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University of Otago 

Department of Politics 

 

POLS312: Ethics and International Relations 

 

Course Guide 2018 

 

Lecturer:   Prof Philip Nel 

    e-mail: philip.nel@otago.ac.nz 

 

Lecture times:    Tues 2pm — 2.50pm  (50 minutes)   BURNS7 

    Wed 10am – 11.50am (100 minutes)  SDAV6 

    

Consulting hour:  Wed 2pm – 4pm (or by appointment via email)  

     Room 4N6, Arts Building 

 

 

Assessment 

90-minute class test on 1st part of paper:     25% of final mark 

Performance as part of debating team (team mark):   30% of final mark 

Two debate reports (2 x 700 words: TERMS APPLY):   15% of final mark 

Research Essay (3000 words):      30% of final mark 

 

Important Things to Remember 

 Note that this paper is 100% internally assessed (no exam). 

 There is no Course Reader: All readings are available online, on E-reserve, or in the closed 

reserve in the Library. 

 Keep copies of all material submitted for assessment. 

 

 

 

  

mailto:philip.nel@otago.ac.nz
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PROGRAMME 

 

Tue 10 July: First class: Orientation 

Wed 11 July: Lecture 1: What does it mean to make a moral judgement? 

Tues 17 July: Lecture 1 (cont): What does it mean to make a moral judgement? 

*Wed 18 July: Lecture 2: Are morals at all relevant in international relations? 

23 July – 27 July: NO CLASS (Attending IPSA in Brisbane) 

Tues 31 July: Lecture 3 & 4: Utilitarianism  

Wed 1 August: Lecture 5 & 6: Applying Utilitarianism 

Tues 7 August: Lecture 7: Challenges to Utilitarianism (1): Rawls and Domestic (and  

  Global?) Justice 

Wed 8 August: Lecture 8: Challenges to Utilitarianism (1): Rawls and Domestic (and  

  Global?) Justice (cont) 

Tues 14 August: Lecture 9: Challenges to Utilitarianism (2): Virtue Ethics 

Wed 15 August: Lecture 10: Challenges to Utilitarianism (2): Virtue Ethics evaluated 

Tues 21 August: Discussion: What would a good answer to a test question look like? 

Wed 22 August: Class test (90 minutes) 

24  Aug – 2 Sept: Mid-semester break 

Tues 4 Sept: Tutorial on presentations, handing back tests (and discussion with Gps for 

Debate 1) 

Wed 5 Sept: Debate 1: Compromises in international relations 

Tues 11 Sept: Discussion with Gps for Debate 2 

Wed 12 Sept: Debate 2: The Use of “Unmanned (sic!) Aerial Vehicles” (drones) 

Tues 18 Sept: Discussion with Gps for Debate 3 

Wed 19 Sept: Debate 3: National borders 

Tues 25 Sept: Discussion with Gps for Debate 4 

Wed 26 Sept: Debate 4: Humanitarian intervention 

Tues 2 Oct: Discussion with Gps for Debate 5 

Wed 3 Oct: Debate 5: What do we owe future generations? 

Fri 5 Oct: Essay due at 2.30 pm (300-level drop box) (Debate Gps for Debate 5 have until 

  10am Wed 10 Oct to submit. Submit during class). 

Tues 9 Oct: Discussion with Gps for Debate 6 

Wed 10 Oct: Debate 6: Just war 

Fri 12 Oct, 2.30pm: Last Debate Report due (300-level dropbox, Politics) 

 

Note: * Presentation groups will be finalised during this lecture. If you want to be in a 

 Debate Group, you better be there. 
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Academic Integrity 

