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To mark the 100" year since the founding of the Canadian Political Science Association, the 2012 Conference will feature
a series of Centennial Panels designed to consider key issues of concern to the discipline, along with the traditional roster
of panels, workshops, and plenary speakers. Centennial Panels will consider the future of single-country studies,
analyze the relation between empirical political analysis and political theory, and examine the historic and contemporary
relationship between Canadian political science and the state.
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The Programme Committee invites submissions for participation in the 2012 Canadian Political Science Association
Annual Conference.

Using the online system, you may submit proposals for single papers, multiple paper panels (including discussants),
roundtables and/or poster sessions. We welcome proposals from all areas of political science and seek a final programme
reflective of the broadest range of methodological and theoretical approaches, as well as substantive areas of inquiry in
the discipline. Proposals may be directed toward area sections and/or to the specialized workshops.

All proposals are due by November 3, 2011.

Individuals wishing to serve in the role of discussant or Chair, or anyone with questions, should contact the CPSA
secretariat at cpsa-acsp@cpsa-acsp.ca.

Coinciding with the Centennial of the Canadian Political Science Association, 2012 offers an exciting opportunity to both
consider the discipline, and to participate in one of the annual conferences helping to shape it.
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General Information: TO ENSURE A POSITIVE CONFERENCE EXPERIENCE, PLEASE READ THIS ENTIRE
SECTION BEFORE SUBMITTING YOUR PROPOSAL.

Instructions for Submitting a Proposal: Please read/print the Instructions for Submitting a Proposal before
submitting your proposal. Please note that, at 3 November 2011, if you have not filled in all the required information, your

proposal will be marked as incomplete and section heads may not process your submission.

Section Area Submissions and Section Heads of the 2012 Programme Committee
(E-mail addresses for emergencies only)

Canadian Politics

Matt James (University of Victoria)

mattjame@uvic.ca

Comparative Politics

Achim Hurrelmann (Carleton
University)
Jeremy Paltiel (Carleton University)

Achim_Hurrelmann@carleton.ca

jpaltiel@ccs.carleton.ca

CPSA/ISA-Canada section
on International Relations

Greg Anderson (University of Alberta,
CPSA/ISA-Canada)

Brian Bow (Dalhousie University, ISA
Canada)

greg.anderson@ualberta.ca

brian.bow@dal.ca

Law and Public Policy

Dan Cohn (York University)

dcohn@yorku.ca

Local and Urban Politics

Kristin Good (Dalhousie University)

Kristin.good@dal.ca

Political Behaviour/Sociology

Allison Harell (Université du Québec a
Montréal)
Dietlind Stolle (McGill University)

harell.allison@ugam.ca

dietlind.stolle@mcgqill.ca

Political Economy

Marie-Josée Massicotte (University of
Ottawa)

massicot@uOttawa.ca

Political Theory

Glen Coulthard (University of British
Columbia)

Rita Kaur Dhamoon (University of the
Fraser Valley)

gsc@interchange.ubc.ca

rita.dhamoon@ufv.ca

Provincial and Territorial Politics

Louis Massicotte (Université Laval)

louis.massicotte@pol.ulaval.ca

Public Administration

Michael Orsini (University of Ottawa)

Michael.Orsini@uOttawa.ca

Race, Ethnicity, Indigenous
Peoples and Politics

Isabel Altamirano-Jiménez (University
of Alberta)
Robert Nichols (University of Alberta)

Isabel@ualberta.ca

rnichols@ualberta.ca

Teaching and Learning Politics
(pilot section)

Tracy Summerville (University of
Northern British Columbia)

summervi@unbc.ca

Women, Gender, and Politics

Shannon Sampert (University of
Winnipeg)

s.sampert@uwinnipeg.ca

Workshop Paper Proposal Submissions:

Paper proposals are welcome in all of the twelve workshops featured in 2012. Workshops focus on specialized themes of
interest to political science, and sometimes to the intersection of political science with other disciplines. Unique to CPSA
2012, some workshops have been designed to further foster intradisciplinary dialogue across discrete political science
sections and fields, for example by the focus on “diversity” in research, policy and politics, as well as in teaching and
learning. These workshops are summarized below, followed by a more detailed description of each.
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Workshop 1 — Joint Canadian Politics and Public Administration: 100 Years and More: Questions of Diversity in Canadian
Politics and Canadian Public Administration — Matt James (University of Victoria) / Michael Orsini (University of Ottawa)

Workshop 2 — Comparative Politics: The Post-Western World — Achim Hurrelmann (Carleton University) / Jeremy Paltiel
(Carleton University)

