1 sentence does not = one paragraph. See example

Mr. Sandler, a political philosopher, tries to apply the theory of justice to capitalism. The result is a strong moral evaluation of the last decade economic system.

In occasion of the 2009 Summer Lecture Series, Harvard Professor Micheal J. Sandler has given his famous lecture on Market and Moral at the Chautauqua Institution.

According to him the recent financial crisis has shown a failure of market economy in achieving the common good and of the liberal doctrine:

«The Liberals consolidated the faith the markets are the primary instruments of the common good. But the financial crisis puts that faith in doubt».
His advice is that it should be now up to politics to introduce some regulations and to find new ways to achieve it. He argues that the expansion of markets has produced a society without values, governed by the trading scheme, affecting people perceptions of ethics and morality.

With the expression “market triumphalism” Mr. Sandel dismisses a successful period of economic growth. Then, he reduces the liberal view to the narrow definition “the government as the problem, the market as the solution” showing a very limited understanding of the complexity of the reality, completely ignoring the absence of any valid alternative to the present system.

Furthermore, he argues that the trading scheme is permeating all spheres of life, becoming the main criteria used to make any kind of choice, not considering the inner rationality of this method.

He assumes that morality in markets is putting limits to them.

Wordiness

Rewrite these sentences avoiding the wordiness and making any necessary corrections to the language:

1. America should sell its citizenship for an amount of US$50.000

2. (of morality and markets) The recent meltdown of financial system raised the issue of fundamental rethinking of these two aspects.

3.  This theory also suggests that if a nation doesn’t want more refugees it can “sell-off” its quota to another nation willing to accept them. Sandel questioned the audience, which of the two options, if any would be an acceptable solution to the refugee problem of the world.

Sandel tried to appeal to the humanity of the audience by making people feel that refugees are humans and should not be treated as commodities. And as expected, the majority of the audience subscribed to the opinion that refugees should not be treated as international “poker chips” for countries to trade in.
Lack of linking and transitions

In the following paragraphs there are insufficient links to make the paragraphs cohesive and even coherence is lacking at times. Identify where they lack cohesion and coherence and try to improve ONE of them.

1. At the end, he concluded that "we drifted from having a market economy to be a market society",

money is not omnipotent, human dignity and respect, non-market norms consists higher value that

cannot be exchanged by market norms. "Some of the good things in life are corrupted or degraded

if turned into commodities, so to decide when to use markets, it’s not enough to think about

efficiency; we have also to decide how to value the goods in question," As he said, "health,

education, national defence, criminal justice, environmental protection and so on - these are moral

and political questions, not merely economic ones. To decide them democratically, we have to

debate case by case the moral meaning of these goods in the proper way of valuing. This is the

debate we didn’t have during the age of market triumphalism."

2. Even if carbon emission trade is a contentious matter, Sandler has to accredit, that the demand of 

consumers for green energy or eco-friendly products is an immense stimulus for companies to satisfy 

these demands and , by this means, promoting enviromental protection.

Why should we be satisfied with an average educational system that does not have to face competition? As Smith perfectly captured in one of his books, in the moment in which somebody has to face competition,  he will be reluctant to fraud and correct his negligence. Is this principle not a principle which could lead to a beneficial situation for everyone?

3. In the range of the themes related to the justice, Prof. Sandel delivers a conference on the Ethic of capitalism: morality and moral limits of the market are at stake on the occasion of the melt down of the financial system, we need to rethink the moral foundation of capitalism and market, and to take in consideration questions and issues raised about the last thirty years. Such a conference, structured as a public debate, tries to underline the moral implication of the market triumphalism, the market role in achieving of common good, and risks and effects related to the market’s overflow in areas governed by other values. 
4. Greed is surely an important concept to be considered: the existence of even huger and unjustified compensations and bonuses represents a fundamental issue, but it does not mean that nowadays there is more greed than thirty years ago, it is the same as in the whole of the story. What happened was an ever growing faith in market’s value and in the market’s role in achieving common good: the government has been considered an obstacle and the market has been blindly seen as the solution to every kind of social problem, furthermore, the expansion of the market system took place without any consideration neither of the difference between a mechanism based on market values and the values linked to social practices which govern other areas, nor of the implication of such an enlargement of the market role in the social life. Nowadays market mechanisms are present in many areas: for example private guards are twice of public police in UK and US, paying two dollars for each book read is a market incentive in the education field, and selling American citizenship is considered a possible way to face immigration.
Lack of coherence and/or cohesion – rewrite 1/2 (depending on length) of the following paragraphs to make them ‘hang together AND make sense.

