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Abstract 

In the field of public management, the principal educational credentials are MPAs, 

MPPs, or close variants. They are professional degrees, and unlike generalist, discipline-based 

Master’s degrees (e.g., an MA in Political Science), MPAs and MPPs purport to teach people to 

actually do things on behalf of others, creating pressure to assure the professional quality of 

what is taught. This has led, over the past two decades, to a rising tide of accreditation bodies in 

the public management world that apply national/international standards to these programs. 

The pioneer in accreditation was the Network of Schools of Public Policy, Affairs, and 

Administration (NASPAA, formerly the National Association of Schools of Public Affairs and 

Administration; name was changed in 2013). The European body, the European Association for 

Public Administration Accreditation (EAPAA), was launched in 1999 (EAPPA, 2013). There is 

now a Canadian accreditation organization as well, affiliated with the Canadian Association of 

Programs in Public Administration (CAPPA) (Canadian Association of Programs in Public 

Administration, 2006; Clark & Pal, 2011a, 2011b). Even the United Nations has weighed in 

(United Nations, 2008). 

In October 2009, NASPAA adopted the Accreditation Standards for Master’s degree 

programs (NASPAA, 2009) and provided a First Draft of Self Study Instructions, which includes 

examples of competencies under each of five domain-level competencies (NASPAA, 2012). 

NASPAA has continuously increased the rigor regarding demands for programs to 

show the relationship between their learning outcomes and the five Domains of Universal 

Required Competencies (Standard 5.1): 

1. To lead and manage in public governance;  

2. To participate and contribute to the policy process;  

3. To analyze, synthesize, think critically, solve problems and make decisions;  

4. To articulate and apply a public service perspectives; and 

5. To communicate and interact productively with a diverse and changing 

workforce and citizenry. 

This paper compares the actual curriculum content of 24 programs in the US, Canada, 

Europe and Australia, with the universal competencies outlined in the NASPAA Self-Study 

Guide. The data are drawn from a content analysis of programs using a scoring system that 

permits a more empirically based assessment of curricular content. Some of the work is already 

available on the Atlas of Public Policy and Management.2 The Atlas project was described in a 

previous IRSPM paper (Clark & Pal, 2010).  

To our knowledge, this will be the first systematic attempt to map what MPA and MPP 

programs around the world actually teach, and assess how well they align with competencies. 

We believe that this will make a significant contribution to the practical world of accreditation 

in public management. 

                                                           
2 See http://portal.publicpolicy.utoronto.ca.  

http://portal.publicpolicy.utoronto.ca/
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1. Outline 

At the IRSPM 14th Annual Conference four years ago in Berne, we reviewed the nature 

of the standards set by accrediting bodies for public affairs teaching (including public policy, 

public administration, and public management). We noted that: 

To date curriculum content (or competency) standards developed by the United 

Nations Department of Economic and Social Affairs /International Association of 

Schools and Institutes of Administration (UN/IASIA) and the National 

Association of Schools of Public Affairs and Administration (NASPAA) are 

specified to the domain and sub-domain level but not to the next, “examinable,” 

level. (Clark & Pal, 2010) 

In that paper we described the early results of a project to collect curricular information 

from Canadian MPP and MPA programs at a more granular level using a Web 2.0 platform 

called the PPG Portal, and noted that:   

Students, faculty and practitioners using the PPG Portal have been able to 

identify the principal concepts taught in the core courses of Canada’s two largest 

Master’s programs in public policy and public administration, as well as the 

principal concepts used in a number of core government functions such as 

program evaluation and financial administration. (Clark & Pal, 2010) 

In the present paper we revisit the question of how best to relate observed curricular 

content to desired competencies and outline a methodology what we refer to as the Atlas 

framework for analyzing curricular content. We use the Atlas framework to analyze the data we 

have gathered since 2010 on MPP/MPA courses and on advice to governments from 

international government organizations (IGOs). Our analysis suggests that a unit of curricular 
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content that we call a “normed topic” can be derived from observed syllabi and published 

advice, and that each normed topic can be constructed so that Master’s-level learning can be 

assessed. This means that each normed topic can be associated directly with a “normed 

competency” for purposes of specifying and assessing learning outcomes in MPP, MPA and 

similar programs. We suggest that once normed competencies have been refined and tested 

they could be used in accreditation and quality assurance to increase the reliability and reduce 

the paper burden associated with current processes. 

The pioneer in accreditation was the Network of Schools of Public Policy, Affairs, and 

Administration (NASPAA, formerly the National Association of Schools of Public Affairs and 

Administration). In October 2009, NASPAA adopted the Accreditation Standards for Master’s 

degree programs (NASPAA, 2009) and provided a First Draft of Self Study Instructions, which 

includes examples of competencies under each of five domain-level competencies (NASPAA, 

2012). These sub-domain-level descriptions are reproduced in Annex 1. 

Although the high-level description of the standards has not changed since 2009, 

NASPAA has continuously increased the rigor regarding demands for programs to show the 

relationship between their course learning outcomes and the five Domains of Universal 

Required Competencies (Standard 5.1): 

1. To lead and manage in public governance;  

2. To participate and contribute to the policy process;  

3. To analyze, synthesize, think critically, solve problems and make decisions;  

4. To articulate and apply a public service perspectives; and 
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5. To communicate and interact productively with a diverse and changing 

workforce and citizenry. 

A major challenge for both the accreditors and accreditees has been how to document the 

learning outcomes associated with the five required competencies. 

In the four years since we presented our work at the Berne conference, we have 

broadened our examination of Master’s-level professional programs in public policy, public 

administration and related areas (referred to in this paper as MPP/MPA programs) to include 

major programs throughout the world. We have also moved most of the content on the PPG 

Portal to a publicly accessible site called the Atlas of Public Policy and Management.3 

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes how we characterize the 

pedagogical field of public policy and management. Section 3 sets out the Atlas framework for 

analyzing curricular content and shows how normed topics and normed competencies can be 

constructed to facilitate comparisons among programs. Section 4 compares the categories in the 

Atlas framework with categories used in discipline handbooks, dictionaries and encyclopedias. 

In Section 5 we use the Atlas framework to compare course offerings in 24 MPP/MPA 

programs, including the extent to which the course offerings address the NASPAA domains of 

required competencies. In Section 6 we show how the pedagogical field can be visualized as a 

“topic grid” and we estimate the total number of normed topics required to provide essentially 

full coverage of the field at the Master’s level. Section 7 concludes the paper with a discussion of 

potential concerns with using normed topics in an accreditation setting. 

                                                           
3 See http://portal.publicpolicy.utoronto.ca. 

 

http://portal.publicpolicy.utoronto.ca/
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2. The pedagogical field of public policy and management 

Our project compiles curricular content and competencies relevant to Master’s-level 

programs in public policy, public administration, and similar degree appellations – in other 

words, the types of programs considered for accreditation by NASPAA, EAPAA, CAPPA and 

similar bodies. If we want to give this pedagogical field a name, what should it be? Candidates 

include any of the several combinations of the terms public administration, public management, 

public policy, public policy analysis, and public affairs.  

