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1. Introduction

Consider the following list: Brian Barry, JamescBanan, G.A. Cohen, James Coleman,
Ronald Dworkin, Jon Elster, John Harsanyi, Ama®ga, and Michael Walzer. What do
these people have in common? Clearly they are/aledestinguished academics, and all
are also men, but these are not the common fedtuieh to emphasize. | want to argue
that a major part (but not all) of the researchpatiof these scholars can be seen as
contributions to a research program that | will &®E. This is not (just) to say that these
academics work in the specific disciplines of Radit Philosophy and Economics (or
specified sub-fields of these disciplines) — sisaome of them might easily be labelled with
other disciplinary tags, and there are many otrstinduished political scientists,
philosophers and economists whose work does neitfiin the research program that |
identify as PPE. Nor is it (just) to say that theork is in some sense ‘interdisciplinary’,
‘multidisciplinary’, or ‘cross-disciplinary’, sincat least some of the work that lies within
the PPE research programme is most obviously casegoas lying within a single

discipline — although it will generally have sonesenance in other disciplirfes

In order to locate and begin to defend the claiat there exists a substantive and valuable
PPE research program, | will need to give some mpomeise and substantive account of the
boundary conditions that define that research @mgrand | will attempt this task below,
but first | want to say something about the us#®E’ as a label.

Perhaps the most obvious use of the label ‘PP&te®to undergraduate degree programs
in Philosophy, Politics and Economics that owertbegin and title to the program
introduced at the University of Oxford in 1920. $iprogram was novel in Oxford since it
allowed, for the first time, the study of philosgphithout the study of Latin and Greek
and was designed, in part, to fit the needs ofuabtel entering the civil service and public

life, where it was felt that the traditional classieducation was of diminishing relevance.

! Of course, the list of names with which | begamiended only to be illustrative and it would s to
extend it, in resisting that temptation | do naeird any claim of priority for those included oteose
excluded.

%] leave the discussion of the disciplinary anddrisal dimensions of PPE to the companion papgrs b
Brennan and Kliemt respectively.



The Oxford program also reflected the rapid groeftEconomics programs at a range of
British Universities including Cambridge, where tBeonomics Tripos was established in
1903, But | want to use the label PPE to indicate aaesh program, rather than a program
of undergraduate study (although | will returnhe possible connection between the two).
And the choice of the label PPE for this researclyfam is not entirely natural - in
particular, while 1 do want to argue that the reske@rogram | identify ranges across
disciplinary boundaries and that it includes cdmttions from philosophy, politics and
economics, | do not want to restrict the researolgiam to these three disciplines, or any
particular mix of them. On the one hand, thereedeenents of several other disciplines
present in the research program that | seek tdifgenincluding at least Law, Sociology
and Psychology. On the other hand, the reseaodramn allows of a relatively wide range
of specific contributions some of which are monsethlinary, while others operate in
more complex relationship to traditional discipbne

Alternative possible labels for the research prmogr&ave in mind might include ‘moral
sciences” and some version of ‘political economybut the former now seems hopelessly
quaint, while the latter is so widely and variougsed as to be almost meaningless. A
neologism might be in order - but PPE is both reabty familiar and relatively neutral in
that it does not carry any particular ideologicajpage and so | settle on this term, but
warn the reader that | will feel free to be stigivia with regard to this specific use of the

term.

% For discussion of the then new Economics Tripd@aahbridge, see Gay, E.F. 1903. The New Economics
Tripos at Cambridge UniversitQuarterly Journal of Economics. 17(3): 492-496. For general discussion of
economics, ethics and political economy in the 1&&and early 2 century see Coates, A.W. (1996).
Utilitarianism, Oxford Idealism and Cambridge Ecorics, . In P. Groenewegen (Ed=zonomics and

Ethics. London: Routledge.

* For use of ‘moral sciences’ see Boulding, K. 196€nomics as Moral Sciendemerican Economic
Review. 59(1): 1-12. The parallel German language term used by Simmel, G. (189&inleitung in die
Moralwissenschaft: EineKritik der ethischen Grundbegriffe: W. Hertz.

