POLI 373 OO2 RICHARD PRICE- 9:00 AM
Moral theories- what is right? Based on the perspectives
Empirical research on moral norms: what is actually possible (not utopian)
LECTURE 1: 
 Should governments like Canada open their borders more for refugees from Syria? Why or why not?
How should we respond to moral dilemmas and opportunities in world politics? (Answer depends on):
1) Normative Considerations: (moral)
-Who/What ought we care (most) about?
-How do we make a moral decision? 
 Principles “don’t do harm/ thou shalt not kill/ don’t treat people as a means-kant”? Consequences? Procedures (deliberation)-what we decide as a collective?
2) Empirical Considerations: (pragmatic check-what is the likelihood)
-Do our morally ideal responses have any chance of adoption?
-What are the prospects of realizing our prescriptions? Are they too utopian/idealistic? Should ethics be pragmatic?
What are the prospects of our prescriptions?
· Avoid being overly idealistic – i/e demanding the impossible/counterproductive/fail
· Avoid aiming too low: too quickly resting with the skeptical view that what we have no is the best of all possible worlds  things are always impossible until they get done
· *be mindful of the burden of those actually making such decisions/we’re analysing from the safety of our lives with decisions that influence the faith of human beings
3 parts to course:
1) Can moral progress in global politics actually happen? How and why do some efforts to make the world a better place succeed, while others fail? Moral Norms & Global Advocacy Campaigns
2) How do we know one is doing the right thing? 
 Communitarianism, cosmopolitanism, ecoholism
· How to make moral decisions: Deontology (Kant), Utilitarianism (Singer), Dialogic (Habermas)
3) Application to Issues: global poverty/ enviro justice/ humanitarian dilemmas/ War: justice of going to war? When is it right? R2P/ torture/ moral issues by technology (autonomous weapons/ killer robots/ GMOs/ cloning
· Conduct in war: are there limits we should impose on ourselves and expect others? What if others don’t fight by our rules? Taboo weapons 
LECTURE 2:
Case study of land mines- 
Global Advocacy campaigns: Can civil society activists really have an impact on global politics? How? Why do so many initiatives to “do good” fall short?
Learning objectives: Lessons for moral change that might help you to advise/design/participate in an advocacy campaign 
1) What techniques contribute to a successful campaign that is taken up by targets- gov’ts, corporations etc?  Case study: land mines
2) Why do others care- or not? Neuroscience and psychology of morality (readings)
Levels of Analysis for Global Politics: 
Systemic levels
Domestic/ Unit levels
· Type of government (who’s your target/democratic state/parliamentary democracy/authoritary)
· Policy Gatekeepers: policy won’t change if those in charge aren’t favorable (Busby)
· Advocacy Strategies (Keck/Sikkink)
· Organizational ideology/culture (importance in culture if campaign meshes with domestic values of the area)
Individual levels
· Reputation 
· Psychology (empathy specifically)
Explaining Global Moral Change: 
-Global system:
     - Balance of Military power (realist)
     - Global economy (liberal)
     - Global norms and international law (constructivist) ** typically Trans advocacy aims here through: networks/persuasion/pressure
“The Global Movement vs. Anti-Personnel Land Mines”
Cambodia is one of the most heavily mined countries in the world 
Type of land mine: Butterfly mine (used by Soviets/Russians in war in Afghanistan) that were dropped through airplanes and kids picked it up and BOOM
The Global Land mine crisis in the 1990s:
· 60-70 million mines in 68 countries
· Killed 2 million people since ww2
· 1990s: kill or main 26,0000 a year – mostly civilian women and children 
· Kids below 15 made up 30-40% of mine casualties  
International Campaign to ban landmines 1997/
- Convention bans use, possession, trade of AP landmines
Puzzle- how did a coalition of “ordinary” citizens who are not relatively underpowered (cf. military/economic power of states/corporations) changing military policies of states: 
· How did they do it? What can be learned from their activities? 
· What stands out as features of the landmine issue and tactics of the campaign that helped it succeed?****
· Are there features of this case that could be extended to other issues?
120 nations went to Ottawa to sign the convention to ban mines/ victory without precedence/ campaign was led by NGOs and in less than 6 years that achieved a total ban on a weapon in military use around the world for decades. 
The weapons were indiscriminate and continued to kill 50 years after the war has ended. Nobody knows how many mines are left but the number isn’t that important it’s the impact that they have on civil society and a vast amount of land that cannot be used because of fear. 
It was the NGOs in the field that saw the devastating impact: how did the roots grow?
Mozambique, Afghanistan, Cambodia, El Salvador, Bosna etc
When the NGOs came to help, they all found the use of land mines the biggest obstacle above what they were all there to aid with --
1991 Vietnam Veterans and Medical International launched the shit and a year later 4 others joined them to form the international campaign against land mines. One man gave people in Cambodia papers to add their signatures and gave to Prime Minister who ended up signing as well to ban the mines.  
Oct 1996: first time NGOs were sitting at the negotiation table which was possible because the ICBM was such a well-structured coalition of organizations and the gov’t at the time was willing (values matched). They developed a strategy to create a total ban on AP mines
122 countries signed/ NGO and Media pressure brought to bear directly on government officials/ The rich and famous got involved including Bruce Cockburn (Canadian singer) who is able to have an audience and brings a mandate along with them/ Princess Diana-gave a living face to the victims
They put on media pressure to governments (e.x that commercial about Ottawa signing) and a woman won the Nobel peace prize for the mines (symbolic pressure –from first reading)
Dec. 3rd 1997- global treaty began because of 
a) Partnership between NGO and government and
b) Medium and smaller states to set into motion the notion in direct opposition to big powers/without their funding
WHY DID IT WORK: 
· Wasn’t ruining or taking on a massive portion of anyone’s economies 
· Issue was fairly simple to understand (compared to who’s responsible for global poverty)
· Becomes abstract issue by using victims 
LECTURE 3:
Case study: Landmines
Exam questions  could include: what makes a successful initiative?
Landmines film: 
1) Techniques: How do they do it?
· Agenda Setting/ Get issue on Map/Identifying problem*/Receiving data to back up story *Ozone Story*/ Generate and Provide Data aka “information politics” b7 Keck/Sikkink
· Create sense of “Crisis”= opportunity for change with stimulated responses (groups around the world started sharing landmine data until they realized holy shit it’s a global issue)- 
· Expertise: legitimacy and authority (u have power cuz ur the expert with the data/info even thou r not the prez)
· Knowledge is power!
2) Transantional Advocacy networks: 
· Importance of networks and allies made amongst NGO/G (especially landmines) 
· Celebrity factor: British Princess Diana & landmines/ Jordan’s Queen Noor/ Bono from U2-poverty/aids reduction/ UN recognizes this (with Angelina Jolie, Witherspoon, Hayek , Cloonie etc)
· Coalitions of Like-Minded States working with NGO’s: trying to wrap in key state-holders to be sympathetic- for example International Criminal Court not so successful going against the great powers/ 
Can non-great powers make a difference? How critical is it to have Great Power support?
“Lynchpin states”_ South Africa & Land mines (it was regional military power in Africa)
Lesson: Multi-stakeholder diplomacy- bring on board key stakeholders (to not fail) and a combination (celebs, states, corporations, scientists etc)
3) Cyber Networks- Social networking and Transnational Civil Society
- creates space for ppl to get involved transnationally / it has increased the density of global transactions and the speed by which initiatives can gain traction and attention: exp. Libya 2011 Omar Gadaffi regime & overthrow but aftermath? No stability  
4) Social Networking and Moral Entrepreneurship: 
-  ALS bucket challenge 2014: funding for the disease went through the roof/ 128$ mil in 2014 but also some failures LOL
- Simple and straight forward/does not require complicated analysis/is fun/ = clever way to get attention^