Having integrity means being honest in all your study activities, including the writing and submission 

of assignments, reports, and essays. Academic integrity is a personal virtue and is the basis for 

appropriate decision-making and behaviour in an academic context.  This virtue is informed by the 

values of honesty, trust, responsibility, fairness, respect, and courage. Students are expected to be 

aware of, and act in accordance with, the University’s Academic Integrity Policies: 

http://www.otago.ac.nz/administration/policies/otago116838.html 

Academic Misconduct, such as plagiarism or cheating, is a breach of Academic Integrity and is taken 

very seriously by the University.  Types of misconduct include plagiarism, copying, unauthorised 

collaboration, taking unauthorised material into a test or exam, impersonation, and assisting someone 

else’s misconduct. A more extensive list of the types of academic misconduct and associated processes 

and penalties is available in the University’s Student Academic Misconduct Procedures: 

http://www.otago.ac.nz/administration/policies/otago116850.html 

It is your responsibility to be aware of and use acceptable academic practices when completing your 

assessments. To access the information in the Academic Integrity Policy and learn more, please visit: 

www.otago.ac.nz/study/academicintegrity 

or ask at the Student Learning Centre or Library. If you have any further questions, please ask your 

lecturer. 

 

Aims and Outcomes 

 

This course introduces you to  

a) the influence of moral concerns on the norms, institutions, and practices of international 

relations, and  

b) ethical reflection as it is applied to the interaction of states and other actors across space 

and time.  

The course has an empirical component, but also a normative/philosophical focus as reflected in the 

double meaning of the term “E/ethics.” In lower case, this concept is used to refer to norms and moral 

practices that are relevant to a specific domain of life, such as in ‘medical ethics,’ or ‘the ethics of sport’. 

Ethics with a capital E is used to refer to a field of study or an activity of reflection in which the possible 

bases or justifications for sound moral judgments are investigated. This form of investigation is often 

called “normative theory” in the social sciences, but the implicit distinction between ‘theory’ and 

‘normative theory’ is widely challenged. All theory is normative, as theory always implies moral 

choices/implications. What Ethics can help us to do, is to get clarity about the normative assumptions 

implicit in all attempts to practice, understand, and explain international affairs, and to help us to 

distinguish better arguments from less persuasive ones. 

The course seeks to develop your ability to: 

 Identify and systematically explain the role and function of moral concerns in that part 

of public life that we call ‘international relations’ 

 Explicate and evaluate the reasons and justifications for specific moral judgments and 

proposals that are made with respect to international public affairs today 

 Refine your opinion on ethical questions of the day, and defend these in public debate. 

http://www.otago.ac.nz/administration/policies/otago116838.html
http://www.otago.ac.nz/administration/policies/otago116850.html
http://www.otago.ac.nz/study/academicintegrity
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The emphasis also falls on developing basic discipline-related capabilities. This includes the ability to: 

 Identify and evaluate the main theoretical perspectives that are used by analysts and 

decision makers in this field of study 

 Find and interpret data and information on aspects of the role of moral concerns in 

contemporary international relations 

 Engage with the relevant scholarly literature, and to distinguish between worthwhile 

and less worthwhile contributions 

 

On completion of this paper, you should also be able to: 

 Distinguish between the different uses that language has in academic discourse 

 “Work with” ideas, that is, understand and apply concepts and theoretical constructs in 

order to aid your understanding of an issue 

 Participate in reasoned discussions on issues of the day (‘reasoned’ implies an ability 

to define concepts clearly, to argue systematically, and to use appropriate evidence to 

warrant your claims) 

 Think independently and critically 

 Cooperate in a team 

 Solve problems by investigating research questions and suggesting reasonable and 

creative answers on the basis of your research 

 Communicate your insights/findings clearly and systematically. 

 

 

Organisation and Assessment 

 

Lectures & Class Test (25% of final mark) 

During the first part of the paper I will provide an introduction to ethical reflection in the study of 

international relations. These lectures will include class discussions, so you must prepare for class by 

reading the prescribed texts. This part is concluded with a class test of 90 minutes.  

The purpose of the test is to determine whether you understand what it means to engage in ethical 

argumentation on international relations, whether you understand the ethical theories/approaches that 

we will be discussing in class, whether you can compare them and develop an argument about their 

relative merits, and whether you can apply these theories to current international issues. 

