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ADVANCED  PHILOSOPHY OF SOCIAL SCIENCE (PHI-3A23)                                      
Is human society anything more than the sum of individual and collective human actions or do social systems have their own dynamics? In addressing this issue we are confronted with another. Should social scientists employ the methods of the natural sciences in attempting to explain the social world? Or should they draw upon the ‘hermeneutic’ or interpretative tradition, which insists that human action and culture must be understood from ‘within’? The unit aims to explore contrasting answers to these questions, particularly as evidenced in economics and politics, trace their philosophical presumptions and ask whether there is a single coherent view to be had.

Unit Aims:
To study methodologies and forms of explanation employed in the social sciences (in particular, politics and economics). 

To explore methodological similarities and differences within the social sciences.

To examine critically different models of explanation within the social sciences.

Unit Objectives

By the end of the unit you should be able to identify the philosophical assumptions that lie behind the work of economists and political theorists.

You should be able to recognise common methodological issues that arise across a wide range of economic, political and social explanations.

You should have had the opportunity to integrate the insights of the different disciplines concerned.

Unit Linkages
This unit is a core component of the PPE degree programme. 

Teaching

Teaching is by means of one lecture and one longer seminar per week. You are expected to attend all seminars. (See your Undergraduate Student Handbook regarding the University's policy on attendance). If for some good reason you cannot attend a particular seminar meeting, you should let your seminar leader know as soon as possible.

Lectures are on Wednesday mornings at 9. The seminar meetings follow afterwards on Thursdays at 3p.m. 

Rupert Read (PHI) is the unit convenor.  Office: Arts 3.55. Tel.no. ext. 2079. E-mail: r.read@uea 
Members of  two other Schools teach on this unit (both as lecturers and seminar leaders):

Professor Barbara Goodwin (Politics). Arts 3.36. Tel.no.  ext. 2271. E-mail: b.goodwin@uea 

Professor Shaun Hargreaves-Heap (Economics). EDU 0.21. Tel.no.  ext. 3422. E-mail: s.hargreavesheap@uea

Assessment
Assessment will be based on course work (50%) and examination (50%).

The course work will consist of one essay (of about 2000 words), counting for 80% of the coursework mark and 40% of the final unit mark, and one class presentation, counting for 20% of the coursework mark and 10% of the final unit mark.

Examination

The examination counting for 50% of the unit mark will consist in a two-hour University examination at the end of the Spring Semester. There will be a revision seminar in the spring, at a time to be announced, prior to the start of the examination period. Included in that seminar will be some information about what you can expect the exam format to be.

Essays

1. You must write one essay of between 1800 and 2200 words. Essays outside these word limits are liable to be  penalized. 

2.The essay should be on one of the topics listed at the end of this hand-out.

3. The deadline for submission of the essay is: 3pm, Monday of Week 13. Work failing to meet this deadline without good reason will be penalised. ‘Good reason’ will be determined in the first instance by the unit convenor. You are reminded of the stringent, university-wide penalties for late work, which include a deduction of 10% for work a day late, 20% for work which is two or three days late and 100% for work that is four or more days late. See your Undergraduate Student Handbook.

4. The essay should contain full references and a bibliography. In assessing the essay the unit teachers will reward work which

· shows that the writer has read and understood the relevant literature, and has reflected on the issues raised by that literature

· presents cogent arguments, directed to the essay topic  -  you should establish for yourself what the question means, why it matters, and how it can be answered

· integrates insights from different social sciences

· is written in clear concise English

Bear in mind that this is a level three unit and there is therefore an expectation that the work will show some initiative on your part and the ability to use up-to-date specialist literature. [Bear in mind also that the deadline set is ‘late’ and generous – consequently, there is little likelihood of generousity on our part when it comes to extension requests.]
5. You are reminded that plagiarism and collusion are considered as serious offences by the University. See your 

Undergraduate Student Handbook for information  on the University's policy. 

