

SCHOOL OF PHILOSOPHY (AND PSI)

MA COURSE UNIT:



Autumn Semester 2006
Theories of Politics and Society: Epistemology and Political Analysis: (SOCFM001)          Convenor: Rupert Read
Overall vision and aim of this unit:

In ‘Theories of Politics and Society’, we aim to understand the role of ideas in the understanding of society/societies and specifically of politics/polities:

What reliable ideas are there about how the study of politics and society should be undertaken?

Is it important, as Thomas Kuhn believed, to understand even natural science, and (a fortiori) social science, as expressions of ideas (‘paradigms’) that are then explored empirically? 

In social science, how important is it to recognise that the very things (i.e. people, groups, societies) that one is investigating are themselves the holders of ideas? Does this imply that there is something essentially flawed in academic approaches which treat people as if they were not essentially different from atoms, or plants? Is such ‘idealisation’ deeply problematic?

Do the ideas of those (such as Kuhn and Peter Winch) who have emphasized the role of ideas in the pursuit of natural science and in the very subject-matter of social science end up making it seem as if the natural world or the social world are themselves constituted by ideas? Ideas that can change over time, or from society to society? (And if so, is there anything wrong with that?)

In what different senses is the word ‘idea’ used (e.g. above)? Is there any connection at all between thinking of the world as constituted by ideas and ‘idealism’ in the ordinary sense of the word?

How do ideas and ideals enter into the actual practice of politics? Do they actually make much/any difference to public policy?  How does the influence of ideas/policy paradigms interact with other forces (like bureaucratic agencies or  political parties) to affect policy outcomes? Can 'game theory' help us understand how they should (do)?

What can 'empirical' analysis of the practice of politics show us about these questions?

Is there a way of avoiding treating human beings as if they were disembodied individual or collective minds, without treating human beings as if they were merely physical objects with causal powers? Does ‘ecological’ thinking offer any way forward here? 

Part 1 (Weeks 1 - 6)

Tutors: Mike Gough and Rupert Read

‘Epistemology’:  The methodology and epistemology of the ‘social and human sciences’  
The first part of this two-part unit, weeks 1-6, focusses on understanding and explaining social actions and processes. These actions and processes are the subject matter of ‘the human sciences’:  political science, sociology, anthropology, psychology, economics, and so on. Our hope -- our aim -- is that by week 7 you will be in a position articulately both to debate and to apply the kinds of methodological concerns which we will shortly be discussing. (And that is in part how the first part of this unit sets you up for the second part, which is on ‘normative (social and political) analysis’: specifically, on the role played by ideas in politics.)


It could be argued that there are two main traditions of social enquiry. One seeks to understand the meaning of social actions for the actors and/or for their society. The other bids us explain social behaviour causally, in terms of laws and mechanisms (as in the natural sciences). Both will be presented and their strengths and weaknesses identified. Can they be combined? Must we choose between them? These questions -- which centre around the issue of whether the human sciences are essentially like the natural sciences or not -- will be the focus of our enquiries for the next 6 weeks.


In practical terms, the way this will go is as follows. We will first look at the philosophy of natural science (chiefly, Thomas Kuhn), which provides key models for thinking of social/human science, and next, and relatedly, at some of the insights of rational choice / game theory. We will then look in detail at a famous critique of scientistic understandings of ‘social science’, that of Peter Winch. 

After that, we will consider whether either of these is ‘idealist’ in a praiseworthy or problematic sense of that word. And whether placing human beings in their ‘environmental’ context can remove the sting of any such ‘idealism’.


The second part of the unit (weeks 7-12),  led by John Street and John Greenaway of the School of Political, Social and International Studies, examines how we evaluate social and political systems and policies, and in particular how ideas about politics make a difference to the practice of politics. This part asks how concepts like rights, equality, justice and democracy have been interpreted, and in particular how they have been employed in proposals for family law, free speech and privacy, and in other areas of public policy. These policies often turn on the different accounts of social actions and processes considered in Part 1 of the unit. Furthermore, understanding how the practice of politics actually involves ideas (or otherwise!) -- seeing for instance how 'policy paradigms' are implicitly or explicitly advocated by groups with (and without!) power -- can make the ideas throughout the unit very real. The unit closes with an empirical examination of actual political actors and of the kinds of ideas considered in the abstract in the early weeks of the unit.