In his 2006 book, Public Management: Old and New (2006), Laurence Lynn Jr. introduces 

his review of the distinction, or lack of distinction, between public management and public 

administration with assertions that:  

…public management is a nexus where politics, law, and administration 

necessarily engage each other… (p. ix) … no authoritative distinction can be 

drawn between the concept of administration and that of management despite 

considerable scholarly effort to make such a distinction … The history of public 

administration, which encompasses the emergence and evolution of structures of 

authority, of “best practices” and of institutionalized values, is also, therefore, a 

history of public management. (p. xii).  

The Goldman School of Public Policy (University of California, Berkeley) describes the 

additional field-describing terms of policy analysis, public policy, and public policy analysis as 

follows:  

Public Policy Analysis and Management, to give the field its complete name, is a 

professional training of about 40 years’ standing in US − and, increasingly in 

overseas − universities originally directed at developing a professional cadre of 
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policy analysts in government agencies and legislatures. More recently public 

policy education has broadened to train government executives and 

administrators, and high-level personnel in the non-profit organizations that 

perform social functions commonly undertaken by government outside the US. 

The core program in public policy is a two-year Master’s degree offered by 

dozens of schools in the US and elsewhere alone and jointly with engineering, 

law, public health, and other graduate degrees. The underlying model of public 

policy professional education is integration of disciplinary insights from 

economics, political science, law, statistics, operations research, psychology, and 

more with an intellectual spirit best characterized as “compared to what?” ... 

Policy analysis is directed to identifying the best thing governments can do about 

important problems and opportunities, including known options and newly 

invented initiatives, and is distinguished by its expectation that a good policy 

analysis will demonstrate critical thinking of more than one kind at once. In the 

early 1980s the field experienced its most recent major adaptation, when it was 

recognized that to be effective, alumni needed not only to ‘win the argument on 

the merits’ but also to practice executive and leadership skills in real 

organizations. This recognition led to the integration of public management in 

the core curriculum. (At http://gspp.berkeley.edu/academics/undergraduate-

minor, accessed 24 November 2013.) 

We have chosen to call the pedagogical field “public policy and management” and to 

name our online portal the Atlas of Public Policy and Management. For our purposes the 

pedagogical field of public policy and management constitutes: 

 the subject matter of courses offered by leading Master’s programs of public policy, 

public administration, and similar names (referred to in this paper as MPP/MPA 

programs); 

http://gspp.berkeley.edu/academics/undergraduate-minor
http://gspp.berkeley.edu/academics/undergraduate-minor
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 the subject matter of reports by international government organizations (IGOs) 

offering advice to member governments on practices pertaining to policy 

development, policy implementation, management functions, and program 

operations; and 

 the competencies associated with professional practice in positions for which 

MPP/MPA programs prepare their students.  

Public policy and management defined this way is a huge pedagogical field and this leads 

directly to the question of how subject matter and competencies should be classified for 

purposes of analyzing curricular content. 

3. The Atlas framework for analyzing curricular content 

There have been many efforts to define and categorize learning objectives. For example, 

the three-volume handbook often referred to as Bloom’s Taxonomy grew out of efforts beginning 

in the 1950s to facilitate communication among educators about curricula and the design of 

examinations (Bloom et al., 1956; Krathwohl, 2002). 

The classification structure that we refer to as the Atlas framework for analyzing 

curricular content  is more focused, with four specific objectives. We want to use the framework 

to classify the constituent parts of the pedagogical field of public policy and management in a 

manner that will facilitate: 1) comparison of MPP/MPA programs (e.g., Harvard’s MPP puts a 

greater emphasis on subject matter X than does Berkeley’s); 2) description of curricular content 

(e.g., Master’s-level comprehension of subject matter X requires familiarity with concepts a, b, 
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and c, as described, for example, in readings R1, R2, and R3); 3) alignment of teaching and 

advisory topics to encourage pedagogical use of practice-oriented subject matter; and, 4) 

articulation of the relationship between subject matter to be taught and professional 

competencies to be acquired at a level of detail where objective assessment is possible.4 

The Atlas framework classifies the teaching, advisory, and competency  aspects of the 

field of public policy and management using three-level taxonomies having domains, subjects 

and topics.  In addition, the framework  employs two special features designed to facilitate the 

integrated consideration of teaching topics, advisory topics, and competencies. The first is the 

use of a single taxonomy for both teaching and advisory subject matter. Advisory topics derived 

from IGO reports  are placed within the appropriate subject categories alongside teaching topics 

derived from course syllabi. The second is the use of normed topics to integrate the subject-

matter taxonomy with the competency taxonomy at the topic level. These two features are 

elaborated below.  

The domain and subject levels of the Atlas subject-matter taxonomy are shown 

in  Exhibit 1. The domains are distinguished by the nature of pedagogical preparation and/or the 

nature of government practice. There are two general preparation domains: Tools and Skills, 

where subjects and topics tend to have a “how to” orientation; and Institutions and Context, 

where subjects and topics tend to have a “why does” orientation. And there are two specific 

practice domains: Management Functions, where subjects and topics are associated primarily 

                                                           
4 We hope that our efforts to classify such complex phenomena can have the same kind of success that 

fuzzy set theory and fuzzy logic (Hajek, 2010) have had in deriving meaning from observations in 

categories with imprecise boundaries. 
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with central organizational units responsible for management practices; and Policy Sectors, 

where subjects and topics are associated primarily with sectoral departments responsible for 

policy development and execution. University teaching tends to be concentrated on the two 

general preparation domains, with MPP programs typically having more courses in Tools and 

Skills subjects than MPA programs, and MPA programs typically having more courses in 

Institutions and Context subjects than MPP programs. 

Exhibit 1: The 4 domains and 34 subjects in the 

Atlas framework for portraying curricular content 

 

Most programs also offer courses in the specific practice domains, with MPP programs 

typically having more courses in Policy Sectors subjects than MPA programs, and MPA 
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programs typically having more courses in Management Functions subjects than MPP 

programs. Advice from IGOs is concentrated on subjects in the two specific practice domains. 

 The 34 subjects in the Atlas taxonomy are intended to exhaustively cover the subject 

matter in the field of public policy and management. 5 Their number and their names have 

evolved as we have learned more about the content of MPP/MPA courses and IGO advice 

because we want subject categories to make sense to both professors and practitioners. The 

names draw on titles of courses, of government organization, and of subject-matter categories 

used in IGOs, particularly the OECD.  

The task of specifying the topic level of the subject-matter taxonomy is more daunting 

than that of specifying domains and subjects. First, a large number of topics will be required to 

cover the field and, second, it will be hard to construct them in a way that approaches the 

classification ideal of being mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive. 

The teaching and advisory topics in the field of public policy and management can be 

visualized as specific areas on a two dimensional plane demarcated by domains and subjects. 

As discussed in Section 6, our work in defining topics is guided by the notion of an idealized 

topic grid, which is an outline on this plane where all topics contain the same volume of 

curricular content and are mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive.  Based on our work to 

date we project that just over one thousand normed topics are needed to cover the Master’s-

level curriculum in public policy and management.  

