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Last Class
· Global political economy
· New Hampshire – after WWII, set up to create new economic structure, creation of IMF, GATT, etc.
· Politics and economics are deeply implicated 
· Where is the political economy going today? 
Ethics
Ethics: Defined
· Oxford English Dictionary defines ethics as: the science of morals; the department of study concerned with the principles of human duty
· International ethics is thus fundamentally concerned with moral questions and issues in the context of inter-state and inter-societal relations.  Thus, morals that condition relations between states, or societies with other societies
· Thus, international ethnics pivots on two core questions:
1) Should outsiders be treated according to the same principles as insiders?
· Consider the issue of refugees.  (Ex. Boat with Sri Lankan refugees come to Vancouver, and there was the question of whether we send them back or treat them like Canadians)
2) How can this be achieved in world characterized by…
· … international anarchy? 
· A practical challenge concerned with getting things done in a world composed of self-interested actors
· … moral pluralism?
· A practical and ethical challenge that asks whose ethics should apply, and whether universal rules are themselves ethical 
Ethics: Globalization and IR
· Today, globalization is provoking three more questions that are shaping the way we think about international ethics:
· As the world “shrinks”, are humans becoming more of a single moral community with rules that apply to all of them?
· Cosmopolitanism
· In light of the push back to globalization, are humans a collection of separate communities with their own standards and no common morality?
· Realism 
· Does globalization suggest that humans are a collection of separate communities with some minimally shared standards of morality behaviour?
· Pluralism
· Most IR perspectives on international ethics stem from Western philosophical traditions (in large part because of the discipline’s origins):
· Deontology: the notion that rules should be followed because they are right in and of themselves; rules are right when they are agreed upon by all 
· Ex. Thou shall not kill
· Consequentialism: rules should be followed according to their presumed consequences 
· Ex. Realism suggests that an action is rightful when it is expected to improve state interests
· Utilitarianism: actions are presumed good when they bring the greatest good to the greatest number of peoples 
· Ex. A free trade agreement may hurt some people, but it should be pursued if it will bring happiness to the vast majority of people
Ethics: Cosmopolitanism 
· Cosmopolitanism refers to the idea that humanity is to be treated as a single moral community, and has priority over sub-communities
· Cosmopolitanism is largely composed of deontological and utilitarian ethics:
· Deontological influence: the notion that all people are morally equivalent and should follow universal rules of “right conduct”
· Utilitarian influence: the notion that a focus should be placed on the good of the whole, rather than the good of the parts
· Applied in the field of international relations, cosmopolitanism argues that territorial borders are morally irrelevant because, from an ethical standpoint, they are simply artificial divisions
· The Walking Dead: the town and prison overlook superficial differences and move forward on the assumption that they’re members are all moral equals.  Intervention may be allowed if either Rick or the Governor start to violate members’ rights
Ethics: From Cosmopolitanism to Communitarianism 
· Cosmopolitans are juxtaposed against communitarians, which break from the assumption of universality.  They argue that:
· Societies have their own set of values and ethics;
· State borders are important in providing ethical constraints
Ethics: Alternatives
· Realist ethics assume that the only viable form of international ethics are those that pursue the self-interest of the state
· This is based on the assumption that the state’s key goal is to provide security for its populace – an ethic of responsibility 
· Ex.  The Walking Dead: Town and Prison keep to themselves, but acts of war are considered legitimate when they are in the best interest of the group.  Essentially what is happening in the show right now.
· It also emanates from EH Carr, who noted that all “universal values” are simply products of power, thus to impose ethics is simply to exercise power over others 
· If ethics is linked to state-interest however, an ethic of responsibility can lead to what some consider immoral or amoral actions:
· Is it right to bomb a neutral country if it helps stave off a more aggressive conflict with another?
· Ex. Hiroshima/Nagasaki
· Do actions that justifiably look out for national interest lead to opportunism? 
· “War on Terror”
· Pluralist ethics take the view that states do have different ethics, but that a framework can be established for toleration
· In this view, sovereignty is an ethically responsible principle because it maintains limited intervention and the freedom to pursue one’s own cultural/social interests free from outside influence
· There is a sense of looking out for “one’s own”
· Ex. Walking Dead: The Town and the Prison agree to live and let live, and to respect each other’s space, provided both are secure
· [image: http://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/en/thumb/9/9c/03-rawls-225.jpg/220px-03-rawls-225.jpg]John Rawls’ pluralism:
· People are free/independent, which is to be respected
· Peoples are to observe treaties and other undertakings 
· Peoples are to observe a duty of non-intervention
· People have a right to self-defence but not to instigation
· People are to honour human rights
· People must respect some restrictions to warfare
· Peoples have a duty to assist other people living under regimes that prevent them from a decent political/social life
· Another way to the debate is in terms of positive and negative duties: 
· Positive duties: duties to act, assist or create a just social order
· Negative duties: duties to stop/refrain from actions to avoid unnecessary harm
· Generally, cosmopolitans uphold both sets of duties; communitarians uphold only negative duties
· The astute observer will not by upholding negative duties, communitarians assume a very basic form of cosmopolitanism, insofar as there are some very limited rules all must follow
Humanitarian Intervention
· Humanitarian intervention is widely considered the ultimate test for the sovereign state system, because it raises the questions about the principle of sovereignty
· If sovereignty is the ultimate principle of international society, how can intervention in a sovereign state be justified?