Throughout the course unit, students will be expected to apply these theories of society and politics to the subject-matter of their particular MA course, and vice versa. For instance, a student on the International Relations course ought to be thinking about and actively bringing to the attention of the rest of the classroom examples from her or his own discipline (say, examples from instances of inter-nation ideological conflict) relevant to the topic under discussion at any one time; and reflecting on how the discussion might make a difference to how s/he conceives of her/his own discipline. 


Similarly, try to bring the methodological issues raised in this class into contact with the more “applied” issues dealt with in your other classes. For example: How ought one to study ‘Cultural Politics’? Can it be effectively studied in a positivistic way? In an interpretivistic way?


The closest link is with Mike Gough and Heather Savigny’s course unit on ‘Methods of Social Enquiry’, and we will be trying where possible to achieve or at least indicate explicit cross-fertilisation between these two units. You are encouraged to test out the philosophical thinking in this unit in the practical context of Mike and Heather’s unit (if you take it); and vice versa. How does what we are studying in this unit impact upon ‘abstract/grand’ theorizing in the ‘social sciences’? And upon scientific-ish hypothesis-testing methods in the ‘social sciences’? 


There are continual opportunities for internal linking within the unit: For instance, what are the differences between the way terms such as 'idea' or 'paradigm are used by the different writers you encounter in the unit? (This is a very important question)  What light is shed methodologically by the philosophies considered in weeks 1 - 6 on the 'political science' methods employed in weeks 7-12? Do the ideas considered in weeks 10-12 undermine any of the philosophies or methodologies considered in weeks 1 - 4? Is there a sociological theory implicit in the methods employed or discussed by Mike and Rupert? By John S.? By John G.? Are Sandel's/Winch's views simply unrealistic? Or philosophically flawed? Or do they operate at too high a level of abstraction to be of interest to 'policy studies' analysts? And perhaps most important of all: Knowledge is arguably normative (we speak of people, not of computers or books, as knowing things), but is it true that the kinds of analysis being practiced in weeks 7-12 is well-described as 'normative'? 


[Suggestion: discuss questions like these, and similar questions that arise below, among yourselves, in and out of class. This unit works best if those of you with philosophy backgrounds work with those of you with broadly politics backgrounds, and vice versa. The more you can learn from each other -- and the more in the end that you can decide whether or not in the end there is a real continuity to this unit or not, in effect! -- the better your experience of the unit will be. The question of what if any the substantive relation is between the different moments in this unit is one of the substantive questions of the unit! One could put it this way: What (different) kinds of things are theories of politics and/or of society generally? And what is their importance and role?]

Teaching and assessment
In the first part of the course: We will normally meet at 4pm on Wednesdays for the ‘lecture’. The ‘seminar’ will immediately follow. In effect, we will be teaching you from 4 til 7 (sometimes we will finish much earlier) as one large small group (Though sometimes we will split into two still-smaller seminars, from 5-6 and from 6-7). (Note: these timings are subject to mutual agreement in the class. But please do try to make it to class at 4 in week 1 at least, not at 5 or 6!)


If you cannot attend a session, please tell the course convenor or the tutor for the appropriate segment of the course unit -- and, more important still, be responsible for keeping up with the reading (so: keep referring to this syllabus), and for finding out from fellow students exactly what you have missed. Passing the course will be moot for anyone missing several lectures/seminars without good cause. 

And in any case, you will find the unit impossibly difficult if you do not keep up with the progress of the class (which in practice means attending every week unless this proves quite impossible to you in some particular week). This unit does not necessarily demand terribly much in the way of quantities of reading matter -- but it does demand your attention and a sustained quality of concentrated thought, on what you read, what you think, what you say, what you write. Class discussion will be vital to your progress in the course unit. The watchword is: Participate.

Assessment will be by two 1500-3000 word course papers. The first, dealing with Part I, must be handed in by the Tuesday of 8th week.  (Anyone taking the I.R. MA should see me to discuss their (different) assessment method a.s.a.p.)

Please do NOT submit your work late without a cast-iron pre-arranged very good reason. Late work will be penalized as per the handbook.

