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COURSE OVERVIEW 

As the human population grows, transforming ecosystems and consuming the Earth’s resources at ever increasing rates, conflicts arise over our use of the environment, our relationship with nature and with nonhuman species, and over visions for our common future. Such conflicts stem from divergent understandings of values and responsibilities, of what is good and right and how we should live on this Earth. In this course we will examine a wide range of intellectual efforts to address the ethical dimensions of our relationship with the Earth and the natural world, other species, and future generations. Students will be introduced to the major perspectives in traditional Western ethical theory, as well as perspectives and debates over land and wilderness ethics, animal rights, biocentrism and deep ecology, social ecology and environmental justice, ecofeminism, and postmodernism. While the course will focus primarily on contemporary philosophical environmental ethics, we will also introduce topics in religious environmental ethics, non-Western and indigenous traditions, globalization and new technologies, environmental aesthetics, and the connection between environmental philosophies and environmental activist movements. 
OBJECTIVES
The objectives of the course will be as follows:

1. 
To develop and promote the intellectual skills necessary for understanding and reflectively acting on ethical issues and controversies, including: the ability to recognize values and ethical perspectives in environmental rhetoric and debate, to critically analyze and adjudicate between competing moral arguments and philosophical perspectives, and general skills in critical thinking, reading, writing and communication, argumentation and analysis.

2. 
To provide students with an appreciation for the range of ethical and value perspectives on environmental issues; an introductory understanding of the most influential and significant theories in environmental ethics; and acquaintance with the social movements which correlate with and carry various perspectives on human-environment relations.

3. To provide students with the opportunity to analyze real-world environmental issues and controversies and to contribute to their resolution through the application of ethical theory.
READINGS 

Main course text 

1. Joseph DesJardins, Environmental Ethics: An Introduction to Environmental Philosophy (Third edition, Wadsworth, 2001).

Other readings

1. Other course readings will be made available either through electronic reserve at Bailey-Howe Library (accessible on-line) or on WebCT. These are indicated on the class-by-class outline below.

2. Christine Gudorf and James Hutchingson, A Casebook in Environmental Ethics (Georgetown University Press, 2003). Selections from this book will be required reading for the course, however these will be made available electronically. The book presents case studies in environmental ethics which will be useful for you in applying the ideas of the course and in offering suggestions for applied project work.

3. Daniel Quinn, Ishmael (Bantam Books, 1995). This novel will be required for one of the course assignments, but the assignment itself will be optional. (See details below.) It is recommended as a quick, light read, but one that is ‘heavy’ in ideas related to some of the perspectives examined in this course. 

See also the “Reference Shelf” below.
CLASS FORMAT

The focus of the course will be the course readings, supplemented by lecture materials. The readings, for the most part, are philosophical in nature: they apply ethical theory to environmental issues. The course is premised on the understanding that ethical perspectives can only be understood if they are debated and discussed in the context of real-world issues from our everyday lives, so informed class discussion - based on your readings and completion of weekly reading logs - will also be essential to your success in the course! If the class size is too large for effective in-class discussion, we will divide it up into study groups* which will meet on a regular basis; attendance at study groups will be mandatory and participation will be evaluated by yourself and your peers. Lectures and discussions will be supplemented by films/videos, quizzes, a weekly reading reflection journal, and a group applied-ethics project. All your work for the course will be centered around the course readings, so it is your responsibility both to yourself and to the rest of the class to read and respond to these on a weekly basis.
REQUIREMENTS AND EVALUATION

You will be evaluated on a point system, as follows. 



Component




Max. pts.

1. Attendance and class participation

 
20

2. Reading and reflection journal

 
40

3. Applied ethics project & presentation 

30

or 3A. individual research paper option
25

4. Two to three in-class quizzes 
 

10

5. Ishmael essay (optional)

 

5

1. ATTENDANCE & CLASS PARTICIPATION  (20 pts.)



General: You are expected to have done the required readings before every class and to have prepared responses, to be shared in class, to the focus questions provided. Some of the readings are written in an academic and technical language and may require close and careful study. You are encouraged to keep a journal of unfamiliar terms and to look these up in a dictionary of philosophy or social theory (there are several available on-line and in the library; see ‘Reference shelf’ below) or to bring these up in class for clarification. You are also expected to participate in class discussions in an informed and respectful manner that contributes to the collective ‘thinking through’ of the issues raised. You should also keep your eyes open throughout the semester for events going on in the local community which may be relevant to the themes of the course. You are invited to bring in announcements of such events, as well as observations and insights from news happenings, and so on.

Class attendance policy: You are expected to attend every class session. Not only is this university policy, but it is the most important element in forming a stable and satisfying learning community, and it facilitates group work and class planning. Only excused absences are permitted; excused absences are granted through contact with the instructor by phone or e-mail. Your attendance grade will drop at least 1.5 pts. for each unexcused absence noted by the instructor. 

