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Aims


The module will introduce students to the key concepts and debates within the sociology of science through an examination of selected in case studies. These case studies will include 'hard cases' such as gravity wave physics, where the potential for social factors to have an effect might be expected to be small, as well as more openly controversial scientific arenas such as nuclear power, the clinical evaluation of treatments for AIDS, and global warming. In examining these case studies, the module will explore the social processes that shape scientific and technological innovation and the implications of recognising the social nature of knowledge for science policy, regulation and public engagement.

Learning Outcomes

On successful completion of the module a student should be able to:

· Present a critical assessment of the ideas and arguments that inform the major theoretical approaches within the social studies of science and technology. 

· Present a critical assessment of the application of the major sociological and philosophical theories of knowledge in the analysis of the relationships between science, technology and society.

· Demonstrate a high level of critical understanding and appreciation of the theories covered in the module and their application in the analysis of the relationships between science, technology and society. 

· Actively debate and critically evaluate the interpretation of the evidence, theories, ideas and arguments covered in the module and their application in the analysis of the relationships between science, technology and society.

· Use appropriate ICT to produce oral and written presentations that are evidence based and theoretically informed in areas covered by the module.

Course Requirements

The research literature addressed by the module stresses the importance of participation and social interaction in the transmission and acquisition of knowledge. A key part of the course will be its emphasis on ‘thinking like a sociologist’ and it will require a participatory approach from its students. If it did not, it would be in danger of contradicting its own core theories. The main teaching method will be structured discussions, through which arguments and ideas will be developed. Academic staff will lead some of these discussions and students will lead others. The discussions themselves will focus on key studies within STS or the application of these to specific research projects. Students will be expected to contribute to these discussions and, wherever possible, links to their own research will be highlighted. The module will thus require students to do more than describe the arguments that take place within the STS literature; it will ask that you attempt to participate in them.

Course Assessment

The course will be assessed in two parts. Students will be required to give an assessed seminar presentation on a topic relating to their research interests (worth 20 per cent of the total mark) and submit a written assignment that applies the course material to a topic of their choice (80 per cent of the module mark). The seminar presentation will be given at an agreed time during weeks 10 or 11 of the module, and the written assignment is due in on Semester 2 coursework deadline. Further details of each task are given below.

Presentation

Students will be asked to present a paper based on a topic of their choice. Students registered for a PhD are strongly encouraged to relate the presentation to their thesis, while Masters students should apply to concepts of the course to their dissertation project if this is appropriate. The format of the presentation will be similar to that which characterises many academic conferences – the talk will last approx. 20 minutes and will be followed by questions and discussion in which non-presenting students are expected to play a leading role in both questions and encouraging the speaker to expand on their ideas. An OHP will be provided and students are encouraged to use this. The presentation will be assessed on both its content and presentation.

Written Assignment

Students are required to answer one of the following questions. The essay should be approx 2500-3000 words in length and should be completed by Semester 2 coursework deadline. Students are reminded that academic writing requires a logical structure, clear prose and accurate referencing.

1. Prepare a preliminary analysis of a scientific debate or controversy based some data that you have collected. This data may take the form of interview transcripts and/or published contributions to, or commentary on, the debate. In your report you should:

· Provide an concise introduction to the debate or controversy;

· Outline how the arguments made by each of the key participants can be defended or criticised so as to allow for the interpretative flexibility of scientific data;
· Indicate how the arguments may relate to wider issues and, if some resolution has been reached, how these influenced the final outcome.

2. Critically examines the way in which logical positivist philosophy of science applies to your research field. Your answer should contrast the positivists' ideas with those of Thomas Kuhn and be illustrated with examples from your own research or area of interest.

3. How much science do you need to know in order to conduct fieldwork using the method of participant comprehension?

4. Discuss how science intersects with and is shaped by the state and/or social movements. Frame your answer by focusing on a particular area of science or technology (e.g. nuclear weapons, genomics, etc.). 

5. If it is impossible for everyone to be an expert in everything, what do members of the public need to know about in order to engage with science and technology? Discuss the benefits and limitations of public participation in decisions about science, illustrating your answer with examples (e.g. Citizen Juries, GM Nation debate, surveys of scientific literacy)
Course Outline

The course outline is set out overleaf. The following general texts will be useful throughout the module.