RR

                            Part 1: Lecture / Seminar topics:
Week:

1.  Introduction.



RR/replacement




2. Philosophy of (natural) science. (Kuhn)

RR/replacement






3. Philosophy of social science, part I: Rational Choice Theory

MG



4. Philosophical idealism. (Winch (?),Collingwood)


MG

5.Idealism in philosophical and political practice


MG

6. Philosophy of social science, part II: Understanding from within

    (Winch, Wittgenstein)
  RR/replacement

[Note: Additional readings to what is below for weeks 4-12 of the course unit will be given you in due course.]

Reading  Core reading (starred) is essential for making sense of the topics. The further reading adds depth (and will also be useful for essay purposes).

You will probably notice that the main core readings, which you must get hold of a copy of (talk to the convenor if you have severe personal funding problems; or get the books from the library),
 are books by Rupert Read and Peter Winch (see ‘>>’, below). 

 A few of the readings are on short loan in the Library  (a few of these are indicated thus below: SL. There are in addition various other items on SL which you may find useful in this unit.). 

 It needs stressing perhaps that doing the reading is essential; if you don’t do the required reading you will get very little out of this class. Aim normally to read substantially before each class, each week, and to re-read the same material afterwards.


Let me repeat that: the readings indicated are in each case best done BEFORE the week’s meeting in question. Starred readings are essential. (Then read the readings again after class.)

  General reading: 
(All strongly recommended:)

M.Hollis ((of UEA)), “The Philosophy of Social Science”, in N.Bunnin & E.James 
(eds.), The Blackwell Companion to Philosophy.

A.F.Chalmers, What is this thing called Science?

T.Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (‘SSR’);  SL

>>*R.Read and W.Sharrock, Kuhn.
>>M.Hollis, The Philosophy of Social Science. (preferably, revised edition)

[[ IR students: M.Hollis and S.Smith, Explaining and Understanding International Relations.]]

>>*P.Winch, The idea of a social science (revised ed.). [Available in Waterstone’s; as are some of these other texts]

 Also available in Waterstone’s:

Popper: ‘Conjectures and Refutations’

Hollis and Lukes Rationality and Relativism

Winch Ethics and Action

Collingwood Autobiography

Berlin Four essays on liberty

Week 1:  Introduction

               What do you think scientific methodology is? Are there methodologies of and for inquiry which are not scientific but still worthwhile? What are some examples? How have you learnt to inquire in your ‘own’ discipline? How can reflection on these matters help you/us, if at all?

All these questions and more will soon be [un]answered...

  Recommended reading:

 C.G.Hempel, “Scientific Inquiry: Invention and test”  (SL).

 M.Hollis, TPoSS chs 2 & 3;  or Hollis and Smith E&UIR ch 3.

 A.F.Chalmers, WistcS?, early chapters. 

                Can we understand the social world effectively as if it were part of the natural world? …And isn’t it part of the natural world? How can we adequately understand the difference of ‘social studies’ from natural science – the difference of the objects of ‘social and political science’ (humans and societies) from the objects of natural science -- without falling into a problematic ‘idealism’ that takes the natural world to be nothing more than (a projection of) our ideas? (Is idealism problematic?)  Does ecological thinking offer a clue here? Can we take seriously our being part of nature, part of ecosystems, without losing sight of our distinctiveness and the distinctiveness of the academic study of us, considered not merely as physical and biological objects/systems, but as social agents?

  Recommended reading:

 Joanna Macy  See e.g. her http://www.joannamacy.net/html/deep.html
 Rupert Read, “Nature, Culture, Ecosystem” in N. Scheman (ed.) Feminist readings of Wittgenstein (Penn State Press). [available in the dossier of my work in Mavis Reynolds’s office.]

Week 2: Philosophy of science
Questions to consider: Why should we care about how natural scientists work? Why have (e.g.) sociological and psychological theorists cared about this so very much?

How can we determine whether Popper, Feyerabend, Kuhn, or whoever is right or wrong? Do these figures -- or the Logical Positivists, or ‘Scientific Realists’ -- refute themselves? Or, by contrast: can they understand themselves?

Most importantly, perhaps, here and now: What do they have to offer us?

Does (natural) scientific explanation necessarily appeal to universal laws, to theories which have no exceptions? In any case, is this a reasonable requirement in the social sciences?