If you want to engage in non-violent change, what strategies and techniques might work?
1) Persuasion “accountability politics” Keck/Sikkink
-Simple message/clarity of issue/exp. ALS bucket challenge
               Problem: complex problems then have little success but most issues in global politics are complex :/
-Grafting: “Adjacency”: Piggy-back a new norm on already accepted norms
Exp. Cluster Munitions: piggy backed on Landmines (theyre no different except how they arrive to the ground because about 10% don’t explode so they act like landmines too) -> 2008 they got a Treaty to ban them too!
2) Grafting:
· Cluster munitions  grafted norm onto Landmines norm  piggy-ed off Chemical Weapons 
· Busby said “Bono made Jesse Helms Cry”: US policy towards HIV/AID funding (US not supporter in global efforts because person who was in charge, Helms, was conservative and was against homos so didn’t give money. Bono had meetings with both Bush and Helms, and talked about Christianity and made Helms cry.”
· Racism/Slavery & Global campaign vs. Apartheid: hard for politician in modern era to be seen as condoning slavery so they piggy backed off the old norms against Racism/Slavery 
How does grafting work? Easiest to attach to already common themes/norms
3) Empathy/Emotions: “Symbolic Politics” Keck/Sikkink
· Personal testimony of victims (Landmines) 
· Harm to innocent/trauma: more moving when victim is innocent/child 
· “The video game that caused a walk out”
4) Graphic images: 
· Sometimes shock value is counterproductive so some get too much shock tho … too much to watch
Global Advocacy: 
Persuasion and Framign: 
· Harm to Innocents/ Exposure to trauma 
Other impactful campaigns:
· Nestle baby-food campaign/ whales and dolphins and seals awwwww
LECTURE 4- Global Advocacy
Learning objectives: lessons for moral change that might help you to advise/design/participate in an advocacy campaign
… 4) Grafic Images (baby seals)
5) Humour – exp. Mock news comedies/ Colbert/ John Oliver & Drone Strikes 
1) Agenda Setting/Info
2) Transnational Networks
3) Persuasion
· Simplicity
· Framing and Grafting
· Empathy and Emotions 
Neuroscience/ Psychology of Morality: 
Are emotions or reason better moral guides (to action)? Problems of relying on non-rational sources of morality: Bias
· Presentism bias (intuition): the “hot” psychological state often arising from immediate stimulus (bias that you feel is imminent / exp. Hunger is hot topic but climate change doesn’t affect you right away so you put it off) 
Reason is harder than intuition and it is hazardous xuz our intuitions have a bunch of biases 
· Difficult to overcome with reason’s entirely mental construct of future hypothetical state of affairs
4) Leverage Politics: not trying to persuade ppl but put them in difficult situations to come around to your position
· Shaming: when someone cares about their reputation and you point out they’re not living up to that rep
· International level/reputation
· Exp. Japan and Australia and Landmine Convention (both militaries said they wanted to keep mines but Foreign Ministers said Yo we want to be on the right side and overruled the defence ministers)
· Personal: avoidance of shame as powerful motivator 
Video of girl that got hit by a car and parents died/ to kids who text and drive 
· Sanctions/protests/ Consumer boycotts: make interests suffer and raise the costs of avoiding the campaign for the corporation 
· Try to organize countries to put on sanctions (South Africa during Apartheid)/ Cuba/ N.Korea/ Iran
· Protest so politicians look bad before elections (adjusting cost to benefit) 
· Pulp and Paper campaign by Greenpeace from Vancouver boycotting McDonalds from White to Brown bags
· Sweatshops (Places like UBC bookstore shouldn’t sell hoodies if made by sweatshops)
· Child labour- soccer balls and rugs in Paki (global campaigns to stop sourcing balls using this labour) BUT…
· CAUTION: Unanticipated consequences- effects of these campaigns ^ families that relied on that labour now don’t have the income anymore howervr little it may have been anyways: a lot of the young kids that now can’t make soccer balls were sold to prostitution
Banning Landmines; Effective?
Global initiative but what did it really do- is it only because militaries didn’t need them anymore 
162 states Parties + Non-state armed group pledges (out of 198 depending on how u look at it) *super high by inter. Treaty standard (who not on board- china/Russia/india/us)
USE: dropped automatically tho 
· Not used by coalition members in Afghanistan, Iraq 1991 was last time to use it by US
· 2014-15: only 3 gov using- Syria, North Korea, Myanmar 
· Non-use by non-parties 
· Use by non-state armed groups: 
· 2015 used in 10 countries by non state actors (Afghan, Columbia, Ukraine, Syria, Tunisia, Paki, Yemen etc)
· Casualties: 
· 1990s: 26,000 per year dead/injured 
· 2014: 3,678 (including all ERW –explosive remnants of war)- 80% civilians 
How should we respond to moral dilemmas and opportunities in the world politics> 3 part course 
1) Can moral progress in global politics actually happen? How and why do some efforts to make the world a better place succeed, while others fail?
2) How do we know one is doing the right thing? 
· Who/ what ought we care about?
Communitarianism/Cosmopolitanism/Ecoholism
· How do we make a moral decision?
WHO/WHAT ought to be our concern?
· Normative Inter. Relations theory/ Inter political theory
· Theories: to what extent are they right? Consider: 
Ethical elements (Perspective: What should be)
· Logic, coherence, implications
Empirical elements (description, explanation: What is/why)
 Assumptions about human nature/politics on how ppl behave
Theories as tools: 
· Use to identify counter-arguments/ alternative considerations your theory might overlook/ anticipate weakness
· Should Canada permit arms sales to countries with v poor human rights records? (Saudi Arabia)
LECTURE 4-  NORMATIVE IR THEORIES
Identify key features of theories of global ethics so you can 
· Consider their validity 
· Are they grounded in plausible claims about nature of ethics and politics? Are they persuasive?
· *What is the value of consistency? I’d rather be right than consistent 
· What kind of world do we live in? Implications = moral limits and possibilities in global politics
· Put them to use:
*what’s the right thing to do on Climate Change******/Humanitarian intervention etc (look at all opinions and weight costs/benefits)
 Assess their appropriateness for a given issue and their adequacy compared to other approaches
· What are the trade offs of going with one approach or another?

Whom (what) ought we care about?
IR REALISM
1) Skepticism: Ourselves. Self-Interest = No role for Morality (Widdows: Realism) Politics as amoral 
2) Communitarianism: Community as moral unit/ Our group, morality within boarders (Widdows: nationalism)
Even Kennan contradicted himself on this issue 
At the end of the day, both positions give same prescription (ignore morals, strive for power)
1: there’s no place for morality in politics and 2: yea it infuses our communities but it has no place outside our borders
3) Pluralism (International Society): “Its ok to do if the security council authorises it, but if it doesn’t its illegal: Morality among Society of States
4) Cosmopolitanism: All persons matter. Morality without borders (Solidarism) Anytime you talk about universal human rights, it’s a cos. View 
5) Eco-ethics: other/ all living things/ ecosystem 
IR REALISM: (1+2)

Morality and Politics: Skepticism
“It is in the nature of officials of high moral standing to be poor politicians” … Max Weber (German Politician)
SKEPTICISM: 
1- Morality (private life) vs. Public responsibility (politics) / Relies on Public vs Private distinctions
Cosmopolitanism would reject this view obvs-  (MIGHT BE ON FINAL)^^
-Problem of “dirty hands”: helps justify the notion that the realm of politics demands that you have to do bad things to get what has to be done – “it’s time to take the gloves off” -Former US Vice President Dick Cheney after 9/11 saying about having to get their hands dirty now after 9/11 (torture of Iraqi’s etc)
*Think throughout the course: Can you imagine yourself deploying different moral standards if you were a govt decision maker than you would for personal decisions?
“There’s a permanent contradiction between human rights and the foreign policy of a country, even of France … One cannot direct the foreign policy of a country based only on human rights. To govern a country, one obviously forgoes certain saintliness…” – Bernhard Kouchner, French Foreign Minister 2008/ Med Sans Front founder
2- Only follow Morality due to fear of Punishment 
· Empirical claim  (claim about the way the world IS)
Only act good if you think you’ll get caught if you don’t act good  POWER DRIVES MORALITY***
· Implications for World Politics & Role of Morality: 
Follow morality only due to fear of punishment: use of force
Might makes Right
“The mighty do as they will and the weak suffer what they must” ***Thucydides
“Justice is the advantage of the stronger” Plato’s Republic
· Morality as Mask to justify policy (Realism, Marxism, Critical Theories etc are all skeptical of Morality because they think it’s’ just nice language to disguise power driving decisions) *Machiavelli & the Prince 
Prescriptions/Implications: 
· No role for morality, relying on morality = dangerous idealistic illusion 
· Military power or even soft powers/discursive powers etc but you have to have power to have validity 
· Skepticism: AMORAL DOCTRINE. NATIONAL INTEREST defined in terms of POWER drives morality and foreign policy
· E/g Treat all states same (not according to ideological compatibility): balance power in your interest 
· E.g selling arms if in economic interests (though not to enemy if not benefit you obvs)
Skeptics: we only act on self-interest because it’s our surest guide on how others act 
SKEPTICISM: strengths
Empirical : sometimes (often?) correct that power/self-interest overrides morality –not right all the time but is it right ENOUGH of the time 
· “If Hitler invaded Hell, I would have made at least a favorable reference to the devil in the House of Commons”-Churchill saying Stalin may be an awful person but he’ll praise him to bond in the face of Hitler 


LECTURE 5- 
Skepticism: Strenghts
· Empirical: sometimes correct that power/self-interest overrides morality 
· Consider: is this the case often enough and/or is it important enough to warrant being the baseline presumption of how to approach situations? *assuming everyone to act in self-interested way and out to get you
*no question both realist and communitarians baselines occur but which is more common?
· What are the implications of doing so?
Exp. Skepticism and Morality: 
1) Biological weapons: certain weapons ought not to be used (WMD-biological,chemical,nuclear)
Russia (western Siberia biological research lab) administered by military, employed thousands at facilities to work w most dangerous bacteria known to man – Alabek says soviets developed weapons not for battle field but for strategic use against civilians (NY, Chicago etc) and would be delivered in strategic bombers. 
Similar concerns about Assad (Syria) having chemical weapons after being used 2013 
· Prescriptive: Prudence (skeptics are skeptical and should always assume the worst) Insurance policy 
· Insurance against bad apples /protect ur interest by assuming they bad
Prevent being taken advantage of by actors who (ruthlessly) seek to increase their own Power and Interest
**Strength of Skepticism: helps secure you against others taking advantage 
Skepticism: Problems 
· Empirical: often wrong as description/explanation 
A) Complex motivations (psychology): 
· Self-destructive: Hatred, Envy, Revenge, Spite etc ( so not always in self-interest) 
· Pro-social: fairness, empathetic, altruistic (incl. Nationalism) aka donating blood/purse: 
COMMUNITARIANISM: it includes these moral motives ^ to guide our decisions and is more complex/nuanced
B) Anomalies in global politics: Moral outcomes that defy skepticism (Keck&Sikkink, Busby etc)
Exp. Foreign aid/abolition of slavery/apartheid/ weapons taboo/disaster relief 
· Shortcomings as a prescription: 
a) Dangers of self-fulfilling prophecy  trouble that if you approach each interaction as non-trusting, you’ll turn the world into a dog eat dog world / acting like everyone is out to get u may create conflict where it need not be
b) Self-contradiction (logical coherence): Well, all states/leaders don’t always act the way they should …”
--Shift claim from description to prescription (Realism says they’re realistic but when they’re wrong, they say well we SHOULD behave that way which is now a moral theory)
-- undercuts own critique of “idealistic” theories as unrealistic: Can’t have it both ways!
INTER RELATIONS THEORY AN ROLE OF MORALITY:
1) Skeptics: no role for morality
2) Communitarianism: morality within borders 
National (self)-interest as Moral Principle
Communitarianism: Key Features
· Self-determination of community ought to take priority 
National Interest as Moral Obligation: Primary obligations of politicians = survival of state  wellbeing of their constituents
*Unwilling to accept limitations on state autonomy that do not come from community state) itself 
I.E we’re a state and we have autonomy and nobody can tell us what values we have 
EXP. “We will strictly reject any attempt to introduce some permanent mechanism of redistributing refugees” – PM of Czech Republic  :we have the right to determine for ourselves 

· Secure community (state) IS pre-requisite for individual rights (empirical claim)—have to have a secure state to have moral values realized (exp. Plight of refugees who don’t have morality cuz can’t turn to ur own state even)
· What developments can you think of today that seem to validate this claim?
· What does [;ight of Syrian refugees demonstarate? 
· C.F alternatives (exp. Cosmopolitanism: to what extent can refugees rely on inter moral communities to help them) 
Communitarianism: 
Strengths- 
1) Emphasis on importance of ethical diversity/community 
· Opens door for TOLERANCE/ nobody should tell anybody else to do 
2) Dangers of injecting one’s own moral values as if everyone else should accept the,/ injecting morality into foreign policy: moralism, moral imperialism, “parochialism-“think of ur own little part of world and have a limited viewpoint”
-Condoleeza Rice, 2000: “American pursuit of national interest will create conditions that promote freedom, markets, and peace … American values are universal” LOL 

Challenges: 
Can you think of cultural practices that are not deserving of tolerance? 