Bijker, ~Wiebe E., Hughes, ~Thomas P. and Pinch, ~Trevor J. (eds.) (1987) The social construction of technological systems : new directions in the sociology and history of technology, Cambridge, MA ; London : MIT Press.

Collins, H.M. (1992) Changing Order: Replication and Induction in Scientific Practice, 2nd Edition, Chicago; London: University of Chicago Press.

Irwin, A. and Wynne, B. (eds) (1996) Misunderstanding Science?: The Public Reconstruction of Science and Technology, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Jasanoff, S., Markle, G.E., Petersen, J,C. & Pinch, T. Eds. (1995) Handbook of Science and Technology Studies, London, Sage.

Kuhn, ~Thomas S. (1996) The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, 3rd ed. Chicago; London: University of Chicago Press

Latour, ~Bruno (1987) Science in action : how to follow scientists and engineers through society, Milton Keynes : Open University Press.

Sismondo, ~Sergio (2004) An Introduction to Science and Technology Studies. Malden, MA: Blackwell.
Winch, P. (1958/1988). The Idea of a Social Science and its Relationship to Philosophy. London and New York: Routledge.

COURSE OUTLINE

Seminars will take place on the following dates:

	Date
	Seminar Title
	Led By

	
	
	

	1. 
	Introduction
	RE

	2. 
	Traditional Approaches to Science
	HMC

	3. 
	Sociological Ideas Science
	HMC

	4. 
	Participant Comprehension
	HMC

	5. 
	Latour and Actor-Network Theory
	RE

	6. 
	Epistemological Chicken
	HMC

	7. 
	Sociology of Technology
	RE

	8. 
	Science, Technology, and Power
	RE

	9. 
	Science, Technology, and Social Movements
	RE

	10. 
	Expertise and Participation
	RE/HMC

	11. 
	Presentations
	Students

	12. 
	Presentations
	Students


Week One: Introduction to Module

	Key Questions

Introductions 

Overview of module and content.

Distribution of course material and handouts

Clarification of assessment tasks etc.




	Recommended Reading

Weekly reading is given in the remainder of this handout.

General books worth considering are listed above.




	Further Reading




Week Two: Traditional Ideas of Science

	Key Questions

Why we should believe anything that anyone tells us? One very clear and clean attempt to make sense of the question was logical positivism. This is usually associated with the Vienna Circle, who referred to logical positivism as the scientific conception of the world, and defined it as follows:

First, it is empiricist and positivist: there is knowledge only from experience, which rests on what is immediately given. This sets the limit for the legitimate content of science. Second, the scientific world-conception is marked by application of a certain method, namely logical analysis. The aim of scientific effort is to reach the goal, unified science, by applying logical analysis to the empirical material. (Neurath, Hahn and Carnap 1929:11, quoted in Halfpenny 1982:47. Italics in orig.)

Logical positivism thus allows knowledge to be justified in only two ways: true by definition or empirically verifiable.

Discussion Points

· What are the reasons why logical positivism eventually failed or turned into logical atomism?

· How do the epistemological problems like the problem of induction relate to logical positivism?

· Sir Karl Popper thought he had solved the problem of induction by identifying an asymmetry between corroboration and falsification. In fact, this asymmetry does not hold – Lakatos’s arguments or the Duhem-Quine thesis are central – but how do they relate to logical positivism?

· What do ideas like logical positivism, and the view of science they imply, suggest about the potential role of science in democratic society?

Learning Outcomes

1. Students should be able to provide a list of grounds for why logical positivism eventually failed or turned into logical atomism.

2. Students should be able to show how Lakatos’s arguments or the Duhem-Quine thesis undermine Popper’s asymmetry between falsification and corroboration.