                                                           
5 We are well aware of how pedantic and procrustean this sounds. At this stage of the paper, we are 

describing an idealized model and not the obviously messier reality that underpins it. See the concluding 

section of this paper for a defence of this approach. 
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In any subject-matter area, it is possible to teach a little or a lot. In order to depict 

volume of content and depth of treatment, we invoke a third, vertical, dimension in visualizing 

a normed topic.6 A normed topic can be visualized as a square-bottomed container located on a 

topic grid covering the field of public policy and management. The container’s square base 

covers one topic area, and its vertical height represents the depth of treatment of the topic.  

We hypothesize that normed topics can be constructed so that each normed topic: 

 contains the volume of content associated with a single 3-hour class in a Master’s-

level course, including the assigned readings or exercises for the class; for advisory 

topics the volume of content is the same − that which could be taught in such a class;  

 reflects a curricular norm, based on the documented content in MPP/MPA course 

syllabi or IGO advice from a sample that is deemed to be representative;  

 contains unique content, not overlapping significantly with that in other normed 

topics; and 

 indicates how student learning of this curricular content can be assessed (e.g., a 30-

minute problem set, a 5-page essay or a 30-minute multiple choice test). 

We can think of the learning outcomes and the assessment elements of a normed topic as 

constituting a normed competency. Thus, each normed topic in the Atlas taxonomy  has 

associated with it a unique normed competency.  

The construction of normed topics is currently underway and represents a crucial part of 

our research project.  

                                                           
6 Our term normed topic draws on the somewhat analogous mathematical concept of normed vector space. 
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Although normed topics serve to integrate competency content with subject-matter 

content at the topic level, the competency taxonomy differs from the subject-matter taxonomy at 

the subject and domain levels. To establish our competency taxonomy we start by incorporating 

the five NASPAA domains of required competencies. As already noted, NASPAA has not 

explicitly defined a subject level, but it has provided “examples of competencies in the required 

domain” (listed in Annex 1). We use these as competency subjects in our competency 

taxonomy. For completeness, we can supplement NASPAA’s five required domains with four 

elective domains to capture the non-required competency topics associated with normed topics 

but not included in the NASPAA required competency domains.7 We could also define 

competency subjects in these domains that align with the Atlas subjects. 

To summarize, the Atlas framework for analyzing curricular content  uses the Atlas 

subject-matter taxonomy of 4 domains, 34 subjects, and approximately one thousand normed 

topics that include subject-matter content and competency content appropriate to a Master’s 

degree. Once normed topics are constructed, each topic in the subject-matter taxonomy will 

have a one-to-one association with a normed competency, where normed competencies 

constitute the most granular level of a competency taxonomy that incorporates the NASPAA 

required competency domains and the sub-domain example competencies in Standard 5.1. 

                                                           
7 These residual competency domains can be aligned with the Atlas domains by defining them as follows, 

where the term specialist is used to indicate that the competencies are not required of all Master’s 

graduates from NASPAA accredited programs:  

• To exercise Master’s-level expertise in one or more specialist tools and skills for public policy and 

management.   

•  To exercise Master’s-level expertise in one or more specialist areas on institutions or contexts of 

public policy and management. 

•  To exercise Master’s-level expertise in one or more specialist management functions in public 

policy and management.  

•  To exercise Master’s-level expertise in one or more policy sectors.  
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4. Comparing the typology in the Atlas framework with others in the literature 

How do our classification categories8 compare with those used by other scholars? 

In our working paper, Where the Streets Have No Name (Pal & Clark, 2013), we note that 

academic disciplines can be defined (mapped) by accrediting bodies, by scholarly associations, 

and by publications, typically in the form of “state of the discipline” compendia, handbooks, 

encyclopedias, and dictionaries. The most important for the field of public policy and 

management (not including more general handbooks in political science) are listed in Exhibit 2.  

It turns out that the content categories used in the Atlas framework are quite closely 

aligned with the explicit or implicit categories in these works.  

The Atlas domain called Policy Sectors aligns closely with the section of the Handbook of 

Public Policy (Peters & Pierre, 2006), called Substantive Policy Areas and the subjects in this 

domain align very closely with the headings in Substantive Policy Areas.9 The Atlas general 

preparation domains (Tools and Skills; Institutions and Context) correspond somewhat 

imprecisely with the Handbook section called Making Policy.10  

                                                           
8 Domains, subjects, topics as described above, plus a fourth category, concepts. One of the products of the 

first stage of the project was to identify the key concepts taught in Canadian MPP/MPA courses. The 

original list of about two thousand concepts and terms referenced in our 2010 IRSPM paper has been 

edited down to just over one thousand entries in the Atlas Concept Dictionary. Concepts are not 

subdivisions of the field of public policy and management in the same way that domains, subjects and 

topics are. They are usually not unique to a particular subject or topic. 
9 Some differences: the Atlas has no equivalent to Routledge’s “Constitution and Rights” and Routledge 

has no equivalent to the first two terms in the Atlas’s “Fiscal, Monetary and Tax Policy” subject, or its 

“Cities, Urban and Regional Development” subject, or its “International Development” subject.  
10 Some differences: it does not posit a distinction between the “how to” and the “why does” domains as 

the Atlas does, and it includes some subsection headings (such as “Budgeting”) in this section, which in 

the Atlas are in a separate domain called “Management Functions.” 
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The Routledge Handbook on Public Policy (Araral, Fritzen, Howlett, Ramesh, & Wu, 2012), 

is expressly focused on the public policy process and its section headings (Conceptualizing 

policy-making, Modelling the process, Agenda-setting process, Formulation process, Decision-

making process, Implementation process, and Evaluation process) align closely with the two 

general preparation domains in the Atlas.11  

The subjects in the two public administration oriented domains of the Atlas (Institutions 

and Context; Management Functions) align closely with many of the chapter headings in the 

two Handbooks of Public Administration (Peters & Pierre, 2003; Rabin, Hildreth, & Miller, 

2007). None of the handbooks emphasize the distinction, as the Atlas does, between the general 

preparation domains and the specific sector domains. 

The Atlas topics (both teaching topics and advisory topics) have a scale and scope 

comparable to those of encyclopedia entries (see table of contents for the Encyclopedia of Public 

Administration and Public Policy), although the projected number of Atlas topics is about three 

times the number of entries in that encyclopedia. 

                                                           
11 Some differences: “Evaluation and Performance Management” is under the Management Functions 

domain. 
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Exhibit 2: Handbooks, encyclopedias and dictionaries in 

public administration, public management and public policy 

Araral, Eduardo, Fritzen, Scott, Howlett, Michael, Ramesh, M., & Wu, Xun (Eds.). (2012). 

Routledge Handbook of Public Policy. Milton Park, UK: Routledge. 

Berman, Evan M. (Ed.). (2012). Encyclopedia of Public Administration and Public Policy (2nd ed.). 

Boca Raton, Fl.: CRC Press. The first edition was: Rabin, Jack (Ed.). (2003). Encyclopedia of 

Public Administration and Public Policy. New York: Marcel Dekker. 

Ferlie, Ewan, Lynn, E. Laurence, and Pollitt, Christopher. (Eds.). (2007). The Oxford Handbook of 

Public Management. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Moran, Michael, Rein, Martin, & Goodin, Robert E. (Eds.). (2008). The Oxford Handbook of Public 

Policy. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 

Peters, B. Guy and Pierre, Jon. (Eds.) (2006). Handbook of Public Policy. Thousand Oaks, Calif.: 

Sage. 

