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Spring 2010

Thursday, 7-9:50 PM

Room 530 South Kedzie
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Seminar on Ethics and Development

Two important changes in political philosophy in recent years are the shift from theories of national justice to global justice and the shift in these theories from a primary emphasis on rights to a greater emphasis on responsibilities.  We will be examining these changes in the context of some of the issues that dominate debates over global development, such as poverty, violence, immigration, inequality, and democracy.
The seminar meetings and readings are divided into four general sections: I. Global Justice, II. Responsibility, III. Development, and IV. Recognition.   Each weekly seminar meeting has its own specific topic which ranges from the more abstract, such as the justification for responsibility or the grounds of human rights, to more concrete development issues. 
Books Required for Purchase
Students should purchase the following three books. 
· David Miller, National Responsibility and Global Justice (Oxford, 2007).  ISBN#978-0-19-923505-6 
· Thomas Pogge, ed., Freedom from Poverty as a Human Right (Oxford, 2007). ISBN#978-0-19-922618-4
· Amartya Sen, The Idea of Justice (Harvard, 2009). ISBN# 978-0-674—3613-0 
All other required readings for the seminar will be on the ANGEL site for the course.
Assignments 

Students will make one seminar presentation, comment on the presentation of one other student, and write a final essay on one or more of the major topics we have discussed.
· Seminar Presentation: The presentation should focus on an important idea or argument in the required readings for one of the topics covered in Weeks 3 through 13.  The purpose of the comment is to raise a philosophical question or pose a philosophical problem that will prompt a discussion in the seminar that is connected to the readings on the topic for that week.
· The oral presentation should be approximately 15-20 minutes.
· Discussion will follow the oral presentation and the remarks of the commentator.
· Presenters must meet with the instructor in advance to discuss the content of the presentation.
· A draft of the text of the presentation (approximately 1,500 to 2,000 words) must be distributed electronically in writing to all members of the seminar no later than Monday evening prior to the presentation at the Thursday evening seminar.
· Copies of the final version of the presentation should be distributed no later than the time of the seminar on Thursday evening.
· Seminar Comment:  The comment should address critically the main idea or argument in the presentation. 
· The oral comment should be approximately 10 minutes.

· Written copies of the comment (approximately 750 to 1000 words) should be distributed to all members of the seminar at the time of the oral presentation at the Thursday evening seminar.

· Seminar Paper:  The paper should address one or more of the main concepts in the seminar (global justice, development, responsibility, or recognition) and topics discussed in the seminar meetings through Week 14.

· Papers should be approximately 6,000-8,000 words in length.

· Paper topics must be approved in advance by the instructor.
· Papers are due by email attachment no later than Thursday, May 6 at 8 PM – which is the time of the scheduled final examination of the seminar and its last meeting of the semester.
Learning Objectives

The learning objectives of this seminar are:
· to understand some of the main ideas and arguments in the field of ethics and development,
· to identify the important lines of disagreement and difference that separate leading theorists from one another,

· to explore possibilities for redrawing or resolving these lines of separation,

· to participate in seminar discussions about these ideas, arguments, and lines of separation, and

· to craft original ideas and arguments about selected topics in ethics and development.
Evaluation Criteria and Grading

Student work will be evaluated according to the following criteria.  

· The clarity of the thesis being argued by the presenter, commentator, or writer
· The originality and soundness of the arguments made in support of that thesis

· The strength of objections raised and answered to the thesis and its supporting arguments

· The use of appropriate texts and other evidence

These criteria will be used to evaluate and assign grades to the presentation, the comment, and the final seminar paper.  Course grades will be determined by the following percentages.

· Oral and Written Presentation

20%

· Oral and Written Comment

10%

· Final Paper



70%

Students are expected to complete all of the assigned reading for each weekly seminar prior to the seminar meeting on Thursday evening.  No formal grade will be given for participation in seminar discussions, but informed contributions to the discussion will be taken into consideration in the calculation of final course grades in borderline cases.

Policy on Academic Freedom and Integrity
Article 2.3.3 of the Academic Freedom Report states that "the student shares with the faculty the responsibility for maintaining the integrity of scholarship, grades, and professional standards." In addition, the Department of Philosophy adheres to the policies on academic honesty as specified in General Student Regulations 1.0, Protection of Scholarship and Grades, and in the all‑University Policy on Integrity of Scholarship and Grades, which are included in Spartan Life: Student Handbook and Resource Guide. Students who commit an act of academic dishonesty may receive a 0.0 on the assignment or in the course. 

