
  
advances	
  recommendations	
  for	
  responding	
  to	
  that	
  issue.	
  The	
  central	
  
difference	
  is	
  that	
  the	
  paper	
  must	
  substantiate	
  any	
  recommendation	
  with	
  
documented	
  evidence	
  and	
  it	
  must	
  be	
  situated	
  in	
  some	
  theoretical	
  lens	
  
surrounding	
  environmental	
  or	
  science	
  policy,	
  e.g,	
  literature	
  on	
  public	
  
perceptions	
  of	
  risk	
  or	
  public	
  participation	
  in	
  policy	
  processes.	
  	
  

e. Students	
  are	
  free	
  to	
  examine	
  the	
  challenge	
  of	
  integration	
  broadly,	
  or	
  to	
  
focus	
  on	
  one	
  particular	
  challenge,	
  e.g.,	
  public	
  participation.	
  All	
  papers	
  
must	
  be	
  written	
  as	
  if	
  preparing	
  to	
  submit	
  the	
  work	
  to	
  an	
  academic	
  journal	
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  as	
  the	
  Review	
  of	
  Policy	
  Research:	
  The	
  Politics	
  and	
  Policy	
  of	
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and	
  Technology.	
  For	
  this	
  reason,	
  all	
  papers	
  must	
  demonstrate	
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of	
  relevant	
  literature	
  relating	
  to	
  the	
  theoretical	
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  and/or	
  
empirical	
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  connected	
  to	
  your	
  paper,	
  and	
  must	
  be	
  situated	
  in	
  
relation	
  to	
  this	
  work.	
  Students	
  are	
  free	
  to	
  focus	
  on	
  any	
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  they	
  are	
  
interested	
  in	
  provided	
  it	
  allows	
  for	
  a	
  clear,	
  specific	
  analysis	
  of	
  the	
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  of	
  science–policy	
  integration.	
  	
  



f. Students	
  are	
  strongly	
  encouraged	
  to	
  speak	
  to	
  the	
  instructor	
  prior	
  to	
  
beginning	
  their	
  paper	
  to	
  determine	
  if	
  their	
  focus	
  is	
  suitable.	
  Students	
  are	
  
also	
  strongly	
  encouraged	
  to	
  draw	
  from	
  the	
  course	
  readings	
  and	
  the	
  
bibliographies	
  of	
  course	
  readings	
  to	
  assist	
  in	
  the	
  development	
  of	
  an	
  
analytical	
  framework	
  for	
  the	
  paper.	
  A	
  more	
  detailed	
  assignment	
  
description	
  will	
  be	
  provided	
  Session	
  4.	
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