*Study groups (see note above): These will take place on a regular basis during class hours (either at the beginning or near the end of regular class time). Students are expected to sign up for a study group by the second class (September 1), to attend these regularly, and to contribute to the discussion of readings and to the fulfillment of any other specific tasks given out to the study groups. Participation in study groups should be informed, thoughtful, fair, and respectful of other students; it should demonstrate that you have read and done your best to understand the course readings; and it should be aimed at contributing to the collective ‘thinking through’ of the issues raised by the readings and course themes. Discussion will normally be guided by the questions listed under ‘Topics and Themes’ of the weekly Course Schedule (see below), unless other questions and tasks are given out. The main goal of the study group sessions is to discuss, debate, and attempt to arrive at answers to these questions, so that these can later be shared in class. 
Study group format: Each study group will be expected to elect a Facilitator and a Notekeeper either at each meeting or for a series of meetings. The Facilitator will act as a ‘chair’ and moderator for discussion (but without dominating discussion), while the Notekeeper will keep ‘minutes’ in order to report back in the plenary (lecture) classes. The Notekeeper will also be responsible for passing around, collecting, and handing in to the instructor a sign-up sheet of all those in attendance at the study group. The course director may occasionally visit these groups, but you will be evaluated for your participation in study groups by your peers. Since participation counts, it may be best to have a ‘rotating’ Facilitator or Notekeeper, so that everyone has the opportunity to participate in different ways.

Study group reports: You will be expected to produce two brief study group reports (based on handouts to be provided), to be handed in to the instructor in weeks 5 and 10 of the class. These will allow you to evaluate your own participation in the group and the activity of the group as a whole, discussing how well the study group is working, group dynamics, facilitation, and any other issues or concerns that may have arisen.

PLEASE ALSO SEE APPENDIX 4 “STUDY GROUP MANUAL” beginning on page 15.

2. READING & REFLECTION JOURNAL  (40 pts.)

Objectives:  The reading journal is intended to

(1) allow you to reflect on and respond to the readings, thinking through their meaning and relevance in relation to the course themes;

(2) respond to questions which have been assigned on the readings;

(3) and work toward crafting your own personal set of environmental ethics. 

These journals will also prepare you for your quizzes as well as for classroom discussions.  They will be collected and graded on a weekly basis. 

Evaluation:

ON-TIME COMPLETION:  20 pts. maximum – 2.5 pts. each for 8 weekly entries. The first two weeks’ reading logs are mandatory; after that, you need only make sure that you hand in a total of six more on time (though you are welcome to hand in more, if you feel your grade is not up to your desired standard). Reading logs must be handed in to the instructor by Thursday’s class during the week in which those readings are discussed. To receive full points for each journal entry, all readings for each week must be addressed, unless otherwise specified.

All reading log entries should be typed, 1-1/2 to 2bl-spaced in a clearly legible, standard-size font. Reading logs should be handed in during the week in which the readings are discussed. Late logs will be accepted for the ‘quality’ grade, but not for the ‘on-time completion’ grade. 

QUALITY:  20 pts. 

This grade is for the quality of your summaries and responses, i.e., how well you demonstrate clear and coherent thinking about the issues raised, connecting themes and ideas between readings, and so on. Individual journal entries will not normally be graded for quality during the term, though some indication may be given of how well you are doing with your responses. You will be expected to hand in all your journal entries a second time as a package – typewritten and stapled – by December 3 at the latest. 

Format:
On some occasions specific questions will be provided for your reading logs. In the case that no questions are provided, please use the following format. Each of the numbered items below could be written in one paragraph, though you are free to write more if you wish. But please be concise and not repetitive.

For each individual required reading (half-page in length per reading): 

1. ARGUMENT SUMMARY: What is (/are) the author’s main argument(s)? How does he or she develop and support this (/these) argument(s)? 

2. EVALUATION: What are the strengths and weaknesses of the arguments presented? What kinds of questions does it raise for you (or might it raise for other authors we have read)?   

(Please do not comment here on the author’s writing style or whether or not you thought the article was ‘interesting.’ Such comments are more appropriate for a course in literary criticism. Your reflections on the readings should focus on the ideas and arguments presented in them.) 
Following this section you may (but are not required to) include any additional notes on the readings, lists of words new to you, definitions of those words, etc., which will help you prepare for quizzes.

For the week’s readings as a whole: (one-half to one page in length) 

1. COMPARISON & DIALOGUE: What are the central issues being debated or discussed in this week’s readings? On what points do the authors agree and disagree? What are the differing assumptions and the evidence upon which the positions are based? What is ‘at stake’ for us (and our understanding of environmental ethics) in these readings? 

2. PERSONAL RESPONSE: What surprised you, disturbed you, or enlightened you most in these readings? With whom did you agree most, and why? How have any of these readings helped you to reflect and make sense of any current events or ethical issues you have had some experience with? 