Policy on Accommodations for Students with Disabilities
Students with disabilities should contact the Resource Center for Persons with Disabilities to establish reasonable accommodations. For an appointment with a counselor, call 353‑9642 (voice) or 355‑1293 (TTY). 
Policy on religious observance

Please inform the instructor within the first two weeks of the semester if you will need to miss class for religious observance so that we can work out alternative arrangements.
Calendar of Readings
I. Global Justice (Weeks 1-4)
The accounts of global justice in this section presuppose and sometimes take as their point of departure the work of John Rawls, arguably the most influential theory of justice for the contemporary liberal nation-state.  The most relevant Rawls texts for our purposes are Justice as Fairness: A Restatement and The Law of Peoples.  Even where they disagree with Rawls, the theorists we will be considering define their views on justice in some measure in response to his.  An excellent short summary of Rawls’s project is Anthony Simon Laden, “The House that Jack Built: Thirty Years of Reading John Rawls, Ethics, Vol. 113, January, 2003.    The most useful anthology of essays on global justice that covers a wide range of positions is Thomas Pogge and Darrel Moellendorf, eds., Global Justice: Seminal Essays (2008).
Week 1:  January 14
Topic: Introduction
· David Miller, National Responsibility and Global Justice (2007), Chapters 1-3
· Charles R. Beitz, “Cosmopolitanism and Global Justice, Journal of Ethics, Vol. 9, 2005

· Thomas McCarthy, ‘From modernism to messianism: reflections on the state of “development”,’ Constellations, Vol. 14, no.1, 2007

· Nigel Dower, “The Nature and Scope of Development Ethics,” Journal of Global Ethics, Vol. 4, no.3, 2008

Week 2:  January 21
Topic:  Justice
· Amartya Sen, The Idea of Justice (2009), Introduction and Part I
· Thomas Nagel, “The Problem of Global Justice,” Philosophy and Public Affairs, Vol. 33, no.2, 2005
Week 3:  January 28
Topic:  Rationality

· Amartya Sen, The Idea of Justice (2009), Part II
· Elizabeth Anderson, “Sen, Ethics, and Democracy,” Feminist Economics, Vol. 9, nos. 2 and 3, 2003

· Thomas M. Scanlon, “Contractualism and Utilitarianism” in T.M. Scanlon, The Difficulty of Tolerance: Essays in Political Philosophy

· Onora O’Neill, “Applied Ethics, Naturalism, Normativity, and Public Policy,” Journal of Applied Philosophy, Vol. 26, no.3, 2009
Week 4:  February 4
Topic:  Happiness and Wellbeing

· Amartya Sen, The Idea of Justice, Part III

· Martha C. Nussbaum, “Capabilities as Fundamental Entitlements: Sen and Social Justice,” Feminist Economics, Vol. 9, nos.2 and 3, 2003 

· Martha Nussbaum, “Beyond the Social Contract: Capabilities and Injustice” Gillian Brock and Harry Brighouse, eds., The Political Philosophy of Cosmopolitanism (2005)
Further Readings:
· Charles R. Beitz, The Idea of Human Rights (2009)

· Charles R. Beitz and Robert E. Goodin, eds., Global Basic Rights (2009)

· Gillian Brock, Global Justice: A Cosmopolitan Account 

· Simon Caney, Justice Beyond Borders: A Global Political Theory (2005)

· Richard W. Miller, Globalizing Justice: The Ethics of Poverty and Power (forthcoming 2010)

· Liam B. Murphy, Moral Demands in Nonideal Theory (2000)

· Onora O’Neill, Bounds of Justice (2000)

· Henry Shue, Basic Rights (2nd ed., 1996)

II. Responsibility (Weeks 5-9)
The concept of responsibility has been analyzed several different ways.   Philosophers distinguish between perfect and imperfect, positive and negative, and special and general responsibilities; and also between individual, shared, collective, and institutional responsibilities.  We will confront these distinctions, but our primary task will be to construct the most useful conception of responsibility that will help us address concrete problems such as poverty, immigration, and violence.
Week 5:  February 11
Topic: Justification
· David Miller, National Responsibility and Global Justice (2007), Chapters 4-6
· Daniel Butt, “On Benefiting from Injustice,” Canadian Journal of Philosophy, Vol. 37, no. 1, March 2007

· Daniel Butt, “Nations, Overlapping Generations, and Historic Injustice,” American Philosophical Quarterly, Vol. 43, no.4, 2006

Week 6:  February 18
Topic:  Human Rights
· David Miller, National Responsibility and Global Justice (2007), Chapter 7
· Henry Shue, “Mediating Duties,” Ethics, Vol. 98, no.2, 1988

· Charles R. Beitz, “Human Rights as a Common Concern,” American Political Science Review, Vol. 95, no.2, 2001

· Onora O’Neill, “The Dark Side of Human rights,” International Affairs, Vol. 81, no.2 (2005): 427-39.