Lecture 7- 
Communitarianism: Challenges and Dilemmas
1) Empircal: Rules among society of states (Pluralism) –underestimates how much agreement there is in the world
· Diversity need not be incompatible with society 
· Can’t there still be some commonly accepted rules even in a diverse International Society? Like sovereignty, non-interference, self-determinaion
Moral objections:
1) Limits of Toleration: Abhorrence of giving communities a “blank cheque” (prevalent practice that says communities can live by their own values and others must respect) but not so in the real world
· Dangers of moral Relativism (all moral standards are subjective, relative to their culture, so no transcultural morality). Nihilism: “anything goes” by Nietzsche
· Is this right? Chapter 3, Global Ethics text- for week discussion*
2) Constitutive theory: Which people ought to have (what kind of) autonomy in the first place? Which communities out to be self-determining? 
· What should the international standard be?  most civil conflicts are of ppl saying we ought to be recognized as self-determining

Who has the right to (what) autonomy/ self-determination? 
· What global norms can provide a principled basis for responding to claims of self-determination of ethno-national groups?  
Communitarianism: 
Whose community/ which peoples ought to have what kind of autonomy in the first place? 
· Most obvious is STATE 
Palestine/ Taiwan/ Kosovo/ Tibet
Should all states be equally recognized with all the benefits?
· Apartheid South Africa (a state that has state hood but was shunned from Inter. Institutions) *can u do that tho
They couldn’t participate in Olympics for example 
· Self-determination of peoples: Which groups/ peoples today don’t have their own widely recognized state?
Palestine/ Kurds/ Chechens/ Tibetans/ Roma / ISIS?/ Indigenous 
UN declaration on rights of indigenous ppls : Article 3 « Indigenous people have the right to self-determination »

What should the standard look like? 
· KOSOVO 1989/99
· OSCE Kosovo Verification Mission report details “a pattern of human rights and humanitarian law violations on a staggering scale, often committed with extreme and appalling violence…” 
· Serbian forces tried to get rid of Albanians in Kosovo and KLA violent on its side
· “Forced expulsion carried out by Yugoslav and Serbian forces took place on a massive scale, with evident strategic planning” 
· Est. number of Kosovar Albanians driven from their homes prior to 1989 – 250,000
Should Kosovo’s declaration as an independent state be recognized? 
· Recognized by 111 of 193 UN member states*
· ICJ ruled it did not violate international law 
Russia annexed Crimea from the Ukraine in 2014 and claimed it’s as part of its own territory. Should Russia’s claim to Crimea be recognized? Crimea was historically Russian naval base that was only given away in partition. 
· Should Crimea be recognized? 
· UN GA Resolution invalidating Crimean referendum, 100 states support, 11 against, 58 abstaining 
· Only recognized by Bolivia, Cuba, Syria, Sudan, Nicaragua, Venezuela, Zimbabawe, 

1) Skepticism: Ourselves. Self intee=rest = No role for Molarity (Widdows,: Realism). Politics as amoral 
2) Communitarianism: Our group, Morality within our borders (Widdows: Nationalism)
3) Pluralism: aka Society of States
Elements and feature
World Politics as an International Society of States with rules and norms: 

Foundational Rule of Sovereignty: 
· States as sole legitimate political communities (subjects) under international law 
· Implications: Not migratory and other peoples, NGO’s, religions, corporations, etc. 
· Recognize each other’s right to exist, deserving of non-interference/ non-intervention (UN Charter, Article 2.4 – mutual co-existence but with permission of the security council says you can)
[bookmark: _GoBack]UN Charter Art 42 “ … The security council … may take such action by air, sea, or land forces as many be necessary to maintain or restore international peace and security.”
Canada’s policy on War vs. Iraq 2003: Canada said that they would require the approval of the Security Council if we were to participate in a military campaign. 
However, Canada went to war in Kosovo not approved by security council 
**Thomas Mulclair on Syria, election debates 2015: “Should not be engaging in military strikes w/o sceurtiy council”

Pluralism: Global Politics as Inter. Society 
· “Anarchical Society” by Hedly Bull 
· Debate: How morally thick or thin can we aim for? 
Teddy Nardin: More a “practical association” of tolerance (rules of road), than a “purposive association” (morally substantive common ends). Like traffic laws, trade tarrifs etc”
Social Constructivists: Christian Reus-Smit: Sovereignty and IL entails “moral purpose off the state” 
Steven Toope: “interactionist” effects of law shape state behavior

Global politics as an “anarchical society”
Debate: How thich or thin? 
What’s at stake? How much justice is there/ can there e in the system? Whose justice? Is ICC idealistic over-reaching of different cultural conceptions of justice? Legal imperialism of powerful? Or can it ever be the cornerstone of global justice for all? LOLL NO BYE WTF
PLURALISM: 
Strengths: 
1) Empirical: Can account for much of dense web of international laws and norms 
· Trade (WTO), property rights, Law of Sea, Diplomatic Immunity, War and Arms, UN security council, etc (piracy, slavery, terrorism)
· If communitarianism is right, how do we explain all these inter. Rules?
Weakness: 
1) Empirical: Weakness/ Violation of rules: To what extent do they suggest the primacy of skeptical/ communitarian priorities of self-interest over tolerance and cooperation? (critique from Skepticism)

LECRURE 8-
Learning objectives: 
Become familiar with key features of theories of global thics so you can 
· Consider their validity: 
· Are they grounded in plausible claims about nature of ethics and politics
· Are they a good fit for the kind of world we live in?

PLURALISM: inter society of rules/norms
Strengths: 
1) Empirical: 
· Weakness/ failures of international rules- violations: 
Skepticism/ Communitarianism/ Critical theories: ppl take advantage as soon as they can so the norms are weak because there is little consequence/ inter rules violated by powerful or interest of powerful

· Underestimates agreement on common moral standards that extend beyond just states (to all persons – Ignatieff (Cosmopolitanism) reading says bunch of global issues that are agreeable) : protection of persons
Was invading Srbija a right thing to do when UN Security Council said no: 
Right because : Russia bias in the issue 
Independent International Commission on Kosovo: NATO intervention was “illegal but legitimate” 
Loyd Axworthy, Canadian Foreign Minister on Kosovo 1999: “continuous reports of attacks against billages and communities resulting in numerous civilian deaths and disappearances, and intelligence assessment suggested that this was part of a well-designed plot of ethnic cleansing…” 
“the fact tat Milosevic had far exceeded in his brutality…”
COSMOPOLITANISM:
“Murder us a crime that, by destroying individual lives, violated the legal and moral order of a community; extermination is a crime that, by destroying an entire community, is a crime against the family of communities that make up mankind.” – Jonathan Schell 
^Says the reason we have these inter human rights treaties (like Ignatieff/Widdows says) is because of what jappened in WW2 Nazi death camps
Nazi Concentration Camps World War 2 and Post War Era: 
Apr. 1945, as allies moved into Germany they came upon many of these camps
30,000 found at Bergen Belsen camp (some 6 million in total)
The treaties and insturments of modern international system are in response to that situation 

1) Grounds for Cosmopolitan Global Ethic 
1) Normative: Philosophical/ religious arguments and beliefs about how we SHOULD act: treat ALL PERSONS with equal dignity ; cosmo – politan (world – people)
Stoics / Kant / Singer / Gandhi / King – “injustice anywhere is a threat to justice everywhere”
Paul Martin, Canadian PM @ Un in 2004 : “our common humanity should be a powerful enough argument [to intervene in situations like Darfur].”
Justin T on Syrian refugee in 2015: “We have to do more” v cosmopolitan position 
Moral Entrepreneurs: individuals who have taken it upon themselves to put their resources into a cosmopolitan projects (Bill and Melinda Gates) 

2) Empirical grounds: claims about nature of global politics: 

-Relationships about borders not qualitatively (morally) different (Beitz): nothing morally significant about a person in New Foundland vs. Algeria. You meet v few fellow citizens so why do I owe them more than anything those refugees somewhere in need 
“… justice everywhere. We are caught in an inescapable network of mutuality, tied in a garment of destinty, Whatever affects one, affects all.” King 

-Interdependence of globalized world-= our actions have effects, entails responsibility (Moellendorf from text)  we have effect on ppl so we need to also have reactions to those around us

- Nature of global problems requires global ethics (global warming)
1) Normative founds (philosophy, religion)
2) Empirical grounds
- Nature of global politics: we ARE interconnected 
2005 GlobeScan poll of 8 African nations on multilateral military intervention in the event of a conflict like “Darfur”. 
· On avrg. 13% would oppose intervention 
· 57% favored some form of intervention (maybe more done by within Africa tho)
2) Empirical grounds: 
a) what actors think/ Say. Evidence: 
- global public opinion polls
- Exitsing global egreement: Widespreasd commitemment of states to Convention on Human Rights, Law of War, UNSDG
^^ we don’t have to start from scratch (Ignatief)
b)What actors in world politics do: behavior 
- motivational challenges to equal care for all psychology 
-all too common FAILURES to believe in/ uphold equal concern for all (realism) versus case studies of humanitarian change (Busby, Keck and Sikkink, landmines) 
SO WHERE DOES THIS MIXED PIC LEAVE US? 









