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Read the attached extract and think about how you might answer the following questions as you do.
Identify what the following expressions mean 

· structure 

· agency

· social system

· free human agents

What do you think

· influences you

Now consider what influences

· your family

· your colleagues in the seminar group

· public servants

· List as many norms of conduct as you can.

· List how you would describe yourself

· How do the norms differ for different social groups ‑ consider the differences between 

· young and old; 

· women and men; 

· poor and rich

· black and white

· east and west

Men make their own history, but they do not make it as they please; they do not make in under circumstances of their own choosing, but under circumstances existing already, given and transmitted from the past (Marx in Korczynski, Hodson and Edwards 2006)
Introduction

This paper is not a full blown academic piece of work.  It will introduce something academic and follow some conventions about referencing.  

	Stressing the powerful impact of social influences on individuals does not commit us to a simple deterministic position: that is, we do not need to see these social influences as being independent of humans and affecting individuals and their identities in a regular and predictable way.  This would be very simplistic.  Social forces do, however, form distinct frameworks and structures that shape individuals and their identities and socially regulate their behaviour, and they are clearly not manipulable at will.  Many of the things we experience as individuals are beyond our control and are the products of society as a whole, its historical development and its current patterns of organisation

 (Bilton et al 2002: 15)


This paper will provide an overview of how social norms and values form the rules for our society.  Some of these rules are formal (laws) and some are informal (understandings between individuals or groups of people).  However, because a rule is informal this does not mean that it can be ignored.  Some of the most important rules that we live our lives by are informal.  Take for example “loyalty” or “friendship.”  These terms have no formal power but we will each have a definition in our mind what it means to be “loyal” or what people have to do to be our friends.  In our day to day lives informal rules like these can assume more importance that the formal laws.  Why is this?  Well first the formal laws are easy to identify and to obey or challenge.  Mostly we will obey the law.  It is not that simple with informal rules.  Every time we operate in the social world then our behaviour is judged by others and by ourselves according to informal rules.  Not to say we always have to obey these rules.  Often we will change or negotiate informal norms, values and rules with the group that we are with.  It is this negotiation or choice that makes us human.  However quickly we may do it – however natural it may seem our behaviour consists of a series of choices.   
The norms, values and rules in our society can be seen as boundaries for how we live.  How do we learn about these?  Whilst we make our own decision about acting according to the norms of society as individuals, but we do not decide what is normal.  We learn from the people around us what they believe is normal (and what is abnormal/deviant) and then make our own decision if we are going to behave in that way.  Failure to accept a norm will probably mean we are excluding ourselves from that group because we choose not to act like them.    Put in academic terms this means norms, values and rules provide the “social structures” or frameworks of our society.  It cannot be overemphasised just how important it is to recognise that these framework of norms values and rules are a structural restraint on the individual (us); they tell us what behaviour our society sees as right and wrong.  Ond once we can recognise that social behaviour involves a constant choice about following norms, values and rules then the better we are able to control ourselves and understand other people.  Mostly we will follow the rules, sometimes we will bend them and at other times we will challenge and disobey them.  
Having set the basis of the argument we will now open it up a bit.  First I shall identify some structural constraints through examples taken from daily living.  Second I shall provide some examples related to working in public services that illustrate the discussion. 

We make choices but not always in situations within our control

There is a Marxist concept that we all make decisions for ourselves but these decisions are not always made in circumstances that are under our control (Marx 2001).  A simple example of this is found in the decisions people make about eating.  In the West we mostly we eat three times a day; breakfast, lunch and dinner.  Whilst there is the possibility that people may want to eat at other times, we are often restricted by traditional meal breaks.  Families often organise around the idea of breakfast, lunch and dinner.  A similar structure can often be found at work when managers lay down meal and refreshment breaks.  Therefore we can choose when to eat, but often the structures around us will dictate when (and what) we eat.  This can be particularly true in public services where meal breaks are structured to facilitate operational arrangements.
Despite the possibility that you can actually eat around the clock, Western society still focuses on eating around structured meal breaks.  In this way the process of eating is formalised.  Less wealthy societies will not organise around three meals a day.  In these societies, the decision when to eat may be determined by the availability of food.  Therefore, both in the West and in other regions, eating is something that has a social construction.  Both in the UK and in less prosperous countries the decision to actually eat is one we make, but eating can only take place when the structural constraints around us allow this.  For some this involves rules about eating for others it is because there is no food available. 