® On the various uses of ‘political economy’ seedBmvegen, P. (1987). Political Economy and Econsmic
In J. Eatwell, M. Millgate, and P. Newman (Ed3he New Palgrave: A Dictionary of Economics. London:
MacmillanWaterman, A.M.C. 2002. New Political Ecamies Then and Now: Economic Theory and the
Mutation of Political DoctrineAmerican Journal of Economics and Sociology. 61(1): 13-51.and Waterman,
A.M.C. 2002. New Political Economies Then and N&wonomic Theory and the Mutation of Political
Doctrine.American Journal of Economics and Sociology. 61(1): 13-51.



The major part of this essay is divided into fauntlier sections. In the next section |
provide a rough sketch of the PPE research progenarsketch in the sense that | aim
only to indicate the general shape of the entexpitis boundaries and its features. In
section 3, | offer a slightly more detailed accooih$ome aspects of the PPE programme,
in the hope that the combination of a sketchy aeenand one or two more detailed close-
ups will serve to characterise the program. Seectitren attempts to defend the claim that
there is some value in recognizing PPE as a rds@aogram and refers back to the linkage
between PPE as a research program and PPE asee geggram. Section 5 offers some
final thoughts.

2. A Sketch

The idea of a research program is not particuladi} defined - and | will attempt no

formal definition her®- but | intend to use the phrase in a rather gereeway. One might,
for example, think that any well-organized schdlas a ‘research program’ when
considering and planning her own research work theemedium term horizon; one might
also think that a distinct research program caddfmed in relation to each well-specified
research question, regardless of how many, orifedividual researchers are engaged on
the task. Both of these thoughts are reasonabté yvimnt to focus on a broader idea of a
research program: one that extends, at least paltgndver many specific research
guestions as well as over many individual reseaschird over time; and one that might be
composed of a significant number of sub-progranth@mes, but one that is still
sufficiently integrated as to be recognizable. Télatively recent emergence of bio-
engineering or nanotechnology might serve as exasrgdithe sort of thing that | have in
mind. Both share the characteristics of bringirggetber a variety of elements from a range
of approaches and disciplines to confront a pddratlass of research questions that have
both theoretical and practical significance, amdiht to suggest that PPE can be seen in a
similar way, although the fact that PPE might lguad to pre-date the more specialist

disciplines that we now take for granted makesatieogy less than perfect. The examples

6 This is certainly not the place to address the Popper/Kuhn/Lakatos debate on the nature of
scientific progress and the nature and role of research programs.



of bio-engineering and nanotechnology also havetbperty that they are capable of re-
invigorating and re-informing relevant standarccgiines and at the end of this essay |
will suggest that PPE may also be able to playrthies

So, what is the general shape of the PPE entePprigant to suggest that this question is
best answered by reference to a class of substanetsearch questions and the connections
between those questions, together with a set @idbcommitments regarding appropriate
approaches to those questions - this in contraat tapproach which might proceed by
reference to specific disciplinary intersectionsr@thodological principals. | do not want
to suggest that | have in mind a very specificdistietailed research questions and
approaches that delimits the PPE enterprise -ci ffavill try to do no more than identify a
broad family of research questions that, in my vigl@ntifies PPE, and insist that it is also
relatively ecumenical in its willingness to embracethodological variefy Of course, the
danger is that in emphasizing the breadth of thHe &Rerprise | will encourage the belief
that it might include almost everything, so thasialso incumbent upon me to say
something about what PPE, as | conceive it, exsluBat | will begin by making a few
general points that are intended to locate PPElation to some of the more obvious

landmarks.

My first point is that PPE takes seriously both ithdividual and the polity - and is
concerned with the connection between them. Thétrscognizes that many of the
specific research questions of interest can bedeaskmultiple levels and that the answers
given at these various levels must inform eachro&course, within the PPE enterprise
some sub-programs may work from the individual léeward the socio-political, while
others may work in the opposite direction, butémeral those engaged in PPE will accept
that the relationship between individual level s and social or political level analysis
is both crucial and complex. Another way of puttihgs point is that the PPE enterprise
recognizes the force of both agency and structarel-specifically recognizes that many of

the most interesting research questions lie afathie line between these two forces.