6.  Please follow carefully the instructions for the submission of work laid down in your Undergraduate Student Handbook. Essays must be submitted to the Office of the School that offers the unit. In the case of this unit, that is Arts 3.63, the School Office for PHI/PSI/HIS. You will need to complete a coversheet form (which is in triplicate), available from the office, and date and time stamp it using the special office machine. KEEP A COPY OF YOUR WORK. Please do not put essays under doors or in staff  pigeon-holes.
Presentations

1. You will be required to give a class presentation during the semester, which will yield 10% of your final grade.

2. Allocation of presentation topics (to be chosen from the seminar topics listed below for weeks 2 -12) will be decided at the seminar meeting in the first week – so please examine the topics carefully NOW.
3. Each presentation MUST be accompanied by a handout. The Philosophy secretary, Mrs. Mavis Robinson (Arts 3. 68) will duplicate copies for you at no expense to yourself. 
4. The presentation will be marked on the basis of the content of the presentation itself and also on the hand-out – it is compulsory that you produce a handout -- and judged on whether it: 

· is appropriately directed to the question 

· exhibits knowledge and a grasp of the subject, based on relevant reading

· explains the topic to the audience clearly and coherently 

· raises further, relevant topics for discussion in the seminar group

5. Although marks are not awarded for the actual delivery of the presentation, we strongly advise you to take this opportunity to practice transferable, presentational skills such as: speaking loudly, clearly and not too fast; using the hand-out to refer to instead of simply reading it out; making eye contact with the audience; addressing questions to members of the seminar during the presentation (to gain and hold their attention and interest); and being prepared to answer questions about your presentation, or to elaborate or explain points that you have made. The more you do this, the more it will be obvious to your audience that you understand what you have written in the handout, that it is your own work, that it makes as much sense as it appears to, and so on.

6. Whatever you do, however, please ensure that your presentation is SHORT. The handout should not cover more than two sides of A4, and each person should hold the floor for no more than 7-8 minutes. The presentation is to start and focus discussion - you are NOT expected to give a lecture. Concentrate, in working on your presentation(s), on raising questions for class discussion. Do not attempt to summarize large tranches of material, etc.
7. Prior to giving your presentation, you may wish to consult briefly with the relevant lecturer/ seminar leader, to ensure that you are in the right 'ballpark'.

 8. The material you have prepared in writing your presentations can be built on and expanded in other assessed work (i.e. in the essay, or the exam).

Seminars
The weekly seminars provide an opportunity for discussing the issues addressed by the unit. It is essential that all students (and not just the weekly presenters) read the required reading for that week as designated in the unit outline below, and any other material to which they have been specially directed by the current lecturer. This will ensure that there is a common starting point for the discussion; and will ensure that you are building the breadth of your knowledge and abilities, in the long run-up to the exam on this unit. It also helps if all of you think about the seminar questions / presentation topics before coming to class, perhaps writing down your preliminary thoughts on the questions. Seminar discussion may also feature the novel and usually pleasant spectacle of the lecturers on the course disagreeing with each other on the topic in question.

Reading

A single asterisk (*) means that at least one copy of the book is available on short loan. 

Required books

The reading that you are required to do in preparing for seminars is marked with a double asterisk (**) in the weekly reading lists given below. This essential reading comes from two sources:

(1) *Martin Hollis

The Philosophy of Social Science (copies available in the bookshop)

(2) Philosophy of Social Science Reading Pack, a reader that has been produced in-house. You will need to buy a copy of this. The charge simply covers the costs of production in the Print Room.

(3) *P. Winch



The Idea of a Social Science (2nd ed.) (copies available in the bookshop)
Books strongly recommended:

*A. Rosenberg 




Philosophy of Social Science
*D. Little 



Varieties of Social Explanation 

*D.M. Hausman & M. S. McPherson 
Economic Analysis and Moral Philosophy 
Books recommended for further/background reading:

*A.F. Chalmers

What is this thing called Science?
*J. Elster 

Nuts and Bolts for the Social Sciences


*R.  Keat and J.Urry
Social Theory as Science
*A. Ryan
               The Philosophy of the Social Sciences

Sharrock and Read
Kuhn






PRIVATE 
Collections of Readings:tc  \l 2 "Collections of Readings"
*M. Hollis and S. Lukes
Rationality and Relativism

*M. Martin and

Readings in the Philosophy of Social Science
  L.C. McIntyre (eds.)
*A. Ryan (ed.)                      The Philosophy of Social Explanation
*B.R. Wilson (ed.) 
Rationality
Reference Books:
D.L. Sills (ed.)

 International  Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences
E. Craig (ed.) 