NOTE: If you are handing in your reading log on a Tuesday, you may add additional comments (as marginal notes or ‘afterthoughts’) in ink after your study group discussion, but it will be understood that the typed portion of your log consists of your own thoughts on the readings. On the other hand, if you are handing it in on Thursday, you will be expected to take into account the discussions you have had in your study group and in the lecture.

3. APPLIED ETHICS PROJECT (30 pts.)

This will be a group project, performed in groups of 3 to 6 students, examining and analyzing a current and active environmental issue, controversy, or dilemma of your choice. You will be expected to carry out both background research (such as from books, newspaper articles, web sites, or government documents) and fieldwork, including interviews, on the issue and on the people/parties most directly affected by it. 
The project will include a written proposal, a written report, a class presentation, and a self-reflection.

i. Proposal – due October 25

This should be a one-paragraph summary of the issue or debate you are proposing to examine and the main groups or parties you expect to focus on (who may be involved and/or affected by the issue). You should also include a full list of group members, and a starting bibliography of 5 to 10 sources you will make use of (these can be web sites, newspaper articles, books, organizations, or individuals related to the topic). 

Evaluation: No grade points, but a late proposal may result in subtraction of points from the final grade.
Note that all projects are subject to approval by the instructor, and due to the university’s responsibility for classroom activities, if you have any question about what is appropriate or not (for instance, in carrying out interviews), please make sure to speak with me about it. For some possible topics, please see Appendix 2. Topics will be granted on a ‘first-come, first-served’ basis so as to avoid much overlap or redundancy, so if you anticipate that other groups may wish to cover a similar topic, you should let the class and instructor know your intentions as soon as possible. 
ii. Report – due Friday, December 9 (in my mailbox at the Bittersweet)
This should normally consist of the following sections:

(a) Executive summary: This should provide a brief summary of the topic/issue, analysis, and conclusions/recommendations of your study. (Length: no more than 100 words)

(b) Introduction and historical background: This section should provide relevant historical background on the issue, the parties involved and affected, and the current status of the issue or debate.  (2-5 paragraphs)

(c) Analysis: Ethico-philosophical analysis of the issue and of available courses of action. This should normally include most or all of the following, in whatever order seems most pertinent: 

(i) Identification of the ‘embedded’ ethical perspectives or value assumptions underlying the perspectives of the different parties involved, and comparative conceptual analysis of the different embedded ethical/value perspectives (i.e., areas of conflict, agreement, potential resolution, etc.). This part should normally be based on analysis of existing discourse (as found, e.g., in media reports, web sites, etc.) and of data obtained through interviews with people involved. While this is not meant to be an in-depth ethnographic study, you should make an effort to speak with some involved parties/participants to seek out their perceptions of the issue in question (e.g., “Why do you feel it is important to…?”). We will discuss issues of research ethics in class.

(ii) In-depth assessment of ethical implications of the issue and of the alternatives options for action. Here you may draw on the existing (‘embedded’) perspectives as well as on others from the course which you feel are most pertinent. Questions to consider: Who is affected by the issue and by the main competing alternative options for action (i.e., not only the humans affected, but other life forms, etc.)? Who has the power to decide what to do? etc.

(iii) Ethical evaluation of rival perspectives and options for action. It is up to your group to articulate a cogently reasoned approach or perspective on this issue and on a possible resolution of the controversy or debate around it. You should be aiming to answer both the questions ‘what should be done to move forward on this issue?’ and ‘why (should it be done way)?’ Do your best to present a consistent argument where the interests of the different parties involved are taken into consideration (to the extent called for by your own ethical analysis) and where the practicalities of the given situation are taken into account (without forgetting philosophical ideals in the process, as applied ethics is often a process of seeking out the ‘best approach under the given circumstances’). 

N.B.: Please note the difference between ‘conceptual analysis’ in (i) and ‘ethical evaluation’ in (iii). ‘Conceptual analysis’ means examining arguments for their logical consistency, rigor of reasoning, etc. (see the article ‘Moral reasoning’ by Kaufman for helpful guidelines on this kind of analysis). In contrast, ‘ethical evaluation’ means examining arguments and courses of action from a normative perspective that you yourselves develop as the most appropriate and ethically defensible for the given issue.

(Length: This section should be the longest part of your paper.)

(d) Conclusions and recommendations: This section should summarize your ethico-philosophical analysis of the issue and provide reasoned recommendations for action based on your analysis. (Length: 2-4 paragraphs)

(e) Bibliography: This should be a full bibliography listing all sources consulted, including books and articles (even those from the course), internet sources, campaign literature or government documents, and any interviews conducted. It should be done in either APA, MLA, or another academically recognized (and consistent) referencing style.

(f) Appendix (optional): You may include any materials used which you consider relevant, e.g., photographs, notes from public meetings, etc.

Suggested length of report: This will vary depending on the size of your group, but it should be sufficient enough to provide an in-depth examination of the issue and its ethical ramifications, drawing on no less than three or four competing ethical perspectives. (See the list below for suggested perspectives.) As a ball-park figure, 10 to 20 typed pages may be considered a normal length.

