QUEEN’S UNIVERSITY -- SCHOOL OF POLICY STUDIES

MPA 816: Quantitative Program Evaluation
Winter 2018
Tuesday’s 1:00 to 2:20 pm in Room 448 (Robert Sutherland Hall)
Wednesdays 8:30 to 9:50 am in Room 334 (Robert Sutherland Hall)

Instructor: Steven Lehrer
Office: Sutherland Hall 324
Telephone: 613-533-6692 (office)

Hours: Monday and Wednesday 2:15 – 3:25pm
and by appointment
E-mail: lehrers@queensu.ca

Course Description: MPA 816 is an advanced level course which focuses on explaining
important issues and topics in the design of empirical research. Policy makers create initiatives to
try to affect their or others’ housing, educational, health, environmental and myriad other
circumstances. These initiatives are called “programs”, such as anti-smoking, alcohol abuse and
illegal drug treatment programs; programs to give money to poor people or to house homeless
people; programs to combat air and water pollution, and so forth. An important premise of this
course is that such programs ought to be studied to try to answer questions such as: Should a
program be set up in the first place? What kind of program should that be? Whom or what should
it target? How was implementation accomplished? Was the program implemented as designed?
Did the program achieve what it was supposed to achieve? How did it do that, and what was the
cost? Or why didn’t it accomplish its objectives? And what unexpected benefits, harms or other
consequences occurred? Or is the empirical analysis appropriately identifying the benefits?
These are the kinds of questions that program evaluation methods attempt to answer, and this
course will introduce you to these methods. This course focuses on methods, on how you go
about learning something. We are less interested in “answers” to these questions than in how you
ask these questions and how you arrive at “answers”. The course will build upon the knowledge
and skills you gained in MPA 804 (Economics) and MPA 805 (Analytical/ Quantitative Analysis)
or similar courses. Since the course will conduct a critical evaluation of research designs and
policy-related research, skill building in critical thinking and problem solving will be
emphasized.
Course Prerequisites: Students are expected to be comfortable with basic statistics and
microeconomics at an introductory level. Students are expected to be under take regression
analysis with a computer package such as Microsoft Excel or SPSS or Stata. If you have any
questions about these requirements, please see me.
Website: Additional information, lecture outlines, links to readings, the calendar/reading list,
and other useful information about this class can be found on onQ.

Objectives: After completing this course, you will be able to:
• Define program evaluation and discuss the various purposes of program evaluation and the
various types of program evaluations
• Discuss the questions evaluators need to address to the stakeholders, often program managers
and those responsible for funding the program and the program's clients.
• Relate the design of program evaluation to the questions stakeholders have about the program.
• Carry out a simple program evaluation.
• Summarize and interpret the data gathered for a program evaluation
• Present the data in a report (and know how such a report differs from a research paper).
• Understand the purpose and objective of non-experimental evaluation
• Obtain information from the World Wide Web relevant to a program evaluation,
• Be able to discuss the differences between alternative empirical methods commonly used in
applied research.
Required Readings: A reading list appears on the course calendar. A copy of all the readings
listed on the tentative calendar in this syllabus has been placed on reserve at the library. You may
be assigned additional readings dealing with topics covered in class. Specifically assigned
supplementary readings are integral parts of the course, and therefore, exam questions dealing
with those readings are highly likely.
As indicated on the tentative calendar readings have been assigned for each lecture period, and
the material in these readings will be discussed in class. Please complete all readings prior to the
class in which they will be discussed. The lectures will also cover material not included in the
readings. To a large degree, the readings and lectures are not substitutes – they are chosen and
designed to complement each other.
Textbook: Angrist, J. D. and Pischke, J.-S. (2014). Mastering’ metrics: the path from cause to
eﬀect. Princeton University Press.
Supplementary Readings: You may be assigned additional readings in the form of articles
dealing with topics covered in class. Specifically assigned supplementary readings are integral
parts of the course, and therefore, exam questions dealing with those readings are highly likely.
Software: In order to complete the assignments in this course and several others in the MPA
program, you will need to apply econometric software to data. You are required to have your
own license to use Stata to do so. Stata Corp. offers student discounts on the purchase of Stata
through what is called GradPlan and also has shorter term licenses available at a discount at
https://www.stata.com/order/new/edu/gradplans/student-pricing/. The “GradPlan” has been
established for Queen’s and students could purchase Stata also online at the following link
https://www.stata.com/order/new/edu/gradplans/campus-gradplan/.
The most recent release of Stata is version 15 and there are several different flavors of Stata: MP,
SE, IC, Small. These different flavors vary by the number of variables and observations they are
able to handle. I highly recommend that you buy at least Stata/IC since you will work with
datasets that exceed the capabilities of Small Stata. To get maximum value from this class, it is
expected that by the end of the third week you will have your own copy of Stata.