Is consistency with the observed facts good evidence that a theory is true? 

Is inconsistency with the observed facts good evidence that a theory is false?

Does science in fact operate on the basis of falsification, as Popper would have us believe? Should it?

Insofar as environmental science can give us any sense of ourselves as beings, and not merely as things, or can give us any sense of our environment as valuable, is it still natural science?


Reading: 

· *Read, Kuhn, pp.1-68. And chapter on Methodology of Science: Read and Sharrock, pp.99-139 (especially ‘The philosophy of social science’)

 Kuhn’s SSR.

 Popper, Conjectures and Refutations.

 John Gowdy, Robert Costanza and others on sustainability etc. .

Week 3: 

Philosophy of social science, part I: Rational Choice Theory

The natural and the human sciences. [What kind of thing is a human science?]


What kind of thing is enquiry into people’s -- individuals’ and collectivities’ --ways of acting? For example, in Psychology, in International Relations, in Sociology...   A useful (natural?) comparison class is the natural sciences. We have perhaps by now got somewhere with the question: ‘How does explanation occur in the (natural) sciences?’ The very idea of sciences of humanity, of society, has been modelled on the natural sciences. But is the ‘model’ a good one?


This week we focus on rational choice theory, which seeks to analyse social interaction from the premise that humans are rational, self-interested, utility maximisers. We will look at the types of “game” that might be played by rational agents, and consider the strengths and limitations of the theory in general. In particular, can it account for (or explain away) those aspects of human behaviour which don’t appear to be based on self-interest and utility maximisation? And can such an apparently individualistic framework explain the “social” aspect of the social sciences?


Does ‘rational choice theory’ offer a way forward out of seeming-impasses in which our present-day society/polity finds itself in? Or did it help to create these impasses? 


Does RCT help to solve environmental problems? Or does it alienate us from our environment? Is it a form of ‘idealism’?

Reading: * Hollis, TpoSS, ch6

Week 4: Philosophical idealism – Collingwood (and Winch?)
Main reading:

*Collingwood R.G., Autobiography

Winch, The Idea of a Social Science
Now we focus head on on idealism.

Peter Winch is sometimes seen as an idealist because, for example, of his view that the methods of natural sciences are inapplicable in the field of social sciences, and because he challenges the distinction between the “world” and “the language in which we try to describe the world”. Collingwood’s Autobiography offers an introductory look at Collingwood, a British Idealist who was a key influence on Winch. Like Winch, Collingwood challenges not only the realists’/positivists’ understanding of social science but also their understanding of philosophy in general.

Questions for discussion:

What is philosophical idealism, exactly? Why is Collingwood critical of realism? Why is history so important to Collingwood? How do you understand Collingwood’s statement that “all history is history of thought”? Is Collingwood’s “doctrine of re-enactment” plausible? Is philosophy really a form of history? Is social science really a form of history? Was Winch an idealist?
Week 5: Idealism in philosophy and political practice

Main reading:

*Thomas Hill Green “Lecture on ‘Liberal Legislation and Freedom of Contract” in Lectures on Principles of Political Obligation and Other Writings, ed. By Paul Harris and John Morrow (CUP, 1986) pp194-212. You can get a copy of this lecture from Mavis Reynolds.

*Isaiah Berlin “Two Concepts of Liberty” in Berlin, Four Essays on Liberty (OUP, 1969) pp118-72.

Shorter versions of these two articles are reprinted in David Miller’s collection, Liberty (OUP 1993). The book is in the short loan collection in the library.

Idealism in moral philosophy is represented by the view that human beings are essentially moral by nature, in the sense that we all aspire to become (morally) better persons. T.H.Green expounded this kind of idealism. As a result of applying these ideas in his political theory, he developed a concept of “positive freedom” according to which freedom is to be found in activities that are beneficial to the well-being of society (what Green calls the “common good”). Famously, the concept of positive freedom is attacked by Isaiah Berlin, who argues that when philosophical idealism is applied in politics the result is totalitarianism. While Berlin embraces a morally-neutral concept of human nature, Green expresses a morally- “biased” position: biased in the sense that he believed human beings are good. In short: both Green’s and Berlin’s articles reveal the link between “political idealism” and “philosophical idealism” as they discuss the application of philosophical ideas in political practice. The first article analyses the meaning of political freedom from the standpoint of philosophical idealism. The second article addresses the negative results of employing idealism for political purposes.