LECTURE 10-
--- Cosmopolitcan Global Ethics 
3) Stregths: 
A) Empirical: Given evidence of the possibility of humanitarian moral change, how does one justify taking a default position which dismisses the possibility of such change as unrealistic? 
· Progress does happen/ how do you justify position that says “don’t bother” 
· It always seems impossible until its done- Mandela 
To a significant extent, the answer hinges on your views of: 
· How you assess possibilities for progress?
· Is there sufficient evidence of moral progress in world politics (to at least being open to pursue progress?)
· At what time in history would you most want to have lived your life? Why ? 
HUMANITARIAN PROGRESS IN WORLD POLITICS
Once widespread practices that have now been eradicated: 
· Burning/public execution/ rights of women etc 

B) Normative: Preventable suffering & moral opportunities: Are we really to just “watch fires burn” that we might be able to put out?
· Strategic Humanitarianism: 
“Take advantage of the opportunities that present themselves” 
Vs. alleged “hypocrisy” criticism for their Inconsistency
Exp. Choamsky palys off his logical fallacy that just because US doesn’t intervene in one place, then intervening in another is automatically NOT for moral reasons 

Family  Communities  Citizens  Others in Need 
· Most often out behavior is populated by the close proximity (family/community etc)
· But it can stretch: exp. Supplies to Haiti over hurricane Matthew 
How should we respond to moral dilemmas and opportunities in WP? What is the right thing to do?
1) Practical ethical reality check:
2) 2) Who/what ought we to care about?
3) How do we best decide how to do the right thing and make the best moral decision?
According to principles, consequences or procedures? Which ones?
Principles of reason (Kant/Rawls)/ Principles of faith (Religion)
Consequences (Bentham, Singer & Utalitarianism)
Virtue (Aristotle, Confucian) 
Dialogic (Habermas)

Referendum on Columbian govt deal with FARC 2016, 4 years in the making 
Would allow rebel leaders to avoid jail if they confessed to their crimes (killing, kidnapping, indiscriminate attacks and recruitment) 
*Deontology implies that one must enforce rules: Thou shalt not kill 

DEONTOLOGICAL DEBATE (KANTIAN APPROACH)
1) Critics: 
a) Too principled? Fiat justitiam ruat caelum: “Do justice though the heavens may fall” 
You can’t say in the domestic that Oh he was a murderer but we don’t want to upset anymore BUT in the inter. System the society may have to let some people off 
EXP. Insit=sting on justice – criminal prosecutions for war crimes, crimes vs. humanity – even if that means indicted leaders have nothing to lose so will keep slaughtering 
COLUMBIAN REF on peace deal & Human Rights Watch (they lobbied for against the agreement)
“Stop the killing” – utilitarian 
“Pursue the justice” – deontological 

2) Too permissive? “Do not INTENTIONALLY do X” … may not be enough to prevent bad outcomes
How to prevent bad outcomes? 
All it says is Don’t kill yourself 
The only thing necessary for the triumph of the evil was for the good to do nothing – Burke 
Act oriented vs. Outcome oriented 
STREGTHS: 
1) Provides high threshold to guard against overriding wrongs (exp. Wrong to kill- if ur gonna override that theres got to be a hella high threshold) 
2) Deontological approaches can allow for EXCEPTIONS: 
Exp. Thou shalt not kill – self –defence
^ so its not a crazy absolutist moral navigator 
How do you justify those exceptions though -- ? Don’t go to war: OR Security council/Self-defence/Humanitarian disasters 

UTILITARIANISM: 
Citiscisms and Challenges: 
1) Incommensurability problem: how to define satisfaction/ how to define the end point (happiness/satisfaction) etc 
“Man doesn’t strive for happiness, only the Englishman does” Nietzsche 
2) “Slippery slope”: could justify about NAYTHING with purported future benefits
Sacrifice few for the pleasure of many EXP. Gladiators 
LECTURE 11: GLOBAL POVERTY AND INEQUALITTY (gonna apply tools we’ve learned to these shit)
Learning objectives:
-	Moral: 
	Develop your view on what you think ought to be done about poverty and/or inequality by whom? Who bears the responsibility (OG’s, NGOs, Gov’ts, Individuals) 
-What responsibility do you think those in a position to help have? Regarding the plight of the poor
-What is the rold of rational (ideal) moral responses to misery? 
-What might be a feasible/effective practical ethic call for? 
- Empirical: 
 Appreciate what has been attempted to address poverty and gross inequality: shortcomings and achievements. What does that tell us?
Challenge: Are there not adequate reasons to be inspired to play an appropriate role if so moved? Are some of the achievements that have occurred inspiring? 

Jeffrey Sachs, UBC 2015: “we are at a time when we can solve all of the great material challenges of our world.”  Development Millennium goals/ fund for aids/malaria/ TB 
ABSOLUTE MEASURES OF POVERTY
-	836 million living on less than 1.25$ a day 
-	12% (824 mil) suffer from chronic hunger 
-	2.2 billion people near or living in multidimensional poetry (if ur poor it’s not just money its basic health care/sanitation/vaccinations etc)
Recurrence of Famine: Nigeria 2016
1)	Who should be doing what? 
1)	Skeptic/Communitarian: Each government should be supporting their own/ no obligation of other to help/ to each their own/ room for aid so long as it benefits the government “TIED AID” tie it to benefit from their aid (neocolonialism) 
Ultimately the responsibility lies with the African governments 
Dambisa Moyo (PHD econ from Oxford): “not responsibilities of foreign aid or celebrities” 

Shortcomings: 
	Moral- Heartless when effective assistance for suffering can be provided
	Empirical: Does external/ short-term relief forestall sustainable solutions? (MORAL HAZARD)
Similar logic to the 2008 econ : need to make structural changes to fix the deficits for sustainability that doesn’t rely on constant crisis/bailout/crisis/bailout. Foreign aid fosters dependency 
Garrett Hardin & Countries as lifeboats: If exceed “Carrying capacity”, outside assistance just sets up greater disaster of yet more poor/famine 
Empirical Evidence: 
PRO- China (and other Asian countries) and others did not raise hundreds of millions out of poverty primarily from foreign aid as such, but then again … 
^^IT has experienced double digit growth 
CONS- Received foreign assistance for a long time and that saved lives and didn’t prevent them from drastically reducing poverty  wow yay against the MOYO idea that aid kills countries
Wealthy countries have given aid, lots of it, so seems to recognize SOME responsibility: Official Development Assistance (ODA) 
-^^^ lends to the PLURALIST perspective (states can actually agree on something) 
LUMSDAIN**

LECTURE 12:
1) Skeptics/Communitarian: No obligation, to each their own 
2) Pluralist: 
- Wealthy countries ought to reduce poverty of poor countries 
Relevant Unit is the state/ Rich countries help poor countries 
CRITICISMS: 
Problem of ODA
· Corruption of recipient govt/dependence (Skeptic/Realist)
· Innapropriate/ tied aid (benefiting donor more than receiver) -Communitarian
· *Other criticism- Not enough help (Cosmopolitan)
Historical UN target for ODA of wealthy countries: 0.7% of GNI: former CANADIAN PM Pearson 
3) Cosmopolitanism: 
- Responsibility of all those in position to help (esp. O’Neil) Why? 
Empirical: Causal Fault  (Wealthy caused problems of the poor- Neo Imperialism). 
In economically and globally dependant world, impossible that wealthy had no role in poor economic famines etc
WHO SHOULD BE DOING WHAT?
1) No obligations/ to each his own (Skeptic/Realist/Communitarian) 
2) Wealthy states should aid poor (Pluralist)
3) Responsibility of all those in position to help (Cosmopolitan) 
-Rise of formally poor states: Decreasingly plausible 
Rights: Shue says : Basic rights (provide absolute baseline) 
Ability: Singer says: if it is in our power to prevent something bad without losing something morally significant, you should. 
THE ISSUE GLOBAL POVERTY OR INEQUALITY
Absolute measures vs. Relative measures 
If more ppl are living longer more wealthy lives than at any other time in human history, to extent we think there is moral issue it is because some have progressed/benefited MORE THAN OTHERS (moral standards have changed- we become less accepting in the face of others’ moral and ____ progression) 
· Inequality as a driver of ethics- the injustice 
· Will always be controversial. Not resolvable as relative +  (always be debates about distributive justice etc)
· Paychology: conservative justice = just desserts (more conservative justice says you get what you earn, if ur well off u at least earned a portion of it)  shouldn’’t feel guilty that others are poor 
· Liberal justice ^(opposite) = fairness 
· That’s a different conception of economic justice and not tolerable to have gaps 
· If so, act ! (Singer)
· Don’t lose sight of the absolute gains that have been had and can be had – don’t be so cynical (there is an absolute rise in human prosperity) 
ABSOLUTE MEASURES OF POVERY
% OF PPL living in poverty (-1.25$)
· 2013: 34% in poverty/ 1980: 86%
· Under 5 mortality rate: 
Low HD countries: 2013 (94/1000) vs 1980 (195)
Very high countries: 2013 (6) 
· WHAT DO U THINK IS THE APPROPROATE WAY TO LOKO AT IT ABSOLUTE OR RELATIVE******
· Life expectancy: 
Low – 2013 (60)/1980 (50)
High – 2013 (80)
REDUCTIONS
Past 25 years: 
People living in low human development fell from more than 3 billion in 62 countries in 1990 to 1 billion in 43 countries in 2014
High and v high human development categories have 3.6 billion ppl (2015) conversely to 1.2 billion (1990)

· Richest 62 people in the world are as wealthy as half of the world’s population (3.5 billion)
· Richest 1% own more than the rest of the world’s population (average 2.7 mil per person in 1%)
· 80% share just 5.5% of rest of 99%/ average wealthy of 3,851$ per adult
^expected that trends get worse
Who should be doing what> 
What has been/is being done?
· States: 
Economic development: What best model?
Democratic or authoritarian capitalism etc?
ODA: 
· Inter. Organizations:
Global fund AIDS/Malaria etc/ World Bank
· (Global AIDS funds) Governments, civil society, communities affected by the diseases, technical partners, the private sector, faith-based organizations ^^ 
Saved 20 million lives (according to their own data tho)