Workshop 3 — CPSA/ISA-Canada section on International Relations: North America and Comparative Regionalism — Greg
Anderson (University of Alberta, CPSA/ISA-Canada) / Brian Bow (Dalhousie University, ISA-Canada)

Workshop 4 — Local and Urban Politics: Re openi ng tthtee AMgrtthh oAmer i €kiistin @bd vy 0 Deb a
(Dalhousie University)

Workshop 5 — Political Behaviour/Sociology: The Political Psychology of Diversity — Allison Harell (Université du Québec a
Montréal) / Dietlind Stolle (McGill University)

Workshop 6 — Political Behaviour/Sociology: Fast Paced. High Strategy. Canadian Political Communication in a 24/7
Information Cycle — Thierry Giasson (Université Laval) / Alex Marland (Memorial University) / Tamara Small (University of
Guelph)

Workshop 7 — Political Economy: (Feminist) Political Ecology: Social Movements and Alternative Economies — Marie-
Josée Massicotte (University of Ottawa)

Workshop 8 — Political Theory: Decolonizing Political Theory — Glen Coulthard (University of British Columbia) / Rita Kaur
Dhamoon (University of the Fraser Valley)

Workshop 9 — Public Policy and Law: Comparisons within Countries: Causes and Consequences — Dan Cohn (York
University)

Workshop 10 - Race, Ethnicity, Indigenous Peoples and Politics: Displacement and Disappearance — Isabel Altamirano-
Jiménez (University of Alberta) / Robert Nichols (University of Alberta)

Workshop 11 — Teaching and Learning (pilot section): Diversity in the Classroom — Tracy Summerville (University of
Northern British Columbia)

Workshop 12 — Women, Gender and Politics: The Feminist Backlash — Shannon Sampert (University of Winnipeg)

Workshop 1 — Joint Canadian Politics/Public Administration: 100 Years and More: Questions of Diversity in
Canadian Politics and Canadian Public Administration
Organizers: Matt James (University of Victoria) / Michael Orsini (University of Ottawa)

It is difficult to deny the singular importance attached to diversity in the Canadian context. From heated debates about
“reasonable accommodation” to the ideals attached to creating a representative bureaucracy, Canadian political scientists
and political philosophers have contributed significant intellectual energy to engaging the myriad challenges,
opportunities, and ways of constructing diversity.

The 100" anniversary of the Association is an opportune time to reflect both on the discipline’s track record in treating
guestions of diversity and to investigate and debate the character of contemporary Canadian diversity policies,
discourses, and practices. Indeed, it is worth noting that the “absorption of ... new and strange elements into ... [the]
population” was a key theme of President Adam Shortt’s inaugural CPSA address. Critics today argue that this
preoccupation with containment and management continues unabated, while others praise Canadian political science and
public administration scholarship for its pioneering engagement with issues of multiculturalism and diversity.

We propose to address key questions and controversies of Canadian diversity with three substantive panels focusing on
contemporary diversity policies, discourses, and practices. These panels will be followed by a concluding Roundtable on
“Canadian Political Science Scholarship on Diversity: Past, Present, and Future.” Focusing particularly on the fascinating
paradox that Canadian political science is both renowned for its engagement with questions of diversity and criticized for
its continuing analytic and normative blindness to questions of racism and racialization, the Roundtable will pair prominent
senior scholars with emerging scholars in the field. The three panels will be organized as follows:

Panel 1: “Representative Bureaucracy: Evaluating the Record” will focus on practical challenges, such as official-language
representation in the federal public service and support for culturally-appropriate front-line public services.



Panel 2: “Diversity Management: Dirty Words?” will ask about what we communicate when we treat diversity as
something to be “managed” or a problem to be contained. Is this focus oppressive? Is diversity management a
quintessentially disciplinary preoccupation of neoliberalism, or an artifact of the New Public Management?

Panel 3: “Diversity and Equality: Friends or Foes?” tackles the questions of social equality raised by contemporary
diversity practices, discourses, and policies. Do emphases on diversity occlude other cleavages and challenges, such as,
for instance, class difference, sexuality, gender, or disability? Do emphases on diversity tend to marginalize the claims to
national equality and self-determination of Indigenous peoples and Québécois?