Questions for discussion:

Does a belief in “positive freedom” lead to totalitarianism? Is Green’s defence of “liberal legislation” vulnerable to Berlin’s critique of positive freedom? Is Berlin’s “neutral” position about human nature more sustainable than Green’s? What if any are the implications of the views under discussion here for the actual practice of politics? For the development of social policy?  
Secondary reading for week 5:

See the entry “idealism” in the Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy, ed. Robert Audi

David Boucher The Social and Political Thought of R.G.Collingwood, the section


“Mind and History” (CUP, 1989) pp111-18

Leo Strauss “On Collingwood’s Philosophy of History” reprinted in Preston King


The History of Ideas, pp165-176

L.O.Mink Mind, History and Dialectic:The Philosophy of R.G.Collingwood (1969),


Chapters V and VI. You can also see the review of this book by Alan Donagan


In History and Theory 9 (1970) pp363-75

M.Krausz, editor, Critical Essays on the Philosophy of R.G.Collingwood (1972) See the


Papers by Mink, Toulmin, Goldstein, Walsh and Krausz.

Van Der Dussen History and a Science: The Philosophy of R.G.Collingwood (1982)

G.Graham “Can There Be History of Philosophy?” History and Theory 21 (1982)


pp37-52.

Rex Martin Historical Explanation (1977)

G.Salas, “Collingwood’s Historical Principles at Work”, History and Theory 26 (1987)


pp53-71.

T.Modood “The Later Collingwood’s Alleged Historicism and Relativism” Journal of 


The History of Philosophy, 27 (1989) pp101-25.

Week 6: Philosophy of social science, part II: Understanding ‘from within’: Human action as rule-following, as reason- and habit- based action.

We have started to consider in some depth certain examples from both natural and human sciences. Is it feasible, and advisable, to generalise hereabouts? How are the processes we have been discussing relevant to other examples, and to other human sciences? Can the human sciences be effective instruments of public policy? 

 And to what degree can they generate genuine stable expert knowledge?

  Believers in interpretation and understanding argue that the social world needs to be understood from within, in contrast to a method of explanation typical of the natural sciences.  We now turn to look, in much more detail, at the  understanding-based approach of Winch and Wittgenstein. This approach appears to make the social dimension of human behaviour paramount, and to suggest that society simply cannot be understood as an analogue of nature. It emphasises reasons, not causes of actions; and yet endeavours not to imagine that human action can be understood in a wholly cerebral / ‘rationalistic’ way. It would deal with the questions in small print, above in a yet-more radical way than ‘interpretivists’ do.


Questions to consider:

What exactly is it to follow a rule?

If rule-following, reasons for actions, and/or social as opposed to individual meanings are paramount, what are the implications for the practice of the human sciences? Do we have here a basis for critiquing the dominant self-images of economics, of psychology, of political science, of sociology? Must their practice in fact be altered?

Is Winch hopelessly anti-scientific?

Explaining and/or Understanding.
Weber famously distinguished between (causal) explanation and the kind of interpretive understanding which involves seeing the social world from the perspective of its participants. This distinction is related to Winch’s distinction between understanding and explanation (although it is worth thinking about the differences between the two distinctions too). 


Questions to consider: 

How deep does Weber’s divide go? And if Weber is right in thinking that the social scientist needs to pursue both explanation and understanding, what exactly is the relationship between the two?

If Weber is wrong, what follows for the very idea of social or human science?

Does Winch make a compelling case for finding understanding to be deeply 

different from explanation? What follows, if he does?

Human ecology

Is the risk of Winchian thinking becoming anti-scientific or ‘idealist’ averted by placing humans firmly in the context of the ecosystems of which they (we) are a part?


Reading:

 *P.Winch ‘The idea of a social science’.

