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The Dangers of Climate Change and the Legacy of Hope

Professor Henry Shue of Oxford University

Friday, 15 April, 8:30 p.m., Human Sciences 173
The principles that ought to guide our one-way relations with future generations depend profoundly on the precise nature of what is being provided to or - in this case, inflicted on - them.  Most discussions of intergenerational justice assume that some benefit is being provided to the future.  In the case of the accelerating rate of climate change, we face a dilemma.  Business-as-usual on our part will make the environment for future generations less hospitable to human enterprises, especially agriculture, than the environment is for us and has been for previous generations, leaving the situation worse than it is now and worse than it would need to be.  On the other hand, rapid climate change can be beneficially slowed only if emissions of greenhouse gases in general, and carbon dioxide in particular, are sharply limited.  Any firm limit will make remaining cumulative emissions intergenerationally zero-sum, so that we will be competing with our own descendants for the limited remaining budget of allowable emissions.  This dilemma gives responsibility to future generations a radically unusual shape but also creates an opportunity to accomplish great good if we are resolutely innovative.

Friday, 15 April, Human Sciences 173
· 3:30 p.m. – 4:20 p.m.  "Nationalism and Justified Partiality" by Michael Gibb, Oxford University

Commentator: Gabe Keehn, Texas Tech University

· 4:30 p.m. – 5:20 p.m.  "The Positive Duty to the Common Defense" by Ian Fishback, University of Michigan

Commentator: Robert Reed, Texas Tech University

· 5:30 p.m. – 6:20 p.m.  "On Cohen on Cohen on Rawls: Wresting Egalitarianism from Political Liberalism" by Thomas Noah, Texas Tech University

Commentator: Kyle Adams, Texas Tech University

· 8:30 p.m. – “The Dangers of Climate Change and a Legacy of Hope” by Henry Shue, Oxford University

· The principles that ought to guide our one-way relations with future generations depend profoundly on the precise nature of what is being provided to or - in this case, inflicted on - them.  Most discussions of intergenerational justice assume that some benefit is being provided to the future.  In the case of the accelerating rate of climate change, we face a dilemma.  Business-as-usual on our part will make the environment for future generations less hospitable to human enterprises, especially agriculture, than the environment is for us and has been for previous generations, leaving the situation worse than it is now and worse than it would need to be.  On the other hand, rapid climate change can be beneficially slowed only if emissions of greenhouse gases in general, and carbon dioxide in particular, are sharply limited.  Any firm limit will make remaining cumulative emissions intergenerationally zero-sum, so that we will be competing with our own descendants for the limited remaining budget of allowable emissions.  This dilemma gives responsibility to future generations a radically unusual shape but also creates an opportunity to accomplish great good if we are resolutely innovative.
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An Aristotelian Analysis of Contemporary Public Reason
Dr. Isis Leslie of Texas Tech University

Saturday, 16 April, 2:30 p.m., Rawls College of Business 57
Aristotle argues that, ideally, public speech is constituted by three aspects: ethos, or the moral character of the speaker, pathos, or the emotional impact the speaker has on the audience, and logos, which term refers to the truth and logical coherence of argumentation. In this essay, I argue that public reason, or rhetoric, in the contemporary United States is degenerate. American political culture rewards charisma, rather than moral character, and functions largely through manipulation of the emotions of the public about economic insecurity and racial difference. The racial domination of indigenous peoples, Africans, and successive waves of immigrant populations are a defining feature of American political culture. At the same time, American political culture does not hold the media, elite political actors, or the public education system accountable to provide clear criteria of validity and standards of coherence for complex truth claims. I argue that the deemphasis of logos in American political culture is in large part a consequence of the incompatibility of liberal ideals of equality, consent, and liberty with racial domination, and the centrality to American political culture of white supremacy. Hannah Arendt perceived that violence is antithetical to the formation of deliberative, speech communities that define and enact rational, democratic norms of social justice. The status of racial domination in American liberalism creates a conceptual contradiction at the foundation of American political culture that militates against the elaboration of coherent public speech.
Saturday, 16 April, Rawls College of Business 57
· 10:30 a.m. – 11:20 a.m. - "Is the Theory of Communicative Action a Comprehensive Doctrine? A Perspective on the Rawls/Habermas Debate" by David Utsler, University of North Texas

Commentator: Mike McKearn, Texas Tech University

· 11:30 a.m. – 12:20 p.m. - "Is Nozick committed to defend a welfare state?" by Philipp Schwind, University of Miami

Commentator: Dan Osusky, Texas Tech University

· 1:30 p.m. – 2:20 p.m. - "Morality and Law: The Odd Couple" by Alexis Dyschkant, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign

Commentator: Andrew Williams, Texas Tech University

· 2:30 p.m. – “An Aristotelian Analysis of Contemporary Public Reason” by Isis Leslie, Texas Tech University

· Aristotle argues that, ideally, public speech is constituted by three aspects: ethos, or the moral character of the speaker, pathos, or the emotional impact the speaker has on the audience, and logos, which term refers to the truth and logical coherence of argumentation. In this essay, I argue that public reason, or rhetoric, in the contemporary United States is degenerate. American political culture rewards charisma, rather than moral character, and functions largely through manipulation of the emotions of the public about economic insecurity and racial difference. The racial domination of indigenous peoples, Africans, and successive waves of immigrant populations are a defining feature of American political culture. At the same time, American political culture does not hold the media, elite political actors, or the public education system accountable to provide clear criteria of validity and standards of coherence for complex truth claims. I argue that the deemphasis of logos in American political culture is in large part a consequence of the incompatibility of liberal ideals of equality, consent, and liberty with racial domination, and the centrality to American political culture of white supremacy. Hannah Arendt perceived that violence is antithetical to the formation of deliberative, speech communities that define and enact rational, democratic norms of social justice. The status of racial domination in American liberalism creates a conceptual contradiction at the foundation of American political culture that militates against the elaboration of coherent public speech.