Workshop 2 — Comparative Politics: The Post-Western World
Organizers: Achim Hurrelmann (Carleton University) / Jeremy Paltiel (Carleton University)

In the wake of the 2008 economic crisis and the rise of the BRICS, the idea of the Western world as the core and model of
governance has eroded. China’s economic success and increasing global reach has enhanced its standing as a
potentially alternative mode of governance, with direct impact on countries in Asia and Africa. In the developed countries
of the West, over the past decade, but accelerating since the global economic crisis, stable party systems have been
fragmented, and many countries confront either minority or unstable parliamentary coalitions, or else polarized ideological
divisions without a settled legislative consensus. This polarization has often politicized identity issues including
immigration and undermined support for traditional governing coalitions. Meanwhile authoritarian regimes, many of which
are staunch clients of the West, have been challenged and toppled in North Africa and the Middle East. New hybrids of
religious identity and modern tech-savvy citizenship are emerging from Turkey and other parts of the Muslim world. How
is comparative politics responding to these phenomena? How should we re-examine our research categories to
recalibrate the old certainties of our craft to meet the new reality?

To analyze these questions, three thematic panels are planned:

1. The rise of China as model, patron, and alternative in governance across the world. — China is subtly promoting a
model of governance that prizes outcomes over participation and state sovereignty over popular sovereignty.
While carefully eschewing any suggestion that it wishes to “impose” a model of governance on anyone else,
China works diligently in Africa and Asia to promote state-centric projects of infrastructure development and
contracts with state-owned corporations. It has already surpassed the World Bank as a provider of credit in Africa.
What is the potential of this model? Does it subtly shift both state-society relations and the international
alignments of the countries engaged with it? Can development be fostered through “soft power” strategies, and
what are the theoretical implications?

2. Western democracies in crisis? — Across the Western world, a new wave of discontent with the performance of
democratic systems seems to be developing. These tendencies are most pronounced in Europe, but they can
also be observed in states such as Japan or the United States. Democratic governments of all political stripes
seem to have lost their ability to fulfill the expectations of the citizens. Party systems are becoming more
fragmented, governments increasingly unstable, and populist parties — often with explicitly xenophobic messages
— are gaining ground. What are the causes of these contemporary developments in Western democracies? Are
they fuelled mainly by economic factors? What is the role of economic globalization, increased cultural
heterogeneity, and the shift of political power to supranational organizations such as the European Union? Do the
current trends reflect a fundamental decline of confidence in the Western way of life? Do they constitute a crisis of
democracy? Or should concerns about the quality of democracy be seen as an integral (and ultimately
productive) part of the democratic model itself?

3. The civic challenge to authoritarian regimes: New technologies, new paradigms or demographic inevitability? —
This panel focuses on current developments in the Middle East and North Africa. Examining the challenges to
long-standing authoritarian regimes in these regions, it asks whether technologies of social networking and
international NGO linkages are sufficient to tip the scale of state-society relations. Do the developments in the
Middle East constitute a reinforcement and revival of liberal ideals and governance aspirations? Or should they be
seen as a new departure in an ideological direction that is less tainted by Eurocentric cultural dominance, such as
the Islamic populism of Turkey?

Confirmed speakers in this workshop include Bill Cross, Carleton University, Pippa Norris, Harvard University and Fritz W.
Scharpf, Max Planck Institute for the Study of Societies (Cologne).



Workshop 3 — CPSA/ISA-Canada section on International Relations: North American and Comparative
Regionalism
Organizers: Greg Anderson (University of Alberta, CPSA/ISA-Canada) / Brian Bow (Dalhousie University, ISA-Canada)

One of the core challenges for the world’s various regional integration initiatives is the need to reconcile conflicting
commercial and security agendas. The European Community, for example, has sought to avoid making trade-offs by
creating a common economic space, and then building collective security efforts around and within that space. In other
regions, such as East Asia, the pursuit of a more integrated regional economy has been constrained by enduring security
rivalries and conflicting priorities, but there is hope that economic interdependence may be a mechanism for mitigating the
security dilemma and fostering further integration. Since their joining in the North American Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA), the United States, Canada, and Mexico have also grappled with the problem of reconciling partially-conflicting
regional economic and security agendas, particularly after the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001. The resulting policy
frictions have generated a fairly substantial body of scholarly work, but it has been problematic in at least two important
ways:

First, most of the research we have so far on North American regional integration has come out of Canada and Mexico,
and relatively little from the United States, despite the fact that the latter’s academic and think-tank communities are much
larger. In order to properly understand regional politics, we need to develop a much better understanding of the way that
regional issues have played out within the American political system, and how they have fit into US foreign policy more
broadly.