Evaluation: 20 grade pts. You will be evaluated based on how well you accomplish the above goals – i.e., clear articulation of the topic and its ethical ramifications, thoroughness and accuracy of background research, effective use of fieldwork (if relevant), effective and insightful application of appropriate ethical perspectives, and usefulness of conclusions and recommendations – as well as on the quality of writing and documentation, articulation of the issue in context of the course, etc. Group work will be graded collectively, but with some leeway given for individual contributions (as assessed in self-evaluations).

Some possible topics: See list in “Reference shelf” below.

iii. Class Presentation (to be presented in one of the 4 final classes)

This will be a brief in-class presentation of no more than 12-15 minutes duration, in which you should provide a basic summary of the issue, your analysis of its ethical implications, and your conclusions and recommendations for action. In order to maximize your use of classroom time, you are strongly encouraged to prepare a visual (or an on-line) component to go with your presentation (e.g., handouts, overheads, PowerPoint, photographs, etc.). If you require any equipment not normally present in the class or additional class time for your presentation, you must consult with the instructor about this at least one week beforehand. 

Evaluation: 10 grade pts. Presentations will be evaluated by other class members (peer evaluation), by the instructor, and by members of the group itself (self-evaluation), based on the skillful and appropriate application of ethical perspectives from the course, success in analyzing the chosen issue and offering recommendations for its resolution, quality of overall work done and effort shown by the group, and effective planning and carrying through of the class presentation. 

iv. Self-Evaluation (to be handed in by December 9)

This should be a brief written report, one page (to 1-1/2) in length, written individually and summarizing your work in the group project in the context of other students’ contributions, your assessment of the strengths and weaknesses of the project (including group dynamics), what you learned from your efforts, and how you would do things differently if you were to do such a project again. Evaluation: 2 grade pts. based on on-time submission and fair and accurate assessment of own and group work.

3A. INDIVIDUAL RESEARCH PAPER (optional alternative to #3) (25 pts.) 

For those who do not wish to be part of an applied ethics project, you may opt to write a paper instead. This should be a research essay that fulfills one of the following requirements: 

(a) analysis of an environmental issue or controversy of your choice through the application of 3-5 contrasting ethical perspectives from the course, 

(b) in-depth analytical comparison of two or more ethical perspectives from the course, or 

(c) comparative analysis of environmental ethics in two different religious traditions. 

In each case, the essay must include substantial additional research, with a bibliography of at least 10 relevant book and/or scholarly journal articles. You may incorporate additional ethical perspectives (or develop your own) alongside the ones from the course. Your descriptions of ethical perspectives from the course should be brief (not more than 1 or 2 paragraphs); the bulk of the essay should consist of original analysis, critical and/or comparative evaluation, etc.

You must submit a paper proposal, consisting of a 1-2 paragraph description of what you will do and a starting bibliography of at least 5 book or journal article sources – by October 25. Topics must be approved by the course instructor.

Due date for paper: December 6. 

Length: 1800-2200 words (roughly 7-8 pages), double-spaced, in Times New Roman 12-point or comparably sized font.

Please note that if you choose to do this paper, you will be expected to also complete the Ishmael book response paper (see #5 below).

4. IN-CLASS QUIZZES  (10 pts. total) 

At least three short five-minute quizzes will be held in class without prior warning. These will consist of multiple-choice questions and short-answer questions. They will be based on concepts which are both covered in the lectures and discussed in the main course textbook, DesJardins’ Environmental Ethics or in other required readings.

5. ISHMAEL BOOK RESPONSE PAPER  (optional; 5 pts.)
This optional assignment will be a brief (650-850-word) paper analyzing Daniel Quinn’s novel Ishmael with reference to the theoretical and ethical perspectives discussed in the course. Detailed instructions will be provided in class. It will be due on December 1. 

COURSE SCHEDULE

Please note that changes may be announced in class.

	
	TOPICS & THEMES
	READINGS & ASSIGNMENTS
	DUE

	Wk 1

Tue 

Aug 30

Thu

Sep 1


	Introduction and Course Overview;

Ethics and the Environmental Predicament 

Introduction to Ethical Reasoning

What is ‘ethics’? How is ethical thought different from conventional notions of morality? What is the relationship between facts, values, and ethical theories?

How do we decide between competing ethical arguments? What are the common fallacies found in arguments?

Study groups: introductions; choose facilitator, notekeeper, et al.
	1. DesJardins, ch. 1, ‘Science, ethics, and the environment’ (3-14)

2. Regan, ‘Ethical thinking and theory’
	

	Wk 2

Sep 6-8
	Introduction to Western Ethical Theory

What are the main traditions in Western ethical thought? How do they differ from each other, and how have they influenced environmental ethics?

Continue discussing Kaufman’s ‘Moral reasoning’
	1. Kaufman, ‘Moral reasoning,’ pp 22-35.