1. (Concluding paragraph) Secondly, I agree with some of the lecturer's points - markets are not wholly rational and cannot be perceived as being divorced from 'morality'. Markets are run by humans and not by themselves, so they will suffer failures, but this is because of human intervention into systems that should work rationally. Governments make interventions as well as individuals. (RATHER SHORT, BUT YOU COULD REWRITE THIS AND ANOTHER)

2. (Concluding paragraph) Sandel thinks that the examples are convincing enough to prove that right now it is extremely urgent to engage people in a societal debate in order to define where the market should govern. Letting the market in, it is argued, may erode, damage, degrade or even corrupt values that are higher than market ( leaving the definition of those important values always implicit). The decision to buy or sell goods is considered to be a moral decision that entails the idea that all goods are commodities. But not all goods are properly valued as commodities, according to Sandel. Some of the good things in life are corrupted and degraded if we turn them into commodities: among those goods, human beings and the environment are mentioned. Therefore efficiency and even freedom is not enough as criteria according to which we make choices. We ùalso have to define how to value the goods in question. These are moral and political questions, not merely  economic ones.  And to decide democratically we have to debate case by case the proper value of goods. This debate did not take place in the age of market triumphalism and as a result we drifted from having a market economy to a market society: nice expression to hear, again left as a self-explaining idea. That is  the urgent task of our time, concludes Sandel. A perfect example of a man who can conquer the audience by using good rhetorical skills but unfortunately weak ideological arguments.
3. On the other hand he considers “the greed critique” a partial diagnosis of the issue which tries to employ personal virtues as a remedy to the market system.(NO NEED TO REWRITE THIS ONE, OR THE FOLLOWING ONE – THEY ARE HERE FOR A DIFFERENT PURPOSE! WHY ARE THEY HERE?)
4. Mr Sandel makes a profound critique of the use of the market since the end of the Cold War. In his opinion it has erased or limited other values transforming most of them into commodities and reducing their moral price.
5. A part of the audience argued that there are values higher than the market, while the other part observed that society should not interfere with the problems and choices of a mother. In general, the lecturer highlighted the main features of market in society: on one hand the market is as free as able to make the parties better off but on the other hand he argues that the choices made by people may be influenced by certain needs and that in a good society the market not be as important because of the presence of higher moral values. 
6. According to Sandel, in time, the market has extended its grasp too far, in realms always ruled by different (and higher) values, engendering therefore, issues as much as moral interrogatives. While struggling towards the ooze-out of this last financial meltdown, the central, most relevant public question should refer to the proper role of markets in achieving common goods and to a reintroduction of regulation policies; as for this last point, I personally believe that the past financial recessions have been dealt with and overcome by sticking to free-market compatible solutions, by cutting the burden of regulation and taxation, and letting business people get on with the creation of wealth, in a far better way than any government ever will.
7. (THREE PARAS, BUT HOW MANY SHOULD THERE BE?) According to M. Sandel, the only solution proposed to answer the recent crisis was regulation of the market economy. But it is not enough, says M. Sandel and politicians should question the fact that “the market economy serves common good” and start to rethink capitalism and market.

The lecturer also highlights the fact that greed is a key concept of market economy

system. We can notice here that greed may not be a product of market economy but that market economy may be model after our character as individuals.

In the same logic, M. Sandel shows how market economy spreads into other fields,

particularly how it gets into the social sphere generally speaking. In particular, he stresses this part of the debate by giving several examples and making the public participate. He raises questions about surrogate mothers, refugees' quotas and the possibility to buy or sell them.
Inappropriate task response:

1. Sandel concludes his speech focusing on the importance of current economic trend, which give us an incredible opportunity to better regulate market system and to re-think the entire moral background of nowadays society by public debates and discussions.