Second, most of the work we have on North America has looked at regional dynamics in isolation, with little effort so far to
connect the North American experience to broader theoretical and empirical insights from the vast literatures on other
world regions (e.g., Europe, East Asia) and the emerging field of comparative regional integration. This is partly a
reflection of the North America integration literature’s tendency to be policy-driven and relatively disengaged from
theoretical debates, but it also reflects an unspoken assumption that North America is sui generis, partly because of the
distinctive power asymmetries and the unique features of the American political system. Greater engagement with these
theoretical and comparative literatures would not only help to improve our understanding of North American regional
dynamics, but might also lead to new theoretical and comparative insights within the wider body of work on regional
integration more generally.

Themes and Objectives

This workshop endeavors to explore the broad intersection of domestic, regional, and global dimensions of the United
States in North America. Specifically, the organizers invite the submission of paper proposals addressing a series of
related questions, including: Why has the diplomacy of the “perimeter security” agenda fail after 9/11? What do the
perimeter security negotiations tell us about the power dynamics in Canada-US relations today? What does the pattern of
recent negotiations with Canada and Mexico on border security issues tell us about the United States’ attitude toward
trilateralism? How have the range of stakeholders (civil society, private sector, institutions) influenced the policy-
coordination agenda in North America? In what ways have such stakeholders failed or been successful? How do recent
breakthroughs on bilateral and trilateral security cooperation over the last few years fit into the larger pattern of regional
relations, and what do they tell us about the prospects for future regional cooperation? How does the nature and scope of
regional security cooperation in North American compare with that in other world regions, and what kinds of insights can
we draw from these comparisons? What does the US approach to regional relations with Canada and Mexico tell us about
US foreign policy priorities and strategies globally? How have observers in other regions interpreted regional dynamics in
North America, and how have these perceptions influenced their own global and regional priorities and strategies?

Workshop 4 — Local and Urban Politics: Reopeni ng the AMyth of the North Americ
Organizer: Kristin Good (Dalhousie University) with sponsorship from International Journal of Canadian Studies

Comparative studies of Canadian and American cities such as Michael Goldberg and John Mercer’s The Myth of the
North American City (1986) have often stressed the differences among cities in the two countries. At times, differences
have been cited as barriers to cross-fertilization among urban scholars in the two countries. Constitutional-institutional
differences are often emphasized. First, some scholarship identifies the constitutional-institutional context in which
municipal systems operate in each country as fundamentally dissimilar. In particular, the absence of forms of “home rule”
and the pervasive influence of provinces in Canadian city politics and policy-making is cited as a key difference in the two
countries’ systems of local government. Second, and related to the first difference, is the fragmentation of American
municipal systems in relation to Canadian systems. Third, the way in which power is organized on local councils differs.
Most notably, whereas some American cities (municipalities) are structured as “strong mayor” systems, Canadian
municipalities are variations of “weak mayor” systems. Societal differences have also been cited as essential differences.
More specifically, according to standard accounts, the question of “race” distinguished/distinguishes American cities from
Canadian cities. Longstanding challenges of diversity have been perceived as fundamentally different in the two countries
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— with language as Canada’s central focus and “race” as the United States’ emphasis.

What has been and might be learned by comparing Canadian and American cities? Are theoretical perspectives
developed in the United States useful as a starting point for the study of Canadian cities? Are differences more significant
within each country or between them? What explains the similarities and differences among Canadian and American
cities? What are the sources of convergence and divergence in urban politics and development in Canadian and
American cities? For instance, are patterns of immigration a source of convergence or divergence in the development of
Canadian and American cities? Is globalization causing convergence in the development of cities in the two countries?
Finally, is the ‘North American city’ a useful category in the broader sub-field of comparative urban politics and
governance? In other words, when one puts American and Canadian cities in a global context do the differences or the
similarities stand out?

This workshop will explore the following areas of comparison of Canadian and American cities:
Metropolitan government/governance

Urban autonomy, intergovernmental relations and multi-level governance

Cities and the politics of “race”

Cities and the politics and governance of immigration

Cities and indigenous politics

Municipal public policies and policy processes

=2 =4 =84 -9=-2

Confirmed Workshop Participants include: Richard Cole, University of Texas (Arlington); Jen Nelles, Centre for
Population, Poverty and Public Policy Studies (Luxembourg) and University of Toronto; Mara Sidney, Rutgers University
(Newark); Tom Urbaniak, Cape Breton University; and Robert Whelan, University of Texas (Dallas).