If time:

P.Winch, “Understanding a primitive society”, Part 1  (reprinted in Winch’s Ethics and Action; and in Wilson (ed), Rationality). IN 

‘READER’. This paper is strongly recommended

Hollis and Lukes (eds.), Rationality and Relativism. (especially chapters by Winch, Taylor, Hacking)

R. Read -- papers on Winch. (On Read’s website and in dossiers.)

M. Friedman “The methodology of positive economics” (in ‘Reader’).

R. Read – paper on Milton Friedman (will be emailed to you.)

L.Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations (3rd ed.)  ((follow up Winch’s   


references)). SL

  “
“
  , Remarks on Frazer’s Golden Bough (reprinted in his 



Philosophical Occasions). IN ‘READER’.

N. Pleasants, Wittgenstein and the idea of a critical social theory.

R. Read (ed.), The New Wittgenstein [available in Waterstone’s] (especially Intro.).

The fairly recent special issue of ‘History of the Human Sciences’ on Peter Winch.

P. Winch “Understanding ourselves”, in Philosophical Investigations 1998.

I.Hacking, The social construction of what? (early chapters)
I.Hacking: “Making up people”, in Reconstructing Individualism (eds. Heller et 
al), and in Forms of Desire (ed. Stein). and/or his Rewriting the Soul: Multiple Personality Disorder and the sciences of memory.

I.Hacking, Mad Travellers
F.Dostoevsky: “The double”.
The writings of Ethnomethodologists (e.g. H. Garfinkel).

Joel Kovel The enemy of nature
Essay questions for the first course-unit paper [deadline  tba]
1) Propose a question of your own relevant to Part 1 of the course unit and agree its wording with Mike or Rupert.

2) Should Winch be described as a “philosophical idealist”? 

3) In what sense is RCT a THEORY?

4) What does it amount to, to think of humans as rational? (Discuss both RCT and Winch, in the course of your answer).

5) What use is philosophy of science for thinking about the nature of social science?

6) In an ear where humankind may destroy its ecosystem, how ought we to think of the study of human beings? Do any those we have looked at in Part I of this unit rise to this challenge?

7) What are the dangers of applying the doctrine of philosophical idealism to politics? Do they outweigh the benefits?

8) Does ‘environmental’ or ‘ecological’ thinking save the social studies from losing track of human beings as embodied environed creatures? (If ‘Yes’: How does/should this actually work, in sociology or politics (and/or in some other human or social ‘science’)?)

[Please give the essay in at Mavis Reynolds’s office]

Mike Gough, Rupert Read. [(n.b. You may find Rupert's websites useful, because of the papers he has there:  http://www.uea.ac.uk/~j339
  http://rupertread.fastmail.co.uk  )]

Part 2: Ideas in politics: theory and practice

Introduction

This part of the unit is taught by faculty in the School of Political, Social and International Studies. Its purpose is to provide an opportunity to develop skills in conceptual analysis and political argument, while exploring an important set of methodological and political issues. This section of the unit provides a chance to examine the ways in which ideas – philosophical, theoretical, ideological, etc. 

-- and practice are related, and to question the suggestion that political ideas and political arguments have no bearing on public policy and the exercise of power. Instead we examine the ways in which policies may be seen as giving form to ideas and arguments. This suggestion has important implications for those who research both public policy and political thought. The first three sessions are devoted to a particular example of the attempt to relate political ideas and public policy, Michael Sandel’s Democracy’s Discontent.  The final sessions examine some concerns by writers on the policy process to give due weight to the influence of ideas upon policy making.  We will look at concepts of “policy paradigms”, “policy as evolution” and the “new institutionalism”.  In this part of the unit attention will be paid to seeing whether such concepts can help explain one or two case studies in British policy making, including one case study with a substantial ‘environmental/ecological’ aspect.  

Organisation

Some key texts will be supplied to you in advance, otherwise you are expected to read selectively from the lists below. For weeks 7-9, it is strongly advised that you purchase or otherwise get solid access to a copy of Michael Sandel’s Democracy’s Discontent. 

	Session
	Topic
	Tutor

	Week 7
	Sandel in theory: ideas in practice and the two liberalisms
	John Street

	Week 8
	Sandel and policy practice: freedom of speech and expression
	John Street

	Week 9
	Sandel on privacy rights,  family law; and applying Sandel to other cases
	John Street

	Week 10
	Concepts of Policy Learning and Policy Paradigms
	Peter Handley

	Week 11
	Case study of policy paradigms: disability policy
	Peter Handley

	Week 12 
	Summary and workshop on essays
	John Street


Assessment

You must answer one of the essay questions listed at the end of this section. 