DIALOGICAL/COMMUNICATIVE ETHICS: 
Jurgen Habermas: 
· Procedural ethics: justice as the product of uncoerced dialogue among all agents affected 
· Involving all parties (givers, recipients etc) 
Andrew Linklater: 
· Strenghts: Appealing inclusive moral ideal to strive towards/ check on power (Ecp. What do recipients want/ those that are “intervened upon” want?
· Problems: to what extent can such dialogue free from power exist? What if there is no consensus? 
· Rarely get dialogue where power is not heavily involved 
Multi-stake holder partnerships*
· NGO’s and Civil society initiatives (exp. Crossroads/Oxfam/ CUSO International)

LECTURE 13
Advocacy 1: everyone at the individual level should take steps to reduce their own carbon footprint: recycling, transit. Social media campaigns
Advocacy 2: Sustainable/alternative forms of food production/ promotion of alternative food consumption 
· Meat industry accounts for 18% of greenhouse gas emissions
Industry 1: An electrical
Industry 2: Focus on corporations as biggest contributors- 90 corps = 2/3 of emissions; polluter pays. 
Local 1: housing and infrastructure: building regulations to promote energy efficiency  
1) Individual level
-Psychological challenges
2)Domestic level 
- Economic interests
- Corporate power and Lobbies
- Ideological social movements/ political parties
3) Global level:
- Problems of coordination and cooperation (diff countries have v diff interests at play)
- Disagreements of fairness (ethical questions)
ENVIO ETHICS AND GLOBAL CLAIMTE CHANGE 
1) What distribution of adjustment costs for climate change mitigation is fair?
Polluter pays/ ability to pay/ who pollutes now/ who polluted in the past 
2) How can we get there? (practical ethics)
Before absolute disaster/crisis hits … we can do smaller things (get rid of plastic bags)
· Are there ways of framing the issues that would be more effective in galvanizing actions? 
3) Do we need fundamentally different ethic (s) altogether regarding the environment? 
· Much more critical/holistic ecological ethic  ought we to care for other species and what species
*What are the implications? Are they plausible? How do we get there?
STARTING WITH (Individual level)
Individual: PSYCH BARRIERS
“The only solution to the problem of sustainability is the long-term foresight, and long-term foresight is something that Darwinian natural selection does not have”- Dawkins
· We tend to have trouble imagining a future drastically different from the present. 
· We Have a bias not being able to imagine a drastically different future (aka world after Global warming) and you can’t escape your present situation  putting presentism 
· We tend to block out complex problems that lack simple solutions **Advocacy campaigns
· We tend to dislike delayed benefits as so are reluctant to sacrifice today for future gains 
^^ prefer benefits now than larger gratification down the road (PROSPECT THEORY: we will forge potential future gains if we lose something in the present because of it)
· Tend to find it harder to confront problems that are gradual than a large crisis 
Cost of mitigation: Here/Now costs us/ Highly Uncertain
Benefits of mitigation: global/ Distant in time/ relatively certain  
Cost of mitigation: 
2-3% of a countries’ GDP threshold/ many times smaller than health care (10%)
2005- sea level rises (starts worry intensification)

LECTURE 14:
Individual level
Domestic level
Global level: 
· Problems of coordination and Cooperation 
May have similar desires but can’t get there cuz conflicting coordination
· Disagreements on fairness

1) Skepticism/ Communitarianism: To each his own
· What should countries or individuals do on climate change 
· Could include initiatives at more local political jurisdictions, corporations etc 
· Up to each community to determine if they wanna do anything (some may be more far reaching)
· Exp. McDicks green sustainability page 
· INDC’s (Intended Nationally Determined Contributions: PARIS agreement 2015)
We don’t have one common set of obligations/ what we have are the INDC’s where every country can determine what it should do ^ what is appropriate and feasible policy (communitarian)

· Problem: two-fold
· 1) Race to the bottom: might see opposite to beneficial policy change/ incentive structure that countries have the least ambitious goal in resepct to other coutnries (often as enviro policies are economically costly) so incentives in opposite direction
· 2)  Reluctant to be first-movers: doesn’t seem that many want to be the leaders as it is economically costly and often other countries will fill in those econ opportunities left by others (if ur progressive, u give up the right to the profit of the non-progressive)
Proven inadequate for addressing global nature and scale of climate change mitigation and adaption to date*

TRAGEDY OF THE COMMONS: collective action problems
Arguing against Peter Singer
· Problem is when you have common property/territory, there will always be people who will try and free-ride and take advantage of the collective good (all it takes is enough ppl motivated by self-interest to ruin the commons)  common pastures in England 
· Free riders who take advantage of collective goods without contributing themselves
· “What if everyone did that …”

Possible solutions
· Skeptic/Communitarian: privatize and rely on self-interest
Problems: can’t divide up eco/atmosphere/ incentives to free ride (it is a global commons) so this is inadequate to the empirical nature of the challenge
· Deontology: Kant’s Categorical Imperative: something is universalizable thus is moral and must be protected 
“I ought never to act except in such a way that I can also will that my maxim should become a universal law”
^ Act AS IF past of a collective
According to Price, Cat imperative provides a perfect rule to mitigate this problem 
· Pluralism/Inter. Society: Rules through bargaining 
International Climate Justice Tribunal? (porposed in Bolivia)
· Pledge and Review (paris 2015)
Common but Differentied Responsabilities ******* principle (climate change is a common problem that affects us all, but the inter. Community recognizes that not everybody is equally causably responsible for it and not all are able to contribute the same amount.)
· Problem: no binding obligations for climate generally, though 
CFC’s (Montreal Protocol) chloroflorocarbons (ozone hole because of them, Inter. Community reacted and phased them out very fast
^^ unfortunately, the HFC’s (hydrflorocarbons) that they came up with to substitute the CFC’s, they’re actually worse and have =just been banned this month. Wealthy countries have to help out poorer countries to phase them out 
ENVIRO ETHICS: ANIMAL RIGHTS ECOHOLISM 
Intelligence and Sentience (the smarter the creatures, the more ppl feel they need to protect them)
Major whaling 
· Japan, Norway, Iceland, Denmark, Russia and the US (allows 50/y for aboriginal hunting) 
· Norway the biggest (1,200)
· Last attempt to break ongoing deadlock at IWC failed in 2010 as compromise offended powerful activists; even for a reduction in actual whale killing from 2000 to 1000, unwilling to accept a step back from symbolism of a zero-hunting rule for a rule that allows commercial hunting. 






******* Examples: IS female genital cutting wrong? Is it acceptable for opponents of the practive to engage in effforts to stop it where it is practiced? Explain ur answers
Zambian economist Dambisa Mayo has sought to debunk the contemporary model of inter aid for poor African countries, arguing that government to gov financial aid in the form of grants or loans should stop
Last year Canada new PM pledged that Canada wouold take 25 000 refugrees for the year. Over 30 000 have been accepted. Is this too little, too much, or about right? Justify ur response (take role of policy maker/citizen/etc)
_______________________________________________________________________________________-
LECTURE 15:
DILEMMAS IN HUMANITARIAN ETHICS
Principles of Humanitarianism:
The independent, neutral, and impartial provision of relief to victims of conflict and natural disaster
Independent: Majority of funding not controlled by any state etc so they primarily take funding from private individual persons
Impartiality: Treat all solely based on need: utilitarian notion that everyone is the same (no matter of age, race, sex, militant or civilian etc)
Neutrality: do not take sides in a conflict 
And sometimes …
Primum non nocere (do no harm)
Solidarity/bearing witness (MSF) vs. silence (Human rights watch –might compromise because they publicize)
(International Community of the Red Cross) gets to see prisoners of war: mainly because they pledge to governments that they won’t publicize what’s going on : 1942 found out what happened in Nazi camps and couldn’t speak out*
· But humanitarians must (in practice) sacrifice principles everywhere, all the time 
· Reducing suffering, not solving the world’s problems – not meant to change the world but rather try and “get through one more night”
^^James Orbinski – “An imperfect offering” (get ppl thru the day)

Great Lakes Refugee crisis, 1994, fleeing Rwanda genocide: 
Goma, Zaire about 1-2 million of the refugees ended up there after fleeing^ largest, fastest exodus of people the world had seen. By July, 20,000 refugees per hour
Huge influx of humanitarian groups to the region which found themselves in numerous difficult situations: disease, starvation etc 
MSF amongst a huge, desperate population, there was a huge group in there that were at the camp trying to get food
Interahamwe & Hutu Gov: perpetrators of the genocide 
· 70,000 militia members/ widespread atrocities: executions/torture, hijacking aid and supplies
· Threats of violence against staff/ armed groups demanding treatment from medical staff @ gunpoint
· Forced to work in ways that undermine the v principle u 

2000s: increasing attacks on humanitarians: is not saving lives without discrimination of universal appeal? Wht targeted? Exp. Education programs in Afghanistan killed in 2008 Jacqueline Kirk 
· Blurring of humanitarian lines 
^States intentionally try to “look like humanitarians”: militaries now want to win the hearts and lives of the local and start to act like NGO’s so now humanitarians are being targeted 
Coleman Powell: “NGO’s can be our best force multipliers” NGOs seen as representative of the US whom are seen as westerners too  “MSF denounces this attempt to corrupt humanitarian aid to further the US backed coalitions’ political and military goals”
DILEMMAS OF COORDINATION
· UN office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (1991): 
Because the scale is beaurocracy is too large to be handled/ logistical nightmare
· Runs “Cluster meetings”
Divided into 8 sections: Log, Health, Shelter, Protection, Food, Security, Recovery, Education 
· But not ALL take part (feel that it compromises their mission etc)
MSF/ICRC/others
Claim the UN is inefficient, overbeaurocratized and unprofessional (doing things for political reasons)
Exp. Ebola outbreak (if there was an efficient response, there would not be an outbreak)

MORALITY AND THE USE OF FORCE:***************** next issue 
· When is it right to use force? Just war doctrine (JUS AD BELLUM)
· What is right or wrong to do when resorting to force? Are there limits? (JUS IN BELLO/ justice IN war)
^are there limits or does anything go
We would impose upon others? (we should not do ourselves like torture –or nah)
… and we could expect others to comply with these?
Which ones? On what basis? 
· Is moral restraint even relevant in for war (empirical question)? Does it matter?