3. Students should be able to relate the positivist approach to science to the treatment of science in sociological writings such as those of Robert Merton




	Recommended Reading

Bricmont and Sokal (2001) ‘Science and the Sociology of Science’ in Labinger and Collins (ed) The One Culture? (chpt 2)
Merton, R.K. (1973) 'The Normative Structure of Science' in N.W. Storer (ed) The Sociology of Science. Chicago. University of Chicago Press, 267-278

Mulkay, M. (1979) Science and the Sociology of Knowledge, London: Allen and Unwin. (chpt 2)


	Further Reading

Collins (1992) Changing Order, (chpt 1)

Hess (1997) Science Studies: An Advanced Introduction (chpt 2)

Robert K. Merton ([1945] 1973) 'Paradigm for the Sociology of Knowledge' in idem, The Sociology of Science, 7-40. 

Merton, Robert K. ([1938 1973) 'Science and the Social Order' in idem, The Sociology of Science, 254-266.

Winch (1953) The Idea of a Social Science (chpt 1)




Week Three: Sociological Ideas of Science

	Key Questions

The key reading for the second session is Peter Winch’s The Idea of a Social Science. This book, and the Wittgensteinian ideas that it discusses, has been central in the British approach to the sociology and history of scientific knowledge (SSK). The crucial idea is the inseparability of concepts and actions, so that exploring a concept can only be done by watching how people act, just as exploring action requires one to understand the concepts that inform actions. Winch believes that sociology is misbegotten epistemology but this is because he concentrates on the second of the two relationships; he can, however, be ‘stood on his head’ and this would make epistemology misbegotten sociology - very much the attitude of SSK.

Discussion Points

· What are the main ideas in Winch/Wittgenstein? What of examples can be given to illustrate them?

· What is the philosophical point raised by the ‘awkward student’ game (Collins, 1992)? What does this tell us about the social nature of rules?

· Winch’s book was published in 1958, four years before Kuhn’s Structure of Scientific Revolutions (published 1962). What is the relationship between these two books and, in particular, how does Winch inform a particular reading of Kuhn?

Learning Outcomes

1. Students should be able to explain the main ideas in Winch/Wittgenstein and offer examples to show they understand them. They should understand the point of the ‘awkward student’ game (Collins, 1992) and what this means in respect of the argument about the social nature of rules.

2. Students should also understand the relationship between Winch’s book (published 1958) and Kuhn’s Structure of Scientific Revolutions (published 1962) and how the later may be read in terms of the former.




	Recommended Reading

Winch, Peter (1958) The Idea of a Social Science and its Relation to Philosophy. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.
Bloor, D. (1976). Knowledge and Social Imagery. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.

Kuhn, T. (1970/1996) The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (2nd edition/3rd edition) Chicago; London: University of Chicago Press.


	Further Reading

Barnes, Barry (1982) T. S. Kuhn and Social Science. London: MacMillan.

Barry Barnes and David Bloor (1982) 'Relativism, Rationalism and the Sociology of Knowledge'  in M. Hollis and S. Lukes (eds) Rationality and Relativism. Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 21-47.

Collins, H.M. (1985/1992) Changing Order: Replication and Induction in Scientific Practice London: Sage [2nd ed: Chicago; London: University of Chicago Press].
Lynch, Michael (1993) Scientific Practice and Ordinary Action: Ethnomethodology and Social Studies of Science. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Wilson, ~Bryan R. (ed.) (1970) Rationality, Oxford: Blackwell.



Week Four: Participant Comprehension

	Key Questions

If an understanding of actions requires an understanding of concepts, how is SSK to be done without a level of understanding of the science in question equivalent to that required to make a research contribution? This session will explore the methodology of SSK - in particular the notion of participant comprehension - and the way the approach can be justified to a sceptical audience. 

Discussion Points

· How does participant comprehension differ from participant observation?

· How does participant comprehension relate to anthropological or ethnographic approaches that construct the researcher as a ‘professional stranger’?

· How can the validity of knowledge-claims based on the methodology of participant comprehension be established?

· Will the reader of a participant comprehension study have a recipe for interaction after they have read the published research? If not, what do they know that they did not know before?

Learning Outcomes

· Students should be able to explain how participatory methods relate to the philosophical ideas discussed in the previous session.
· They should be able to defend their chosen method against potential attacks from scientists and ‘science warriors.’
· They should be able to understand the level of science they need to know to research that science and discuss their conclusions constructively.
· They should know how to attain this level, know how to recognise if they are succeeding or failing, and know how to conduct an interview at the appropriate level.