Peters, B. Guy and Pierre, Jon. (Eds.) (2012). The Sage Handbook of Public Administration. 

Thousand Oaks, Calif.: Sage. This is an updated version of Peters, B. Guy and Pierre, 

Jon. (Eds.) (2003). Handbook of Public Administration: Concise Paperback Edition. Thousand 

Oaks, Calif.: Sage. 

Rabin, Jack, Hildreth, W. Bartley, and Miller, Gerald J. (Eds.). (2007). Handbook of Public 

Administration, 3rd Edition. Boca Raton, Fl.: CRC Press. The first edition was: Rabin, Jack 

(Ed.). (1997). New York: Marcel Dekker. 

Shafritz, Jay (Ed.). (1997). International Encyclopedia of Public Policy and Administration. Boulder, 

Colo.: Westview Press. 

Shafritz, Jay (Ed.). (2004). Dictionary of Public Policy and Administration. Boulder, Colo.: Westview 

Press. 

 

The Atlas concepts have a scale and scope comparable of dictionary entries, although the 

current the number of concepts (just over one thousand) is somewhat less than the 1,600 in the 

Dictionary of Public Policy and Administration.12 A cursory comparison of the titles in these 

sources supports the conclusion that the two are closely aligned.13 

                                                           
12 The review of this book in Choice, April 1, 2005 states: “Its 1,600 entries define terms and phrases in 

public policy and administration. … Some entries are brief, while others (“public administration”) cover 
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5. Using the Atlas framework to compare curricular content 

This section describes how the Atlas framework is used to compare course offerings in 

MPP/MPA programs, and to estimate the extent to which the courses address topics needed to 

instill the NASPAA required competencies.  

Most MPP/MPA programs provide online access to course descriptors (5-20 word 

outlines) of their required and elective courses. Annex 2 describes how we assign the courses in 

each MPP/MPA program to Atlas subjects and how a PEACO (Proportion of Enrolment-

Adjusted Course Offerings) profile is created for each program to depict the pattern of subjects 

studied by the typical student, given the required and elective courses offered. 

The comparisons provided by the PEACO profiles (shown in the second data blocks in 

Exhibits 5 and 6 and discussed below) are effective in portraying the subject areas in which each 

MPP/MPA program specializes − the first of our objectives for the Atlas framework. However, 

the course descriptors used to generate PEACO profiles are not detailed enough to be very 

useful in curricular design or learning assessment. For this we need to examine the topic-level 

descriptions of curricular content found in course syllabi and normed topics.  

Fortunately, a several institutions now provide public access to course syllabi for most of 

their MPP/MPA courses. These include the Harvard Kennedy School, New York University’s 

Wagner School, the Carleton School of Public Policy and Administration, and the 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
two pages. At http://search.library.utoronto.ca/details?5220422&uuid=f37a6314-8ece-47be-9c5a-

bd634207911a#rights (accessed 30 December 2013). 
13 To reflect this parallelism, we have named the alphabetical list of concepts and terms the Concept 

Dictionary (at http://portal.publicpolicy.utoronto.ca/en/ConceptsAndTerms/Pages/default.aspx and 

created a combined list of teaching and advisory topics and called it Topic Encyclopedia (at 

http://portal.publicpolicy.utoronto.ca/en/ContentMap/Encyclopedia/Pages/default.aspx). 

http://search.library.utoronto.ca/details?5220422&uuid=f37a6314-8ece-47be-9c5a-bd634207911a#rights
http://search.library.utoronto.ca/details?5220422&uuid=f37a6314-8ece-47be-9c5a-bd634207911a#rights
http://portal.publicpolicy.utoronto.ca/en/ConceptsAndTerms/Pages/default.aspx
http://portal.publicpolicy.utoronto.ca/en/ContentMap/Encyclopedia/Pages/default.aspx
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Saskatchewan/Regina Johnson-Shoyama Graduate School. In addition, numerous course syllabi 

in the following Canadian schools are now made available to the public through the Atlas: 

University of Toronto School of Public Policy and Governance, Queen’s University School of 

Policy Studies, Dalhousie University School of Public Administration, and University of Ottawa 

Graduate School of Public and International Affairs. From these institutions, we have selected 

about 160 courses, known as Illustrative Courses on the Atlas, to provide the syllabus-level 

curricular material that we use to construct normed topics.  

Exhibit 3 illustrates how the idea of normed topics from specific subjects can be used to 

generate normed topics for the competency subjects in Annex 1.14 

This exercise suggests that only half of the 34 Atlas subjects contain topics that address 

NASPAA required competencies. We can think of these 17 as “NASPAA-required subjects” and 

to calculate the number of courses needed in each of these subjects to satisfy the NASPAA 

competency requirements we proceed as follows. 

 

                                                           
14 This alignment is based on our judgement of how many classes (topics) a seasoned professor in the 

field would require in each subject to teach enough to meet the NASPAA competency requirements. For 

example, we think that the competency subject 1.2 (Appraise organizational environment) could be 

mastered with six classes, two in each of the following subject-matter subjects: Strategy and Structure; 

Institutions and Process; and Professional Practice. We have intentionally made the number of normed 

topics sum to 140, the quantity associated with 10 one-semester courses each having 14 classes in a 

semester. 



19 
 

Exhibit 3: The authors’ estimate of the number and Atlas subject of the normed topics 

required to teach each competency subject in NASPAA required competency domains 

Required Competency 

Domains 

Required Competency Subjects 

(NASPAA Competency Examples) 

Normed Competencies 

(linked to Normed Topics) 

1. Leading and 

managing in public 

governance 

1.1 Apply public management 

models and organization theory 

1.2 Appraise organizational 

environment 

 

1.3 Lead, manage, and serve a 

diverse workplace and citizenry 

1.4 Lead and manage people 

1.5 Manage projects 

1.6 Manage information and 

networks 

1.7 Manage contracts and public-

private partnerships 

1.8 Resolve conflict and negotiate 

1.9 Understand relationship between 

policy and implementation 

2 in Strategy and Structure 

 

2 in Strategy and Structure 

2 in Institutions and Process 

2 in Professional Practice 

2 in Leadership 

1 in Socioeconomic Context 

2 in Leadership 

2 in Management Sciences 

3 in Information and 

   Technology Management 

2 in Strategy and Structure 

2 in Program and Service Del. 

2 in Leadership 

2 in Strategy and Structure 

2 in Professional Practice 

2. Participating in and 

contributing to the 

policy process 

2.1 Apply techniques for program 

evaluation and forecasting 

2.2 Describe and work within the 

institutional, structural, and political 

contexts of policy making 

2.3 Describe and execute the 

policymaking process 

 

2.4 Incorporate interest groups, 

executive-legislative relationships, 

judicial decision-making, and the 

media in the policy process 

 

2.5 Prepare a budget 

2.6 Recognize the social construction 

of problems 

3 in Evaluation and Perf. Mgt. 