Another area where structural constraints operate to influence eating habits can be recognised from Jamie Oliver’s 2006 interest in school meals.  Nationally it is estimated that one in five children are obese - largely due to a combination of eating too much junk food and a lack of exercise.  Currently government are persuaded by Jamie Oliver to improve school dinners.  Government are therefore laying down new rules about school dinners – these rules are intended to change eating habits.  It is possible to suggest that whilst children can eat what they choose to buy, government are trying to effect how they make that choice.  By changing the menu, government hope to change the decisions that children will make about the food they eat.       

Perhaps one other consideration that needs to be raised about eating involves diet.  We know why it is that a person in Africa dies of starvation - they have no food.  But what sort of social restraints are operating in the UK when people starve themselves deliberately to be fashionable?  There is nothing natural about not eating when you can – this is a choice but what norms, values and rules influence this choice?              

This early debate about individual choice (agency) and the limitations (structure) society imposes is provided to encourage you to think about how your day to day life involves a number of decisions.  Furthermore it is hoped that you will recognise that these decisions are the result of conscious, not natural acts.  To make this clearer we will soon discuss another example of how social structures influence our actions. This example is about early childhood and schooling.  If you look back at your formative years and consider the arguments that have already been put, then you may recognise that school is not simply about providing an education – it is also a preparation for your working life.  
By using the example of school as a social restraint is intended to introduce you to how education is one way that government organises the way individuals think.  Education is not something that is just there.  It expands the mind in a certain direction.  There is little choice about attendance or about syllabus.  Therefore whilst children still retain the ability to decide how hard they will work at school (although this can be influenced by parents), they have considerably less influence over what they learn.  And what we learn at school provides an important framework for how we will act throughout our life.  

Actors

When social scientists study people’s behaviour they will often call people “actors.”  They use the term “actors” because one way of understanding society is watch people - to observe people’s actions as if they are performing on the stage.  It is also possible to see life as following a script – a script written by the social environment around us.  Take your day, however much of an individual you believe you are , how much can you predict about your behaviour – the time you get up, washing, dressing, eating and then going to work.  Each once of these actions is probably very predictable.  The same too can be said for your life away from work.  The television programmes that you watch or the time you spend in the student union bar or other hostelries.  Largely we act out our lives by reference to the way the script has already been written, but on occasions we can and do change our performance.     

One of the most important theorists to use the concept of actors was Goffman (Goffman 1959; Lemert 1997).  Goffman often explained his understanding of how social life worked by comparing the actor on the stage with the ‘actor’ in real life.  Both ‘actors’ are hoping their performance will convince their audience.  The audience for their part work hard to make sense out of the performance.  Think about this next time you are discussing something with your friends.  You work hard to make sense out of what they say and they work hard to understand you.      

The comparison with the theatre and the use of the term “actors” makes a lot of sense.  Although we may not always recognise it, frequently in our lives our behaviour follows patterns that we have learnt, just like the lines in a play.  We make a convincing performance because we are using our ability to ensure our ‘act’ fits with the way society would like to see us – it is the same for actors on the stage. 

Structures that guide us

	“The emphasis on culture, rather than biological instinct, as the key to understanding human behaviour implies that learning plays an essential part in creating social beings.  In sociology, the term given to the process by which we learn the norms, values and roles approved by our society is 'socialization'.  The survival of children into adulthood and the future of culture itself depend on a society’s successful organization of this process.” (Marsh and Keating 2006: 23)


For most people, the first influence in their lives is the family.  It is in this environment that we are likely to first learn how to eat, walk, communicate and behave.    

When we go to school, we experience new influences on our behaviour.  Schooling is compulsory in the UK and the syllabus is largely prescribed.  Formal teaching improves our knowledge about a range of subjects, but first we must also learn the correct behaviour in the classroom.  We learn to stop talking when the teacher talks and we learn to sit at desks or on chairs in the classroom.  Yes, of course we have the ability to resist.  Nonetheless, at an early age we mostly decide to cooperate with the teacher.    

The process of learning does not stop in the classroom.  At school we also learn about behaviour in the playground – in particular we learn about the operation of groups.  It is in the playground that we learn about the operation of alternative structures to those set out by the teachers.  Because the playground we join already has a social structure when we join it we are likely to conform with how the older children behave.  We learn about the informal social hierarchies based on age and size, and we learn the penalties for not recognising them (Prendergast 1998).    