	Recommended Reading

Collins, H.M. (1984) ‘Researching Spoonbending: Concepts and Practice of Participatory Fieldwork’ in Bell, Colin and Roberts, Helen (ed.) (1984) Social researching: politics, problems, practice, London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Collins, H.M. and Evans, R.J. (2002) ‘The Third Wave of Science Studies: Studies of Expertise and Experience’, Social Studies of Sciences, Vol. 32, No. 2, (April), pp. 235-296.



	Further Reading

Any standard textbook on qualitative methods (e.g. Bryman (2001) Social Research Methods; Gilbert (ed) (1993/2001) Researching Social Life)

Bricmont, J. and Sokal, A. (2001) ‘Remarks on Methodological Relativism and “Antiscience”’ in Labinger, J. and Collins, H. M. (eds.) The One Culture? A Conversation About Science. Chicago: Chicago University Press.

Collins, H. M. (2001) ‘One More Round With Relativism’ in Labinger, J. and Collins, H. M. (eds.) The One Culture? A Conversation About Science. Chicago: Chicago University Press.




Week Five: Latour and Actor Network Theory

	Key Questions

Actor Network Theory has been extraordinarily influential in the sociology of science and is also a frequent target of ‘science warriors’. Actor Network theory effectively tries to develop and new language for describing science and technology. In doing so, it also makes strong philosophical and methodological claims about what researchers should take for granted. Perhaps most controversial of all, is the Actor-Network claim that the appropriate methodological stance for the conduct of science and technology studies is to assume that the distinction between nature and society is something that emerges out of scientific activity. As a result, supporters of ANT argue that the idea of a ‘social’ cause (or indeed a natural cause) cannot be used by sociologists to explain science. 

Discussion Points

· What aspect of scientific practice does the term ‘Actor-Network’ seek to draw attention to?

· What is meant by key ANT terms such as blackboxing, immutable mobiles, centres of calculation, translation, enrollment, interessement device?

· Does it make sense to distinguish between macro- and micro- levels in the application of Actor-Network theories to scientific controversies?

· What does describing scientific and technological innovation in these terms add to our understanding of the relationship between science, technology and society?

Learning Outcomes

· Students should be familiar with the main ideas that underpin Actor-Network Theory and be able to outline the characteristic features of the approach.

· Students should be aware of key criticisms made of Actor-Network Theory and to critically assess its contribution to the sociology of science.




	Recommended Reading

Callon, M. (1986) ‘Some Elements of a Sociology of Translation: Domestication of the Scallops and the Fishermen of St. Brieuc Bay’ in John Law (ed.) Power, action and belief : a new sociology of knowledge? London : Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Latour, B. (1983) ‘Give Me a Laboratory and I will Raise the World’ in Mulkay, M. and Knorr-Cetina, K. (eds) Science Observed: Perspectives on the Social Study of Science. London: Sage.




	Further Reading

Law, John (1992) ‘Notes on the Theory of the Actor-Network: Ordering Strategy and Heterogeneity’ Systems Practice, Vol 5, No. 4, pp. 379-393.

Law, ~John and Hassard, ~John (eds) (1999) Actor network theory and after, Oxford : Blackwell.

Latour, ~Bruno (1993) We Have Never Been Modern, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Latour, ~Bruno (2004) The Politics of Nature, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.



Week Six: Epistemological Chicken

	Key Questions

As noted previous, Actor-Network Theory (ANT) has had a major impact on the sociology of science. This is not to say that it has been uncontroversial, however. Indeed, many of the claims made by ANT have been highly contentious and approach has been criticised from a number of perspectives. In this session we will focus on the methodological implications of philosophical radicalism that characterises ANT and ask what it implies about both the possibility and purpose of sociological inquiry into science and technology. In particular, is political irrelevance the consequence of taking science studies to the philosophical limits?

Discussion Points

· How does Latour and Callon’s notion of ‘generalised symmetry’ differ from the tenet of symmetry proposed by Bloor?

· What does Collins mean by the concepts of ‘social realism’ and alternation?

· Does accepting the idea of ‘social realism’, and its associated claims of political effectiveness, conflict with other sociological concerns, such as methodological relativism and symmetry?