Routledge Encyclopaedia of Philosophy (available electronically online)

LECTURE AND SEMINAR PROGRAMME
Introduction (RR, SHH, BG)

Lecture: Week 1 
A look at some of the main themes and issues in the unit. It is easy to suppose that science is like map-making. The world is as it is, independently of our beliefs, concepts and theories about it. We chart it by observation and induction. It includes humans and human societies, which, although complex, can be studied by the methods which work for nature as a whole. 

But should social scientists try to follow the methods that have proved so successful in natural science by looking for causal regularities or mechanisms underlying social behaviour? Or should they seek an understanding of social behaviour by trying to make it intelligible, by uncovering its meaning or significance? There are other big issues that cut across the first. Are social facts ultimately to be understood in terms of facts about individuals?  Or is the reverse true - that in order to understand individuals we need first to understand the society they live in? Can, and should, social inquiry be conducted in value-free terms? And are there cross-culturally valid criteria we can appeal to in understanding other societies or can we understand them only in their own terms?
Reading:

**M. Hollis, The Philosophy of Social Science, ch. 1

** Reader, p.1, "Why does M. Rouget Vote Communist?"

A. Rosenberg, Philosophy of Social Science, ch.1 

A. Ryan (ed.), The Philosophy of  Social Explanation, Introduction

PRIVATE 
Seminar Discussion Topics: Week 1 tc  \l 2 "Seminar Topics\:"
(a) Why does M. Rouget vote communist? (See lecture handout/ Reader p 1). How helpful do you find the kind of answer recommended by the authors? Would you give a different kind of answer?

(b) "The goal of science is to explain and predict why certain events occur, when and where they do" (Przeworski and Teune, Reader, p 1). How do you think the goals of explanation and prediction are connected? Can you think of situations where we can explain something without having been able to predict it and, conversely, where we can reliably predict something without being able to explain it? 

(c) Suppose you are an observer with no knowledge of baseball who is watching the game for the first time. To understand what is going on, you would have to work out what the rules are. How would you go about doing that? What is the difference between rules of behaviour and regularities in behaviour? Does this difference point to a fundamental difference between the natural and social sciences?

d) PRIVATE 


tc  \l 2 ""What is Behaviourism in social science (economics or politics)? Is it a satisfactory solution to the alleged problems of accessing people's mental states?

Positivism and Its Critics (RR)

Lecture: Week 2, 
‘Positivism’ claims that everything - human beings included - can be studied by the same means as are employed in the natural sciences.  What are the strengths of this claim? What are its weaknesses?  And what exactly does the claim mean, anyway?  We shall look at some of the main ideas associated with Positivism, including the ‘covering law’ model of explanation, the distinction between theory and observation, between fact and meaning, between fact and value. We go on to examine some of the disputes within Positivism about the empirical nature of scientific theorising and some of the leading objections made by its critics.

Reading:
**M.Hollis, The Philosophy of Social Science, chs.3 and 4 

**Reader, pp 3-33, readings from Lipsey, MacIntyre and Friedman
R.Read, forthcoming essay on Friedman and Winch (copies of this will be made available to you)

A. Rosenberg, Philosophy of Social Science, ch. 1 and pp. 83-9

A. Ryan, The Philosophy of the Social Sciences, ch. 4


J. S. Mill, A System of Logic, Book VI, chs.1-7 and 11

R. Keat and J. Urry, Social Theory as Science, chs. 1 and 4

H. Kincaid, “Positivism in the Social Sciences”, in E. Craig (ed.), Routledge Encyclopaedia of Philosophy
K.R. Popper, “Science: Conjectures and Refutations”, in Conjectures and Refutations, ch.1 
W.V. Quine, “Two Dogmas of Empiricism”, in From a Logical Point of View
A.F. Chalmers, What is this thing called Science?, chs. 1-6

P. Winch, The Idea of a Social Science, ch.1

E. Nagel, “Assumptions in Economic Theory”, in A. Ryan (ed.), The Philosophy of Social Explanation
PRIVATE 
Seminar Discussion Topics: Week 2tc  \l 2 "Seminar Topics\:"
(a) What is the 'Covering Law' Model of Explanation? What reasons does MacIntyre (pp. 15-24 in the Reader) give for thinking that there cannot be genuine laws in social science comparable, say, to the laws of physics? Do you agree with him?