Workshop 5 — Political Behaviour/Sociology: The Political Psychology of Diversity
Organizers: Allison Harell (Université du Québec a Montréal) / Dietlind Stolle (McGill University)

As industrialized societies become more diverse, there is a growing need to understand how ethnic, “racial,” linguistic and
religious diversity influences citizens’ political attitudes and behaviour in the 21° century. It is not only important to
examine whether and how immigrants and minorities integrate into and participate in society, and which difficulties they
might face in this process, but also how white majorities respond to diversity around them. While there has recently been
a resurgence of interest in these themes from both traditional political participation scholars as well as immigration
researchers, we also need to draw on the disciplines of psychology and social psychology in order to fully comprehend
how diversity affects citizens’ politics. This workshop will thus focus on the political psychology of diversity drawing on the
latest developments on intergroup contact, prejudice and the role of political predispositions. The main workshop
guestions include: What role does cognition, emotion and biology play in citizens’ attitudes toward diversity? How do
racial cues structure citizens’ attitudes toward public policies? What are the political consequences of intergroup contact,
and how do we understand the mechanisms that mediate between social interaction and political attitudes? What are the
psychological sources of political (dis)engagement among minority and majority groups?

This workshop seeks to bring together scholars who examine these issues in the Canadian and comparative contexts. At
the intersection between political science and psychology, papers are encouraged to bring an interdisciplinary perspective
to the study of diversity. Papers can focus on any type of diversity, e.g. “racial”, ethnic, religious or linguistic. Papers that
explore the consequences of diversity for majority and/or minority groups are welcome. This workshop also encourages
various methodological approaches to the study of the psychology of diversity, including case studies, comparative, cross-
national, quantitative, qualitative, computational and experimental analyses.

Panel Themes Include:

-New Approaches on the Contact Hypothesis;

-Racial Cues and Public Policy;

-Attitudes towards Political Accommodation in Diverse Societies;

-Experimental Approaches to the Study of Xenophobia, Islamophobia and Racism;
-Biological Foundations of Intolerance and Ethnocentrism;

-Personality Characteristics and Prejudice;

-The Social Psychology of Political (Dis)engagement;

- Psychological Aspects of Immigrant Political Integration.

Confirmed Workshop Participants include: Lawrence Bobo, Harvard University; Miles Hewstone, Oxford University; Tali
Mendelberg, Princeton University



Workshop 6 — Political Behaviour/Sociology: Fast Paced. High Strategy. Canadian Political Communication in a
24/7 Information Cycle

Organizers: Thierry Giasson (Université Laval, thierry.giasson@com.ulaval.ca) / Alex Marland (Memorial University,
amarland@mun.ca) / Tamara Small (University of Guelph, t.small@uoguelph.ca)

Over the last 25 years, political communication has evolved in Canada into a dynamic area of research that investigates
how and why political actors, the media and citizens talk about politics. The field looks at the use and effects of print,
broadcast and online media for political purposes.

This workshop, the first dedicated entirely to political communication research in the CPSA’s history, aims to increase
participant awareness of political communication theories and of the state of current political communication research and
practice in Canada. It will bring together senior and junior academics, party officials, members of the media, civil servants
and non-governmental organizations from Canada and abroad who are interested in the latest trends in political
communication research, tactics and strategy.

Theme of the political communication workshop: The overarching research question for the workshop, and the frame
that will tie the papers together, will be to consider how the acceleration of political information distribution, technological
changes and the importance of strategy in political communication practice impact Canadian democracy. Paper proposals
are invited that address questions such as: What tactics, tools or channels are now used by political actors, by the media
and by citizens in Canada to disseminate information? To what extent is the new political communication environment
resulting in a more informed, engaged and/or more cynical citizenry in Canada? What are the corresponding implications
of the new political communication environment for Canadian democracy?

The full-day workshop will feature papers related to one of the following four specific topics:

1 Communication and Citizenship:
o Citizen engagement, advocacy, civil discourse, participatory democracy, deliberation
0 Reception and effects of political communication, agenda setting, framing, priming, echoing, cascading,
reinforcement and demobilization
o Information management, heuristics

1 Cyberpolitics:
o E-government, e-democracy
0 Online participation, online fundraising
o Political Web sites, social networking sites
0 Web 2.0 and the coproduction of political communication
0 Cyber-mobilization
1 Partisan Communications in the 2011 Canadian Federal Election:
o Permanent campaigning, constituency campaigning
Leadership, speeches, platforms, leader’s debates
Traditional and novel forms of political advertising, ads placement
Political communication ethics
Image crafting and management, personalization, symbols, propaganda
Political marketing, market research, branding, communication consultants