2. DesJardins, ch2. ‘Ethical Theory and the Environment’ (17-39)

For your reading log, treat each of the following sections of DesJardins’ ch.2 as if they were individual readings (i.e. write a summary page on each):

i. Natural law


ii. Utilitarianism 

iii. Deontology 

iv. Social justice and property rights

For the Kaufman article, please only make sure you understand the major concepts, and make a list of those you do not fully understand.
	Reading log (mandatory) due Thur.

	Wk 3

Sep 13-15
	Religion and the Human-Nature Relationship 

What is Lynn White’s argument about Christianity and the environmental crisis? How does he support his argument? What questions could be raised in response to his argument?

VIDEO: ‘Keeping the Earth’ or ‘Spirit and Nature’


	1. Kaufman, ‘The Human-Nature Relation’ (36-40)

2. Lynn White, Jr., ‘The historical roots of our ecological crisis’  (41-48)

3. Baird Callicott, ‘Traditional American Indian and Western European Attitudes Toward Nature’ (61-67)
	Reading log  (mandatory)due Thur.

	Wk 4

Sep 20-22
	Ethics, aesthetics, and economics

What role should aesthetics (the perception of beauty) play in environmental decision-making? What role should cost-benefit analysis (and economic thinking more generally) play? What is the appropriate relationship between aesthetics, economics, and ethics?

Case studies: The Muir and Pinchot debate over Hetch Hetchy. Pollution.

VIDEO: Battle for Wilderness/Wilderness Idea 
	1. DesJardins, ch. 3, ‘Ethics and Economics’ (45-67)

2. Muir, ‘A view of the high Sierra’, available on-line at www.owensvalleyhistory.com/lone_pine3/near_view_high_sierra.pdf or www.vcu.edu/engweb/eng385/sierra.htm or www.abovecalifornia.com/lib/JohnMuir/MountainCa/04.shtml
	Reading log 

	Wk 5

Sep 27-29


	Extending the moral community: Responsibilities to future generations 

What are our responsibilities to future generations of humans?

Is nature to be regarded solely as a resource for us, or do we have obligations and responsibilities regarding the natural world? What has or should have moral standing for us – to what, or regarding what, do we have moral obligations? Mammals? Trees? Endangered species? Ecosystems? The biosphere? 

Case study: Burial of radioactive materials at Yucca Mountain
	1. DesJardins, ch. 4 ‘Responsibilities to future generations’ (70-90)

2. Gudorf & Hutchingson, ch. 6, ‘Buried alive’ (Yucca Mountain) (90-107)


	Reading log 

Thursday: Study Group Report #1 due



	Wk 6

Oct 4-6


	Expanding the moral community: Responsibilities to nonhuman animals 

What are our obligations to nonhuman animals? Do or should animals have recognized ‘rights’? Should trees, plants, other living organisms, and future generations (of humans or others) have ‘rights’? 

Should or shouldn’t we eat meat? Should or shouldn’t we use animals for medical purposes? On what basis should such questions be decided?

VIDEO: ALF anti-fur video; The Great Ape Trial  


	1. DesJardins, ch. 5, ‘Responsibilities to the natural world: The case for animals’ (94-118)

2. Singer, ‘All animals are equal’ (150-156) 

3. Cohen, ‘The case for the use of animals in biomedical research’

4. Stewart, ‘The limits of Trooghaft’ (273-280)


	Reading log 



	Wk 7

Oct 11-13


	Beyond moral extensionism: Biocentrism

What is the difference between instrumental and intrinsic value? In what sense may all life/the biosphere/the universe be intrinsically valuable? 

The ethics of food & agriculture
How does technology alter our relationship with ‘nature’? How do specific technologies – e.g., genetic modification & biotechnology?

What should we eat, and why?

Begin to form Project Groups 
	1. DesJardins, ch. 6, ‘Biocentric ethics and the inherent value of life’ (125-145)

2. Gudorf & Hutchingson, ‘Improving on natural variation: GM foods’ (177-189)

3. Sagoff, ‘The ecological critique of agricultural biotechnology’ (480-483)

4.  Stephens, ‘Five arguments for vegetarianism,’ available on-line at puffin.creighton.edu/phil/Stephens/FiveArgumentsforVegetarianism.htm 
	Reading log 



	Wk 8

Oct 18-20


	Ecology, wilderness, and ecological restoration 

What is ‘wilderness’ and what is its meaning for us? Should nature be set aside in designated areas apart from human communities? Should wilderness be managed and, if so, how intensively and to what end? What is the role of science in wilderness management? 

Case studies: ecological restoration; invasive species

VIDEO: The Wildlands Project
	1. DesJardins, ch. 7, ‘Wilderness, ecology, and ethics’

2. Gudorf & Hutchingson, ‘Rewilding: restoration of degraded ecosystems’

3. Article on invasive species TBA


	Reading log



	Wk 9

Oct 25-27
	Ecosystem ethics & the ethics of hunting

Do we have obligations to ecosystems or to the ‘biotic community’? If so, how do we resolve conflicts between our obligations to land or natural systems and our obligations to individuals? Is holism a form of eco-fascism? What is the proper balance between individualism and holism? 