Learning Outcomes

· Students should be able to outline the key philosophical positions that underpin ANT and how they differ from other perspectives, especially the social realism proposed by Collins.

· Students should be able to evaluate the effectiveness of (meta)alternation as a strategy from resolving indecision that can result from methodological or philosophical relativism.

· Students should be able to express and defend their own position with respect to the aims of their own research.




	Recommended Reading

Collins, H. M. and Yearley, S. (1992a) ‘Epistemological Chicken’ in Pickering, A. (ed.) Science as Practice and Culture. Chicago : University of Chicago Press. pp. 301 – 326.

Collins, H. M. and Yearley, S. (1992b) ‘Journey into Space’ in Pickering, A. (ed.) Science as Practice and Culture. Chicago : University of Chicago Press. pp. 369 – 389.

Latour, B and Callon, M. (1992) ‘Don’t Throw the Baby Out With the Bath School’ in Pickering, A. (ed.) Science as Practice and Culture. Chicago : University of Chicago Press. pp. 343 – 368.




	Further Reading

Bloor, David (1999) 'Anti-Latour,' Studies in History and Philosophy of Science 30: 81-112

Latour, Bruno (1999) 'For David Bloor and Beyond… A Reply to David Bloor's "Anti-Latour"' Studies in History and Philosophy of Science 30 (1) (1999), 113-129, followed by Bloor's 'Reply to Bruno Latour', 113-36.

See also anything about the Science Wars, e.g. Gross and Levitt (1994) Higher Superstition; Gross, Levitt and Lewis (eds) (1996) Flight From Science and Reason; 

The ‘Sokal Hoax’ original paper and commentaries:

http://www.physics.nyu.edu/faculty/sokal/
http://www.keele.ac.uk/depts/stt/stt/sokal.htm




Week Seven: The Sociology of Technology

	Key Questions

Scientific knowledge is not just abstract knowledge. It is also the basis of much technological innovation, so how do the ideas developed in the previous lecture apply to technological innovation? Is it a qualitatively different sort of thing to scientific research – as many would argue – or are they basically the same? In this session, we will discuss how the theories used to understand science can be developed so that they also account for technological change too. In addition, we will discuss the ways in which the 'social shaping' of technology leads to questions of the 'politics of technology'. We will think about the ways in which technical designs embody particular forms of politics, and the implications of this for thinking about democracy in a technological society. Is a democratic technology possible? How can decisions about technical design be democratized? Further, we will ask what questions of ethics arise from technology and in questions of technical design.

Discussion Points

· What is the ‘impact model’ of technological innovation and how do sociological theories respond to it?

· Why do sociologists talk of socio-technologies rather than society and technology?

· What are 'technological systems'? What are the implications of thinking about technologies as forming systems, rather than thinking about them as discrete artifacts?

· What role is there for users (and non-users) in the design and assessment of technology?

· In what ways are particular social and political interests embodied in technologies and technical designs? Give examples.

· How can technology be democratized? 

· If there is no difference between science and technology, can lay citizens make the same contributions to the evaluation of scientific knowledge?

· If technologies are in fact political, why are they so often taken to be value-neutral? 

· Is a democratic technology necessarily an ethical technology?

Learning Outcomes

· Students should be familiar with the main ideas that characterise the main approaches to the sociology of technology and to outline their differences.

· Students should be able to explain how and why users can engage constructively with processes of technological design, although technological artefacts can ‘reconfigure their users, they can also be ‘socially shaped’.

· Students should be able to discuss the rationale for participatory design processes such as constructive technology assessment, consensus conferences and citizen juries.

· Students should be able to discern and analyze political and ethical issues which arise in relation to technology, the built environment, and technical design. 




	Recommended Reading

Langdon Winner, 'Do Artifacts have Politics?' Daedalus 109 (1980): 121-136, reprinted in Donald MacKenzie and Judy Wajcman, The Social Shaping of Technology [2nd ed] Buckingham: Open University Press, 28-40.
Bijker, ~Wiebe, Hughes, ~Thomas and Pinch ~Trevor (eds) (1987) The social construction of technological systems: new directions in the sociology and history of technology. Cambridge MA: MIT Press. Esp. chapter by Pinch and Bijker (pp. 17-50).