Schooling, family life, mixing with friends and joining groups or teams is a preparation for adult life and for work.  By the time we go to work, most of us we will unconsciously recognise the social rules that provide the norms and values operating in our society.  Few of us though will recognise directly how this happened or see the process in such a structured way – we will however know about what the sanctions are if we do not comply.  We will also recognise that different structures operate in different places.  For example we are likely to follow different norms and values at home to the ones that operate when we are out with our friends.  It is these micro-understandings that give order to our every day interactions with groups of people that we work and play with.  Apart from knowing how to operate at home and play we will also learn how these fit in with the way our society has also developed norms, values and rules.  The more we think about it the more we are able to recognise that society’s formal rules provide the umbrella for how most of us operate at home, work and play (Marsh 2006).  

The staged introduction to the norms and values which provide the social rules in our society or group is known as “socialisation.”  Society therefore provides us with a script on how we act out our lives.  It is from this script (socialisation) that we are able to consciously make judgements on how we will fit-in and accommodate our society.  This process never ends.  As our environments extend we mix with wider and wider groups of people and this adds to our experience.  Each stage of our socialisation provides some markers for living and we can look back on these markers when we join new social groups.  In this way our previous experience helps us to know how to behave and be accepted in the future.  The more we practise the more adept we become in adjusting to different situations.  Socialisation can provide the script but it is left up to us how to act.  Mostly we will (eventually) conform with the structures within our society
.  For those who do not choose to conform, particularly those who choose to break the law, our society provides a police service to first remind them and when necessary to force them to behave ‘properly.’      

The process of learning appropriate behaviour may seem very natural.  However when you think about your behaviour alongside the writing so far, it is possible to identify that socialisation extends far beyond this simple explanation about how we learn to operate successfully at home, at school, at work and at play.  For society to work successfully the process of learning appropriate behaviour (norms and values) is far more formalised than may be immediately obvious.  The way the family, school and work operate together can be seen as forms of control.  This control does not occur at random.  In the UK these and other structures of control have been developed and coordinated by our society over centuries to develop a complicated “social system” which provides the script for how we will organise our lives.  As we live in a democracy, Parliament sets the laws and as individuals we develop the norms and values that allow us to live within the law. 

The point that is being made here is that the structures that form our social system are not reified (provided by God).  Because we live in a democracy, our social system developed in the way it has (in part at least) due to the influence of people in our society.  How much we are able to influence this script writing depends largely on our health, wealth, education, gender, ethnicity and a number of other factors relating on our power to be heard.  So to return to the start of this essay, we can make decisions about our actions and in a democracy this is underwritten
.  Nonetheless, our socialisation into a society will provide a framework for living and most of us will follow that framework for the majority of our lives.      

Agency: the ability to choose

Most of us believe in our ability to make our own decisions; that we are in effect free agents.  “Agency” is the name that social scientists give to the ability of individual actors to make their own decisions (Bilton 1996).  In what appears to be a circular movement, it is agency that people use to influence and change the way our society operates.  However, we use our agency according to the structures that in turn guide/restrict our behaviour.  Think about it and then realise why society changes so slowly.     

Throughout their lives individuals can use their agency to resist and occasionally change the norms and values that society develops as rules for living – to challenge the structures that society has set to operate successfully.  Whilst it is possible to recognise this type of resistance as deviant, the alert public servant will be better at their job if they recognise that deviance is not always wilful nor necessarily wrong.  The effects of wealth, class, health, gender, ethnicity, nationality, sexuality and education are factors that can often influence an actor’s ability to make a ‘free’ choice.  And it is necessary to recognise that what is ‘right’ in our society at one time can be changed by the will of the people.  So whilst it was legitimate for a man to beat his wife in the earlier times, this is now viewed as an assault.    

The homeless

We often stereotype when we see people.  It is a necessary way of making judgements for initial contact with people we don’t know.  There is nothing wrong with this.  What is wrong is believing that the stereotype is a real judgement and not one that you provided to start a social encounter.  Take for example a homeless person.  The reason someone lives rough on the streets is unlikely to be that they are lazy.  It could be that they are a Gulf War veteran who finds it impossible to settle back into ‘normal’ life after what they experienced serving our country.  Ten years ago we may have been celebrating the homeless person in front of you as a war hero for serving the country.  As war veterans make up over 25% of the homeless, the misfit you see in front of you may actually be like that because of his or her experience fighting for our country (Higate 1997).  There are many such anomalies that need to be taken into account in recognising why people behave in certain ways.  