 

Debates (30% of final mark) 

We will stage 6 x formal class debates during Part 2 of this paper. As part of a team of students you will 

be given a specific proposition to defend/challenge during a class debate on a set date. In order to prepare 

adequately, you will have to do the readings and additional research, and as a debating team draft an 

Opening Statement of plus-minus 800 words (type-written), which will be delivered by your team. The 

typed opening statement will be taken in immediately before the debate, and the lecturer will use it, plus 

a general assessment of your team’s debating performance, to award a mark out of 30 (see below). 

Following the opening statements, each debating team will be given the opportunity to prepare and 

present a rebuttal after which cross-examination of the teams by the rest of the class and the lecturer will 

take place. The two teams will then have time to prepare closing statements and deliver them. Following 

ancient deliberation practice, the audience will eventually vote to determine which team had the most 

persuasive arguments. The outcome of this vote is not the most decisive factor in the lecturer’s 

assessment of your debate performance, but will be taken into consideration. 

 

The debate in summary: 
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Opening statement (affirmative team):  8 minutes (max) 

 Opening statement (opposing team):  8 minutes (max) 

 Preparation of rebuttals and preparation  

 by Respondents:    5 minutes 

 Delivery of rebuttal (affirmative team)  4 minutes (max) 

 Delivery of rebuttal (opposing team)  4 minutes (max) 

 Cross- examination by Respondents 

   and class discussion:   50-60 minutes 

 Preparation of closing statement   3 minutes 

 Closing statement (opposing team)  3 minutes (max) 

 Closing statement (affirmative team)  3 minutes (max) 

 Audience vote       

Note that I designate two groups to kick-off the interrogation/cross examination of the debating teams 

(called “Respondents”). I will allow each group to ask up to two questions to begin with. Try and 

focus on pertinent issues and/or core ethical points. As a group you can decide who is going to ask 

the question/questions. Naturally, your whole group must attend the debate at which you are 

respondents. Use the time set aside for “preparation of rebuttals” to decide on your group’s 

question/questions. 

 

In preparing for a debate, a debate team must consult not only the prescribed readings but also 

additional sources, and must do empirical research as required by their theme. All sources used must 

be listed below the text of the Opening Statement. No referencing required in the text, except if 

you cite someone’s words/phrases directly. 

Scale and criteria used by lecturer to evaluate opening statement and debating performance 

Understanding of theme: Team gets maximum points if they demonstrate clear and in-

depth understanding of the issue/theme. Teams must define core concepts and use them 

consistently. Tell the audience how you are interpreting the proposition (they are sometimes 

deliberately ambiguous). 

10 

Organization of arguments: Team gets maximum points if their opening statement and 

arguments are based on thorough research of the pertinent evidence (facts, published 

scholarly arguments, sound arguments) in support of its contentions, if the opening 

statement has a clear and effective introduction and conclusion, and if it is well structured, 

logical, and coherent. I consider whether the arguments used are relevant and unambiguous. 

Empirical research is encouraged, as verified information and generalizations based on data 

can help us to formulate ethical questions more precisely, and can assist us in resolving 

some – but not all –ethical disputes. 

10 

Persuasive delivery: Team gets maximum points if their arguments are delivered succinctly, 

confidently, and persuasively, with the right emphasis on the important points. (Degree to 

which audience was persuaded will be taken into consideration here, but is not the most 

important factor). 

5 

Strategy of defence and effectiveness in counter-arguments: Team gets maximum points if 

they show due consideration of possible counter-arguments, choose an effective strategy to 

counter the contentions of their opponents, and if they demonstrate the ability to use 

evidence and logic to refute the core points on which the opponents’ case rests.  

5 

Total 30 

 

I meet with debate groups during the Tuesday class preceding their debate.  

Written debate reports (15% of final mark: TERMS APPLY) 
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Terms: You will receive a mark for this part of the paper only if you attend five (5) of the 6 debates. I 

will take a roll call at each debate. 

Two debate reports are due:  one on Debates 1, 2 or 3, and one on debates 4, 5 or 6. 

These reports must exclude the theme of your debate (but can include the debate during which you 

act as respondent).  