While the majority of MPA graduates do not conduct statistical analysis for a living, some
knowledge of statistical software has been important in helping past students gain employment in
both government agencies and the private sector. Note the University does not provide access to
Stata in any of its general computer labs.
Grading: This course is designed to be very rigorous and demanding. You are expected to work
hard, actively participate in class, ask questions when you have any doubts, and perform to the
very best of your ability. Although the material is challenging, the purpose of this course is to
teach you something about program evaluation, not to destroy your GPA.
Grading will follow QSPS guidelines. The course grade will be computed using the following
weights
4 Homework Assignments
28%
Debate
22%
Final Exam
50%
Total
100%
Homework: Four times during the semester, I will assign several homework problems.
Homework will be worth 28 percent of course grade. Late homework papers will be penalized 50
percent per day late. Group work on homework projects is not only acceptable it is strongly
encouraged. If you work together in a group, all group members should contribute to the effort.
Debate: The performance during the debate will constitute your overall grade on this
assignment. The debate is described below.
Exam: The final exam will be offered during the examination period. The final exam will be
cumulative and account for 50 percent of the course grade. Missing the exam without advance
notice will result in a zero grade. As well, evidence of the calamity must be provided.
Exam Policy: During the exam students are allowed to use calculators, rulers, pens, pencils and
erasers. No other materials will be permitted without prior permission from the instructor.
Exam Policy: During the exam students are allowed to use calculators, rulers, pens, pencils and
erasers. No other materials will be permitted without prior permission from the instructor.
Quality of Work: Your homework papers and reports are expected to be neat and professional in
appearance. Essays are expected to be legibly written (or typed), logically organized and
grammatically correct. When working problems, you should show enough so that the steps you
are following are clear.
If you need help: If you find that you are having difficulty with any of the material in this
course:
(1) DO NOT let it build up. The material is very cumulative in nature and you are likely to find
yourself only falling further behind.
(2) DO come and see me, either after class or by making an appointment. Be forewarned: I
expect that you have read the appropriate sections of the textbook and reviewed your notes
BEFORE you come to my office.

Attendance and Lateness: All students are expected to attend class regularly. Although
attendance will not be taken each and every class, be warned that you are responsible for all
material covered in class including that, which is not in the text. You are expected to make every
effort to be on time to class. If for some reason you must be late, try not to disturb others while
entering the classroom.
If you are unable to write the exam (i.e. if you are sick, personal issues, etc.), you must let me
know BEFORE the exam time. If you cannot write the exam for some reason, do not sit down to
write the exam. In the interest of fairness, you will be graded if you come into the exam room
and see the exam. If you are attending a Queen’s activity, you must provide me with notice at
least two weeks prior to the exam date so that an equivalent make-up exam can be created.
Academic Integrity: Academic Integrity is constituted by the ﬁve core fundamental values of
honesty, trust, fairness, respect and responsibility (see www.academicintegrity.org). These values
are central to the building, nurturing and sustaining of an academic community in which all
members of the community will thrive. Adherence to the values expressed through academic
integrity forms a foundation for the "freedom of inquiry and exchange of ideas" essential to the
intellectual life of the University (see the Senate Report on Principles and Priorities
http://www.queensu.ca/secretariat/policies/senate/report-principlesand-priorities).
Students are responsible for familiarizing themselves with the regulations concerning academic
integrity and for ensuring that their assignments conform to the principles of academic integrity.
Information on academic integrity is available in the Graduate Studies Calendar
(http://www.queensu.ca/calendars/sgsr/ Academic_Integrity_Policy.html). Departures from
academic integrity include plagiarism, use of unauthorized materials, facilitation, forgery and
falsiﬁcation, and are antithetical to the development of an academic community at Queen's.
Given the seriousness of these matters, actions which contravene the regulation on academic
integrity carry sanctions that can range from a warning or the loss of grades on an assignment to
the failure of a course to a requirement to withdraw from the university.
Disability Accommodations: Queen's University is committed to achieving full accessibility for
persons with disabilities. Part of this commitment includes arranging academic accommodations
for students with disabilities to ensure they have an equitable opportunity to participate in all of
their academic activities. If you are a student with a disability and think you may need
accommodations, you are strongly encouraged to contact Student Wellness Services (SWS) and
register as early as possible. For more information, including important deadlines, please visit the
Student Wellness website at: http://www.queensu.ca/studentwellness/ accessibility-services/
Teaching Style: There are many ways to learn. And different styles are more effective for some
students than others. Therefore, we will utilize several different approaches: straight lectures,
Powerpoint slides, problem sets, and exam preparation.
Accommodation after the fact: Once a student has written an exam or submitted an assignment,
they may not subsequently be granted accommodation such as being offered a second
opportunity to write the exam or assignment or have it count for less than originally specified in
the course syllabus (reweighted). Students who cannot perform to the best of their abilities due a
serious, extenuating circumstance must inform their instructor before attempting an exam or
completing a course to arrange appropriate accommodation.