7So that PPE is identified as a cluster of activities that share a ‘family resemblance’ rather than a set
defined in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions for inclusion.



A second and similar point is that PPE takes ssiydooth the normative and the positive
aspects of analysis - and again is concerned hatin interconnection. This involves
recognizing, at a variety of levels, the interptetween the feasible and the desirable, and
therefore the interplay between the analysis oiddal and political behaviour and the

analysis of appropriate normative criteria.

A third, and more methodological, point is that HREommitted to a broadly analytic and
propositional approach. While a variety of stylésumalysis and detailed approaches are
certainly represented within PPE, there is at laagsimmon grammar of argument that
allows communication across these various sty$esthat while researchers within the PPE
research program may differ in their substantiewa on both positive and normative
issues, their disagreements can be expressedh@ngaints of difference analysed, in a
manner that is meaningful to all. For example, /thlere are differences in the extent to
which PPE researchers will regard rational chdieety as a valuable contribution to

either positive of normative political theory, tHebate on these questions can be conducted
within bounds that are generally acceptable to batbes. As a group, PPE researchers are
not dogmatic in insisting on the purity of any pautar position (whether methodological

or substantive) but are, in principle, open to @eig of argumentative starting points and

content to let the argument lead where it mayhis way PPE is certainly not a doctrine.

So far, these three points have done no more tlivaragrzague flavour of the PPE research
program as a flexible and analytic debate on tladioas between the individual and
society that incorporates both positive and noweatnalysis. This is a good starting point,
but | must be rather clearer than this.

The major substantive themes within the PPE liteeabver the recent past (as exemplified,
for example, by the papers published in the joulRaditics, Philosophy and Economics)

might be characterized as relating to four mairstelts of concepts which we might
summarise as: freedom/liberty/autonomy, socia¢dob-operation/conflict,
justice/fairness/equality, and democracy/deliberdpiublic reason. Crosscutting these
substantive themes we might identify a number obrapproaches - those stemming from
a rational choice perspective, those stemming franore traditional normative political

theory perspective, an evolutionary perspectiveelaavioural perspective, and so on. In



this way we might build up a matrix view of the PRISearch program as illustrated below,
where we might identify each element of the mads»a particular sub-program within the

overall research program.

But this matrix approach misses an important aspieitte PPE research program as |
understand it. While it is true that PPE includesse various more specific research
projects it is a key feature of the overall PPEgpam that it operates to bring these various
elements into contact with each other in ways thight be seen to reshape the structure of
the matrix, rendering the boundaries that distisigawne sub-field from another at least
permeable and at best redundant. In this waytitdsdynamic properties of the PPE
program - its attempt to bring together approaamesdebates - as much as its static
properties - the particular approaches and deltfad¢# encompasses - that are of

definitional significance.

A matrix view of PPE

Freedom... | Social Order... | Justice... Democracy...

Rational Choice

theory

Normative political

theory

Evolutionary theory

Behavioural theory

3. Some Further Detail

In this section | offer a slightly more detaileafpoire of some particular aspects of the PPE
research program or of some of the constituenfssaggrams. This might be thought of as
tracing a specific path through the more generdé 8#main, but it should be clear that this

path is only one of many.



The path I have selected might be termed "the wipddad from good to rightand
illustrates a structural relationship betwerer alia, elements of economic theory and
decision theory on the one hand and the teleolbgmaroach to ethical theory and political
philosophy on the other - as played out in thetpali context. This fits with the view that,
in much PPE work, Politics provides the researatstjan and institutional framework
while Economics and Philosophy provide modes anthoas of analysis. In terms of the
matrix sketched above, we might be located broiadiiie top two rows, but ranging over
several columns. The two most basic ingredientlsitostructure are debates over theories
of value and debates over theories of selectiahoice at the individual and political
levels. A theory of value has as its central cheeitlentification of the good, while a theory
of selection or choice is concerned with the wawlirich the good may be achieved; that
is, the selection of the right means to the goatl-grerhaps by the choice of particular

actions, policies or institutions.