Structure/Agency

The writing so far has been about structure (the norms values and rules) and agency (our right to choose).  The relationship between structure and agency determines the way we operate in our society.  Never forget the relative power of agency (the ability of the individual to make decisions for themselves) and structure (the constraints in our society that ‘force’ the individual to behave in a certain way).  It is likely that this debate will go on and on because at different times and in different circumstances agency or structure can be more influential.    

Academic work

Referencing: an example from academia of a value system and norms that lead to rules.

Academic writing is valued because it is not just made-up or imagined.  Academic writing is evidence based – that is to say, writers use evidence to support their arguments.  Evidence can come from a variety of sources.  One source of evidence involves the author actually going out and collecting their data and reporting it honestly.  Research that involves surveys, interviews or observations is known as “primary research.”  Research that is library based, data from books, journals and reputable newspapers, is referred to as “secondary research.”  Academic writing therefore has a norm which is that it is supported by data.  The value is that academics are honest in the way they report their data.  

Students therefore are expected to adopt this academic value and it is a norm that they prove where they got their evidence.  This is done by “referencing.”  Referencing supporting your written argument by indicating where you got your argument from – the source of your primary or secondary data.  Without this type of actual evidence to support a piece of writing, it is not academic- it does not fit with the value system that academic’s lay down.  As a consequence, students who do not reference will not score high marks (Baigent 2007).  

Sometimes students do not reference because they are just making up their own evidence based on life’s experience.  Life experience (experiential knowledge) is an important factor in our writing but we need to concrete down this experience by the use of theory – otherwise it has less value.  Theory is obtained by reading books from accepted academics.  Then this theory is applied to our world knowledge and understanding to make our arguments.  What has just been described is based on Kolb’s learning circle and therefore it is necessary to reference this work (Kolb 1984).  It can be a huge learning curve to recognise why referencing and holding academic and everyday examples alongside each other is important, but those students who accept this norm are more likely to do better with their assignments.    
Cheating or plagiarism is another example An example of how this works can be found when people cut and past from the web, lift extracts from books or paraphrase another writer’s words.  There is nothing wrong with this.  It is the norm to evidence writing in this way.  However, it is important to identify the original author.  The main reason for this is so that writers can identify for other readers the source of their evidence.  Once you have given a reference, then any reader can go to that source to find out more about it and to identify how credible that evidence is.  For example, quoting from an established book in the university library means the writing is supported by sound evidence.  Quoting from a website can have less kudos and might even be seen as no evidence at all.  Through this value system and the norm of referencing academia provides credibility for its work.  Readers can judge how credible writing is, because they can go back to the original source for each piece of evidence.        

Public Service
Uniformed public services will now provide an example of how structural controls operate in our society.  In these examples, the way that public services are organised through a series of rules is depicted as a structure.  Individual public servants are the actors who make choices about compliance by the use of their free will (agency).  This early briefing document intends to set a debate that will continue throughout the course and will be supported by lectures and seminars.

In a small but important reflection of our society, public services operate within a series of structural controls.  Public servants are expected to dress uniformly, be honest, polite, willing to serve and efficient.  The public also have an expectation that public servants will be honest, act with integrity and deliver their service impartially to everyone in their society.  For example it can be a norm to wear a uniform, a value to wear the uniform with pride and a rule that the uniform must be kept in good order.

Public services are also one of the structures in our society that make it operate successfully.  The police uphold the law, the prison service keeps criminals incarcerated, the fire service react in a physical way to emergencies, the ambulance service provides medical help, revenue and customs collect taxes, and the military ensure our borders are safe and act to impose our will abroad.  At times public servants, particularly the police service have to reinforce society’s rules.  Sometimes they will also have to operate in an environment when the structures that society lays down for successful operation are under challenge.  When this occurs, having some understanding of how our social system works will help.  