1 in Economic Analysis 

2 in Institutions and Process 

2 in Socioeconomic and 

   Political Context 

2 in Institutions and Process 

2 in Strategy and Structure 

2 in Professional Practice 

1 in Strategy and Structure 

1 in Institutions and Process 

2 in Civil Society 

1 in Leadership 

1 in Professional Practice 

3 in Public Financial Mgt 

2 in Socioeconomic and Pol 

2 in Ethics and Account. 
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Required Competency 

Domains 

Required Competency Subjects 

(NASPAA Competency Examples) 

Normed Competencies 

(linked to Normed Topics) 

3. Analyzing, 

synthesizing, thinking 

critically, solving 

problems, and making 

decisions 

3.1 Measuring and improving 

human performance  

3.2 Analytical tools for collecting, 

analyzing, presenting, and 

interpreting data 

  

3.3 Alternative sources of funding  

3.4 Plan strategy  

3.5 Understand and apply the legal 

context  

3.6 Understand and apply theories 

of decision-making and models 

2 in Eval. and Perf. Meas. 

3 in Human Resource Mgt 

8 in Economic Analysis 

8 in Quantitative Methods 

4 in Management Sciences 

3 in Professional Practice 

2 in Public Financial Mgt 

2 in Strategy and Structure 

2 in Institutions and Process 

1 in Ethics 

2 in Strategy and Structure 

2 in Management Sciences 

4. Incorporating public 

values into decisions 

4.1 Apply concepts of social equity 

4.2 Behave ethically 

4.3 Behave in a fair and ethical 

manner toward others 

4.4 Distinguish short- from long-

term fiscal consequences of decisions 

4.5 Exercise ethical responsibility in 

research and making decisions 

4.6 Identify environmental impacts 

4.7 Understand and apply criteria 

appropriate to public affairs, 

administration, and policy 

 

3 in Ethics 

1 in Ethics 

1 in Ethics 

2 in Leadership 

1 in Economic Analysis 

1 in Public Financial Mgt 

2 in Ethics 

1 in Management Sciences 

3 in Environment 

3 in Strategy and Structure 

3 in Institutions and Process 

2 in Ethics 

2 in Professional Practice 

5. Communicating and 

interacting 

productively 

5.1 Written communication 

5.2 Oral communication 

5.3 Demonstrate flexibility 

5.4 Demonstrate self-knowledge 

5.5 Sensitivity to diversity 

5.6 Facilitation 

5.7 Negotiation 

5.8 Relate to stakeholders 

5.9 Work in teams 

3 in Communication 

3 in Communication 

2 in Leadership 

2 in Leadership 

2 in Socioeconomic Context 

2 in Leadership 

2 in Leadership 

1 in Professional Practice 

2 in Professional Practice 

Totals 37 140 

 

We start with Exhibit 4, which uses the data in Exhibit 3 to give each subject a domain 

weighting equal to the proportion of the listed topics that are devoted to each competency 
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domain. We then take the number of enrolment-adjusted course equivalents (calculated with 

the PEACO methodology outlined in Annex 2) that a program offers in each subject and 

multiply it by the domain weighting for the subject to calculate the contribution made by the 

program’s courses in that subject to the competency requirement of the domain. The totals for 

all NASPAA-required subjects are summed for each domain. This is the number of course 

equivalents that a program devotes to each competency domain. This number can now be 

compared with the number needed to meet the domain’s NASPAA competency requirements. 

This number is found on the bottom row of Exhibit 4.15  

The results of these calculations for 24 programs are shown on Exhibits 5 and 6. 

The block entitled Courses Required and Offered illustrates the substantial differences 

among the programs in numbers of courses required for the degree (ranging from 19 at Duke to 

13 at Syracuse, and 10 at Oxford and several Canadian schools) and the number of electives 

offered (ranging from over 200 at Harvard to under 50 at Berkeley and Indiana and under 10 at 

Australian National University and several Canadian schools).  

The block entitled Distribution of Courses among Atlas Domains and Subjects 

illustrates wide variation in the subject domain concentration of the programs. For example, the 

Berkeley policy degree has almost three quarters of its teaching in the Tools and Skills domain 

while Melbourne policy degree has less than one third.  

                                                           
15 This algorithm uses the simplifying assumption that, for the 17 NASPAA-required subjects, the entire 

subject (and not just that portion covering the topics enumerated in Exhibit 4) should be counted as 

contributing to the competency.  
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Exhibit 4: Estimated number of topics needed to achieve 

each NASPAA required competency domain 

 Competency Domain Total Course 

Subject 1 2 3 4 5 Topics Equivs. 

Strategy and Structure  8 3 4 3  18 1.29 

Economic Analysis  1 8 1  10 0.71 

Quantitative Methods    8   8 0.57 

Management Sciences 2  6 1  9 0.64 

Leadership 6 1  2 8 17 1.21 

Communication      6 6 0.43 

Professional Practice 4 3 3 2 3 15 1.07 

Democratic Institutions and Policy Process 2 6 3 3  14 1.00 

Socioeconomic and Political Context 1 4 1  2 8 0.57 

Ethics and Accountability  2  9  11 0.79 

Civil Society and Advocacy  2    2 0.14 

Public Financial Management  3 2 1  6 0.43 

Evaluation and Performance Measurement  3 2   5 0.36 

Human Resource Management   3   3 0.21 

Information and Technology Management 3     3 0.21 

Program and Service Delivery 2     2 0.14 

Environment    3  3 0.21 

Total Topics Needed for Competency 28 28 40 25 19 140 10 

Course Equivalents (at 14 topics per course) 2.0 2.0 2.9 1.8 1.4 10  

 

The competency analysis is in the last two blocks. Unlike the previous block, where 

numbers were expressed in terms of the proportion of the program’s course offerings, the 

numbers in these blocks are based on the volume of curriculum content taught. The volume 

numbers take account of the fact that most Canadian and Australian courses have 12 classes 

while most American courses have 14 classes.  
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Exhibit 5: Curriculum comparisons for selected American and European programs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The block entitled Number of Courses in “NASPAA-required Subjects” shows that 

most of the American programs offer well over 10 course equivalents in the NASPAA 

competency subjects, while most Canadian programs do not. This is partly because of the 

generally lower number of classes required for graduation, but also because some of the 

programs, such as Carleton and Toronto, have required courses (for example, macroeconomics) 

and the bulk of their elective courses in subjects other than the NASPAA required competency 

subjects. 
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Exhibit 6: Curriculum comparisons for selected Australian and Canadian programs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The last block in each of Exhibits 5 and 6 gives an estimate of the ratio of total courses 

offered by a program in each competency to the total needed by our NASPAA estimate. A ratio 

of 1.0 would indicate a perfect match; less than 1.0 indicates a shortfall, and over 1.0 indicates a 

surplus or an additional emphasis. The last row provides the ratio of the total number of 

courses devoted to NASPAA competencies to the total that would be needed in aggregate. 
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Notably, all the US schools are over 1.0, while Sciences Po and Warwick are slightly below. Of 

the 11 Canadian programs listed in Exhibit 6, only 5 are above 1.0.   

Although we do not have room in this paper to elaborate on these findings, we believe 

that the richness of the detail in Exhibits 5 and 6 demonstrates the potential of topic-level 

analysis. 