Receiving a grade below 70: In the event of receiving a final grade between 60 and 69.5 in this
course, the School of Policy Studies will allow the student to write a qualifying examination to
assess if the students' knowledge of this field meet the minimum standard for the respective
degree. Passing the qualification exam will result in receiving a passing grade of B- for the
course. The qualifying exam is not a make-up exam. The qualifying exam must be written by
May 31, 2018.
Receiving a grade below 60 will result in a course failure. In this case, students will be required
to either repeat the course or take an approved substitute. Note that The School of Graduate
Studies regulations require students to have no more than one course failure.
Travel during exams: According to university regulations, students are expected to be available
to write scheduled exams at any time during the official December and April examination
periods as well as during any scheduled class times. Requests to write a make-up exam because
of conflicting travel plans (e.g. flight bookings) or requests to miss an in class exam due to other
plans will NOT be considered except under extraordinary circumstances. Students are advised to
wait until the final exam schedules are posted before making any travel arrangements.
Office Hours: The office hours are tentatively set for Monday, Wednesday 2:15-3:25pm. If you
have a class conflict, please email me so that we can come up with another mutually convenient
slot. Please internalize externalities and avoid unscheduled visits to my office.
References: In general, I am happy to provide references for employers or write letters of
reference for students who plan to attend graduate school. The strength of my recommendation
remains positively correlated with your performance in my course. For job references, please
email me with a heads up that a potential employer might call or email. Please also let me know
if there are any skills of yours that I should highlight in my reply to them. Naturally, make sure
that these claims are credible as my reputation is on the line. If you would like a letter of
reference for graduate school please place an addressed and stamped enveloped in my mailbox
along with a short note explaining what the reference is for and when it is due. Also attach a
statement of purpose (if relevant) as well as a current CV. Please allow 3 weeks for the
completion of letters.
THE DEBATE
Overview The debates will be structured and formal, with the specific format described below. You
should be well prepared with professional quality PowerPoint slides to make your points, if needed. You
must be prepared to not only argue the merits of the evaluations in favor of your position, you must
defend the evaluations you are supporting against criticism by the opponents and critique the evaluations
that support your opponents’ views. There will be a set of evaluations that will provide the core “pro” and
“con” positions. While you are most likely to focus on these specific studies, you are free to draw on any
additional research/evaluations that you think helps make your case.
Format for the debates
Construction
♦ "Pro" team gives an 8-minute presentation of its position. The emphasis here is not so much on criticism
of the other side as on explanation of the position it takes and why (the principles and arguments to which
it appeals)
♦ "Con" team gives the same 8-minute presentation of its own position