(b) Social scientists, particularly economists, are often accused of working with unrealistic assumptions and idealised models.  But do good theories need realistic assumptions?  Or do you agree with Friedman (see Reader pp. 25-33) that the truth of the theory does not matter - all that matters is that it generates successful predictions? 

tc  \l 2 "B.F. Skinner, Science and Human Behaviour"
Rational Choice Individualism (SHH)

Lecture:  Week 3
Critics of Positivism often argue that societies can be understood only 'from within'. But what does 'understanding from within' mean? Does it mean using the familiar, everyday way of explaining what people do by referring to their beliefs and desires? Rational Choice Theory in Economics is a refinement of this approach. 
The rational choice model from economics has been used throughout the social sciences to explain behaviour in terms of individuals who pursue their own objectives, given the opportunities supplied by institutions like the law, markets and so on. It has great power, but where do these institutions come from? And where do the individual's preferences (or objectives) come from? Are there rational choice explanations of their origin or does their unexplained presence mark a move to methodological holism?

Reading:

** Reader, pp 35-58, readings from Rosenberg and Taylor

**M. Hollis, The Philosophy of Social Science, ch.7. PRIVATE 


tc  \l 2 ""
A. Rosenberg, Philosophy of Social Science, ch.3

R. Keat and J. Urry, Social Theory as Science, ch. 7

C. Taylor, “Interpretation and the Sciences of Man”, in Philosophy and the Human Sciences: Philosophical Papers 2 and in M. Martin and L.C. McIntyre (eds.), Readings in the Philosophy of Social Science
R.G. Collingwood, The Idea of History (1946), pp. 205-17 (reprinted in M. Martin and L.C. McIntyre (eds.), Readings in the Philosophy of Social Science
D. Davidson, “Psychology as Philosophy”, in S.C. Brown (ed.), Philosophy of Psychology, reprinted in M. Martin and L.C. McIntyre (eds.), Readings in the Philosophy of Social Science
PRIVATE 
H. Kincaid, “Defending Laws in the Social Sciences”, Philosophy of Social Science, vol. 20 (1990), reprinted in M. Martin and L.C. McIntyre (eds.), Readings in the Philosophy of Social Sciencetc  \l 2 "H. Kincaid, “Defending Laws in the Social Sciences”, Philosophy of Social Science, vol. 20 (1990), reprinted in M. Martin and L.C. McIntyre (eds.), Readings in the Philosophy of Social Science"
*J. Elster (ed.), Rational Choice, Introduction

J. Elster, Nuts and Bolts, Part 2

S. Hargreaves Heap et al., The Theory of Choice, chs. 1-6 and 10

G. Becker, "The Economic Way of Looking at Life", Journal of Political Economy, 1993, pp. 385-409

J. Davis, The Theory of the Individual in Economics

PRIVATE 
Seminar Discussion Topics: Week 3tc  \l 2 "Seminar Topics\:"
How would you explain why the growth of income has not been associated recently with either increased happiness or less hours worked? 
Discussion Topic Reading:

**R. Layard, Happiness: Lessons from a New Science, chs. 2 and 3 (Reader, pp 71-83)

**M. Douglas, "Why Do People Want Goods?", The Listener, 8 and 15 September 1977 (Reader, pp 85-91)

Rational Choice with Others: Game Theory, Understanding from Within and The Problem of Indeterminacy
(SHH)

Lecture: Week 4 
Game theory is the source for the rational choice answer as to how agents form expectations about the behaviour of others (a part of the 'Other Minds' problem). Particular work is done in this respect by an assumption of common knowledge of rationality, but this notoriously can lead to indeterminate predictions in many games. Is this a weakness, particularly in relation to rational choice 'explanations' of the origins of institutions? How might the explanation of action be supplemented in ways that keep faith with individualism?

Reading:

**M. Hollis, Philosophy of Social Science, ch. 6

** Reader, pp 93-107, extract from T. Schelling, Strategy and Conflict, chapter 3 

S. Hargreaves Heap and Y. Varoufakis, Game Theory: a Critical Text, pp 7-33

J. Elster, Nuts and Bolts, Part 3

PRIVATE 
Seminar Discussion Topic: Week 4 tc  \l 2 "Seminar Topics\:"
How do people achieve co-ordination in practice? What does this tell us about individual psychology? (See Schelling in the Reader, pp 93-107).