The debate reports must be your own work, must be type-written, and must contain: 

a) Your own summary of the most important ethical issue raised/entailed by the  

 debate  (200 words maximum). 

b) Statement of which arguments used by the debating teams you found most persuasive, 

providing reasons for your choice. If you believe that both teams missed the crucial point(s), I 

would like to hear what you think the crucial issue is and what the relevant arguments should 

have been (700 words maximum). 

Your understanding of the ethical issue involved, plus your ability to write clearly, succinctly, and to 

the point will be assessed. The quality of your report will be enhanced if you read the prescribed 

readings, and pay careful attention during the debate. 

No referencing required in the text, except if you use someone else’s words/phrases directly. If you use 

sources not listed in the course readings for this debate, please add a list of works consulted at the end 

of your Report. Although it is not a requirement to use additional sources, it is likely that your learning 

experience in writing a report will benefit from the use of additional sources. 

A debate report will be marked out of 10 (and the 2 x marks reworked into 15% of final mark). 

Your debate report on one week’s debate has to be handed in at the end of the next week’s 

debate/class. I only accept debate reports if you were in class for the whole debate on the handing-in 

day. 

If you write a report on debate 6, you have to hand it in on Fri 12 Oct 2018, before 2.30pm (drop it in 

Politics 300-level dropbox, 4th floor, Arts Bldg). 

Reports not handed in on time will not receive a mark. 

 

Research Essay (30% of final mark) 

Thirty per cent of your final mark is contributed by a typed research essay of 3000 words.  

The essay is due at 2.30pm on Fri 5 Oct 2018 (Debate Gps for Debate 5 have until Wed 10 Oct 

to submit). 

You can write on any issue in the field of The Ethics of International Relations, but your choice must 

exclude the theme of your Debate. You are welcome to write on a theme of a debate (excluding your 

own, of course) and if you do so, you do not have to stick to the proposition for that debate. If you are 

not sure what to write about, consult the lecturer. 

The essay must answer a research question that you pose at the very beginning in the “Introduction”. 

This question must refer to an ethical (or meta-ethical*) issue that has relevance for international 

relations. Use the essay to review the various arguments advanced in the literature, and develop your 

own answer to the question. Be explicit about the ethical theory/approach that you apply to this question 

and tell the reader why you regard this theory to be more appropriate than its contenders. The emphasis 

falls on your ability to engage critically and creatively with ethical arguments on a specific issue and 

to develop and justify your conclusions. I will also assess your ability to engage critically with the 

literature on the specific issue. 

Useful examples of appropriate essay questions: 

 Should environmental migrants be treated as refugees? 

 Can global inequality be justified morally? 
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 Do citizens of democracy have a moral duty to promote democratic practices in other states? 

 Is child labour morally wrong? 

 Do individuals have a right to education? 

 Am I justified in using religious principles to answer ethical questions in international 

relations?* 

*Note: This is a meta-ethical question. These questions place quite high demands on us, so make sure 

you are up for the challenge before you tackle a question like this. 

 

I expect you to consult at least eight sources additional to the readings provided in the course reader 

when you write an essay. At least four of these sources must be articles from academic journals 

(which you can locate by doing a search via articles databases such as Philosopher’s Index and/or 

Proquest (see Library website). If you use online sources, make sure that they are peer-reviewed by 

academics. For instance: the Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy http://www.iep.utm.edu/ 

and the Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy http://plato.stanford.edu/  are acceptable. 

You can use Wikipedia only if you can show me how you revised and improved the specific entry that 

is of relevance to your essay. 

You can use any recognized referencing style, as long as you use it correctly and consistently.  For 

Style Guides, see http://otago.libguides.com/citation_styles 

 

 

Lectures and Debates 

 

Please read the relevant readings BEFORE a particular lecture/debate. They are listed in order of 

importance. 

I placed a number of books on Reserve in the Central Library. These books provide additional insights 

on ethics and international relations in general, and on specific themes listed below. 