In the setting of mainstream economics, the mastli@ theory of value is most

frequently expressed in terms of preference satisfaand represented in the idea of
individual utility, while the selection theory isqvided by the theory of individually
rational choice. These same ideas of interestpefdrences on the one hand and
rationality on the other have also formed a pofrdeparture for a substantial branch of the
modern ethical and political debate - although hieeee is much less acceptance of the
appropriateness of any view that privileges eifireferences or rationality. In the
normative debate there are a wide range of theofiealue competing for attention - or
claiming their place within a pluralist view of v - while in the political debate attention

has focused on democratic selection methods.

A simple list of questions will serve to illustratee complexity of the winding road from
good to right. What is the relationship betweerspeal preferences, values and human
well-being, are values subjective or objective, hod do preferences and values inform

the notion of the good? Are preferences, inter@stslues comparable on a single scale,

8 See Criffin, J. (1993). The Winding Road from Gaodight. In R.G. Frey, and C.W. Morris (Ed&/plue,
Welfare and Morality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. This stdmiam was also a theme of the
collection in Hamlin, A., Ed. (1996kthics and Economics. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar. This section draws
on the structure of the introduction to that cdleT



and how are we to make comparisons of value adiffesent persons? Does rationality
imply certain interests, or is it concerned soleith the choice of means relative to any
pre-specified set of goals, and what is the ratatigp between rationality and morality?
What restrictions might there be on the idea of im&ing the good, can rights and other
features of our moral intuitions be incorporatet ithe analysis? How can one account for
fairness or equity as an aspect of the good, andduoes it bear on the selection of actions
and institutions? What is the good of democracy, lzow is this accounted for by the
institutions that constitute democracy? What aedlitiks between rationality at the level of
the individual and democracy at the political I&vel

In the face of such a barrage of questions, we ipighteed by identifying what might be
thought of as a sequence of staging posts on #tefrom good to right (although the order
of these posts should not be taken to imply thexietlns a single well-defined route). The
first such staging post questions the basic unaedgtg of the ideas of preference and
utility. Although the word "utility' is central tthe vocabularies of economics and ethics,
and the concept of utility is central to the ecorotheory of value, there exists a lively and
continuing debate as to the meaning of utility @adelationship to other key concepts
such as preference, well-being, welfare and gobd.lihk with preferences is especially
important because of the role of preferences inthtbery of rational choice, so that a
foundational link between utility as a basis ofusbnd preferences as the basis of rational
choice would provide deep connections betweenwbenajor parts of the economic

analysis.

The debate might be said to begin with the distimcbetween abstract and substantive
accounts of utility and, within the substantive pamme further distinction between the
subjective and objective approaches. Modern ecarofarmally subscribes to the abstract
view of utility, but this does not prevent econotsisom sliding into more substantive
usaggBroome. 1991; 1991; Sen. 1991). A key step indttleate then concerns the
relationship between utility and the idea of thedof the individual concerned. At one
extreme some might suggest that utility and goedeatensionally equivalent, while at the
opposite extreme some might suggest that utilitygood are entirely independent of each

other. As is usually the case, while these twoesxé positions might find relatively few



supportersthe debate in the middle ground is unresolved (Bwal978; Ellsberg. 1954;
Scanlon. 1975; Sen. 1981; Tversky. 1969).

The second staging post in our journey then intteduhe idea of second or higher order
preferences - that is, preferences over prefereraed the implication that individuals may
exert at least some control over their first-orpieferences. If such higher order
preferences are recognized, how do they bear othélzey of value, or on the theory of
rational choice? One way of thinking of this dehatm terms of its relationship to the
abstract, preference based, theory of utility (grussibly, value). Does the move to higher
order preferences offer an escape from the cntiisf preference satisfaction theories and
so provide a more reliable account of a preferdrased theory of value? In short, if | have
both a first order preference or desird-tand a second order preference which supports the
first order preference in the sense that | migititty claim to desire to desire kg do |
valueF? And if so, how do my values, so conceived, refatlhe good? There are other
issues that the move to higher order preferencgslaminate. The debate here touches
on the issues of freedom of the will and deternmmiand the discussion of weakness of
will or akrasia (Ainslee. 2002; Frankfurt. 1971 ;rHen. 1993; Jeffrey. 1974, Lewis. 1989;
Schelling. 1978).