Can the science of ecology help ground a holistic environmental ethic? 

Should sport hunting be encouraged or discouraged?

VIDEO: Aldo Leopold
	1. DesJardins, ch. 8, ‘The land ethic’ (176-199)

2. Leopold, ‘The land ethic’ 

3. Luke, ‘A critical analysis of hunters’ ethics,’ available on-line at http://www.fw.umn.edu/NRES3011/Luke.html 

4. Gudorf & Hutchingson, ‘Nature red in tooth, claw, and bullet’


	Tuesday: Group Project (or Research Essay)  Proposals Due

Reading log 



	Wk 10 

Nov 1-3


	Debates in radical eco-theory: 

Deep ecology and its critics

What is ‘deep ecology’ and how has it influenced the environmental movement? What are the critiques of deep ecology?

Are civil disobedience and citizen direct action ethically permissible, and, if so, under what circumstances? How do we evaluate the ethics of civil disobedience and ecotage? Are these tactics to be judged by the ends pursued, or by other moral standards? 

Is violence (against property or against anything or anyone else) ever justified in movements for social or environmental justice? 

VIDEO: ELF video; Butterfly
	1. DesJardins, ch. 9, ‘Deep ecology’ (202-220)

2. Manes, ‘Ecotage’ 

3. Begin reading Ishmael.


	Reading log

Thursday: Study Group Report #2 Due

	Wk 11

Nov 8-10


	Social ecology and environmental justice 

What is ‘social ecology’ and how is it different from ‘deep ecology’? 

What is ‘environmental racism’ and ‘environmental justice’? 

Case studies: ‘Cancer Alley’; the Makah whale hunt

VIDEO: TBA


	1. DesJardins, ch. 10, ‘Environmental justice and social ecology’ (224-240)

2. Guha & Martinez-Alier, ‘An environmentalism of the poor’ (258-264)

and one of the following (to be chosen by study groups):

Gudorf & Hutchingson ch. 2 ‘Bridge over troubled waters: Embattled community in the Everglades’

Gudorf & Hutchingson ch. 4, ‘Heart thieves: preserving endangered ecosystems in Madagascar’

Gudorf & Hutchingson ch. 5, ‘Must Java have no frests? Nature preserves and human population pressures’

Schmidt, ‘The one that got away’
	Reading log



	Wk 12

Nov 15-17
	Ecofeminism, the ‘logic of domination’, and the ethics of care 

What is the ‘logic of domination’ that ecofeminists critique? How are women and nature linked, and how does this impact them both? Is this a ‘natural’ or ‘cultural’ phenomenon?  

What is an ‘ethic of care’ and how is it related to feminist ethics?

VIDEO: Fury for the Sound: The Women of Clayoquot
	1. DesJardins, ch. 11, ‘Ecofeminism’ (243-254)

2. Plumwood, ‘Being prey’  


	Reading log

	Wk 13

Nov 22
	Phenomenological & postmodern environmental ethics 

THANKSGIVING DAY HOLIDAY
	1. Smith, ‘Against the enclosure of the ethical commons’

Finish reading Ishmael
	

	Wk 14

Nov 29 -Dec 1
	Pluralism, pragmatism, and visionary practice
What is the relationship between environmental/ethical theory and environmental practice? How can the theories we have examined best inform our environmental practices? 

How do we move towards bringing together different stakeholders in environmental issues (including those who are traditionally adversaries)?

CLASS PRESENTATIONS
	1. DesJardins, ‘Pluralism, pragmatism, and sustainability’ (258-270)

2. Norton, ‘Diverging worldviews, converging policies’ (608-616) 


	Thursday: Complete reading journal due

	Wk 15

Dec 6


	Final class

CLASS PRESENTATIONS

	No readings.
	Dec. 9: Group project reports and self-evaluations due


Appendix 1

GRADING
The grades used in this course will be as follows: 

       Letter grade
   %

A+
98-100

A
93-97

A-
90-92

B+
87-89

B
83-86

B-
80-82

C+
77-79

C
73-76

C-
70-72

D+
67-69

D
63-66

D-
60-62

F
Below 60

Appendix 2

SUGGESTED TOPICS FOR APPLIED ETHICS PROJECTS

· Burlington Waterfront development (e.g., debate over the old Moran plant)

· Chittenden County Circumferential (“Circ”) Highway proposal

· Transportation planning in Burlington area (increasing automobile traffic, proposed CIRC highway, cancellation of the Champlain Flyer commuter train, etc.)