A very useful general source is the Encyclopedia of Global Justice, edited by Deen K. Chatterjee, 

Springer Publishing. Available at:  

http://link.springer.com/referencework/10.1007/978-1-4020-9160-5/page/1 

 

Readings marked with an asterisk (*) are available on E-Reserve via Blackboard. 

All other readings are available online or through the E-journals website of the Library   

(Library > Search > E-journals). 

 

Part One: An Introduction to Ethics and IR 

 

Lecture 1: What does it mean to make a moral judgement? 

Readings:  

Please read the following two items in preparation for a class discussion on 7 March 

*Rachels, James & Stuart Rachels (2007) ‘What is Morality?’ Chapter 1 of The Elements of Moral 

Philosophy (5th edition), New York: McGraw-Hill, pp.1-15. 

Mt. Sun Antonio College: “Requirements for Moral Judgements”. Available at: 

http://faculty.mtsac.edu/cmcgruder/moraljudgements.html 

Optional reading: 

If you are philosophically minded, here is a very good, but taxing, discussion: 

http://www.iep.utm.edu/
http://plato.stanford.edu/
http://otago.libguides.com/citation_styles
http://link.springer.com/referencework/10.1007/978-1-4020-9160-5/page/1
http://faculty.mtsac.edu/cmcgruder/moraljudgements.html
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Richmond Campbell, Richmond (2007) ‘What Is Moral Judgment?’ The Journal of Philosophy, 104 

(7): 321-349. 

 

Lecture 2: Are morals at all relevant in international relations?  

Readings:  

Thucydides (1900) ‘Sixteenth Year of the War - The Melian Conference - Fate of Melos’, History of 

the Peloponnesian War, Book V, Jowett’s translation, §§84-116. Available at: 

http://www.classicpersuasion.org/pw/thucydides/jthucbk5rv2.htm 

*Nel, Philip (2006) ‘Morality and Ethics in International Relations’, in: McGowan, P.J. et al. (eds) 

Power, Wealth and Global Justice: An International Relations Textbook for Africa, 3rd 

edition, UCT Press, Cape Town, pp.46-66. 

*Jackson, Robert (2000) ‘The political theory of international societas’, in: The Global Covenant by 

Robert Jackson, Oxford University Press, pp. 97-129. 

 

Lectures 3-6: Utilitarianism: Its strengths and weaknesses 

Readings: 

*Goodin, Robert E. (1995) ‘Utilitarianism as a Public Philosophy’, in Utilitarianism as a Public 

Philosophy, Cambridge: CUP, 3-27. 

West, Henry R. ‘Utilitarianism,’ in Encyclopaedia Britannica (online) accessed on 22 November 

2016, available at https://www.utilitarianism.com/utilitarianism.html 

Hardin, Russell, ‘Utilitarianism,’ in B. Badie et al. (eds) International Encyclopedia of Political 

Science (online) accessed on 22 November 2016, available at: 

http://sk.sagepub.com/reference/intlpoliticalscience/n624.xml?term=Utilitarianism 

*Ellis, A.  (1992) ‘Utilitarianism and International Ethics’, in Nardin, T. and Mapel, D. (eds) 

Traditions of International Ethics, Cambridge University Pess, Cambridge UK,158-179. 

Singer, Peter (1972) ‘Famine, Affluence, and Morality’, Philosophy and Public Affairs, vol. 1, no. 1, 

pp. 229-243 [revised edition]. Available at: http://www.utilitarian.net/singer/by/1972----.htm 

 

Lectures 7 & 8: Challenges to Utilitarianism (1): Rawls and Domestic (and Global?) Justice 

Readings: 

Richardson, Henry S. ‘John Rawls (1921-2002)’ Internet Encyclopedia of Philosophy, accessed on 22 

November 2016, available at: http://www.iep.utm.edu/rawls/ 

*Rawls, J. (1999) The Law of Peoples, Harvard University Press, Cambridge MA, 105-120. 

Beitz, Charles R. (2005) ‘Cosmopolitanism and Global Justice’, The Journal of Ethics, 9 (1/2): 11-27.  