6. Visualizing the pedagogical field as a topic grid 

We can visualize the array of topics making up the pedagogical field of public policy 

and management as a topic grid where each square represents the subject matter of the topic 

and the vertical dimension represents the depth of treatment of the subject matter. Now, let us 

imagine that the gridlines are scaled to the dimensions of normed topics.  

How many grid squares are there? For professional Master’s programs, the number 

cannot be infinite. Although the number will change as programs introduce new subject matter 

that becomes viewed as a normal part of MPP/MPA pedagogy, at any point in time there must 

be a finite number of normed topics in the field. 

We have constructed 294 initial drafts of normed topics from the syllabi of illustrative 

courses and IGO reports, and collected all the course descriptors from 27 Master’s programs. 

From this sample we can make estimates of the number of normed topics needed in each of the 

34 Atlas subjects to cover the pedagogical field as it exists today.  

Our projections are depicted as a topic grid. The topic grid provides an outline for our 

task of elaborating the topic level of the Atlas framework. It is an idealized outline in that topics, 
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both teaching and advisory, contain the same volume of curricular content and they are 

mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive. The current projections give the topic grid 1,020 

spaces, meaning that we would need to construct 1,020 normed topics to enable the Atlas 

framework to cover the field.  

Exhibit 7 is a topic grid which depicts the distribution of the topics needed to master 

NASPAA’s required competency domains based on the numbers in Exhibit 3.16  

Like any visualization, the topic grid is a simplified representation of reality. We do not 

believe, for example, that in early 2014 there were precisely 1,020 Master’s-level topics in the 

pedagogical field of interest to MPP, MPA and related programs. This is our first order 

approximation based on a projection of data collected to date. We also doubt if it will be 

possible to construct all topics so that they are mutually exclusive with respect to curricular 

content. We will learn how realistic this modeling assumption is as we construct more normed 

topics. 

 

                                                           
16 The total number of grid squares in each subject-matter rectangle is the number of topics in that subject 

that we project from the observations to date. The numerical values of the enumerated topics are the 

competency subjects listed in Exhibit 3. We have scattered the enumerated topics within the subject-

matter rectangles to suggest a yet-to-be analyzed relationship between individual topics.  



27 
 

Exhibit 7: A topic grid depicting the authors’ estimate of the number and Atlas subject of the 

normed topics required to teach the NASPAA required competencies listed in Exhibit 3 
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 But even with these caveats, we think the topic grid is useful in highlighting some of the 

dilemmas faced by curriculum designers. For example, let us consider the implications of two 

numbers: 140 topics needed to meet NASPAA required competencies; 1,020 topics needed to 

cover the field.  

The first number effectively sets a lower bound on the course requirements of a program 

hoping to be accredited by NASPAA. There are some MPP/MPA programs with course 

requirements as low as ten 14-week courses. With one class required for each topic, this means 

that to adequately teach NASPAA required competencies, such a program would have to 

design its courses so that every single class addressed a specific normed competency, leaving no 

room for elective courses.  

The second number presents a dilemma for programs with higher course requirements 

but limitations on the number of courses they offer. Consider a two-year program like the 

Toronto MPP offering twenty 12-week courses for a total of 240 classes. Such a program could 

cover only 24 percent of the topics in the field if it dealt with each topic at what we consider the 

full Master’s level.  Such a program could design courses to cover more topics but with a 

shallower treatment, but would it still be a Master’s program if relatively few of its topics are 

taught at the Master’s-level norm? 

 Programs with high course requirements and extensive course offerings face yet another 

issue. Consider a program such as  the Harvard MPP offering over 200 courses with a total of 

over 3,000 classes. Such a program obviously has the capacity to cover 1,020 topics, but with so 

many courses it likely offers many courses with topics are outside the curricular norm, either 
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horizontally (outside the field) or vertically (at the post-Master’s level). Such variety and depth 

can be a good thing for the field, helping to stretch the boundaries and deepen understanding, 

but such a program would need to carefully specify its degree requirements, including its 

required courses, in order to prevent students from devoting too much of their available time to 

specialized subjects outside the areas expected of an MPP or MPA.  

Regardless of curriculum design, we must remember that any individual Master’s 

student can only be taught a small proportion of the topics in the field of public policy and 

management. A typical program requires 12 to 18 one-semester courses for completion where a 

course typically has 12 to 14 three-hour classes. So a student taking a 15-course degree where 

each course has 13 classes would be offered a total of 195 classes, or a potential maximum of 195 

topics. A student in such a 15-course program is therefore able to take courses in less than one 

half of the pedagogical field’s subjects and will be taught less than one fifth of the field’s 

normed topics and therefore cannot be expected to master more than one fifth of the field’s 

normed competencies. 

The topic grid also raises pedagogical questions about the importance and ordering of 

topics. The normed topics have, by definition, the same amount of curricular content in terms of 

effort to teach and to learn, but which ones should have the highest priority and thus become 

candidates for inclusion in required courses?  And do some topics need to be taught in 

conjunction with others, and if so, in what sequence?  

For the purposes of this paper, perhaps the most intriguing question is whether Master’s 

competencies in public policy and management actually can be expressed as aggregates of 
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normed competencies. If they can then perhaps normed competencies could be used to reduce 

paper burden and enhance validity in quality assurance and accreditation processes.  

7. Concluding thoughts 

Our paper’s title refers to a new world of standards in public policy and management 

education. Some may fear that the methodologies we have outlined could help turn it into a 

brave new world. We recognize that for many observers our topic grid will resemble a 

procrustean bed, a structure that that meets frighteningly well the Merriam-Webster definition 

of “a scheme or pattern into which someone or something is arbitrarily forced” which is 

“marked by arbitrary often ruthless disregard of individual differences or special 

circumstances.” We will conclude our paper with some reflections on these understandable 

concerns.  

Any categorization of human endeavour – whether academic units within a university 

or ministries within a government – involves a degree of arbitrariness and artificiality. The same 

holds true for any specification of requirements and standards – whether for a degree, for a job, 

for a quality assessment, or for an accreditation. Given the necessarily arbitrary and artificial 

nature of degree, quality and accreditation standards, the important question is whether 

normed topics can improve the clarity of these standards as they pertain to MPP/MPA 

programs and help streamline the processes used to assess programs against these standards.  

With this in mind, let us imagine that we have completed the task of constructing the 

1,020 normed topics that we estimate, as a first-order approximation, would provide essentially 

full coverage at the Master’s level of the field of public policy and management. Now let us 
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consider some of the possible reasons why a hypothetical Professor Smith, teaching in the 

Master’s program at the Jones School of Public Affairs, might not find his course topics among 

those we list as normed topics.  

One possibility is that the curricular content of most of Professor Smith’s course is 

included in our list, but under topics with names different from those he uses as titles for his 

classes in the course.  

A second possibility is sampling error – because the topics taught in the courses in our 

sample of programs with syllabi available online are not fully representative. If it turns out that 

Professor Smith’s course contains topics that reasonable people agree should be part of an MPA 

curriculum but are not included in the curricular content offered by the Harvard Kennedy 

School, NYU Wagner, Toronto SPPG, Carleton SPPA, Johnson-Shoyama Graduate School, or 

Dalhousie SPA, then new normed topics should be constructed from Professor Smith’s course 

and added to the list in the Atlas framework. 