LECTURE 16:  Morality and the use of force
Skepticism- “War is hell”/ “war is cruelty and you cannot refine it” General Sherman (US civil)
Cicero: Inter arma silent leges (in times of war, the law is silent)
Grotius: Inter bellum et pacem nihil est medium (in between peace and war there is nothing)
War by definition as the absence of moral restraint*
Skepticism Strengths: Was IS usually hell/ it is all too often the absence of restraint (Exp. 1945 Firebombing of Tokyo)
1) Empirical: all too frequent lack of restraint in use of force 
Shortcoming- can’t account for when war falls short of complete annihilation/ try to figure out what restraints and why there have been
Problems: 
a) Moral- Inadequate as a prescription: not helpful as prescription if one wants options short of all-out violence and revenge: does not provide us with rationales for methods short of annihilation of the enemy / doesn’t leave us with what to do if not in emergency situation 
b) Empirical- Restraints in War:
· doesn’t always accurately describe use of force (as all-out annihilation) nor why war isn’t resorted to as frequently today as historically 
Exp. Historical: Ancient Greece/ India/ China/ Medieval Europe (Chivalry code)
· Declining rates of violence/ fewer wars with less casualties 
· Non-use: CW/BW/ Nuclear weapons (later)
· Prisoners of War 
Iraq war 2003 outrage of Iraqi treatment of US forces (not that they were executed, but instead published the photographs of the soliders cuz usually ur supposed to care for and don’t publicise them which was a practice largely abided by)
· Capt. Robert Semrau (afghan killer) 
WHY DO COUNTRIES HAVE INTER. LAWS TO PROTECT THE WOUNDED ?* might be on exam
· Attempts to avoidance excessive civilian harm: all too often, skeptic is right as we often see civilians being targeted intentionally (Exp. Syrian hospitals by Russian and Syrian forces)

· States’ prosecution of their own soldiers: 

· US 2003 war vs Iraq Mahumudiya rape case: 3 pleaded guilty, 2 convicted sentenced to 100 yrs
· US Robert Bales sentenced to life for killing civilians in Afghanistan 

LECTURE 14- MORALITY AND WAR
Skepticism:
Problems:
2. Empirical inaccuracy – existence of restraint in use of force
- if it were really true that restraint in war is not feasible enough to be worth pursuing: 
       a) We couldn’t explain historical decline of violence during the period where we have the r=greatest capacity of destructive power has INCREASED massively; (empirical anomaly) 
----- isn’t the capacity just SO big that even a skeptic would be differed^^ 
c) we would not be here today 

 But there are moments of humanity : Kurd saving ISIS fighter
“War is so awful that it makes us cynical about the psosibilty of restraint, and then it is so much worse that it maks esus indignant at the absence of restrant. Our cyncnsm testifies to the defectiveness of the war convention, and our indignation to its reality and strength… War is still somehow a rule-goverend activity, a world of permission and prohibitions – a moral world, therefore, in the midst of hell
MORALITY AND WAR
When can we depart from presumption to use all means short of force (killing) to resolve political conflict>
1) Pacifism: Never
· Jesus, Leo Tolstoy, Gandhi, Dalai Lama 
· « I consider non-violence to be a compassion in action. It is to act without violence, motivated by compassion, recognising the rights of others” Lama 
· No just causes for going to war EVER
· A) War is Immoral 
· Killing in war is murder (makes soldiers murders) but how far down the chain does this go: president/us who vote etc?
PROBLEMS (w pacifism):
· What if taking another’s life will prevent others from being killed?
· Is life itself always highest value? Are there things worthy dying/killing for?
· Self-defence 
STRENGTHS:
- provides the most morally desirable default position from which exceptions have to be justified **Reading by Ignatieff
· Its is striving towards non-violence resolutions of conflicts that produce the moments of humanity we are capable of, even as it is destined to fall short in an imperfect world 
LERNING OBJECTIVES:
· Appreciate different groundws for moral norms of warfaire (why do we have them)
· Consider the different positions on moral controversies to facilitate your own judgements (what is the right thing to do) (Which norms might be effective?)
· CAN TARGETED KILKINGS.DRONES BE JUSTIFIABLE, UNDER WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES*********** QUESTION


What are the situations that justify the use of force, and what means are acceptbale when using force?
Skepticism Communitarianism Just war Norms Pluralism/Cosmopolitanism Pacifism *
Just war
· Draws upon cosmopolitanism (even in war ppl have certain basic rights/ ought never to be targeted as a civilian)
· Can place different religions on there (Buddhism = pacifism/ Islam= Communitarianism/Just War)
· Warfare as something that seemed very wrong, a “disliked” activity, yet morally necessary and thus morally right and obligatory under certain circumstances – Qur’an
When is it right to use force (JUS AD BELLUM):
· When is it right to use force for targeted killing (Widdows – 6 criteria READ IT)
JUS AD BELLUS (Widdows books 6 rules)
a) Legitimate Authority
· Who can legitimately claim resort to (organized) violence? Only the state/ Monopoly on use of force
· International Society of states’ answer (pluralism) 
· States (and their priviledged combatants)
· Not individuals/non-state actors: OMAR KADUR – Canadian citizen in afghanist during the war/ he was alleged to have thrown the grenade which killed an American soldier – they took him to Guantanamo cuz he didn’t count as a PRIVILEDGED COMBATANT (not an armed soldier of the state) he didn’t have that license so he was regarded as a murder
· Controversies: conscientious objectives (guy living in church downtown east side/ American soldier who disagreed w Iraq war 2003 so he fled to Canada) Deserter: Rodney Watson
· “Freedom fighter vs terrorist debate”
· IRA Irish republican army (called themselves an army): Britain refused to recognize/treat like an army
· ANC African National Congress – fighting apartheid & had a lot more sympathy and eventually became gov’t
· Palestinian efforts (PLO) officially renounced terrorism in 1988 b/c they wanted others to recognize them
· Mercenaries/Private Militaries & Security companies 
Blackwater Iraw 2003/ private security company
Blackwater: US official surrounded by blackwater security (not wearing US army military uniform)
· They hired out to private security to protect them but they’re not under JUST WAR rules that professional soldiers are trained on / operating outside rules of war
· These groups killed civilians so Iraqis killed members of Blackwater 
Some Blackwater’s were sentenced (life and 30 years)
US LED War vs. IRAQ 2003:
· Canada’s PM said won’t support without security council (which never came about)
· Couldn’t human rights activists support the US war on Iraq to remove the brutal dictatorship of Saddam Hussein even though they recognized it was being fought primarily for other morally unjustifiable reasons? Isn’t it acceptable to take advantage of such a moral opportunity? 
LECTURE 16-  didn’t happen cuz Trump Won 
LECTURE 17- TORTURE/WAR/
JUS AD  BELLUM- couldn’t human rights activists support the US war vs Iraq 2003 to remove the brutal dictatorship of Sahham Hussein even tho they recognize it was not being fought primarily for that reason.
· Dangers of abuses without proper INTENTION (Kantian deontology/Consequentialism focuses on results)
· Intentions affect planning/prosecution of war (cuz intentions weren’t to actually protect Iraqis) 
· 11 US soldiers convicted of the torture abuses
· RIGHT INTENTIONS: I supported an administration whose intentions I didn’t trust, believing tht the consequences would repay the gamble. Now I realise the intentions do shape the consequences”-IGnatieff
Just war criteria: 
· Competent authority 
· Right intention
· Not just revenge but restore peace
· Qur’an: hatred must not make anyone “swerve to do wrong and depart from justice. Be just”
· Proportionality 
· Reasonable chance of success
· Syria and R2P (coordinated inter response to Syria was pre close to happening because they felt they had chance for success but now w Russia they don’t see how intervention will make things a whole lot better)
· Last Resort
· Just Cause 
2007-10, US launches STUXNET computer virus attack on Iranian nuclear centrifuge—first major offensive US cyber-attack to effect physical destruction 
2010-11: Iran launched denial of service attacks on US banks 

ETHICS OF CYBER WAR: Cyber operations: 
· Espionage (Snowden)
· Propaganda/Misinformation (using info either unsure or not to disseminate it) 
· Sabotage (physically destroying something-Stuxnet) 
Cyberattacks considered by FBI #1 threat to US national security 
Need for an inter. Standard of behavior 
· US/ Israel attack on Iranian nuclear facilities
· US collects UR info from google/Microsoft/fb/apple etc
· China hacked into google 2009-11, gov’t ministries around the world 
· UK: google 2009-13 google and yahoo
· Russia: 2014 hacked White House and State Dept networks (2016  US democrats too)
· North Korea: Nov 2014 hack paralyzed Sony Pictures “all out attack/assult” 
JUS AD BELLUM
· Competent authority/Right intention/Proportionality/Reasonable chance for success/Last Resort/Just cause
· Imminence** critical to self defence and when use of force can be justified
JUS AD BELLUK (JUST CAUSE)
1) Self-defence (COMMUNITARIANISM)
· Targeted killings vs terrorism: When (if ever) could it be justified to engage not just in pre-emptive use of force but for preventative attacks?
2) Threats to international peace and security (UN Charter)/ Punishment of aggression (PLURALISM)
· Gulf war 1990-1 
3) Humanitarian Intervention (R2P) – COSMOPOLITANISM
· Effort to legitimize 3rd level of use of force at the inter. Level/ looking to expand reasons for going to war which is a big deal 
3* Humanitraian intervention/ “R2P” (COS):
· Merits: 
Moral- Unlike communitraianism’s protection of state autonomy, recognize that states are often the source of insecurity rather than solution to stability and security 
· If state is forfiting protection of their ppl, they lose their autonomy 
Empirical- Use of force to protect people against atrocities (among other reasons)/ humanitarian motives were v powerful in these cases LOL OK 
Exp. India in Bangladesh (71), Tanzania vs Idi Amin from Uganda (79)/ NATO Kosovo (99)
· Challenges: 
Moral- Only the powerful will be able to carry it out (only the weak will be subject to such interventions, so unfair when more powerful intervenes in less powerful)  power imbalance so won’t have intervations where u should always
· Danger of R2P_ being co-opted by aggressors with other motives (Exp. 2003 genuine efforts to use human rights for war cover to help legitimize) 
Hypocritical to save some but not others? (He thinks it’s a pet peeve cuz alternative seems u have to intervene everywhere or not at all) 
All or nothing = cynical & false choice of fanaticism or apathy. 
Better approach = strategic humanitarianism 
Empirical: 
· States will  only intervene if interests at sake
· Is it really a new norm that has sufficient consensus? Scholars disagree!
JUSTICE IN WARFARE: How to use force 
· Who may be harmed (e.g prisoners , civilians)
· By what means (weapons, torture)