Nagel, Thomas (2005) ‘The problem of global justice’, Philosophy and Public Affairs, 33 (2): 113-

147. 

 

  

http://www.classicpersuasion.org/pw/thucydides/jthucbk5rv2.htm
https://www.utilitarianism.com/utilitarianism.html
http://sk.sagepub.com/reference/intlpoliticalscience/n624.xml?term=Utilitarianism
http://www.utilitarian.net/singer/by/1972----.htm
http://www.iep.utm.edu/rawls/
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Lectures 9 & 10: Challenges to Utilitarianism (2): Virtue Ethics 

 

Readings: 

Bongrae Seok, (2011) ‘Virtue  Ethics’, Encyclopedia of Global Justice, edited by Deen K. Chatterjee, 

 Springer Publishing, pp. 1130-1132. Electronic version (remember to page down) available at: 

http://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2F978-1-4020-9160-5_29.pdf 

Gaskarth, Jamie (2011a) ‘Where would we be without rules? A virtue ethics approach to foreign 

policy analysis.’ Review of International Studies, 37(1): 393-415. 

Gaskarth, Jamie (2011b) ‘The virtues in international society’, European Journal of International 

Relations, Vol. 13, No 3, pp. 431-453. 

 

 

Part Two: Debating Ethical Issues in International Relations 

 

After the mid-semester break, I will use the Tuesday class to meet with the debate groups debating 

on the Wednesday of that week. Attendance is compulsory for the relevant debate groups.  

Other debate groups are welcome (but not required) to meet in class during that time slot. 

Names of members of debate groups will be announced. Debate groups are called 1A (= Debate 1, 

Affirmative) and 1O (Debate 1, Opposing), etc. 

 

 

1st Debate: Compromise: Is it Always Acceptable? 

Proposition: Any compromise is acceptable in international politics, as long as it leaves the 

contracting parties better off than before the compromise was struck. 

Respondents: Debate Groups 6A and 6O 

Readings: 

Margalit, Avishai (2010) ‘On Compromise and Rotten Compromises’, Lecture presented, BookTV.  

 Available at: http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wnWn84-LA20 

Margalit, Avishai (2010) On Compromise and Rotten Compromises, Princeton: Princeton University 

Press (On reserve). 

Shell, G. Richard (2010) ‘The Morality of Bargaining: Identity versus Interests in Negotiations with 

Evil’, Negotiation Journal, Vol 26, No 4, pp. 453-481. 

Menkel-Meadow, Carrie (2010) ‘Compromise, Negotiation, and Morality’, Negotiation Journal, Vol 

26, No 4, pp. 483-499. 

 

2nd Debate: The Use of “Unmanned (sic) Aerial Vehicles” 

Proposition: The use of UAVs for military purposes is not only legally acceptable, but also 

morally justified. 

Respondents: Debate Groups 4A and 4O 

Readings: 

Goldberg, J. (2016) ‘Drones: The Morality of War From The Sky’. Bloomberg Businessweek, available 

at: http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2012-10-11/drones-the-morality-of-war-from-

the-sky 

http://link.springer.com/content/pdf/10.1007%2F978-1-4020-9160-5_29.pdf
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wnWn84-LA20
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2012-10-11/drones-the-morality-of-war-from-the-sky
http://www.bloomberg.com/news/articles/2012-10-11/drones-the-morality-of-war-from-the-sky
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Gusterson, Hugh (2016) Drone: Remote Control Warfare, Cambridge, Mass: MIT Press (E-book, online 

available through Library website). 

Johansson, L. (2011) ‘Is It Morally Right to Use Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs) in War?’ 

Philosophy & Technology, 24(3): 279-291  

Johnstone, B. (2013) ‘The Morality of Drones: Targeted Killing’, Compass, Spring 47(3): 21-26. 

Kaag, J. and Kreps, E. (2014) Drone Warfare, Cambridge, UK: Polity Press. 

Calhoun, Laurie (2015) We Kill because We Can, London: Zed Books. 

