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(1) Schneider and Ingram argued that only by evaluating policy content and substance is one able to discern
how and why policies are constructed. Usings‘polieysdesign” as dependent variable and “social
construction” as the independent variable, theauthors charagterized the policymaking process as
“degenerative.” Policies are designed by.public officials to;cinforce social constructions of various groups
in society, described as “target popilations.” In addition, scienceis often used to further stigmatize these
groups as “deserving” or “undeserving.” As the authors note, science is exploited as a means for justifying
policy, not for verifying speciiies of the most appropriate means availablemas would be expected in the
rational actor models'Sciénce is used only Whendiis<convergent with the poliey options that create
political capital for policy makers.” Poliey designs are constructed and interpreted according to favorable
meanings based on societal perspectives of target populations. Schneider and Ingram create 2 x 2 matrix
consisting of political power and degscrvedness ( deserving and undeserving) to identify four main types of
target groups: advantaged, contcnders, dependents, and deviants. (g 2 Smith & Larimer, 2017: 76-78)

(2) Baumgartner and,Jones accepted that policy process-isicomplex and dynamic, following Heclo and
Sabatier, but crucially drew attention tothe-dact-that the pace of the change is not always constant or linear,
Based on a longitudinal‘analysis ‘ef the tone of media coverage and congressional activity on a number of
policy issues, they congluded thatian important and often overlooked aspect of the policy process was the
“long-run fragility” of poliey subsystems. Drawing from thework of biologist Stephen Jay Gould,
Baumgartner and Jongs suggested that although there are perigdsof stability in the process—periods
compatible with an ingremental view of the.policy procgss® théte are also pariods of rapid and significant
change. Borrowing a term from Gould and s colleagucdviles Eldredge, Bagmgariner and Jones labeled
these periods of rapid changes “punctuated equilibria.” In effect, these pungfuations cause the political
system to “shift from oné&point of stability to another.” (i B Smith & Larimer, 2017:101-102)

(3) Like Herbert Simon, Elinor Os{rom vicweddiiman deeision making as bounded by cognitive constraints.
Ostrom, however, put forth two additional propositions. First, institutions can shape individual preferences.
Second, people will use institutional rules to solve collective-action problems. Out of the institutional
rational choice perspective, Ostrom and her colleagues developed an entire research agenda, known as
“institutional analysis and development,” or IAD, focused on the application of institutionalist theory to
solving common-pool resource dilemmas. Ostrom argued that the IAD framework is useful for policy
analysts in explaining and predicting how people will respond to institutional rules. Using it, however,
requires conceptualization of what is known as the “action situation,” which is described as “the social
spaces where individuals interact, exchange goods and services, solve problems, dominate one another, or
fight (among the many things that individuals do in action situations).” (& E Smith & Larimer, 2017: 62)
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