Feenberg, Andrew, Questioning Technology. London: Routledge, 1999, Part II: 'Democratic Rationalization' (pp. 75-147), especially chapter 6: 'Democratizing Technology, pp. 131-147.

Doppelt, Gerald (2001) 'What Sort of Ethics Does Technology Require?' Journal of Ethics 5: 155-175.




	Further Reading

Bijker, ~Wiebe E. (1995) Of Bicycles, Bakelites, and Bulbs: Toward a Theory of Sociotechnical Change, Cambridge, Mass.; London: MIT Press.

Feenberg, Andrew (1995) Alternative Modernity: the Technical Turn in Philosophy and Social Theory (Berkeley: University of California Press).

MacKenzie, ~Donald and Wajcman, Judy (1999) The social shaping of technology [2nd ed] Buckingham: Open University Press.

Law, ~John (ed) (1991) A Sociology of monsters : essays on power, technology and domination, London : Routledge. 

Nowotny, ~Helga, Scott, ~Peter and Gibbons, ~Michael (2001) Re-Thinking Science: Knowledge and the Public in an Age of Uncertainty. Cambridge: Polity.

Wynne, ~Brian (1992) ‘Risk and Social Learning: Reification to Engagement’ in Krimsky, ~Sheldon and Golding, ~Dominic (eds) Social Theories of Risk, Westport CT: Praeger Publishers. pp. 275-297.



Week Eight: Science, Technology, and Power

	Key Questions

This week's seminar examines the relationship between science, technology, and the modern state. There is increasing interest in STS in the way in which science is used to legitimize government policy, the ways in which different forms of political authority promote different forms of scientific expertise, and in the ways in which the state power is manifested in and through technology. In particular, we will pay attention to Habermas' classic study of 'Science and Technology as "Ideology", which raises the question of the uses of science in political legitmation. Historian Theodore Porter has analyzed the ways in which quantitative objectivity is associated with modern bureaucracy and administration, and Ian Welsh examines the role of nuclear power in the re-making of the post-war British state. 

Discussion Points

· In what ways are science and technology associated with what Habermas calls 'instrumental rationality'? 

· How is the legitimacy of government and the economy today tied to understandings of science and technology? 

· Why are science and technology such useful political resources?

· How are science and technology used in the 'depoliticizing' of issues and action?

· In what ways is 'trust in numbers' associated with political democracy? 

· If we trust in numbers, do we also trust experts?

· Discuss the role of technological utopianism in the 'nuclear moment'. 

· How were science and technology operating as 'ideology' in the nuclear moment?

· What is 'technocratic consciousness' and how was it operating in the nuclear field?

· In what way did the 'nuclear moment' represent 'peak modernity'?

Learning Outcomes
· Demonstrate understanding of the relationship between issues in STS and issues in political theory. 

· Ability to critically analyze the political uses of science and technology. 



	Recommended Reading

Jurgen Habermas, 'Technology and Science as "Ideology"' in idem, Toward a Rational Society: Student Protest, Science, and Politics (Boston: Beacon Press, 1971), 81-122.

Theodore M. Porter (1995) Trust in Numbers: The Pursuit of Objectivity in Science and Public Life (Princteon, NJ: Princeton University Press), esp. Introduction, Chapter 1, and Chapter 9. But also try to read chapters 6 and 7.

Ian Welsh, Mobilising Modernity: The Nuclear Moment (London: Routledge, 2000), pp. 17-23, and Chapter 2: 'The Nuclear Moment'.




	Further Reading

Allen, Michael Thad and Gabrielle Hecht, Technologies of Power (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2001).
Hilgartner, ~ Stephen (2000) Science on Stage: Expert Advice as Public Drama, Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Jasanoff, ~Sheila (1990) The Fifth Branch: Science Advisors as Policymakers, London ; Cambridge, MA : Harvard University Press, 1990.

Irwin, A. and Wynne, B. (eds) (1996) Misunderstanding Science?: The Public Reconstruction of Science and Technology, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Kitcher, ~Philip (2001) Science, Truth and Democracy, New York: Oxford University Press.

Nelkin , ~Dorothy (ed.) (1992) Controversy: politics of technical decisions [3rd ed], Newbury Park, CA; London: Sage.