Week 5: READING WEEK
[please note that our Reading Week in this unit is in Week 5. Reading Week being so early for us presents an ideal opportunity to read ahead toward what you will be writing your essay on.]

Evolutionary Explanations (SHH)

Lecture Week: 6
A bounded version of the rational choice model can be used in a dynamic setting to provide an evolutionary account of conventions and preferences. This introduces elements of functionalism into social explanation and provides one understanding of the origins and operation of power in society. But how satisfactory is this account when the norms that guide action often differ from conventions because they encode shared views about what is 'right'/ 'good'/ 'honourable' and not just what is pragmatic?
General Reading:  

R. Sugden 'Spontaneous order', Journal of Economic Perspectives, 1989, pp85-97.

S. Hargreaves Heap and Y. Varoufakis, Game Theory: a critical text, chapter 6.

L. Cosmides and J.Tooby ‘Evolutionary psychology: a primer.’  http://www.psych.ucsb.edu/research/cep/primer.html. 

S.Bowles and H. Gintis, ‘Behavioural Science: Homo reciprocans’, Nature, January 2002, pp125-8.

**Reader, pp 109-24, extracts from R. Sugden The Economics of Rights Cooperation and Welfare, chapters 8 and 9 
PRIVATE 
Seminar Discussion Topic: Week 6tc  \l 2 "Seminar Topics\:"
What model of the individual underpins the idea that justice is an artificial virtue? (See Sugden in Reader, pp 109-24)
Understanding ‘from Within’ - Meaning and Society (RR)

Lecture: Week 7
Peter Winch’s The Idea of a Social Science defends a Wittgensteinian version of the 'interpretative' or 'hermeneutic' approach to social science – or is it actually a ‘descriptive’ approach? And in fact, is anything left to social science (as opposed to social studies) after Winch’s critique?... For Winch the central category in the social sciences is the category of meaning. To understand a society you must understand the meaning of what its members do and what makes a piece of behaviour meaningful is that it is subject to socially established rules. Such points tell heavily, Winch holds, against both naturalist and individualist methodologies in social inquiry. Winch goes on to apply these ideas to the understanding of 'primitive' societies. But does Winch's conception of social inquiry leave important questions unanswered, and is it in danger of degenerating into a self-defeating relativism?

Reading:

**M. Hollis, The Philosophy of Social Science, chs.7 and 11

** Reader, pp 127-64, readings by Peter Winch, “Understanding a Primitive Society”, Stephen Lukes, “Some Problems about Rationality”, and A. MacIntyre, “The Idea of a Social Science”.

**P.  Winch, The Idea of a Social Science , especially the Preface and Chapter 3 (especially section 6 of chapter 3)

A. Rosenberg, Philosophy of Social Science, ch. 4

A. Ryan, The Philosophy of the Social Sciences, ch. 4

D. Little, Varieties of Social Explanation, chs. 3 and 7

R. Keat and J. Urry, Social Theory as Science, ch. 7

L. Wittgenstein, Remarks on Frazer's 'Golden Bough', ed. R. Rhees.

I.C. Jarvie, Rationality and Relativism
M. Hollis and S. Lukes (eds.), Rationality and Relativism
PRIVATE 
C. Williamson, “Witchcraft and Winchcraft”, Philosophy of the Social Sciences, vol. 19 (1989)tc  \l 2 "C. Williamson, “Witchcraft and Winchcraft”, Philosophy of the Social Sciences, vol. 19 (1989)"
PRIVATE 
 tc  \l 2 "R.J. Bernstein, Beyond Objectivism and Relativism"PRIVATE 
K. Neilson, “Rationality and Relativism”, Philosophy of the Social Sciences, vol. 4 (1974)tc  \l 2 "K. Neilson, “Rationality and Relativism”, Philosophy of the Social Sciences, vol. 4 (1974)"
M. Harris, Cows, Pigs, Wars and Witches, 'The Great Witch Craze'

R.Read unpublished material on Winch – will be provided to you.

Seminar  Discussion Topics: Week 7
(a) Take an example from anthropology of some apparently strange cultural practice or belief and then (critically) consider different strategies that social anthropologists might use to explain it, including what you might think of as Winch's own strategy. (Lukes in the Reader is helpful here). 
(b) Can we understand any social practice without understanding it in the agents' own terms? Can we understand it only in their own terms? What answers does Winch give? What answers would you give? (Consider here the European witch-craze of the 16th and 17th centuries when huge numbers of alleged witches were prosecuted and condemned to death all over Europe. What sort of explanation for this phenomenon would someone involved in the witch-hunts have given? What sort of explanation does Winch's conception of social inquiry allow?  What sort of explanation would you favour?) 