LECTURE 18- JUS IN BELLO
What practices towards the wounded in war makes sense as in the national interest? How so? ************
JUS IN BELLO: 
Rationales underlying treatment of wounded enemy 
· Kill wounded 
Skeptic (reduces enemy- “double tap: coming upon wounded enemy soldiers that are not a threat & killing”)
Israeli’s did this in Lebanon but ended up killing their own at night so stopped LOL
· Mercy (kill if dying to end suffering)
Kantian imperative
Robert Semrau: unwritten pact of warriors in the field to put dying adversaries out of their misery, “you do to the enemy what you would want or expect him to do for you”. 
· Spare the wounded 
Skeptic (tie up more enemy resources by leaving them alone for their army come take care of their own)
^^National interest to lower enemies ability
Pluralism set of inter. Rules /Kantian (can only expect enemy not to kill ur own wounded If u don’t kill theirs 
Cosmopolitan (wounded are no longer threatening combatants and are deserving of protection)

JUS IN BELO- principles
Skepticism: no limits
Communitarianis: 
· Kriegsraison: war without limits 
Ends war faster/ will reduce occurrence of war if so horrible (ppl won’t want to have them but WW1 war to end all wars)
· Military necessity: Obligation to refrain from inflicting suffering that is not militarily necessary ** Key component of Just War theory **** (don’t shoot bathtub guy cuz he’s now a disabled threat)
Lieber Code- US army field manual (1863):
“Military necessity does not admit cruelty – that is, the infliction of suffering for sake of suffering or for revenge … -- except in fight”
Superfluous Injury ^^ Unnecessary suffering

-“Hors de combat”: Wounded, shipwrecked, POWs  (Pluralism reciprocity-but ended when brits attacked subs)
-Proportionality 
-Unnecessary Suffering

· Cosmopolitanism:
Discrimination/Non-Combatant Immunity (civilians but also wounded/ POWs)
Prohibition on torture 

WHAT, IF ANY WEAPONS OUGHT NOT TO BE USED? WHY?
Indiscriminate weapons: nuclear weapons/airstrikes/incendiary weapons
Unnecessary/ Excessive suffering: chemical/biological weapons 
Techniques of war: Rape/Burning crops/ Suicide terrorism
Legally banned- WEAPONS
· Poison/ “Dum Dum” bullets/ expanding bullets/ Chemical weapons/ Biological weapons/ Blinding lasers/ Invisible fragments/ Booby traps/ Anti-personnel Landmines/ Cluster munitions/ 
Dubious (controversial) weapons: not officially banned but simply not used anymore
· Nuclear/ radiological weapons
· Napalm: sticky jelly substance that burns when it touches you 
· Defoliants (Agent Orange)  devastated vegetation of Vietkong but now next gen in Vietnam have birth defects
· Depleted Uranium shells 
· White phosphorus (burning)
Moral restraints on War and Weapons: INTER LAW
· LAW of WAR: 
Hague Convention 1899/1907
· HUMANITRAIAN LAW:
Genevan Convention 1949/77 Protocols 
· Specific treaties: 
Geneva protocol 1925 (banning use of weapons)
Biological Weapons convention 1972 (banning possession)
Landmines Convention 1997
Cluster munitions Conv. 2008
*No ban on use of nuclear weapons/ 2016 vote to begin negotiations: 123 in favor/38 opposed
-- International Criminal court (2003)
Crimes vs. Humanity/ War Crimes 

LECTURE 20- GUEST LECTURER MAN(Autonomous weapons)
“Killer Robots or Moral Centaurs”
· As levels of autonomy increase in non-manned systems, open up many levels of concern
The Robotic Revolution: 
· Increasing use of robotcs in warfare for jobs that are “dirty, dangerous, dull”
Exp. Bombing disposal , CBRN response (chem, biological etc), Intelligence Surveillance and Reconnaissance (ISR)
· The lethal use of unmanned aerial systems (drones) raises a host of issues but human involvement is not one of them
Despite autonomy in take-off/landing, navigation, humans engaged in most important decisions and operations
· However, as level of authonomy increases, raises challenging questions
Robotics + Autonomy + Lethality = “Killer Robots?”
*Personalization of warfare through use of drones/ decisions
Fear of Losing Control: The Campaign to Ban Killer Robots
· 2009 International campaign for robot arms control (ICRAC) campaign to “Ban killer robots”
· Global unease has led to states to discuss implications of laws at the UN Convention on Certain Conventional Weapons (ICCW)
What are Lethal Autonomous weapon systems? 
· Autonomy in critical functions (exp. Target location and weaoins release)
· US DEF: “ A Weapon system that once activated, can select and enagage targets without further internvention by a human operator” **********
Compare:
Autonomous- Human out of the loop
Semi- Human on the loop
Non- Human in the loop 
Spectrum of autonomy: machine will be more or less autonomous depending on task, environmental complexity, and mechanical control: the weapon is not the same in every circumstance. 
^^ Exp. Heli can be far more autonomous “above the tree line”  systems vary in levels of autonomy depending on context**
**Human rights implications: how can the systems be used for oppressive purposes by states across the world (dictators) won’t need to rely on the support of their people/army
LEGAL IMPLICATIOSN OF LAWS: in search of the “human” in international law
· Law of Armed Conflict/International Humanitarian Law (Jus in bello)
Indiscriminate use and civilian casualties (Cosmopolitan)
Predictability (kill man in bath? Where will soldier ear drone will not) OR in complex situation IDK what they do
Responsibility gap-responsibility is diffused “computer made an error”/ manufacturer etc 
· Marten’s Clause (pluralism)
In cases not included in the Regulations adopted, the inhabitants and belligerents remaind under the protection and the rule of the primciples of the law of nations, as they result from the usages established among vivilied ppls, from the laws and humanity, and the dictates of the public conscience”
*Just because it’s not directly prohibited, does not mean it is premissable*
· A robust body of law? : Existing Legal Obligations and Weapons Review Process 
States have “rigorous” laws of war
Article 36- new methods of use in warfare must be put to a military review

Legal implications of law (prt 2): 

· Human rights Law Concerns (COSMOPOLITAN)
1) Arbitrary killing – by extension everyone killed by autonomous is arbitrary
2) Human rights not to be killed by a machine
3) Human Dignity – human dignity of Canadians would be tarnished by using robots/Dignity of dead
· International Law Debate 
1) LOAC/IHL (we have apps for that) vs human rights law (“Inherently unlawful”)
2) Lotus Principles vs. Marten’s Clause 
Lotus: Againts the dictates of public conscious 
Martens: States dictate Marten’s clause that because states create international law, if something has not been banned, it is permited
MORAL IMPLICATIOS: Does it matter how we kill? Does it matter how we die?
· Deontology:
Duty not to cede life and death to machines no matter what 
-But “dead is dead” what does it matter to the victim who shot them (CONSEQUENTIALIST reasoning)
Whether based on rational argument or moral intuition (ick ugh factor) - not a great rational response from ppl that can’t get over the UGH factor 
*But are soldiers not means to end?

· Virtue Ethics:
The Warrior Honour: “Killing Without Heart”: this killing goes against the military virtue 
The Views of the Military 

· CONSEQUENTIALISM: 
Can’t judge PRIMA FACIE: much relies on unknowable future consequences; including tech developemnet 
Dead is dead ; more autonomy could be better
Operational Risk and OCmplexity 
*Imapct of Culture
- terminator vs astro-boy
*tools vs agents****** are autonomous weapoedns tools used by humans or are they themselves agents 
LECTURE 21
ETHICS AND TORTURE: Issues
1) Moral
1) Is torture ever justifiable? Why or why not?
2) If so- when?
3) Implications: Should it be permitted as policy/legally?
2) What counts as torture, where is the line between acceptable forms of interrogation and unacceptable?
3) Who should be held accountable
Empirical:
4) What is the status of the inter. Norm prohibiting torture? Has it eroded?
MORAL: 
4) Who should be held accountable? 
· Command responsibility: those that ordered crimes (stems from Nuremburg trials) OR if you knew about the commission of a war crime by those under you and did nothing to stop it OR didn’t order/didn’t know but SHOULD have known (Mei Lai massacre in Vietnam – held US commander as responsible)
· Defence of superior orders: soldiers saying they were still following orders, but that doesn’t matter: but it can be taken into account for mitigation of punishment cuz usually soldiers could get killed for refusing order
4)What is the status of the prohibition on torture?
Violations by Bush Admin after 9/11:
· Bush “I don’t care what the lawyers say, were going to kick some ass” LOLOL
· Cheney: “no punishment for the terrorist seems too harsh”
· Subjecting detainees to a “dunk in the water” is a “no-brainer” if it saves US lives
· ^ they never actually said torture
· Pre 9/11 torture widely regarded as wrong by US 
· 2004 poll, 35% Americans thought torture acceptable in some circumstances 
· 2005: 60%
Trump 2016 calls for a “hell of a lot more than waterboarding”
McCain: I don’t give a damn what the pres of the US wants to do or anybody else wants to do. We will not waterboard.” 