· Elizabeth Ashford, “The Alleged Dichotomy between Positive and Negative Rights and Duties,” in Global Basic Rights, eds., Beitz and Goodin (2009)

· John Tasioulas, “The Moral Reality of Human Rights,” in Thomas Pogge, ed., Freedom from Poverty as a Human Right (2007), Chapter 3

Week 7:  February 25
Topic:  Immigration

· David Miller, National Responsibility and Global Justice (2007), Chapter 8

· Joseph H. Carens, “The Case for Open Borders: Aliens and Citizens” in Will Kimlicka, ed., The Rights of Minority Cultures (1995)
· Joseph H. Carens, “Who Should Get in? The Ethics of Immigration Admissions.” Ethics and International Affairs, Vol. 17, no 1, 2003
· Joseph H. Carens, “Live-in Domestics, Seasonal Workers, and Others Hard to Locate on the Map of Democracy,” Journal of Political Philosophy, Vol. 16, no.4, 2008
Week 8:  March 4
Topic:  Global Poverty

· David Miller, National Responsibility and Global Justice (2007), Chapter 9

· Thomas Pogge, “Severe Poverty as a Human Rights Violation” in Thomas Pogge, ed., Freedom from Poverty as a Human Right (2007), Chapter 1
· Elizabeth Ashford, “The Inadequacy of Our Traditional Conception of Duties Imposed by Human Rights,” Canadian Journal of Law and Jurisprudence, Vol. 19, no. 2, 2006

· Elizabeth Ashford, “The Duties Imposed by the Human Right to Basic Necessities” in Thomas Pogge, ed., Freedom from Poverty as a Human Right (2007), Chapter 7
· Leif Wenar, “Responsibility and Severe Poverty” in Thomas Pogge, ed., Freedom from Poverty as a Human Right (2007), Chapter 10
· Simon Caney, “Global Poverty and Human Rights” in Thomas Pogge, ed., Freedom from Poverty as a Human Right (2007), Chapter 11
· Arjun Sengupta, “Poverty Eradication and Human Rights” in Thomas Pogge, ed., Freedom from Poverty as a Human Right (2007), Chapter 13
SPRING BREAK: March 8 - 12  
Week 9:  March 18
Topic:  Care

· Des Gasper and Thanh-Dam Truong, “Development Ethics through the Lenses of Caring, Gender, and Human Security” in Esquith and Gifford, eds., Capabilities, Power, and Institutions (forthcoming 2010)

· Fiona Robinson, ‘Care, Gender, and Global Justice: Rethinking “ethical globalization”,’ Journal of Global Ethics, Vol. 2, no. 1, 2006

· Christopher Groves, “Future Ethics: Risk, Care, and Non-reciprocal Responsibility,” Journal of Global Ethics, Vol. 5, no.1, 2009

· Robin Attfield, “Non-reciprocal Responsibility and the Banquet of the Kingdom,” Journal of Global Ethics, Vol. 5, no.1, 2009

· Robin Attfield, “Ecological Issues of Justice,” Journal of Global Ethics, Vol. 5, no.2, 2009.

· Simon Caney, “Justice and the distribution of greenhouse gas emissions,” Journal of Global Ethics, Vol. 5, no.2, 2009

· Carol C. Gould, “Coercion, Care, and Corporations: Omissions and Commissions in Thomas Pogge’s Political Philosophy, Journal of Global Ethics, Vol. 3, no. 3, December 2007
Further Readings:
· Bina Agarwal, Jane Humphries, and Ingrid Robeyns, eds., Amartya Sen’s Work and Ideas: A Gender Perspective (2005)

· Brian Barry and Robert E. Goodin, eds., Free Movement: Ethical Issues in the Transnational Migration of People and Money (1992)

· Joseph H. Carens, Culture, Citizenship, and Community: A Contextual Exploration of Justice as Evenhandedness (2000)

· Toni Erskine, ed., Can Institutions Have Responsibilities? (2003)

· Will Kymlicka, Politics in the Vernacular: Nationalism, Multiculturalism, and Citizenship (2001)

· Chad Levin, The Politics of Responsibility (2008)
· Larry May, Sharing Responsibility (1992)

· Larry May and Stacey Hoffman, eds., Collective Responsibility: Five Decades of Debate in Theoretical and Applied Ethics (1991)

· Peter Singer, The Life You Can Save (2009)
III. Development (Weeks 10-13)
To the extent that philosophers have taken an interest in development, initially it was to point out the unargued moral assumptions underlying particular models of economic growth and political modernization associated with development.  Thomas McCarthy reminds us that conceptions of development, enlightenment, progress, and civilization historically have been used to reconcile philosophical claims to universality with the reality of colonial and imperial practices.  However, with the work of Amartya Sen, Martha Nussbaum, Onora O’Neill, Thomas Pogge, and others, there is a growing desire to formulate a less dissonant ethical theory of development.  For some philosophers, such a theory should be organized around human rights or obligations; for others, such as Sen, development should center around human freedom and political agency.  For an overview of the emerging field of development ethics, see Nigel Dower, “The Nature and Scope of Development Ethics,” Journal of Global Ethics, Vol. 4, no.3, 2008.  For an introduction specifically to the capability approach identified with the work of Sen and Nussbaum, see Severine Deneulin and Lila Shahani, eds., An Introduction to the Human Development and Capability Approach: Freedom and Agency (2009).  