Joining a public service

Work is one area where there is an ability to make a choice.  However, choice can be limited by the skills an actor has and the ability to get these skills can in turn be limited by access to education.  Take the case of public services; joining a uniformed service can be very competitive.  Therefore, someone who wants to serve in a uniform should find out about the skills they need.  It then seems only a matter of choice if they want to develop these skills to improve their qualifications when they apply.  But it is not that simple.  The opportunity to access these skills can be influenced by the wealth, class, health, gender, ethnicity, nationality, sexuality and education of the potential applicant.  Indeed the opportunity to take a public service degree should provide access to public service.  Notwithstanding this possibility, the ability to take this degree can be influenced by any one of the factors mentioned earlier; some people will not have the financial resources to attend university and others may be restricted by their cultural background or gender.  Choice is not just a matter of wanting; it is also a matter of working within the restrictions (structures)!  

Structural control in public services and agency  

In the UK, Parliament largely organises/reflects the way that public services are delivered.  In practical terms this authority is exercised by the Government of the day who appoint a minister to be responsible.  For example the Home Secretary is responsible for the police.  The Home Secretary then lays down the framework for how the police will operate, but will not take the responsibility for the day-to-day running of the police service.  
Using the police as an example Parliament provide the structure for our police service to defend the Queens Peace – largely this means ensuring Parliament’s will is implemented – the police bring to justice those who break our laws.  However on a more local level policing occurs as a result of the agreement between the Chief Constable and the local Police Authority.  Whilst this has much to do with setting budgets, this agreement also has to do with the core values for policing in their particular region, county or area.  Once this agreement is reached it is then the Chief Constables role to see that their officers provide policing according to the political mandate of government and the local authority.   

A similar situation operates for the fire and rescue service where the minister sets out the framework for how they will operate (ODPM 2006).  However, at a local level a similar arrangement operates to that of the police.  Local politicians and the Chief Officer agree how the service will operate according to the government framework and then the Chief Officer is responsible for implementing that agreement.  To ensure all public services operate efficiently and in accordance with government’s wishes the Audit Commission carries out inspections.  If you visit the Audit Commission website then you will see the results of these audits; they are normally called Comprehensive Performance Assessments (CPA).  

Bureaucracy: the service orders and agency

Because uniformed services are paid for by taxpayers and accountable, they all operate under a considerable umbrella of written rules.  In uniformed services these rules are known as “Orders,” so there are “Brigade Orders” in the case of the fire service, “Police Orders” in the police and “Queens Regulations” in the military.  These orders provide a huge bureaucracy that sets out the formal structural controls that tell employees how to do their work.  This bureaucracy, also provide transparency for the aims and objectives of the service and allows government to audit delivery.
Given that uniformed services are largely seen as disciplined it should be a simple matter to implement these “Orders” and provide the required service.  There is an expectation that a police officer will operate within ‘Police Orders.’  The same will apply to firefighters, ambulance personnel and the military.  In a perfect world individuals in these uniformed services would put their agency to one side and follow the orders.  Nonetheless, there are times when the conflict between an individual’s beliefs and service orders is considerable.  Notwithstanding the expectation in structural terms, it is at these times that successful public servants learn to use their discretion and compromise.  But discretion should operate alongside the rules not to challenge them significantly.  Take police racism or firefighters sexism or the homophobia of the military.  There are structural restraints in the form of service orders and national laws to prevent the ism’s from happening.  Nonetheless there is clear evidence of these difficult problems occurring (Baigent 1996; Macpherson 1999) and they continue (Westmarland 2001; Morris 2004; Baigent 2006).
Unofficial cultures/structures

If only the operation of public services were as simple as the example above.  Despite the imposition of formal rules, the ability of the individual officer to think freely has led to a considerable debate about informal influences in the uniformed public services.  It is now understood that public servants do not always follow the rules.  Rather than taking discretionary action, there are occasions where public servants can actually ignore the orders they are given and act against them.  

The use by individual public servants of their agency to avoid the official rules is probably more common than the public actually recognise.  However, those serving in public services will recognise the truth.  Rule breaking can be small almost insignificant acts, such as taking unofficial coffee breaks, using company transport or time to collect or buy things – the list could go on.  There are also more significant acts of rule breaking, which are about resisting change imposed by democratically elected leaders.  Probably the most difficult and recognisable incidence of resistance is the way that individual public servants lose their required impartiality and deliver their services unequally (Macpherson 1999).  Hardly a week goes by without some incident of police racism being publicised in the press.  The fire service too has its share of bad publicity in the equality field, although firefighters are more likely to be seen as sexist than racist (Baigent 2004).  