A third staging post focuses on the issues ofp@esonal comparability and
commensurability. The question of the commensutgluf values arises in any pluralist
theory of value - that is, any theory which recagsimore than one value, while the
guestion on interpersonal comparisons arises wiegves set out to take the distinction
between persons to be significant. At one extrenpjre utilitarianism might insist on
complete commensurability of all aspects of valné across all individuals; at the
opposite extreme some might resist any attempgdoegate or trade-off distinct values or
distinct lives, again, the middle ground betweearséhextremes is much fought over
(Chang. 1997; Elster and Roemer. 1991; Griffin.7,940986; Raz. 1986; Sen. 1979).

By now, various connections between our stagingspa® beginning to emerge - for
example the move to render values more objectightiie expected to reduce at least
some of the difficulties associated with interp@ecomparisons of value - even though it

is consistent with a hard pluralism in which valtiesmselves may be incommensurable.

10



This is not to say that a position taken on anyasst one staging post will fully determine
positions taken elsewhere - but merely to undetheeinterconnections across issues and

the desirability of coherence.

A fourth staging post relates to the relationshepaeen rationality and morality. The
project of exploring the possibility of integratingtionality and morality - or exposing their
incompatibility - has been a major theme of the RtefEature (Baier. 1977; Gauthier. 1967;
1986; Sen. 1974). A major theme of this debatebleas strategic interaction among
rational individuals and the ensuing collectivé@cttand related problems that may arise.
The (in)ability of rational agents to resolve theseblems (perhaps by reference to higher
order preferences or other devices) and the expmlaraf the limits of rationality and the
relationship between these limits and the idea®otentions and social norms has
provided fertile ground for analysis from a variefyperspectives (Elster. 1979; 1983;
1985; 2000). At the same time, the broadly comdirgemn approach to questions of morality
and justice adopted (in very different forms) bywRg Harsanyi, Buchanan and Gauthier,

among others, again drew parallels between raitgraaid morality.

As already hinted, the fifth staging post is pr@ddy the topic of social norms and
conventions. Rawls provides one of the startingtsmf the modern literature in this area
with the fundamental distinction between the sunyneanception of rules and the practice
conception of rules (Rawls. 1955), and the diffgriorms of argument which are required
to justify rules of each type. Others attempin& horms and rationality at the
foundational level by suggesting that to think stiimey rational is to accept a norm that
permits that thing (Gibbard. 1985) or look for thrk between rationality and norms at the
social level of collective action and coordinatmoblems (Pettit. 1990). Norms, on this
type of account, emerge from the repeated intenaci rational agents and are sustained
by rationality, so that a behavior pattern gaingrapal and becomes a norm which
individuals rationally accept (Binmore. 2005; Skgrhi996; Sugden. 1986; Young. 1993).

Fairness and Equality form the central themes ofodh staging post — as well as an entry
point into the wider debate on distributive justiés with each of our staging posts the
debate here begins from conceptual clarificationléss optimistically, conceptual

disagreement) and moves toward attempts to intatede normative and practical
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significance and status of those concepts. Basstqn such as, ‘what constitutes
fairness?’ (Broome. 1990) or ‘equality of what?oft@n. 1989; Sen. 1980) have led to
detailed explorations of issues that illustratel dapend on, aspects of all of our earlier
staging posts (and other matters). How does theevad equality, or fairness, fit with other
values? What accounts for the good of equalityaioness, and is that goodness
appropriately conceived as belonging to individ@dalko what extent does equalizing the
distribution of good provide a constraint on theximazation of the good? (Arneson. 1989;
Cohen. 1989; Dworkin. 1981; 1981; Roemer. 1986;71$®anlon. 1986).