O O0Oo0Oo0oo

91 Political Journalism Practices in a Transformed Media Industry
0 Media ownership, political economy of the media industry
o Infotainement
o0 Press freedom and access to information
o Mediated images, gendered coverage and public representations in political news
0 Media malaise theory

Workshop 7 — Political Economy: (Feminist) Political Ecology: Social Movements and Alternative Economies
Organizer: Marie-Josée Massicotte (University of Ottawa)

Growing concerns and debates within academic, institutional, and activist circles about natural resources and
neoextractivism (continued exploitation of raw materials, with state intervention to sustain some social policies and
redistribution), food sovereignty, climate change, and alternative modes of (re)production, among others, are challenging
dominant approaches in political economy. From various fields and perspectives, researchers are seeking to adapt or to
develop new tools to better take into account existing efforts to strengthen or (re)invent alternative economies that are not
depending so prominently on the capitalist markets (see e.g J.K. Gibson-Graham) and that are more sensitive to socio-
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ecological needs and gender issues. In many ways, political economists have been concerned about ecosystems and
socio-environmental justice, as ‘essential elements’ for social reproduction and a healthy political economy and society.
However, these issues are often neglected or “left” by political economists to geographers, anthropologists, and feminist
scholars.

With the confirmed participation of Erik Olin Wright (U of Wisconsin-Madison), this workshop is therefore an invitation to
researchers from various fields (political economy, geography, anthropology, natural science, sociology, environmental,
gender and development studies) to jointly debate and rethink the ways in which (international, critical, cultural, everyday)
political economy studies can better address those central issues and how political economy researchers can contribute
more directly to political ecology studies. The key questions that we would like to address in this one day workshop, that
we plan to turn into a joint publication, are the following:

1) To what extent do we need to rethink theoretical frameworks and methodologies in political economy to more
explicitly deal with ecological issues and alternative (diverse, social, community) economies?

2) What are the experiences of rural, urban, indigenous, racialized, labour, ecological, feminist and popular
movements in promoting alternative modes of (re)production and governance that foster greater autonomy, solidarity,
participation and control for those in, or affected by, a specific socio-ecosystem?

3) What can we learn from these experiences and the knowledges (grounded, local, traditional folk knowledges, know
how, hybrid techniques and science) that arise from popular forces evolving at the margins of the dominant political
economic system?

4) What are the similarities and differences in the emergence of new imaginaries, practices, and subjects from
comparative political ecology and feminist political ecology approaches, and what does it change for political
economic thinking and practices?

Workshop 8 — Political Theory: Decolonizing Political Theory
Organizers: Glen Coulthard (University of British Columbia) / Rita Kaur Dhamoon (University of
the Fraser Valley)

This full-day workshop seeks to critically examine the colonial impulses and decolonizing potential of political theory. The
workshop is framed by the following two questions: in what ways have the diverse traditions within Western political
thought served, either implicitly or explicitly, to justify the dispossession of indigenous and/or other non-European peoples’
lands and self-determining authority on the one hand, and in what ways have colonized peoples and their allies been able
to selectively appropriate and critically transform these theoretical frameworks to support their own discourses and
struggles over land and freedom on the other? While numerous theoretical traditions have responded to the colonial
omissions and exclusions of political theory — including feminism, queer theory, Indigenous political theory, critical race
theory, anarchism, Marxism, and comparative political thought — two approaches have dominated the field: historical
analysis of the relationship between the project of European empire-building and Western political thought, and the
contemporary lens of multiculturalism and recognition politics. If then, political theory can be decolonized — which in itself
is a central question — what does this entail and what are the implications for political theory and practice?

The goals of the workshop are to:

a) critically map the terrain of current schools of thought on the relationship between political theory and
colonialism, empire, imperialism and decolonization;

b) explore the openings and closures that arise when political theory engages with marginalized theoretical
traditions, as well as the overlapping and divergent trajectories between alternate theoretical traditions;

C) interrogate settler-colonialism in political theory, specifically the legitimacy and role of the gendered and
racialized state and market;

d) identify alternatives to existing traditions, including those that center intersecting differences, community-based
rather than state-oriented frameworks, marginalized epistemologies, and critical forms of resistance and
solidarity.

Confirmed workshop participants include Paul Patton (University of New South Wales), James Tully (University of
Victoria), Taiaiake Alfred (University of Victoria), and Laura Janara (University of British Columbia).

The format of the workshop will include a session on ‘What is Decolonizing Political Theory?”, which will be based on
“microlectures”, whereby 8-12 presenters will be given three minutes to answer the question, followed by a response from
Dr. James Tully and Dr. Taiaiake Alfred. As well, there will be 3 panel sessions. We welcome submissions for all sessions
in this workshop.