Word limit: not more than 3000 words
Deadline: Thursday December 14th  2005

Please hand two copies of your essay into the General Office (3.63).  See HUM PGT Handbook for details of penalties for late submission etc.

Week 7: Sandel in theory: the two liberalisms and public policy

In his important book, Democracy’s Discontent, Michael Sandel does two things. First, he argues that are two fundamentally different ideas of what it means to act as a ‘liberal’. Secondly, he contends that this is not merely a theoretical distinction, but has real implications for public policy. This session looks at both of these elements of Sandel’s argument.

Key reading

M. Sandel Democracy’s Discontent Chap 1

Background reading

A. Allen and M. Regan Debating Democracy’s Discontent Chap 12

B. Goodwin Using Political Ideas Chap 3

J.S. Mill On Liberty
R. Dworkin ‘Liberalism’ in S. Hampshire (ed) Public and Private Morality

R. Bellamy Liberalism and Modern Society

M. Sandel Liberalism and the Limits of Justice
R. Beiner What’s the Matter with Liberalism?

Week 8: Sandel in practice: freedom of speech and expression

In a liberal democracy, should all forms of speech be tolerated? Should religion be protected? What constitutes ‘hate speech’? Are all forms of political expression to be protected? In Democracy’s Discontent, Sandel claims that the problems at the heart of contemporary democratic politics stem from the privileging of one particular notion of liberal democracy, the ‘procedural republic’. In the procedural republic, the state is required to act neutrally between different conceptions of the good, and to tolerate forms of ‘free speech’ which are detrimental to democracy and its citizens. He believes that people’s identity should be protected, and censorship justified. This session looks at the limits to free speech in a liberal democracy and the implications of a cultural politics perspective.

Key reading

M. Sandel Democracy’s Discontent Chap 3 (you will also be asked to research the arguments provoked by particular debates over free speech: Salman Rushdie’s Satanic Verses or the so-called Danish cartoons or Jerry Springer: The opera)

Further reading

B. Barry, Culture and Equality (see his discussion of free speech)

B. Parekh, Multiculturalism Reconsidered (especially for the discussion of The Satanic Verses)

J.McGuigan, Culture and the Public Sphere, Chap 8

A. Allen and M. Regan Debating Democracy’s Discontent
C.MacKinnon & A.Dworkin (eds), In Harm’s Way: The Pornography Civil Rights Hearings

L.Segal and M.McIntosh (eds), Sex Exposed: sexuality and the pornography debate

J.   Lichtenberg (ed), Democracy and Mass Media
S. Lee Free Speech 

JS Mill On Liberty
Week 9: Sandel on privacy rights, family law and other cases
This session examines Sandel’s discussion of the relationship between different accounts of liberalism and issues such as marriage, divorce and sexuality.  What defines the private sphere and what political values underpin the arguments for ‘no fault’ divorce or the tolerance of different forms of sexuality? 

This will be an opportunity also to reflect upon Sandel’s theory and method and to apply it to contemporary cases of public policy. 
(Does this opportunity for reflection upon Sandel’s theory and method have anything in common with the kind of theory-testing that Popper recommended?)

Key reading 

Sandel Democracy’s Discontent Chap 4

Background reading

A. Allen and M. Regan Debating Democracy’s Discontent Part V

Week 10: Policy Learning and Policy Paradigms

Most political analysis (e.g. from a classic pluralist or a neo-marxist perspective) sees the policy process as stemming primarily from the clash of political, institutional, economic or bureaucratic interests: ideas are not seen as formative forces in shaping policy change. This week examines the theories of writers such as Giandomenico Majone, Paul Sabatier and Peter Hall who see paradigm shifts in ideas as playing an important part in bringing about policy change. (An open-ended question for looking back and reflecting through: Do – or should -- these writers owe anything to Kuhn? Winch? Collingwood?) 

Peter John,
 

Analysing Public Policy ch. 7 (1998, London: Continuum).

Giandomenico Majone, 
Evidence, Argument and Persuasion in the Policy Process (New Haven Yale UP, 1989).