Further complicating the debate, police and fire officers treatment of minority ethnic groups or women may not actually be a simple matter of an individual making decisions for themselves.  There is a growing recognition of informal cultures developing to operate against some of the core values of the police and fire service.  These informal cultures are increasingly documented as placing restrictions on the individual over and above the structures applied by the chief officers and trade unions.  Cop culture is one of these (Graef 1989; Westmarland 2001) and in the fire service there is a growing body of evidence about how fitting-in with informal cultures is a requisite (almost) to survival (Baigent 2001).  The same arguments may equally be made about the military and how soldiers trained to obey, will not treat women as their organisation instructs them to  (Rutherford 2006). So whilst people are free to make decisions, they can be restricted in how they make them by the structures around them.  As in the earlier argument, sometimes the structures have more power, sometimes the individual (or group of individuals operating informally).  There can also be more than one structural restriction.  Sometimes the structure can be a formal culture such as the orders laid down for a police or fire service to operate under – sometimes it can be an informal culture established by the group at ground level 
 ADDIN EN.CITE 
(Hsiung 1996; Baigent 2001; Westmarland 2001; Rutherford 2006)
.

What follows are two examples of how complicated it is in recognising whether agency or structure control the way people think.  

	A really confusing issue of decision making 

An example of how complicated the structure agency debate can become is provided by the fire service.  The fire service has a core value to save life.  This core value is not contested by either the Fire Authority, The Chief Fire Officer, The Fire Brigades Union (FBU) and individual fire officers and firefighters.  They all agree that saving life is one of their prime objectives.  As such the agency of all the individuals concerned actually create this core value which is seen as a structure that defines the fire service.  

However, all is not well within the fire service.  In Merseyside the fire authority  and chief officer are proposing cuts in the amount of fire appliances available to provide emergency cover.  The FBU is resisting this move as dangerous for its members and the public and has proposed strike action. 

So what has happened to the ability of the defining structure to influence individuals in the fire service?

The strike ballot split the workforce with a vast majority choosing to strike but a significant minority choosing to continue to work.  What does this mean in terms of the structure agency debate?

The fire authority are arguing that they have implemented efficiencies that mean that the cuts will not endanger life.  What is happening here?

As this article is written, Merseyside firefighters are on strike.  How do the the fire authority who have failed to prevent the strike and the firefighters who are actually taking this action justify what they are doing? 

Firefighters answer would be that they are striking to prevent the fire authority from cutting fire engines, which in the longer term endangers more lives than the firefighters are threatening by striking.  

Employers would likely answer that they have spent money on implementing community safety measures that will reduce the incidences of fire and therefore not so much money is needed in providing emergency cover and the cuts are taking place to release more money to prevent fires.  

From one view this is simply a matter of individuals seeking to overturn a decision made by the Fire  

However, this is not a simple agency structure debate because the strike is organised by the trade union and this may be seen as an alternate structure within the fire service that also seeks to influence firefighters.  However it is hoped that the reader will recognise through this example that the trade union is not some God given organisation but one in which individuals make the decisions on how it operates. decide on policy what is hoped to become applies structural controls over firefighters.  Nonetheless it is the firefighter who must make the decision despite all the surrounding  circumstances that bring pressure onto her or him.  

It is confusing enough to understand this debate as an academic looking in, how hard must it be for the individual who joins a public service hoping simply to serve and finds themselves and their free will drawn in so many directions? 


Another simple example that uses football to make the point about individuals agency and structural arrangements 

	One example often used is the situation experienced by members of sports team. Each member may have some freedom to exercise their own will to act, but their actions are nevertheless powerfully constrained by the accepted and traditional rules of behaviour characterizing that particular sport. Pressure from authority figures and peers prevent people from doing just anything they want (Cline 2006).

So on the one hand you have agency, which means that individual footballers will make decisions for themselves and on the other hand you have structure which means that the way the game is played follows the rules laid down by the Football Association and instructions given by the captain/coach.  


Conclusion

This early debate about how people make decisions in our society has been an attempt to view through a micro lens, the macro agency and structure debate in a way that makes sense to potential public service workers.  In the longer term, student’s understanding will develop in this area, particularly through the Social Science and Society module, which will provide a more in-depth view of this debate.  For now let this small introduction serve to open a discussion about how academic debates may be a helpful addition to experiential knowledge in helping public servants to do their work.
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� We can also resist but more of that later


� We arrived at this situation because we give power to the government to establish the laws, but we only lend them this authority because each election provides an opportunity to choose someone else.  
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