Workshop 9 — Public Policy and Law: Comparisons within Countries: Causes and Consequences of Public
Policy
Organizer: Dan Cohn (York)

Researchers have long been urged to conduct comparative research within nations and to be careful to avoid what has
been called the “whole nation bias” when studying the causes and consequences of public policy. While the concept of
federalism and countries such as Canada, the United States, Germany and other federations immediately comes to mind
when considering this topic, it should also be noted that legislation in unitary states often mandates that certain issues be
dealt with by sub-national governments. Such legislation also frequently grants sub-national governments considerable
autonomy once an issue has been delegated to them. Consequently, there is no reason why this workshop need
necessarily be restricted to the study of the causes and consequences of public policy in the sub-national units of
federations. The public policy literature is rich in theory as to how public-policy is made, who makes it, why policy change
occurs and as to why some policy changes are deemed successful and others are not. Testing these theories through
comparisons of sub-national units within the same country can effectively control for many variables that would otherwise
confound research when attempts are made to increase the number of cases under comparison. It is also worth asking:

1 How do we explain why some sub-national governments choose to experiment (introduce policy change on a
limited scale or for a limited period of time) both solely within their own jurisdiction and by requesting leeway
in programs mandated and/or financial subsidized by national governments?

1 To what degree do sub-national governments within a country learn from each others’ attempts at innovative
policy-making? What are the institutional structures that transmit such policy knowledge across sub-national
boundaries? Are such institutions common or do they differ by policy field?

i Does variation in wealth and other resources across sub-national jurisdictions provide a sufficient explanation
for variation in policy capacity?

Areas within the public law realm that would fit with this theme might include:

1 Variation in the method for selecting the judiciary when this is done at the sub-national level and the
consequences of this variation.

i The policy impacts of sub-national variations in legislative procedures and administrative practices. Examples
of this might include sub-national variation in ethics regimes, the regulation of lobbyists, and in requirements
to notify and consult with the public as part of the regulatory process.

i Why and when do sub-national governments choose to exercise the discretion that might be available to them
in the enforcement of national laws?

Several of these questions can be viewed through the concepts of scale and attempts to rescale the liberal capitalist state
through devolution so as to meet the demands being placed on states as a result of global forces. This means that not
only is there the potential for research that seeks to explain and uncover variation of policy and legal regimes across sub-
national jurisdictions, but also for projects that aim to discover and explain variation in the opportunity structure that those
interested in resisting these global forces can utilize.

Workshop 10 — Race, Ethnicity, Indigenous Peoples and Politics: Displacement and Disappearance
Organizers: Isabel Altamirano-Jiménez (University of Alberta) and Robert Nichols (University of Alberta)

This workshop inquires into displacement and disappearance as two dimensions of the governance of Indigenous
populations in settler-colonial societies, and the gendered relationship between them. Specifically, this workshop inquires
into how these two modes of governance are organized across space and time. Our point of departure is the observation
that in settler-colonial societies, while some Indigenous populations face intense regulation, surveillance, containment and
control (exemplified in the institution of the prison), other Indigenous peoples are made to disappear from the view of
official state and market institutions through abandonment, erasure, forgetting and silencing. Furthermore, we posit that
the articulation of these two logics is fundamentally gendered.

We invite the interrogation of two sets of related questions:
(1) What are the main ways in which Indigenous peoples are enclosed, confined, and displaced today? Is there a line of

continuity between seemingly disparate modes of geo-spatial governance such as (a) ‘original’ dispossession from the
land, (b) containment on and in reserves, (c) ghettoization, marginalization and urban poverty, (d) imprisonment and



incarceration? If so, how can we do so in ways that both facilitate critical analysis and reveal potential for their
moadification, transformation and abolition? What conceptual tools are available for theorizing these different modes in
relation to one another without reducing their individual specificity and complexity? How can we think the internal
configuration of Indigenous populations within these systems of management, particularly with respect to Indigenous
women and youth?

(2) What are the main ways in which Indigenous peoples are abandoned and erased? Is there a continuity between
colonial, racialized spatial organization and the disappearance of Indigenous women in settler cities? What concepts are
relevant to address these different modalities of disappearance? How and why are these processes gendered? How are
these processes being resisted and transformed, from within and without?

These questions will be explored in a full day workshop, featuring confirmed workshop participant Andrea Smith,
University of California (Riverside).