Hugh Heclo
Modern Social Politics in Britain and Sweden: from Relief to Income Maintenance (New Haven Yale UP 1974).
Peter A.Hall
‘Policy Paradigms, Social Learning, and the State: the Case of Economic Policy making in Britain’, Comparative Politics  1993, vol. 25, pp.275-96.

Peter A.Hall
‘The Movement from Keynesianism to Monetarism: Institutional Analysis and British Economic Policy’ in S.Steinmo, S.K.Thelen and E.Longstreth (eds) Structuring Politics (Cambridge UP 1992).

Paul A.Sabatier


‘An Advocacy coalition framework of policy change and the role of policy-centred learning therein’, Policy Sciences,1988, vol.21, pp.129-68.

Paul A.Sabatier


‘Knowledge, policy orientated learning and policy change’, Knowledge, Creation, Diffusion Utilisation, 1987, vol.8, no. 4 pp.649-92.

Paul A.Sabatier


‘The Advocacy Coalition Framework: revisions and relevance for Europe’, Journal of European Public Policy,  1998, vol. 5, pp.98-103.

Paul.Sabatier



Theories of the Policy Process,  chs. 5 & 6. 

Hank C. Jenkins-Smith and P.Sabatier

‘Evaluating the Advocacy Coalition Framework’, Journal of Public Policy,1994, vol.14, pp.175-203 

Frank R.Baumgartner and Bryan D. Jones ,


Agendas and Instability in American Politics (Chicago U P 1993)

Smith, M.J. 
 Pressure, Power and Policy, (1993 Hemel Hempsted: Harvester Wheatsheaf).

Week 11: Case Studies of Paradigm shift.

This week we will seek to apply the concepts of the authors in week 10  to a particular case study of British politics (or other political systems), that of disability policy.

We will discuss the examples provided below.  Also come to the seminar with your own example of a policy area where policy has arguably been shaped by paradigm changes in ideas.

C. Barnes, G. Mercer & T. Shakespeare Exploring Disability: A Sociological Perspective (Polity, 1999).
A. Chadwick
‘Knowledge, Power and the Disability Discrimination Bill”, Disability and Society, (1996) vol. 11, no.1, 25-40.

R. Drake   Understanding Disability Policies (Macmillan, 1999).
P. Handley    ‘Epistemic Injustice, Disability and the Silence of Political Science’ (2006).

M. Oliver        The Politics of Disablement (Macmillan, 1990) also available at http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/archframe.htm

M. Oliver  ‘Disability Research: politics, policy and praxis’ (1998) available at http://www.leeds.ac.uk/disability-studies/archiveuk/archframe.htm

M. Priestly ‘Constructions and Creations: idealism, materialism and disability theory, Disability and Society, (1998) vol. 13, no.1 pp.149-65.

Week 12:  Summary and essay workshop
This is an opportunity to present the ideas and arguments in your essays, and also to review the unit, pulling together its different aspects. 
Everyone will be asked to prepare a brief presentation on their essay.

Essay titles  Word limit: 3000; deadline: Thursday 15th December 2005

1. Write a detailed critical review of Michael Sandel’s book, Democracy’s Discontent

2. Does Sandel provide a sound basis for both understanding US public policy on marriage, divorce and sexuality and for criticising it?

3.  Critically assess Sandel’s discussion of freedom of speech and expression, using his examples and at least one of your own. 

4. Can sudden changes in policy outcomes be explained by shifts in ‘policy paradigms’?  Are there any problems with this approach? 

5. “The most satisfactory models of policy making are those which incorporate the role of ideas into institutional and political analyses.”  Discuss with reference to at least one of the following authors: Paul Sabatier, Peter Hall, Peter John, Baumgartner & Jones. 
6. Do terms such as ‘paradigm’ or ‘paradigm-shift’ or ‘idea’ ever mean the same thing in Sandel or Hall and Sabatier as they do in Collingwood or Kuhn? (What of philosophical or political interest follows from your answer?)
7. Is the notion of a ‘paradigm shift’ useful in explaining recent disability policy making? 

Thanks; Rupert Read, Mike Gough, John Street, Peter Handley.
� It is strongly recommended that you purchase these books (e.g. from Waterstone’s); otherwise, you will have to rely principally on the Library’s few copies of them.