Winch: Is there any such thing as ‘social science’?
Lecture & Reading: Week 8: As week 7: going deeper into Winch’s critique of social science.
Plus: Winch “Understanding ourselves”, 1998.

Chapter on philosophy of social science from Sharrock and Read’s Kuhn
Seminar Discussion Topics: Week 8:

(a) Does Winch actually have a strategy at all for explaining apparently weird behaviour? If he does not, is this a weakness?

(b) Is there a problem about explaining apparently weird behaviour in 'primitive' societies that there isn't about explaining weird behaviour in our own?
(c) Is social science misbegotten epistemology?

Functionalism and Systems Theory (BG)

Lecture :Week 9
Rational Choice Theory takes an individualist approach to the explanation of social phenomena. An alternative to this individualist methodology is to try to explain social phenomena in terms of systems and structures and to examine the contributions of the various parts to the whole. If society is a system, are all its components equally ‘functional’? Is systems analysis tautological?

General Reading:

**M. Hollis, The Philosophy of Social Science, ch.5

** Reader, pp. 165-78, readings by Robert Merton, "Latent and Manifest Functions", and Emile Durkheim, "The Normal and the Pathological".

D. Little, Varieties of Social Explanation, chs. 5 & 9

S. Lukes, Emile Durkheim, ch. 1  

G. A. Cohen, Karl Marx's Theory of History: A Defence, ch. 9

R. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure
D. Easton, Framework for Political Analysis
C. Hempel, “Logic of Functional Explanation”, in Aspects of Scientific Explanation
PRIVATE 
H. Kincaid, “Assessing Functional Explanation in the Social Sciences”, in M. Martin and L.C. McIntyre (eds.), Readings in the Philosophy of Social Sciencetc  \l 2 "H. Kincaid, “Assessing Functional Explanation in the Social Sciences”, in M. Martin and L.C. McIntyre (eds.), Readings in the Philosophy of Social Science"
B. Barry, Economists, Sociologists and Democracy
F. Castles, Politics and Social Insight, chs. 4-5

J. Elster, Ulysses and the Sirens, ch. 1, sect. 5

D.M. Emmet, Function, Purpose and Powers 
R.E. Jones, The Functional Analysis of Politics 
D. Martindale (ed.), Functionalism in the Social Sciences 

B. Berelson, Voting, ch. 14

T. De Luca The Two Faces of Political Apathy (ch. 5 is very useful)

G. Di Palma, Apathy and Participation 

E.B. Haas, Beyond the Nation State: Functionalism and International Organisation (This relates to how the functionalist method has been used in international relations) 

Seminar Discussion Topics - Week 9
Both the following questions are about functionalist methods applied to political questions and your paper should address the methodological questions as well as the substantive political issue.   

(a) If democracy rests on active citizenship, why should democracy 'need' apathy? What arguments can be advanced against the 'pro-apathy' theory? (Use Berelson and De Luca)

(b) Explain how, according to Merton, political corruption has contributed to social stability and helped to maintain the democratic system in the USA. Are you convinced by this explanation? If not, why not? (Note that the corrupt 'political machine' which  Merton studied was a phenomenon in late 19th American politics, the 'machine' and local 'party boss' handed out patronage and did deals with big business; the power of political machines was gradually eliminated in the mid-20th-century. The most famous political machine was 'Tammany Hall'.) 

Value-Freedom (BG)

Lecture: Week 10
Scientific objectivity seems to require that social scientists produce findings that are not influenced by their own values. Yet can they explain the life of a society without identifying the values of its members and can they attribute values to them without endorsing any of them?