 

3rd Debate: The Ethics of National Borders 

Proposition: National borders are morally arbitrary. 

Respondents: Debate groups 5A and 5O 

Readings: 

Carens, J. (1987) ‘Aliens and citizens: the case for open borders’, The Review of Politics, 49(2): 251-

273. 

**Miller, David (2015) ‘Justice in Immigration’, European Journal of Political Theory, 14(4): 391–

408. 

Sager, Alex (2016) ‘Book Review of Strangers in our Midst: The Political Philosophy of Immigration 

by David Miller, Global Policy 13 September, available at: 
http://www.globalpolicyjournal.com/blog/13/09/2016/book-review-strangers-our-midst-political-philosophy-

immigration-david-miller 

Gibney, Matthew J. (2015) ‘Refugees and Justice Between States’, European Journal of Political 

Theory, 14(4): 448-463 

 

4th Debate: Humanitarian Intervention 

Proposition: Our common humanity imposes a duty/obligation on us to protect people who are 

systematically persecuted/mistreated by their own government/authorities. 

Respondents: Debate Groups 2A and 2O 

Readings: 

*Lang, A.F. (2010) ‘Humanitarian Intervention’, in Bell, Duncan (ed.) Ethics and World Politics, 

Oxford: Oxford University Press, 324 – 341 (book is also on reserve). 

Nardin, T. (2006) ‘Introduction’, in Nardin, T. and M. Williams (eds), Humanitarian Intervention, 

Nomos XLVII, New York University Press, New York, 1-30. 

Eric A. Heinze (2006) ‘Maximizing Human Security: A Utilitarian Argument for Humanitarian 

Intervention’, Journal of Human Rights, 5(3): 283-302 

Brockmeier, S. et al. (2016) ‘The impact of the Libya intervention debates on norms of protection’, 

Global Society 30(1): 113-133. 

Jamieson, Dale (2005)  ‘Duties to the Distant: Aid, Assistance, and Intervention in the Developing 

World’, The Journal of Ethics, Vol 9, pp. 151-170. 

 

5th Debate: The responsibility of sustainable development (or, do we owe future 

generations anything?) 

Proposition: Current generations are morally obliged to leave enough resources for future, non-

overlapping generations to achieve at least the same standard of living than they enjoy. 

Respondents: Debate Groups 3A and 3O 

http://www.globalpolicyjournal.com/blog/13/09/2016/book-review-strangers-our-midst-political-philosophy-immigration-david-miller
http://www.globalpolicyjournal.com/blog/13/09/2016/book-review-strangers-our-midst-political-philosophy-immigration-david-miller
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Readings: 

Meyer, Lukas (2015) "Intergenerational Justice", The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy (Fall 2015 

Edition), Edward N. Zalta (ed.) http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2015/entries/justice-

intergenerational/ 

Grosseries, Axel (2001) “What Do We Owe the Next Generation(s),” Loyola Law Review 293 (2001). 

Available at: http://digitalcommons.lmu.edu/llr/vol35/iss1/8 

Howarth, Richard (2011) The Oxford Handbook of Climate Change and Society, edited by John S. 

Dryzek et al. Oxford University Press. Available online through library website. 

 

6th Debate: Just war 

Respondents: Debate Groups 1A and 1O 

Proposition: Just-war theory is the best moral constraint yet devised to limit the use of 

violence in world politics. 

Readings: 

Rengger, N. (2010) ‘The Ethics of War: The Just War Tradition’, in: Bell, Duncan (ed.) Ethics and 

World Politics, Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 292 – 308. 

Walzer, M. (2004) ‘The triumph of just war theory (and the dangers of success), in Arguing about 

War, Yale University Press, New Haven, pp. 3-32. 

Owens, P. (2010) ‘The Ethics of War: Critical Alternatives’, in: Bell, Duncan (ed.) Ethics and World 

Politics, Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 309 – 323. 

 
 

 

* * * 

http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2015/entries/justice-intergenerational/
http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2015/entries/justice-intergenerational/
http://digitalcommons.lmu.edu/llr/vol35/iss1/8