Workshop 11 — Teaching and Learning (pilot section): Diversity in the Classroom
Organizer: Tracy Summerville (University of Northern British Columbia)

The Teaching and Learning Politics section will offer a day long workshop focused on the theme “Diversity in the
Classroom.” The day will be divided into four sections which will work chronologically: diversity as an issue in the
scholarship on teaching and learning; the role of the discipline in teaching diversity; the types of learning outcomes that
might be taught in specific political science courses; and assignments that would be most effective in achieving the
learning outcomes of a course and of the discipline. The day will start with a panel that will examine the broad questions
of teaching diversity in the classroom through educational development theory, the second panel will ask how does
learning about diversity fit with the discipline of political science and the learning objectives of our discipline, the third
panel will look at course specific learning outcomes linked to teaching diversity and the final panel with look at how one
may design assignments that are directly connected to specific learning outcomes. We invite paper proposals in any one
or more of these sections.

Part 1 — The Theory

This section will ask the questions:

How has educational development theory dealt with the issue of diversity in the classroom?
What are the key issues for dealing with diversity in the classroom?

What does “diversity” mean?

How do we go beyond lip service to teaching diversity?

=A =4 =4 =4

Part Il — Political Science and Diversity
This section will ask the questions:
9 Is the discipline of political science well suited to the practice of diversity education?
1 Many universities assume that teaching citizenship is part of their mandate; does this impact how a political
scientist would teach diversity?
1  How does diversity feature into the larger outcomes in political science i.e. teaching citizenship, understanding
comparative political cultures or the language of rights discourse?
I What are the learning outcomes we expect for a political science? How is diversity a part of those outcomes?

Part Il — Designing Course Specific Learning Outcomes

This section will ask the questions:

Where does teaching “diversity” belong?

Is it appropriate for departments to incorporate learning outcomes on diversity into the curriculum?

What do course specific learning outcomes look like?

How does diversity feature into the larger outcomes in political science i.e. teaching citizenship, understanding
comparative political cultures or the language of rights discourse

E R I

Part IV — Designing Assignments Connected to Specific Learning Outcomes
This section will ask the questions:
1 What assignments have been effective in helping to teach diversity?
1 How can we go from our desired learning outcomes to course design?
1 What assignments are most effective in assessing whether or not students have achieved a learning outcome
linked to understanding diversity?
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Workshop 12 — Women, Gender and Politics: The Feminist Backlash
Organizer; Shannon Sampert (University of Winnipeg)

For many young women, feminism appears to be an outdated concept. Popular culture has given us images of powerful,
strong women with the underlying message that feminism is no longer important or relevant. Susan Douglas in her book
Enlightened Sexism suggests that a new kind of feminist backlash in the media creates images of strong women that are
often contradictory, undercut by pervasive sexualization and rampant consumerism. One needs only to look at the recent
decision by NBC to air an hourly drama in its fall lineup set in the Playboy Club of the 1960s. The show’s producers are
marketing the program, featuring women dressed in the classic playboy bunny uniform, as a way of empowering young
women. As well, new social media outlets such as Facebook, Twitter and YouTube have proven to be sites of both
endorsement and contestation of feminist values. Activists have effectively used these portals to organize; however sexist
and demoralizing anti-feminist rhetoric is also prevalent on-line. Moreover, as Susan Faludi suggested in 1991, the
“traditional” backlash against feminism can be seen in the anxiety expressed about women’s gains being made to the
detriment of men, particularly as this relates to the economy. Indeed, academics, university presidents, and journalists
have written about their concern that men are not faring well, purportedly as a result of the gains made by women. More
broadly, feminism is also blamed for men’s failures in the economic downturn sometimes dubbed the “mancession”
because the recession appeared to disproportionally affect men compared to women.

The aim of this workshop is to analyze and explain various trends in backlash — including the “new” feminist backlash that
suggests women are doing just fine and that feminism is dead and the “traditional” backlash that suggests men are at risk
because of the gains made by women. We invite papers which address any of a number of possible facets of anti-
feminism, but particularly those which focus on four key areas: popular culture; politics; the economy; and the academy.
More specifically, of particular interest would be papers that address the media’s role in articulating feminist and anti-
feminist rhetoric with specific attention paid to the new social media; papers that address women and politics and the role
of the “right” in an anti-feminist agenda in Canada and elsewhere; the rise of anti-women rhetoric during the
“mancession”; and finally the rise of the pro-male agenda in universities desperate to build on diminishing enroliments of
male students. This workshop also features an address by Frances Fox Piven (City University of New York).
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