Reading:

**M. Hollis, The Philosophy of Social Science, ch.10

** Reader, pp 179-95, reading by Charles Taylor, “Neutrality in Political Science”.

A. Rosenberg, Philosophy of Social Science, pp. 100-21 and ch.7

M. Weber, “‘Objectivity’ in Social Science and Social Policy”, in The Methodology of the Social PRIVATE 
Sciences, reprinted in M. Martin and L.C. McIntyre (eds.), Readings in the Philosophy of Social tc  \l 3 "Sciences, reprinted in M. Martin and L.C. McIntyre (eds.), Readings in the Philosophy of Social "

PRIVATE 
Sciencetc  \l 3 "Science"
E. Nagel, “The Value-Oriented Bias of Social Inquiry”, The Structure of Science, ch.13 (v), reprinted in M. Martin and L.C. McIntyre (eds.), Readings in the Philosophy of Social Science
D.E. Comstock, "A Method for Critical Research", in M. Martin and L.C. McIntyre (eds.), Readings in the Philosophy of Social Science

B. Fay, Critical Social Science
K.Mannheim, Ideology and Utopia
Seminar Discussion Topics: Week 10
(a) Try to produce value-free definitions of the following political terms: ‘democracy’; ‘freedom’; 'exploitation'. (A paragraph or set of bullet points on each, please). What problems did you encounter in trying to give value-free definitions or accounts? What lessons can be learnt from this?

(b) Write three or four paragraphs explaining the politics and/or economics of capitalism to a visiting Martian: then, analyse why culture-specificity could be a problem in such explanation. Does this mean that cross-cultural social science is impossible? 

Power: A Case Study in Method (BG)

Lecture: Week 11
How do we know when power is being exercised over someone? Do lecturers have power over their students? Do employers and firms have power over their employees and customers? Does ‘the state’ have power over citizens? Is the victim's complicity a necessary component of her tormentor’s power? To answer these questions, we have to know what is meant by ‘power’ and how any given relationship should be analysed to establish whether it is an instance of power (and if it is, whether it involves influence, persuasion, manipulation or coercion). Different accounts of power invoke different theories of social explanation.

Reading:

S. Hargreaves Heap et al, The Theory of Choice
S. Lukes, Power, A Radical View
D. Wrong, Power, Its Forms, Bases and Uses
W.E. Connolly, The Terms of Political Discourse, ch.3

R. Dahl, “A Critique of the Ruling Elite Model,” American Political Science Review 52

(1958)

P. Bachrach and M. Baratz, “Decisions and Non-Decisions,” American Political Science

Review 57 (1963)

R. Nozick, “Coercion,” in P. Laslett et al (eds.), Philosophy, Politics and Society: Series IV

M. Foucault, “Disciplinary Power and Subjection”, in S. Lukes (ed.): Power
M. Philp, “Foucault and Power”, Political Theory (1983)

K. Dowding, Rational Choice and Political Power, chs.1, 2

B. Barnes, ‘Power’ in R. Bellamy (ed.), Theories and Concepts of Politics
Seminar Discussion Topics: Week 11
1. Outline the obstacles to investigating the phenomenon of political power scientifically? How might these be overcome?

2. Is there anything wrong with representing all manifestations & exercises of power as being based on fair and rational exchange and therefore legitimate? 

Conclusion (BG, SHH, RR)

A wrap-up lecture and a reviewandevaluation seminar.
Essay Questions:

Choose one of the questions listed below and answer it in an essay of between 1800 and 2200 words. The deadline for submission of the essay is: 3pm, Monday of Week 13.
1.
"Since social theories can alter the phenomena they attempt to describe, the study of society is a fundamentally different kind of activity from the study of nature." 

Do you agree? 

2. Does the interpretative understanding of human behaviour come at the cost of its causal explanation?

3. "The beauty of the rational choice model is that it comes in two versions, one with a psychology and one without.  So it does not matter whether it is important in social science to understand why people act."    Discuss. 

4. If social institutions and practices are always the result of human action, they are not always the result of human design.  Does this truth count against methodological individualism in social science?

5. With what success can rational choice theory draw upon evolutionary considerations to explain the emergence of social conventions?

6. In what sense should social science seek 'objectivity'?  Can it achieve it?

7. Is ritual behaviour rational behaviour? 

8. To what extent are differences in the methods social scientists have used to investigate the phenomenon of power due to differences in the dimensions of power.

9. Can Rational Choice Theory be adequately interpreted in behavourist terms? Is 'Revealed Preference Theory' a respectable piece of behavourial science – or mere pseudo-science?
10. Is predictive success a requirement for successful social theory?

11. Do social scientists as such know anything worth anything that ordinary social actors do not?
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