· Vermont Electric Power Corp.(VELCO)’s proposed ‘Northwest Reliability Project’ power line upgrade from South Burlington to Rutland

· Proposed wind energy turbines in Vermont

· Proposed tire burning by International Paper Co.’s Ticonderoga Mill in New York state bordering Lake Champlain

· Water quality management in Lake Champlain basin (including introduced or “invasive” species, stormwater runoff, etc.)

· Conflicts over conservation versus housing/development/increasing property in Vermont

· The debate over the use of genetically modified organisms in agriculture (in Vermont and more generally)

· Controversies in Vermont forestry and lumber industry (sustainability/green certification, economics, crossborder trade issues, enforcement of clearcut regulations, etc.) 

· See also the case studies in Gudorf and Hutchingson, Boundaries: A Casebook in Environmental Ethics for further ideas; but please be sure to do your own research and fieldwork to add local or ‘real-life’ substance to these. 

Appendix 3

REFERENCE SHELF

Some useful & representative books 

Richard C. Folts (ed.). Worldviews, Religion, and the Environment: A Global Anthology (Wadsworth, 2003).

Peter Hay, Main Currents in Western Environmental Thought (Indiana Univ. Press, 2002).

Andrew Light and Holmes Rolston III, eds. Environmental Ethics: An Anthology. Blackwell, 2003.

Joseph Desjardins, ed., Environmental Ethics: Concepts, Policy, Theory. Mayfield, 1999.

Susan J. Armstrong and R. C. Botzler, eds. Environmental Ethics: Divergence and Convergence. McGraw Hill, 2004 (or earlier editions).

Michael E. Zimmerman, et al., eds. Environmental Philosophy: From Animal Rights to Radical Ecology. Prentice-Hall, 2001..Ramachandra Guha, Environmentalism: A Global History. Longman, 2000.

Noel Sturgeon, Ecofeminist Natures: Race, Gender, Feminist Theory and Political Action. Routledge, 1997.

John Davis, ed. The Earth First! Reader: Ten Years of Radical Environmentalism. Salt Lake City, UT: Peregrine Smith, 1991.

George Sessions, ed. Deep Ecology for the Twenty-First Century. Shambhala, 1997.
David Pepper, Modern Environmentalism: An Introduction. Routledge, 1996.

Michael E. Zimmerman, Contesting Earth's Future: Radical Ecology and Postmodernity. Univ. of California Press, 1994.
Recommended scholarly journals (available through Bailey-Howe library – either in stacks or in databases; see below)
Environmental Ethics 

Ethics and the Environment 

Ethics, Place and Environment

Environmental History 

Philosophy and Geography

Environmental Politics 

Global Environmental Politics

Organization & Environment 

Capitalism Nature Socialism

Popular environmentalist magazines and journals

Earth First! Journal

Orion

The Ecologist

Wild Earth

Resurgence

Recommended journal databases

Ebsco (MasterFile, Academic Search Elite, Online Citations)

Expanded Academic ASAP

J-STOR

Lexis/Nexis

Project Muse

USEFUL WEB SITES FOR PHILOSOPHICAL TERMINOLOGY

www.philosophypages.com/dy/index.htm is a reasonably good philosophical dictionary, for people too busy to look up a better one at a library.

www.utm.edu/research/iep is useful as well. 

www.intrepidsoftware.com/fallacy/toc.html is a good guide to the main kinds of logical fallacies (errors in thinking).
APPENDIX 4

STUDY GROUP MANUAL
The study groups in this course will be somewhat experimental; they are intended to facilitate discussion and small group learning in a situation where the class size makes discussion difficult. Their purpose, then, is to discuss and debate readings, to address questions about them, and to share your insights about the course themes. It is your responsibility to attend your Study Group and to actively participate in it. If, for any reason, you wish to leave your Study Group and join another one, you should discuss this with the instructor; however, you are strongly encouraged to make the most of the group to which you are assigned. Remember that this makes up a majority component of your participation grade for the course. You will be evaluated based on your own and other students’ evaluations of your participation, combined with the instructor’s (and TA’s) observations.

First Study Group Meeting: Tasks

1. Introductions: Go around the circle (the ideal formation for discussion) introducing yourselves and describing something else about yourselves – e.g., describe an ethical dilemma you have recently had to deal with and how you have dealt with it. 

2. Select a Facilitator for your first meeting. This should be done democratically, with the understanding that everyone who wants to facilitate will get a chance to do that in later meetings. 

3. Select a Notekeeper. This position can also rotate among several or all of the students in the Study Group.

At every Study Group meeting:

1. The main agenda will consist of discussing the reading log questions (or theme questions listed in the syllabus), sharing your responses to the readings, raising any questions that require further clarification (and attempting to clarify them), and debating any disagreements that may arise, in the spirit of moving together towards a deeper understanding of the readings. 

2. At the end of each meeting, you should choose the Facilitator for the next meeting. It is also a good idea to evaluate the meeting to see how the process (not the content) was perceived by the participants. The facilitator should ask if there were any things that could have been done differently to move the group forward. 