Shapin, Steven and Simon Schaffer (1985) Leviathan and the Air Pump: Hobbes, Boyle, and the Experimental Life (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press).



Week Nine: Science, Technology, and Social Movements

	Key Questions

We have examined issues of expert authority and questions of the possibility of democratizing technology. Particularly since the beginning of the late 1960s, new social movements, such as anti-nuclear activists, environmental activists, disability activists, patients' advocacy groups etc., have mounted important challenges to expert authority, expanding scientific controversy outside narrow professional domains. In this seminar, we will consider what sorts of social movements engage with science and technology, how they do so, what types of interventions these movements have made, and what is their significance? Does social movement activism merely represent NIMBYism or 'special interests' or does it represent the way to a genuine democratization of science and technology? How have social movements challenged the claims to neutrality of scientific experts and technologists? Steven Yearley has argued that science itself can be regarded as a social movement, and this analysis has been developed by Welsh: in what ways, then, do these controversies represent symmetrical contest among movements? In what ways are they asymmetrical?

Discussion Points

· What are the varieties of social movements which engage with science and technology issues? 

· What is 'lay expertise'? Is this a contradiction in terms? What kinds of expertise do social movements bring to scientific and technological controversies? 

· In what ways are social movements able to challenge the ways in which issues are scientifically 'framed'? How, in doing so, do they reveal the politics of science and technology? 

· Is it possible to separate out the 'cognitive' and the 'political' aspects of these controversies in which social movements engage?

· What are the implications of studies of social movement expertise for conceptualizing the 'public understanding of science'?

· How does the analysis of social movements bear on the issues addressed in previous weeks, for example Habermas' notions of 'instrumental rationality' and 'technocratic consciousness'?

Learning Outcomes

· Students should recognise the heterogeneity of social movements and be able to describe the dynamics of social protest.

· Students should be able to evaluate the potential for social movements to contribute to decision-making processes on different grounds.




	Recommended Reading

Eden, ~Sally (1996) ‘Public Participation in Environmental Policy’: Considering Scientific, Counter-Scientific and Non-Scientific Contributions’, Public Understanding of Science, Vol. 5, No. 3 (July 1996), pp. 183-204.
Epstein, ~Steven (1995) ‘The Construction of Lay Expertise: AIDS Activism and the Forging of Credibility in the Reform of Clinical Trials’, Science Technology and Human Values, Vol. 20, No. 4 (Autumn 1995), pp. 408-437.
Guston, ~David H. (1999) 'Evaluating the First U.S. Consensus Conference: The Impact of the Citizens' Panel on Telecommunications and the Future of Democracy', Science Technology and Human Values, Vol. 24, No. 4, pp. 451-482.
Welsh, Ian and Chesters, Graeme (2001) Re-Framing Social Movements. Margins, Meanings and Governance. Cardiff University School of Social Sciences Working Paper No. 19.



	Further Reading

Arksey, Hilary (1994)  'Expert and Lay Participation in the Construction of Expert Knowledge', Sociology of Health and Illness 16 (4): 448-468.

Collins, H.M. (1988) ‘Public Experiments and Displays of Virtuosity: The Core-Set Revisited’, Social Studies of Science, Vol. 18, pp. 725-48.

Epstein, Steven (1996) Impure Science: AIDS Activism and the Politics of Knowledge. Berkeley: University of California Press.

Feenberg, Andrew (1999) Questioning Technology. London: Routledge, Chapter 2: 'Technocracy and Rebellion: The May Events of 1968'. 

Fischer, Frank (2000) Citizens, Experts and the Environment: The Politics of Local Knowledge. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Gusterson, Hugh (1996) Nuclear Rites: a Weapons Laboratory at the End of the Cold War (Berkeley: University of California Press).

Irwin, ~Alan (1995) Citizen Science: A Study of People, Expertise and Sustainable Development, London and New York: Routledge.

Irwin, A. and Wynne, B. (eds) (1996) Misunderstanding Science?: The Public Reconstruction of Science and Technology, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Wynne, Brian (1996) 'May the Sheep Safely Graze? A Reflexive View of the Expert-Lay Knowledge Divide' in Risk, Environment and Modernity: Towards a New Ecology, eds, Lash, Scott, Szerszynski, Bronislaw, & Wynne. London: Sage, pp 44-83.