♦ 3 minute break to allow teams to develop criticisms
Criticism & Rebuttal
♦ "Pro" team presents challenges to the view defended by the "con" team, for 4 minutes.
♦ “Con" team has 4 minutes to rebut the challenges, including time to strategize among themselves about
their response
♦ "Con" team presents challenges to the view defended by the "pro" team, for 3 minutes.
♦ “Pro" team has 3 minutes to rebut the challenges, including time to strategize among themselves about
their response
♦ The floor is opened to the rest of the class to present questions for either team, or both. This might last
up to about 15 minutes, and the instructor has authority to moderate this discussion.
Summary
♦ “Pro” gives a 3 minute "state of the debate," summarizing why its position should be adopted
♦ “Con” gives a 3 minute "state of the debate," summarizing why its position should be adopted
♦ Floor votes on the policy.
Issues to keep in mind
♦The construction and criticism must be in PowerPoint format; you may also want to use PowerPoint for
parts of the summary.
♦ The time schedule will be strictly enforced.
♦ Be polite, even if you feel strongly: for instance, (a) do not speak out of turn, (b) if you disagree with
someone, never attack her/him, attack what s/he said/argued, etc.
♦ All arguments must focus on the quality of the research and analysis; other issues, such as political,
moral, or ethical factors are not germane for this debate.
♦ Each team has four structured presentations; no team member should give more than one presentation.
♦ Confer closely during your preparatory time to avoid overlaps and to maximize coverage of the main
aspects of the topic.
Suggested Strategies
1. State your case in a logically complete manner, stressing its significance.
2. Anticipate the arguments of the negative position and create responses to those arguments ahead of
time.
3. Define the significant terms you use in making your case.
4. In your response, examine the negative side’s evidence critically, for biases and weakness.
5. Evaluate the affirmative case for its weakest points and for its logical completeness and consistency.
6. Think of possible disadvantages of the affirmative’s proposals, in terms of solving the problem and of
feasibility.
General Considerations Your goal is persuasion, to convince your audience of the benefits of the
position your team is taking. Keep your composure, show good sportsmanship and respect for contrary
arguments, and stay within allotted time limits. Make clear the meaning you ascribe to the major terms,
concepts, and symbols in your argument. For all participants, an apparently spontaneous (and well
practiced) delivery is superior to reading a manuscript.
Selection of Teams and Topics Once I have met with each student during the first 3 weeks of class, I will
decide the topics of the debate, doing my best to match the topics with your specific interests. You will
get to choose the topic – e.g., school choice, work first vs human capital investment, minimum wage
increases –but then team members will be randomly assigned. We will make these decisions within the
first 3 weeks of class so that you can begin working on the debates asap.

Tentative Calendar and Reading List
(Subject to Change)
Date
January 9
January 10
January 16
January 17
January 23
January 24
January 30
January 31

Topic
Course Introduction
What is Evaluation?
Program Theory
Statistics Review
Impact Analysis- Randomized Experiment
Case for and Against Randomized Experiment
Research Design and Multiple Testing
Field Experiments

February 6
February 7

Placebo Effects and Context Effects
Quasi Experimental Designs: Pre/Post
Comparisons with No Comparison group
Quasi Experimental Designs: Pre/Post with
Comparison group

February 13

February 14

Regression Discontinuity

February 27

Quasi Experimental Designs: Selection on
Observables, Matching, Propensity Scores
Quasi Experimental Designs: Selection on
Unobservables: Instrumental Variables
Selection Correction Methods and Marginal
Treatment Effects
Natural Experiments, Fixed Effects and Panel
Data
Non Parametric Bounds
Big Data Methods 1: Lasso and IV
Big Data Methods 2: Double Estimators
Quantile Treatment Effects / Distributional
Effects / Dynamic Treatments

February 28
March 6
March 7
March 13
March 14
March 20
March 21

March 27
March 28

Qualitative Methods
Focus Groups for Process Evaluation

April 4
April 5
Week of April
12 or 19

Politics and Ethics of Evaluation
Catch Up and Final Review
Final Exam

Assigned Reading
Rossi et al Chapter 1
Rossi et al Chapter 5
Angrist and Pischke Chapters 1 and 2
Burtless (1995), Heckman & Smith (1995)
Duflo (2006)
Angrist, Lang and Oreopolous (2009),
Gerber and Green (2000) Duflo and Saez
(2003)
Malani (2006), Ding and Lehrer (2016)
Dowdell et al. (1992), Knittel and Stango
(2010), Lehrer and Lepage (2017)
Angrist and Pischke Chapter 5, Blundell
and Costa-Diaz (2008), Baker, Gruber and
Milligan (2008)
Shadish, Cook &Campbell, Chapter 7,
Chetty et al. (2009), Angrist and Pischke
Chapter 4
Angrist and Pischke Chapter 2
Angrist and Pischke Chapter 3
McClellan and Newhouse
Cobb-Clark &Crossley (2003), Heckman
and Vytlacil (2007)
Angrist and Pischke Chapter 5 and 6.2
Manski (2008)
Athey and Imbens (2017)
Lehrer and Xie (2018)
Ding and Lehrer (2010), Kottelenberg and
Lehrer (2017), Bitler, Gelbach and Hoynes
(2006)
Rossi et al, Chapter 6, Affholter, Chapter 5
HRSDC: “Evaluation Tool Kit Focus
Group”
Weiss: Chapter 13
Location and time to be determined
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