A third possibility is that the content in Professor Smith’s course lies outside the norm of 

what reasonable people agree should be part of an MPA curriculum. The content could be 

deemed “horizontally” outside the norm – that is, outside what is generally accepted to be the 

field. An example might be “Management of Transsexual and Transgendered Human 

Resources.” Or it could be deemed “vertically” outside the norm – either not advanced enough 

to be considered Master’s level, or too advanced to be considered Master’s level. An example of 

the first might be “Introduction to Note-Taking in Meetings.” An example of the second might 

be “Mathematical Analysis of Networked Organizations.” This is something that Professor 
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Smith may want to take into account when he next revises his course syllabus. It is certainly 

something that the academic director of the Jones School would want to take into account when 

she organizes the self-study phase of an accreditation process, where the curricular content of 

all the School’s courses is to be scrutinized.  

We think that this academic director could make good use of normed topics. She not 

only wants the topics addressed in Professor Smith’s course to be recognized as contributing to 

the competencies expected of an MPA graduate, but she also wants to ensure that duplication 

with topics taught in other courses is minimized and, furthermore, that the topics in the 

program as a whole are addressed in a pedagogically efficient order. If the accrediting body will 

be looking for evidence that a specific list of normed topics (each with a one-to-one association 

with a normed competency) are being taught in the program, some thought needs to be given to 

which courses address which topics.  

If normed topics were to be used in a formal quality assurance or accreditation process, 

they would need to be reviewed and refined by a group of reasonable people such as the 

NASPAA Commission on Peer Review and Accreditation. Indeed, one could imagine such a 

body incorporating a subset of the field’s normed topics into their standards. In Section 5 we 

have suggested that about 140 normed topics would be needed to provide the curricular content 

implicit in the five domains of NASPAA Standard 5.1. We suggest that a list of 140 normed 

topics would provide a clearer expression of Standard 5.1 than the short descriptions of the five 

domains accompanied by the “examples of competencies” and provide more useful guidance to 
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accreditees about how their courses should be designed to meet the required competency 

standard. 

A frequently voiced concern about curriculum standards is that they discourage 

differentiation among programs – and thus sacrifice innovation and responsiveness to special 

and local needs. It is therefore worth discussing the constraints to differentiation that might be 

associated with the use of normed topics in curricular standards. There are four points worth 

noting on this issue.  

First, there is an almost infinite number of ways to allocate a given number of normed 

topics among courses. For example, topics within the Communication subject could be taught in 

a dedicated course on communication skills or could be taught as components of courses 

dealing primarily with another subject. Two programs delivering exactly the same set of 

normed topics could therefore differentiate themselves in the way they combined topics within 

courses.  

Second, normed topics as we have proposed them are intentionally silent on 

pedagogical technique. They specify the content, as described in a number of example articles in 

the literature, learning outcomes, and examples of techniques for learning assessment. They do 

not specify matters such as the characteristics of instructors, the size of the class, the nature of 

the venue, the use of teaching aids, or the reliance on case studies. There is considerable scope 

for differentiation among programs in the pedagogical techniques they employ.  

Third, the fact that a course is designed to cover a certain number of normed topics does 

not prevent the instructor and the students from exceeding the norm, both horizontally and 
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vertically. Even if two programs were to offer the same courses covering the same topics, there 

could still be marked differentiation in quality – the program with better prepared and 

motivated instructors and better prepared and motivated students would presumably achieve 

better learning outcomes.  

Fourth, in many programs elective courses can constitute up to half the number of 

courses needed to graduate and, as the Atlas analysis demonstrates, there can be substantial 

differentiation through the number and area of elective course offerings. 

In conclusion, we believe that this paper makes some advances in understanding 

curriculum content in public policy and management, both conceptually and in terms of 

comparative understanding of what is actually taught in programs. We also think that it 

contributes to the on-going conversation about accreditation, and provides some tools and 

techniques that might provide more precision and informed debate.  
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Annex 1: Competency Descriptions from the 

NASPAA Draft Self Study Instructions17 

 

“APPENDIX B    Examples of Competency Statements 

“The following are illustrative examples, not required elements of each domain. A 

Program can include other competencies within each of the domains to meet NASPAA’s 

requirements. The emphasis that a particular program places on each of the domains of 

universal competencies should be consistent with its mission. A public affairs program might 

put greater emphasis on the domain, “managing public organization” than on “participating in 

and influencing the policy process;” the latter might be more the emphasis of a public policy 

program. 

“Examples of competencies in each of the required domains are provided below, stated 

in terms of specific expectations for student learning. A Program can include other 

competencies within each of these domains to meet NASPAA’s requirement of universal 

competencies. The emphasis that a particular program places on each of the domains of 

universal competencies should be consistent with its mission. 

“Examples of competencies in the required domain of leading and managing in public 

governance might include but are not limited to: 

 Apply public management models and organization theory 

 Appraise the organizational environment, both internal and external, as well as the 

culture, politics and institutional setting 

 Lead, manage, and serve a diverse workplace and citizenry 

 Lead and manage people effectively, whether volunteers or compensated, fostering 

team building, commitment, creativity, and performance 

 Manage projects 

 Manage information and networks 

 Manage contracts and public-private partnerships 

 Resolve conflict and negotiate 

 Understand the relationships between public policy, whether proposed or enacted, 

and leadership and management in implementation 

                                                           
17 Pages 69−71 in NASPAA Self Study Instructions 04.26.2013, Appendix B, Examples of Competency 

Statements (at http://www.naspaa.org/accreditation/ns/selfstudyinstruction.asp, accessed 17 February 

2014). Emphasis added. 

 

http://www.naspaa.org/accreditation/ns/selfstudyinstruction.asp
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“Examples of competencies in the required domain of participating in and contributing to the 

policy process might include but are not limited to: 

 Apply techniques for program evaluation and forecasting 

 Describe and work within the institutional, structural, and political contexts of policy 

making 

 Describe and execute the policymaking process, including defining the problem, 

setting the agenda, formulate policy, implement policy and evaluate policy 

 Incorporate interest groups, executive-legislative relationships, judicial decision-

making, and the media in the policy process 

 Prepare a budget reflecting policy priorities 

 Recognize the social construction of problems 

“Examples of competencies in the required domain of analyzing, synthesizing, thinking 

critically, solving problems, and making decisions might include but are not limited to: 

 Articulate and apply methods for measuring and improving human performance  

 Employ analytical tools for collecting, analyzing, presenting, and interpreting data, 

including appropriate statistical concepts and techniques  

 Identify and employ alternative sources of funding, including grants, taxes, and fees  

 Plan strategy  

 Understand and apply the legal context of public affairs, administration, and policy  

 Understand and apply theories of decision-making and models 

“Examples of competencies in the required domain of incorporating public values into 

decisions might include but are not limited to: 

 Apply concepts of social equity to public affairs, administration, and policy 

 Behave ethically and with integrity: Tell the truth, keep confidences, admit mistakes, 

and do not misrepresent oneself, one’s goals or the facts for personal advantage. 