Week 10:  March 25
Topic: Public Reason

· Amartya Sen, The Idea of Justice (2009), Part IV

· Charles Larmore, “Public Reason” in Samuel Freeman, ed., The Cambridge Companion to Rawls (2003)

· Joseph Raz, “Disagreement in Politics,” American Journal of Jurisprudence, 1998

Week 11:  April 1
Topic:  Participation

· David A. Crocker, “Participatory Development: The Capabilities Approach and Deliberative Democracy,” The Ethics of Global Development, Chapter 10.

· Jay Drydyk, “Durable Empowerment,” Journal of Global Ethics,” Vol. 4, no.3, 2008

· Jay Drydyk, “When is Development more Democratic?” Journal of Human Development and Capabilities, Vol. 6, no.2, 2005

· Henning Hahn, “The Global Consequences of Participatory Responsibility,” Journal of Global Ethics, Vol. 5, no.1, 2009

Week 12:  April 8
Topic:  Inequality

· Alvara de Vita, “Inequality and Poverty in Global Perspective” in Thomas Pogge, ed., Freedom from Poverty as a Human Right (2007), Chapter 4

· Jay Drydyk, “Unequal Benefits: The Ethics of Development-induced Displacement,” Georgetown Journal of International Affairs, Vol. 8, no. 1, 2007

· Richard W. Miller, “Global Power and Economic Justice,” in Global Basic Rights, eds., Beitz and Goodin (2009)

Week 13:  April 15
Topic:  Violence

· Rhoda E. Howard-Hassman, “Famine, Global Ethics, and Western Responsibility for Mass Atrocities in Africa,” Perspectives on Global Development and Technology, Vol. 4, nos. 3 and 4, 2005

· Peter Uvin, “The Introduction of a Modernized Gacaca for Judging Suspects of Participation in the Genocide and Massacres of 1994 in Rwanda”
· Peter Uvin, Human Rights and Development, selections (2004)

· Peter Uvin, “Tragedy in Rwanda: The Political Ecology of Conflict,” Environment, Vol. 38, 1996

· Helena Cobban, “The Legacies of Collective Violence,” The Boston Review, April/May 2002; followed by comments by Kenneth Roth and Alison DesForges, with response by Cobban, The Boston Review, summer 2002

Further Readings:
· Pablo Bose, Jay Drydyk, and Peter Penz, Displacement and Development: Ethics and Responsibilities (forthcoming 2010)
· David A. Crocker, The Ethics of Global Development (2008)
· Helena Cobban, Amnesty After Atrocity?  Healing Nations after Genocide and War Crimes (2007)

· Gareth Evans, The Responsibility to Protect: Ending Mass Atrocity Crimes Once and For All (2008)

· Des Gasper, The Ethics of Development (2004)
· Stephen L. Esquith and Fred Gifford, eds., Capabilities, Power, and Institutions: Toward a More Critical Development Ethics (forthcoming 2010)

· David Miller and Sahail H. Hashmi, Boundaries and Justice: Diverse Ethical Perspectives (2001)

· Christopher W. Morris, ed., Amartya Sen (2010)

· Roberto Mangabeira Unger, Free Trade Reimagined (2007)
· Roberto Mangabeira Unger, The Self Awakened: Pragmatism Unbound (2007)

IV. Recognition (Weeks 14-15)
In this section the term recognition refers to self-understanding and motivation, not the recognition or mis-recognition of the sub-altern Other.  How can and should individuals, groups, and organizations recognize their own responsibilities for past global injustices and the promotion of future ethical development?  Theorists such as Peter Singer, Robert E. Goodin, and Amartya Sen tend to put their faith in the power of public reason and a sense of morality.  I turn to additional sources in literature and the visual and performing arts through a process of democratic political education to prompt greater recognition of complicity in severe violence and greater awareness of the opportunities for greater shared political responsibility.
There is no new required reading for these two weeks during which time students should be drafting and revising their final seminar papers.
Week 14:  April 22 (RCAH Conference Room)
Topic: Complicity
· Stephen L. Esquith, The Political Responsibilities of Everyday Bystanders (forthcoming 2010)

Week 15:  April 29
Topic:  Reenactment
· Susan Sontag, Regarding the Pain of Others (2003)

· Jane Taylor and William Kentridge, Ubu and the Truth Commission (1998)
· My Neighbor, My Killer, directed by Anne Aghion (2009)

Final Seminar Paper due no later than May 6, 8-10 PM
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