Yearley, Steven (1988) Science, Technology and Social Change (London: Unwin Hyman).




Week Ten: Expertise and Participation

	Key Questions

The aim of this final session is to both review the material covered so far and to explore new developments in the field of STS, particularly as they relate to the understanding of expertise. The focus of the discussion will be the extent to which the methodological commitments to relativism, symmetry and neutrality are consistent with using STS derived insights to inform policy making and make interventions in the world. 

Discussion Points
· Is it possible to talk about different types and levels of expertise without contradicting key ideas within STS? 

· Does STS and/or Collins and Evans imply a focus on formal knowledge at the expense of other types of knowing?

· How, if at all, can commitments to relativism be rendered consistent with using social research to inform/change the way(s) in which science and society interact?
· If you were the Minister for Public Engagement with Science and Technology, what would you do and why?

Learning Outcomes
· Students should be able to outline and critique the key positions in the debate about the political commitments of STS research

· Students should be able to discuss and debate the policy implications and prescriptions promoted within STS

· Students should be able to state and defend their own on the nature of expertise and the way or ways in can be harnessed within policy or decision-making processes.




	Recommended Reading

Collins, H.M. and Evans, R.J. (2002) ‘The Third Wave of Science Studies: Studies of Expertise and Experience’, Social Studies of Sciences, Vol. 32, No. 2, (April), pp. 235-296.

Collins, H.M. and Evans, Robert (2003) ‘King Canute Meets the Beach Boys: Responses to the Third Wave’, Social Studies of Science, Vol. 33, No. 3 (June), pp. 435-52.

Jasanoff, Sheila (2003) ‘Breaking the Waves in Science Studies’, Social Studies of Science, Vol. 33, No. 3 (June), pp. 389-400.

Rip, Arie (2003) ‘Constructing Expertise’, Social Studies of Science, Vol. 33, No. 3 (June), pp. 419-34.

Wynne, Brian (2003) ‘Seasick on the Third Wave? Subverting the Hegemony of Propositionalism’. , Social Studies of Science, Vol. 33, No. 3 (June), pp. 401-18.




	Further Reading

Special Issue of Science Technology and Human Values on Demarcation Socialised
Collins and Evans  Periodic Table of Expertise http://www.cf.ac.uk/socsi/expertise/
Evans, Robert (2004) ‘Talking about Money: Public Participation and Expert Knowledge in the Euro Referendum, British Journal of Sociology, Vol. 55, No. 1, pp. 35-53.

Irwin, A. and Michael, M. (2003). Science, Social Theory and Public Knowledge. Maidenhead, Berks.:Open University Press/McGraw-Hill

Prior, Lindsay (2003) ‘Belief, knowledge and expertise: the emergence of the lay expert in medical sociology’, Sociology of Health and Illness, Vol, 25, No. 3, pp. 41-57

Sturgis, Patrick and Allum, Nick (2004) ‘Science in Society: Re-Evaluating the Deficit Model of Public Attitudes’, Public Understanding of Science, Vol. 13, pp. 55-74.
Woodhouse, Edward, Hess, David, Breyman, Steve and Martin, Brian (2002) ‘Science Studies and Activism: Possibilities and Problems for Reconstructivist Agendas’, Social Studies of Science, Vol. 32, pp. 297-319.




Weeks Eleven and Twelve: Student Presentations

	Key Questions

Students to present papers applying material covered in the module to their own areas of study.




	Recommended Reading

Mandel, ~Steve (2000) Effective presentation skills: a practical guide for better speaking, [3rd ed.], Menlo Park, CA: Crisp Publications.

Stott, ~Rebecca, Young, ~Tory and Bryan, ~Cordelia (eds.) (2001) Speaking your mind: oral presentation and seminar skills, Harlow; New York: Longman. 




	Further Reading

Becker, ~Howard S. (1986) Writing for social scientists: how to start and finish your thesis, book, or article, Chicago; London: University of Chicago Press.

Strunk, ~William and White, E.B. (1979) The elements of style [3rd ed.], Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 
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