5) Customary norm of Inter. Law- even If you haven’t signed treaty, it’s so widely accepted*** WTF
What is the status of the torture taboo? Has it eroded?
Violation in US legitimated through: 
· Euphemism: “enhanced interrogation” “extraordinary rendition”- send person where it’s banned so you send to another country where you know they’ll torture them for you 
· Power of US to influence global norms: cooperation of 54 gov’ts (incl Canada)
· Others used US practices to legitimize own torture/ deflect criticism (Russia in Chechnya, Sudan, Gambia)
· Re-interpretation: 
· Acts must be of an extreme nature to rise to the level of torture. The infliction of pain or suffering … is insufficient to amount to torture. Pain or suffering must be severe. -------------- Something equivalent in intensity to the pain accompanying serious physical injury, such as organ failure or even death. “John Yoo Prof Berkley”
UN convention Against Torture: 1984
· Torture means any act by which sever pain or suffering, whether physical or mental, is intentionally inflicted upon a person for such purposes as obtaining from him or a third person information or confession…
· No exceptional circumstances whatsoever
· No state Party shall expel, return, or extradite a person to another state where there are substantial grounds for believing her would be in danger 
· Justifications:  ppl don’t often justify it/ Discourse of “foreign terrorist” used to legitimate torture generally – no one in US makes case for torture of US citizens
· Ticking time bomb: saves lives: claim that torture works (communitarian/utilitarian) BUT problem is that the hypothetical scenario has been used to justify garden variety torture 
· ^^ US Senate report “at no time” did the CIA torture program produce intelligence that averted a threat 
IS torture ever justifiable?
ALLAN DEURSCHWITS: permits that judges have to authorize or not
Justification for torture:
1. Communitarian/ Utilitarian: save lives of your own ppl or save lives (more than the person being tortured)
Problem: single best thing for recruitment for ISIS has been Guantanamo bay/ Abu Ghraib
Problem: conducive of excess (unnceseccasry suffering) because:
· Can almost always believe info could possibly be obtained that might save lives
· Torturer can’t ever really know for sure if tortured has told you everything 
· Once stigma is broken, evidence of tendency to proliferate to gratuitous abuse: US Senate report (norm metastasizes)
2. Skeptic/Communitarian arguments against torture:
· Strategic: recruitment for enemy extremists
· Will torture your own if you torture theirs 
· Upholding our own moral values “it’s not who we are” – communitarianis
3. Deontological/Cosmo:
· Ytorture obliterates most basic right of presumed innocent before proven guilty 
· Kant “don’t use ppl as a means to an end” – Deon
· At least dozen tortured in US war on terror, were erroneously detained 
Cases where torture MORALLY justifiable:
· Germany, child abducted and hid and person who hid said child was gonna die in 24 h and won’t tell them where he is:  (not like he’s not guilty which is usually an element in torture)
· Does that mean you allow torture on certain scenarios?
· What if you KNOW the person has info that could save life (free confession)?
· *** but we shouldn’t make the rules based on the EXTREME – this is the exception to the rule 
Should we then: 
· Legalize it: it occurs all the time so legalize and regulate (weed, prostitution) (Torture warrants?)
· Don’t do that
· Can torture be form of EXTENDED SELF-DEFENCE?
LAST LECTURE MONDAY: Technology and Morality 
Trinity atomic bomb test: July 16th 1945
“I am become Death, the Destroyer of Worlds”/ 5:30 Am world entered the atomic age/ ball of fire vaporized sand into glass
· Dr. J Robert Oppenheimer, Director of Los Alamos (20 miles away)
Does morality matter in world politics******** Do moral norms matter even in war?
· WMD/ Chemical/ biological/ nuclear weapons (used so is it moral)
When have WMD been used?
· Nuclear weapons (Hiroshima (45) Nagasaki (45)
· Chemical Weapons (ww1/ Italy in Ethiopia just before WW2/ Egypt in Yemen/ Iraq 80s but WHY NOT WW2?)
· Syria 2013^^ Danasquas
· Biological weapons: small pox blankest vs First Nations / Jap in Manchuria/ Aum Shinrikyo Jap cult uses them
*So why haven’t nuclear, chemical, and biological weapons been used much more often?
Whyy no BW/CW against allied or axis cities or armies in Europe in WW2? ----- perception of enemy vs rodent
· Why did some NOT use their Nuclear weapons when loosing: Russia in Afgh/ US in Viet (moral restraint?)

PUZZLES: WHT WMD Restraint?
1) Skepticism:  
· Fear of retaliation (Mutually assured destruction) 
· BUT why not use against countries where ur for sure stronger (but also nuque Serbia Russia nuques you)
· Don’t nuque proxy of another superpower so they don’t nuque urs (Korean war)
· only useless weapons banned  (biological can kill anyone)
2) Critical theory: 
· Only “weapons of the weak” banned (landmines but not nuclear weapons)
· Problems: big powers (Russia, China, US, India) refuse to sign landmines deterrence
3) Detterence and fear of retaliation
· Problem: sometimes u don’t face fear but don’t attack anyway
· US vs USSR … vs US vs Iraq
*even nuclear weapons that r smaller than regular weapons can’t be used (MORAL threshold?)
2) PLURALISM: 
- uncontrollable/ long-term effects (radiation poisoning, disease)
3) COSMOPOLITAN
- Inhumane/ unnecessary suffering / too indiscriminate (very name signifies WMD)

1) Chemical weapons in WW2:
· US prez Roosevelt, 43; ÈI have been loathe to believe that any nation could be willing to loose upon mankind such a terrible and inhumane weapons … I state categorically that we shall under no circumstance resort to the use of such weapons.”
· If Nazi passed the canal into Britain, they could saturate the water w Chemical weapons:
“Major Henderson  (UK) We throa way the incalculable moral strength we derive from keeping our word … such a departure from our principles and traditions would have the most deplorable effects … some of us would wonder whether it really mattered …”
2) Ethics and NON-USE of Nuclear weapons:
· Korean War (50-53) repelling North from South Korea
· Nuclear weapons not used but actively considered
· General Ridgway “ nuclear weapons as the “ultimate in immorality”
· Truman “I could not bring myself to order the slaughter of 25 million”
EXPLAININ role of Ethics in weapons restraint: 
1) Personal belief of decision makers
2) Costs of violations: sanctions/ allied support 
· Doesn’t mean violation isn’t possible, but raises threshold of use from regular to exceptional 
· Reinforced by international law 
3) Tradition of non-use
· The more they don’t get used over time the more exceptional it will be to use them 
· “Don’t know why Hitler didn’t use CWs vs allies, but if even he didn’t use them they must be bad”
4) Effects of Inter. Norms: Nuclear
· Korea: Us Sec of state: in the present state of world opinion we could not use an A-bomb 
· Vietnam: Sec of state rusk: we never seriously considered using nuques
· Gulf war 1991- Powell: Let’s not think about nukes. You know we’re not going to let that genie loose”
TECHNOLOGY AND MORALITY
1) Skepticism: Technology as amoral (value-neutral)
· Moral values depends upon how we use it (consequentialist)
· Eg. Guns don’t kill people, people kill people. 
2) Communitarianism: 
· Pro-tech: If we don’t do it first, others will … 
· Against-tech: against OUR values (we can’t clone … national debates/ abortion/etc)
3) Deonological: (consequence)
· Yuck factors
· Do not risk fate of humanity in hands of machine
Implications: Responsabiliity of Scientists/ Citizens
· Shouldn’t scientists pursue knowledge and truth where ever it may lead? Is it up to them or society to determine tech limits?

LAST LECTURE: Ethics and Migration
1) Facts 2) Moral issues 3) theory 
Pinker:  geographic and social mobility exposes people to think about their own perspective
Number of Migrants (1960-2015): international migration population has increased drastically from 80 million to 250 million in 2016 (tripled almost)
Majority of migrants destinations are: 
· Only one country that stands out (most ppl move to US)* but Mexicans go there cuz geography not only development 
United States: article from New York times: Could trump deport millions of unauthorized immigrants: but later trump opted to deport 700,000 “dangerous” people at this point.
Obama: deported the most illegal immigrants from the US (400,000 immigrants a year from fiscal 2009-15)
Displaced persons and refugees: 
· Refugee crosses international border but displaced person does not
· In the world, UNHCR**- more than 65 million refugees
· 1951-now, starting 2011 (Syrian war) refugee numbers growing
Where do refugees go?
· 70% of refugees stay in the middle east and Africa (17% go to Europe and Americas)
· ^Not including Saudi Arabia and Gulf States (not stats of UN but have taken in about 3 mil ppl)
Where are the refugees from?
· #1 is Syria (most internally displaced, then most go to turkey, Lebanon etc) 4.9
· #2 Afghanistan (3.3)
· #3 is Somalia 
· All together they make up over 53% of the total refugees of the world
United States: 
· 2016 they admitted the most refugees than ever before 2002:
Main point: people tend to die when they try to migrate (Mediterranean is highest lost at sea)
MORAL ISSUES:
Immigration issues-
Securitization: making an issue about national security/ if we make refugee crisis an issue of national security, there would be less refugees (US/France sees as a threat) When you securitize an issue, the issue usually has nothing to do about national security but the PERCEPTION of the issue changes 
THEORY:
Non-refoulement: a moral obligation not to render a person back to their home country if they feel that there is an objective threat of persecution (principle in customary and treaty law)
SKEPTIC: refugees and immigrants are only to be accepted if it can offer something to the state and are more inclined to securitize the issue. In addition, they would see it as a threat to shared values to their country. Under no moral obligation to take in refugees. 
COMMUNITARIAN: very similar^ no moral obligation unless it benefits you OR we as a country value immigration so let them in
INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY/PLURALIST: any obligation would be agreed upon by international society of states and the UN thus you follow those rules and norms made through international institutions
COSMOPOLITAN: there is no illegal immigration, all are equal and should be accepted. Every human being is of equal moral worth and should not be judged by pre-existing conditions of birth. (KANT in readings- reading goes as far as saying that free movement is a human right)
DEONTOLOGIST: 
We might be on the Pluralism level of morality here but not because we chose to but basically because ‘***
***Very hard to discern why they are exactly taking them in