Our seventh and final staging post relates to demegcHere we return explicitly to the
social or political selection mechanism, with tleatal questions including: how to
conceive of democracy and how to establish its atii@a credentials? Is democracy best
considered as a process for aggregating integestsmeans of uncovering the public
interest or as a forum for deliberation? What heerelationships between democratic
structures and likely political outcomes? Whattheeresponsibilities of individuals within
democratic societies? (Barry. 1982; Brennan and|ia2000; Estlund. 2002; Mackie.
2003)

Having done little more than provide a whistle-stopr of these seven staging posts on a
journey from preferences to democracy, | simply ttarstress that my primary intention
here is to indicate the interconnections amongdeas and literatures referred to and the
sense in which the development of the literaturer o@cent decades provides evidence for
the de facto existence of the broad research program thanitiiyeas PPE. Indeed, one of
the reasons that | have been keen to explicityaiteast some of the major contributions
over a time frame that stretches back at lease3@syis precisely to indicate that this

research program has been developing and gathganegover at least that period.

4. Why Bother?

Does the identification of a PPE research progratiar? Suppose that | could convince
you that a reading of the relevant literature sufgabthe idea of a coherent PPE research
program that has its roots in classic scholarshighas become much more active in recent

decades, and that reading the literature in this-What is, following ideas across
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disciplinary boundaries, charting the impact of diszipline on another, and emphasizing
the links between sub-programs, added some vattevds hidden by taking more
disciplinary and/or topic-based slices throughlitteeature - would this be just an exercise

in the history of social science, or would it h@aene further implication?

| want to suggest that there is some forward logkinplication that follows from the
recognition of the PPE research program, but | igsttto emphasize a point that is
sometimes obscured by interdisciplinary talk - fABE needs disciplinary specialists.
Specialists are an essential input into the prookgenuinely interdisciplinary research -
so whatever | write in the following paragraphsiddacertainly not be taken as any form of
attack on the basic idea of disciplinary speciélire— rather it should be taken as an
argument for the recognition of some of the po#dminsts of specialisation, and a

suggestion as to an appropriate way in which tlekosés might be managed.

One issue for the PPE research program is whgedstits researchers from. To date, the
supply of researchers in this area has relied emtbre or less accidental emergence of
particular interests in individual researchers fithi various constituent disciplines. The
emergence of researchers from all relevant dis@plhas been something of a happy
accident - or perhaps an example of spontaneoas.@dt the increasing
professionalization of the academic disciplinas reispect of both graduate level training
and the career prospects of researchers - migitgoeed to artificially entrench the
distinctions between disciplines and reduce thaihkbod of real interdisciplinarity (for
detailed argument on this point see Brennan’s coimpgaper). Of course, this is not
necessarily an intended effect, but it may nevégtisebe an effect.

At the same time, we see a marked increase in nviggditt be termed within-discipline
specialization - even at the level of postgradtr@i@ing. Within economics, individual
researchers are most likely to identify themseWas a relatively small number of sub-
fields (labour economics, monetary policy, appkednometrics, etc), and similar trends
are visible in politics (formal theory, Americanliios, international political economy,
etc) and philosophy (aesthetics, epistemologycstlstc) rather than the discipline as a
whole. At the broad brush level, these two treagrd disciplinary entrenchment and

sub-disciplinary specialization suggest that thelwion of disciplines is toward ever
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greater specialization - with sub-disciplines emmeggvithin the existing disciplinary
boundaries. But the danger is that the cross guttiames that are associated with the PPE
program may suffer disproportionately - both beeahge PPE program by its nature
require a certain breadth of vision - so as toga®®e and value a range of material from
different perspectives - and because it would regeach of the constituent disciplines to
spawn and value an appropriate sub-disciplinesifgbsentially multi-disciplinary nature of

PPE is to continue.