3. You should also choose one or two people as Research Leaders for the next week’s topic. The task of Research Leaders is to do a bit of extra research in preparation for next week’s meeting, e.g., to look up some basic background information on the authors, do a quick on-line search to see what sorts of responses have been made to a provocative reading, etc.

Facilitator’s Responsibilities:


The facilitator’s main responsibility is to help the group accomplish the common task – i.e., to move through the agenda in the time available – by initiating and moderating discussion among students, and by keeping things running smoothly and efficiently.

A facilitator makes no decisions for the group, but suggests ways to help the group move forward. The facilitator's responsibility is to the group and its work rather than to individuals or one of the different ‘sides’ of an issue being discussed within the group. Therefore, a person with a high stake in the issues being discussed will have a more difficult task being a good facilitator.  (And see “Hints” on p. 2 of this handout.) 

Some hints for successful facilitation

1. Start the meeting on a positive note of confidence and energy, e.g. a sharing of student experiences or responses to readings.

2. Review the agenda (i.e., the discussion questions, etc.) at the beginning of the meeting.

3. Invite questions and comments.

4. Encourage the expression of various viewpoints. Expect differences of opinion – if handled well, these can contribute to creative solutions.

5. If students make vague and general statements, encourage them to clarify what they mean.

6. Encourage students to support their arguments with concrete examples. 

7. Don't let a discussion continue between two people; seek comments from others.

8. Look for points of agreement and state them when appropriate.

9. Be suspicious of agreements reached too easily – test these to make sure there really is agreement on essential points.

10. When you test for consensus (whole-group agreement on an issue), state in question form everything you think the participants agree on and be specific. Insist on a response.

11. If you find you are drawn into the discussion in support of one particular position, suggest that someone else take over the facilitation until that item is decided.

12. Remember that your responsibility as a facilitator is to the whole group, not to individuals.

Notekeeper’s responsibilities

The notekeeper’s main responsibility is to take notes which will later be shared in the plenary (lecture) class. Notes should normally include a summary of students’ responses to the readings, the main points of debate, major agreements or disagreements, and a list of questions that require further clarification. (The course director will attempt to address these questions in the lecture period.) 

It is also the Notekeeper’s responsibility to take attendance (you may pass around a sign-in sheet for this). 


Individual responsibilities

GROUND RULES & GROUP SKILLS FOR CLASSROOM DISCUSSION
- Come to class prepared (having read & thought about the readings)!

- Be sympathetic and understanding of other people’s views.

- Try not to let your previous ideas or prejudices interfere with your ability to think and reconsider things from different perspectives.

- Practice listening by trying to formulate in your own words the points other speakers are making.

- It’s okay to speak even if your idea may be incompletely formulated (as long as you are not interrupting someone else).

- Stick to the subject; don’t ramble on.


- Give encouragement & approval to others.

- Seek out differences of opinion; they enrich the discussion.

- Seek out commonalities in views, not just differences.

- Seek the best answer rather than trying to convince people.

QUALITIES OF A CRITICAL THINKER
- self-awareness – being aware of your own opinions & of the reasons why you hold them

- open-mindedness – being open to discovering new knowledge, and to change your own ideas if the new knowledge warrants it

- flexibility – seeing disputes & disagreements as opportunities for learning & deepening your knowledge

- respect for other views – not just being tolerant of other views but being willing to treat their views seriously, to defend their right to have and express those views, but to try to understand the differences as well as the similarities between their views and yours

- understanding the role that social & cultural contexts & life experiences play in differences of opinion 

- being able to recognize, understand, and evaluate competing arguments
- paying attention to the process of thought, argumentation & debate

- being able to apply a variety of conceptual tools & forms of reasoning, including inductive and deductive reasoning, recognizing logical fallacies and contradictory reasoning, summarizing and contextualizing arguments, etc. 

- being willing to seek consensus, but able to live with differences 

Study Group Evaluation

You will be evaluated based on brief individual student reports addressing the following questions. You will be asked to hand in at least two such reports (tentatively scheduled for weeks 5 and 10 of the course). Note that your ability to answer these questions in a useful manner will be taken as ‘evidence’ of your participation in the study groups.

REPORT QUESTIONS:

1) PRODUCTIVITY: 

- How productive have the meetings been? Have they helped you understand the readings and lecture topics and clarify any questions you may have about them? If not, why not?

- What have they been most helpful with? What have they been least helpful with?

- Have you learned much from the comments of other students? Who have you learned the most from?

2) ATMOSPHERE & GROUP DYNAMICS: 


- What has been the general atmosphere of the meetings? Has it been comfortable, productive, tense, chaotic, argumentative, etc.?

- Has everyone been participating, or has discussion been dominated by a small number of people? What could be done to facilitate greater participation?

- Have you had the opportunity to raise questions and discuss issues you think are important? 

- How well have group members been listening to each other? 


- How successful have the facilitators been at their task? 

(Please feel free to specifically acknowledge and credit those who have contributed significantly to your learning.)