· Your opinion, is it justified in cases of:
· Holocaust?
· Tyrannical states?
· WMD?
· Prevention of crisis?
The Case For
· The legal, or “counter-restrictionist” argument argues that there are two grounds for intervention:
1. UN Charter commits states to project fundamental human rights
· Preamble and Articles 1(3), 55 and 56
· This would have justified intervention during the Cold War withinstates showing flagrant disregard for human rights
2. A right to humanitarian intervention in customary international law:
· Admit that there is no unilateral right to intervention, but that the historic and recurrent practice of intervention by states suggest that intervention is a legal practice
· The moral argument assumes that there is a case for intervention irrespective of law; specifically, that there is a moral duty to intervene in cases of genocide and mass killing.  For example:
· Sovereignty stems from a state’s responsibility to provide security to its citizens; thus, when it engages in genocide/mass killing it loses its right to exercise sovereignty and is opened to scrutiny
· Common humanity: All individuals have basic human rights and as individuals we have a duty to uphold them
· Just war theory: The notion that some wars are just when they offer ‘charity’ to others
· BBC Clip of British intervention in Sierra Leone – Moral argument behind intervention – used term Just War.  Can see rationale developing that there is a moral thing to do in Sierra Leone, but on the other hand, there are discourses in the British Parliament because they don’t want to be perceived as meddling with other’s affairs (issue of sovereignty) 
The Case Against
1. No Basis for humanitarian intervention in international law
· Argue that peace is best preserved by restricting any use of force not authorized by United Nations Security Council (UNSC)
· Article 51 is the only exception to article 2(4)
· Article 2(4): All Members shall refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations.
2. States do not intervene primarily for humanitarian reasons
· Politics is about self-interest, for a state to warrant war there must be an obvious political reason
· It also suggests that intervention is a product of the powerful
3. States do not have the right to risk the lives of their own soldiers to save strangers
· Soldiers are citizens of the state, and what right does a stat have sending them to war for interests that are not their own
4. The problem of abuse
· States may warrant the exercise of humanitarianism to further self-interest
· Ex. Hitler’s invasion of Czechoslovakia to “protect” the German people (he was actually just intervening to get a foothold)
5. Selectivity of response
· Humanitarian intervention is selective and reflective of specific norms, values and interests
· Why did NATO intervene in Kosovo and not Darfur? 
6. Disagreement about moral principles
· There is no consensus over what moral principles should govern a response.  This means that it is the powerful that sets the norms, values and culture of response.  
7. Intervention does not work
· The argument that it is impossible to impose good governance, but that good governance comes from the bottom-up
· Ex. John Stuart Mill
· Some argue that humanitarian intervention actually exacerbates tensions by forcing parties to ramp-up their gross abuses of power
Where to from here?
· In 2001, the International Commission on Intervention and State Sovereignty releases the report: The Responsibility to Protect (R2P) 
· Aim of the report is to resolve the tension between the competition between sovereignty and human rights
· The report leads to the perspective that sovereignty is a privilege and not a right of states 
· In 2005, the principle of R2P is adopted by the UN General Assembly at the World Summit
· In essence, R2P argues that:
· States have a responsibility to protect civilians 
· When they are unable or unwilling to do so, the international community assumes responsibility to provide this protection
· This broadens intervention to include new grounds:
· React to humanitarian crises
· Prevent such crises
· To rebuild failed and tyrannical states
· R2P suggests that all this can be achieved by making it more difficult for the UNSC to use the veto capriciously and for states to abuse humanitarian justifications.  And, this is to be achieved through pre-established criteria:
· Just cause thresholds
· Ex. Large-scale loss of life
· Precautionary principles
· Ex. Last resort, proportional means
· Right authority
· Ex. Intervention should be UN sanctioned 
· Operational principles
· Ex. Clear objectives, rules of engagement
· Three problems are cited with this approach:
· Agreement of criteria does not guarantee agreement on action in real cases
· It’s easy to make criteria, but to apply it in a real situation is very difficult
· Ex. Situation in Syria is viewed very differently by the USA and Russia
· Criteria are open to manipulation
· Powerful actors can ultimately dictate how criteria are to be interpreted
· Assumes that governments can be persuaded to act
· While it may be possible to condemn atrocities, it is not easy to persuade governments to commit resources to such issues

Discussion Group
· Do rich counties have a duty to aid poor countries? 
· Aid is to provide assistance, goods and money 
· No – self-interest
· Yes – circumstantial, share, own up to mistakes (Ex. UN and cholera outbreak in Haiti), because they have been exploited by colonial countries 
· Global public goods
· IOs, UN, NGOs
· Biggest problem in IR 
· Inequality in states
· Neo-Marxism – Wallerstein’s world systems
· Realism – power 
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