As noted at the beginning of this essay, PPEv&and well as an undergraduate program
of study - indeed there is some evidence of growimgularity of such studies relative to
both more specialist programs (for example in t9 &hd less structured programs (for
example in the US). But even here we need to tleadhessage with some caution, for
many undergraduate PPE programmes (at least idKhare built on the model of

‘pillars’ rather than ‘bridges’ - where a ‘pillarapproach simply presents students with
each of the three disciplines as independent enfiind made up of their own sets of sub-
fields) rather than attempting the building of thges’ or dialogue between disciplines. On
such a ‘pillars’ program, students may end up shglyfor example, epistemology,
macroeconomics and American politics without eeatly coming into contact with the
PPE research program as identified here. While ngndeéuate PPE programmes may
certainly provide a significant input into the PRISearch program in the longer term, since
at least they provide students with a range oWveeleideas and modes of thought, they do
not provide a direct route for potential researsherfollow. And the situation at the
graduate level is still more specialized, withditbpportunity for students - whether in
Philosophy, Politics or Economics programs - tocggd&e in anything like the PPE
research programme. Of course, (I must repeat)gimet to argue for the creation of a
distinct class of PPE researchers (or trainee-relsess) who do not see themselves as
disciplinary specialists, but rather for the posigyithat PPE (from the distinctive
perspective of a particular discipline) might beagnized as an appropriate sub-field,
alongside other sub-fields in the process of gradigael education in each of the relevant
disciplines. So that graduate level students mighgfudying such a sub-field, be exposed
to literature of the sort cited in this essay, whacldresses themes of common interest for a

14



variety of perspectives, and so also be exposddferent approaches and styles of

argument.

| want, finally, to offer a very different argumeior why the PPE research program may
matter - an argument which again stresses therel@ions between the PPE program and
the constituent disciplines, but one which pointthe existence of feedback effects. |
suggest that the constituent disciplines themsddeegfit from the sort of cross-
fertilization of ideas that takes place within tABE debate - that is, even the core of a
discipline (P, P or E) can benefit from developmentthe PPE sub-field that might trace
their origin to another discipline. Indeed, | woslaggest that each of the constituent
disciplines has gained in precisely this way fréva tlebate briefly mapped out above,
although the debt is not always acknowledged ef@mple, economists have certainly
been encouraged to take ideas of the emergenderaeddf social norms into account in
their models - even where those models are deplmysab-fields removed from PPE;
similarly political theory has recognised much molearly the value of formal modelling
in at least some contexts, while relevant par{ghatbsophy have absorbed the strategic
structure of game theoretic decision models. Thes¢ust a few examples of the way in
which the cross-disciplinary nature of the PPE tkeloan help to re-invigorate the
constituent disciplines in ways that are not jlsiwd the transmission of techniques or the
trading of ideas, but are also about the valuaftdrént perspectives, so that all disciplines
can benefit from such trade. To return to the lagguof ‘bridges’ and ‘pillars’, if PPE is
conceived in terms of the bridges between spetaibsiplines, then these bridges can
carry the traffic the constitutes mutually advaetags trade between these disciplines —
after all, the benefits of the division of labdargely depend on the existence of such

trade.

5. Finally

| have tried in this brief essay both to arguetfierexistence of a PPE research program
that is valuable in a way that is not fully captliby its value to each discipline taken
separately, and to suggest that there is somenréade concerned for its future. The basic
idea is one of PPE as a distinct (if rather looskefined) research program that provides
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flexible and analytic debate on the relations betwine individual and society that
incorporates both positive and normative analysiave attempted to put some flesh on
these bones, but would resist the temptation tg dategorize the PPE program by means
of a matrix made up of a variety of approachesrgiticross a range of specific subject
matters, since this tends to overlook what | taked a central but somewhat elusive
element of the PPE program - which | have triedxplicate in terms of a willingness to

engage with arguments regardless of their modeesigmtation or their discipline of origin.

Beyond attempting to sketch the contours of the Ri3Earch program | have suggested
that it requires rather special conditions in ordethrive. These conditions include the
attention of disciplinary specialists and the redbgn of the disciplines as organisational
structures, but also the willingness of disciphingpecialists to engage in a sub-field that
spans disciplinary boundaries. There is some dasiid whether these conditions can be
accommodated satisfactorily if current trends talgasub-disciplinary specialization
continue. Some way of incorporating PPE as a resedrsub-discipline within each of the
major constituent disciplines seems to be the Wwagtto ensure that the PPE research

program thrives. But the evolution of academic argations does not guarantee this result.
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