Behave in a fair and ethical manner toward others. 

 Distinguish short- from long-term fiscal consequences of program and policy 

decisions 

 Exercise ethical responsibility when conducting research and making decisions 

 Identify the short- and long-term impacts of program and policy decisions on the 

physical environment 

 Understand and apply criteria appropriate to public affairs, administration, and 

policy 

“Examples of competencies in the required domain of communicating and interacting 

productively − face-to-face and/or electronically − with a diverse and changing workforce and 

citizenry may include but are not limited to: 
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 Communicate effectively in writing: Prepares clear, concise and well-organized 

written materials tailored to the audience’s level of expertise and needs. 

 Communicate effectively in speech: Presents oral information accurately, clearly, 

concisely and persuasively tailored to audience’s level of expertise and needs. 

 Demonstrate flexibility: adapts behavior and work methods to differences (whether 

they are differences in thought, communication style, perspective, age, interests, 

fairness or some other variable); to new information, to changing conditions and to 

unexpected obstacles. 

 Demonstrate self-knowledge: awareness of one’s own stylistic preferences for 

relating to others, communicating with others, making decisions, managing yourself 

in groups, and the impact that this has on relationships and your ability to influence 

others. 

 Evidence sensitivity and responsiveness to beliefs and behaviors associated with 

differences among people because of their ethnicity, nationality, race, gender, 

physical characteristics, religion, age, etc. 

 Facilitate: Actively and effectively elicits information, views, input, suggestions, and 

involvement of others in pursuit of common goals; builds actionable consensus. 

 Negotiate: Discerns the interests and values of others; surfaces assumptions; secures 

agreement on ground rules and tolerable outcomes; gains cooperation of others to 

accomplish goals. 

 Relate to all kinds of people and develop appropriate rapport that leads to 

constructive and effective relationships; finds common ground with a wide range of 

stakeholders. 

 Work productively in teams: Interacts effectively in a team, demonstrating 

composure, professionalism and effective working relationships, including 

understanding others’ priorities, needs and concerns and sharing information, 

expertise and resources.” 
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Annex 2: Methodological Note on PEACO Profiles  

(Proportion of Enrolment-Adjusted Course Offerings)  

The PEACO (Proportion of Enrolment-Adjusted Course Offerings) number for any 

characteristic (e.g., “tools and skills courses” or “institutions and context courses”) is the 

proportion of the overall course offerings with that characteristic, after making an adjustment 

for the number of students who enrol in the course. For example, a “tools and skills PEACO” of 

0.25 means that, on average, 25 percent of the courses taken by students in completing their 

degrees are can be classified as “tools and skills courses.”  

The enrolment adjustment is made by assuming that all students take required courses and that 

enrolment in elective courses is evenly spread over the elective courses available, given the 

number of electives that a student needs to graduate and the number of available elective 

courses (or course sections, where an elective has more than one section in a year). An 

adjustment is made for relative credit where an elective is shorter than a normal required course 

and has a fractional credit value.  

The enrolment-adjustment factor for an elective course = ([minimum number of electives that a 

student may take] x [course credit relative to a required course] x [number of courses of that 

elective offered in a year]) / [total number of elective courses offered in a year].  

The PEACO number for a given characteristic = ([number of required courses with that 

characteristic] + ([number of elective course courses with that characteristic] x [enrolment-

adjustment factor])) / [number of courses required to graduate]. 

The validity of the three simplifying assumptions implicit in this methodology (students do not 

take more than the minimum number of electives; students take all their electives from within 

the program; and, all elective course sections have the same enrolment) will differ among 

programs. 

Sample Calculation: An example of a PEACO calculation for an MPP program with 14 required 

and 8 elective courses (all of the same one-semester length) is shown below. The fractional 

values for some of the required courses arise because these required courses have three or four 

sections, sometimes in different subjects. 

Number of Courses 

   a. Number of courses required for degree 

  

18 

b. Number of required courses 

  

14 

c. Number of electives (a - b) 

  

4 

d. Number of electives offered 

  

8 

e. Enrolment weight of elective (c/d) 

  

0.50 
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Instructional Allocation by Characteristic (PEACO Score) 

   

 
Required 

Courses 

Elective 

Courses 

Weighted 

number of 

courses in 

subject 

Strategy and Structure  2 2 3.0 

Economic Analysis 1 0 1.0 

Quantitative Methods  1 1 1.5 

Management Sciences 0 0 0.0 

Leadership 0 1 0.5 

Communication  0 0 0.0 

Professional Practice 2 0 2.0 

Democratic Institutions and Policy Process 2 0 2.0 

Social and Political Context 1 0 1.0 

Ethics and Accountability 1 0 1.0 

Intergovernmental and Global Context 1 1 1.5 

Civil Society and Advocacy 0 0 0.0 

Public Financial Management 0 0 0.0 

Evaluation and Performance Measurement 0 0 0.0 

Human Resource Management 0 0 0.0 

Information and Technology Management 0 0 0.0 

Program and Service Delivery 0 0 0.0 

Regulatory Policy and Management 0.25 0 0.3 

Fiscal, Monetary and Tax Policy 1.00 0 1.0 

International Development 0.67 0 0.7 

Social Policy and Welfare 0.33 0 0.3 

Health 0.25 2 1.3 

Education 0 0 0.0 

Employment, Labour and Immigration 0.25 0 0.3 

Cities and Urban Development 0 1 0.5 

Environment 0.25 0 0.3 

Agriculture and Resources 0 0 0.0 

Science, Technology and Innovation 0 0 0.0 

Industry, Trade and Investment 0 0 0.0 

Energy, Transport and Infrastructure 0 0 0.0 

Defence, Security and Foreign Relations 0 0 0.0 

Policing and Justice Administration 0 0 0.0 

Arts and Culture 0 0 0 

Financial Sector and Pensions 0 0 0.0 

Other Policy Sectors 0 0 0.0 

Total Weighted Instruction Offered 14 8 18.0 
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We can calculate the PEACO scores for any subject of interest using the formula set out above. 

Here are the results for subjects and groupings of subjects under each of the Atlas domains for a 

program (University of Toronto) that happens to have 14 required and 8 elective courses. 

Distribution of Instruction by Subject-matter Domain PEACO 

Tools and Skills 44.4% 
 

  - Strategy and Structure 16.7% 
 

  - Economic Analysis 5.6% 
 

  - Quantitative Methods and Management Sciences 8.3% 
 

  - Leadership, Communication, Professional Practice 13.9% 
 

Institutions and Context 30.6% 
 

  - Democratic Institutions and Policy Process 11.1% 
 

  - Ethics and Accountability 5.6% 
 

  - Social, Political, Global and Local Contexts 13.9% 
 

Management Functions 1.4% 
 

  - Public Financial Management 0.0% 
 

  - Evaluation and Performance Measurement 0.0% 
 

  - Other Management Functions  1.4% 
 

Policy Sectors 23.6% 
 

  - Fiscal, Monetary and Tax Policy 5.6% 
 

  - International Development 3.7% 
 

  - Health 6.9% 
 

  - Other Policy Sectors 7.4% 
 

                              Total 100% 
 

 


