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Summary of Module Content:  This module provides students with a critical introduction to 
recent governance studies, with special emphasis on issues in urban and environmental policy from a 
multi-level governance perspective. The module discusses both conceptually and empirically the 
relative shift from government to governance through the emergence of new state—society networks. 
Examples of new multi-level governance mechanisms and processes analysed include public-private 
partnerships (PPP), public participatory policy initiatives, and local planning and consultation 
processes. Issues to be considered include agricultural policy, transport infrastructure projects, and 
urban sustainability initiatives. This module will establish an appreciation of how urban and 
environmental issues have become increasingly interdependent with politics and society across 
nation-state boundaries, and what kind of challenges contemporary multi-level decision-making 
institutions face in this respect. 

Module Aims 
The aim of this module is to provide students with an in-depth and systematic understanding of recent 
developments and issues in governance studies, based on a critical engagement with relevant 
theoretical and research-based knowledge. Several case studies, with special focus on urban and 



environmental issues (where the emergence of new multi-level governance processes have been 
particularly profound in recent years and decades), will be used to contextualise the theoretical 
knowledge gained, to critically analyse empirical research, and to develop a comprehensive 
understanding of methodological techniques, issues and perspectives regarding the study of 
contemporary governance. The module also aims to provide students with a critical understanding of 
how urban and environmental issues have become increasingly interdependent with politics and 
society, and what kind of challenges contemporary decision-making and its institutions face in this 
respect. 

Learning Outcomes 

By the end of this module, students will be able to: 

1. demonstrate a systematic and critical understanding of issues and perspectives in multi-level 
governance studies, and how governance relates to representative decision-making at national 
and international levels; 

2. demonstrate an in-depth, conceptual understanding of governance mechanisms and processes 
through the theoretical and empirical analysis of case studies focusing on urban and 
environmental issues in international context, and drawing on relevant theoretical and research 
literature 

3. analyse and synthesise relevant knowledge, research and information for the purpose of 
developing critical conceptual and empirical perspectives on contemporary governance issues 

4. show a critical, reflective understanding of how international relations, politics, public discourse 
and social developments interact with urban and environmental governance processes 

5. demonstrate a comprehensive understanding of key methodological techniques approaches 
relevant to governance studies 

6. undertake competently and relatively independently appropriate research tasks, using a full range 
of learning resources, working effectively in group settings, and managing relevant methodological 
techniques 

7. demonstrate effective and autonomous presentation and communication skills.  

Indicative Syllabus Content 
The module syllabus content will include: 

1. introduction to theories of multi-level governance: from ‘government’ to ‘governance’ 

2. urban and environmental governance: issues and perspectives 

3. methodological perspectives: how to research and analyse governance processes 

4. public-private partnerships in national and international perspective 

5. case study 1: the Copenhagen Metro and London Underground public-private partnership 



6. participatory governance: British and European experiences 

7. case study 2: the EU GM public debate 

8. local planning and consultation 

9. case study 3: the Grenoble-south-east London waste incinerators 

10. transnational governance networks 

11. case study 4: the European citizens’ discourse on brain science 

12. future perspectives for multi-level governance 

Teaching and Learning Methods 
The main teaching and learning methods are based on staff-led introductory lectures and seminars, 
followed by student contributions. The latter will include active participation in seminar discussions, 
group work in case study discussions, and (written and oral) presentation of case study contributions 
in plenary sessions. Students will be expected to actively engage in all sessions 

Assessment Rationale 
The assessment by essay and class presentation has been chosen to reflect the MA level of the 
module. The essay requires students to demonstrate appropriate levels of competence and 
independence in planning, conducting and writing on a given topic, thus demonstrating  a critical 
understanding and conceptual analysis of the materials introduced in the module based upon 
comprehensive reading and seminar discussions. The class presentation requires students to 
demonstrate appropriate levels of competence and independence in planning, conducting, 
summarizing and communicating a presentation in class, thus demonstrating a systematic and in-
depth engagement with selected and applied aspects of governance. This will also give students the 
opportunity develop and demonstrate their ability to present and communicate theoretical concepts 
and empirical research effectively to their peer community.  

Assessment criteria 
The essays should demonstrate that students have gained a systematic and critical understanding of 
the governance issue/perspective they are addressing, made themselves familiar with the appropriate 
literature, and demonstrated the ability to carry out a critical analysis of the various arguments used in 
the debate (learning outcomes 1-4).  

 

The class presentations should demonstrate that the students have achieved a comprehensive 
understanding of the specific issues/examples discussed and how these apply to theoretical 
governance perspectives, succeeded in evaluating the issue on the basis of primary and secondary 
sources of information and using appropriate methodological techniques, and managed to effectively 
summarise and present a piece of work within their peer community (learning outcomes 2, 5-7). 

In making oral presentations, tutors will consider: 



• The degree of knowledge and understanding of the subject matter; 

• The range of relevant literature used; 

• The appropriate use of empirical data; 

• The extent to which material has been synthesised 

• The clarity and coherence of the overall presentation; 

• The clarity of delivery (pace, audibility, etc.); 

• The extent to which time limits are observed; 

• The effectiveness with which oral questions are dealt with. 
 
In addition to the criteria listed above, the assessment of group presentations will also give credit for: 
 
• The degree of co-ordination among the members of the group; 
 
• The overall comprehensiveness of treatment of subject; 

• The clarity, suitability and quality of visual aids and handouts; 

• The quality of delivery; 

• Time-keeping. 

 

Assessment Method and Weighting 

1 essay of 4,000 words; weighting 80% 

1 class presentation; weighting 20% 

____________________________________________________________________ 
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