How can anyone disagree with such proposal?
Good examples of signposting (other than those in the essays you already have). Again, the language mistakes are still present….:

1. Firstly, he starts with an analysis of the financial crisis and then he goes back to the 1980s, that he describes as characterised by “market triumphalism". Sandel refers to the last three decades, when the leading concept was that of government as a problem opposed to market as a solution, brought forward by Mr. Regan and Thatcher. According to Prof. Sandel, this view was put in doubt by the financial crisis, therefore we should rethink the proper role of markets in achieving the common goods.

His critics deals with the expansion of markets norms in spheres that are not related to market values, but he provides few examples (such as the establishment of for-profit schools, private police forces and military contractors) that do not seem to be really dangerous. According to him, market principles are exceeding their framework and threatening different areas, such as that of immigration and pregnancy. Moreover, Prof. Sandel explaines Becker's theories about the sale of american citizenship and the allocation of quotas to regulate the number of immigrants accetable by each country. As he himself admits, from a market point of view such practice makes all parties better off. In fact, refugees can escape from persecution, and receving countries can exchange – buy

and sell – quotas. Everybody gains. This is how markets work and how they success in achieving common goods. Likewise, surrogate mothers explain how pregnancy can be regulated by markets mechanisms and become like any other commodities.

2. 
 The professor provokingly asked his audience whether they agreed or not on a proposal instituting quotas for refugees. The proposal itself followed market rules, with a number of “refugee quotas” allotted to countries according to their GDP and the possibility for them to sell and buy these quotas according to their needs. The defenders of the idea pointed out that refugees need better conditions no matter what, so people from a privileged situation should not object to any kind of improvement to their situation, while others disagreed by saying that this mechanism would originate a market of human beings, dismembering families, creating inequalities (what if only men able to work are accepted into one country?) and, more importantly, treating human beings as “poker chips” for richer states to play with.

Another example Sandel chose to prove his point was hiring surrogate mothers to carry children for wealthy couples. According to many of the viewers, it exists a set of values that are higher than market ones, whereas some argued that a contract must be respected no matter what, even because surrogate mothers have the right to make their choice. 

Professor Sandel concluded with an analysis of arguments for and against markets: the main justification of markets goes along 2 lines: markets give expression to freedom, and all parties are better off. The argument against market follows a similar line, but it wonders whether there really is such a thing as freedom of choice in underprivileged situations and adds that certain values are, no matter what, to be considered as superior to the market ones.

3. On 20th July 2009 at the Chautauqua Institution in New York, Michael Sandel, Harvard Professor of Government, gave a lecture on Markets and Moral, as part of a series of four entitled “A new Citizenship”. It has been very interesting for a Adam Smith's follower like myself, to go and see what the opposite side has to say. 

The view of the speaker was clear from the very beginning: he utterly believes that there are higher values, which cannot be left to the Market. The professor was keen on emphasizing the importance of creating moral limits for the Market. He supported his ideas with lots of examples from different fields, but everyone of it can be seen from another perspective. Firstly he blamed the self-interest, the greed of the financial sector for the economic crisis. Nothing new, it is what people are saying from years. Then he talked about the triumphalism of the Market, which began with Thatcher and Regan and continued with Blair and Clinton. Even left-wings politicians have seen positive aspects in the liberalization of the economy, in letting people chose what they wanted and what not.

Good examples of task response:

1. A long part of the lecture was dedicated to analysing the expansion of the Market

intervention in sectors like warfare, education and health-care. He thinks for the worst, the

ADI for the better. What is wrong if the Army is privatized? Private military contractors are

more prepared, focused and motivated than regular soldiers. Trying to make children

improving in school by paying them for good marks is a way to teach the value of money.

Like it or not, money is a form of independence and the sooner children begin to cope with

it, the better they will succeed in life. […]

The lecturer main argument was that the Market has to be forced to stay within closed

borders. “The greatest things in life are corrupted if we turned them into commodities” he

said, but they are more available as well. Introducing competition in the public sector will

improve its performance. Opportunities for people to benefit from it will increase and costs

will go down. The Market is perfectly capable of solving its problems, without state

intervention. Recently, some banks went bankrupted, but in business is always about

taking risks.

Moving to another issue, Mr Sandel criticised the use of outsourcing pregnancy. In his

view the relationship between the mother and the child cannot be on sale, it is too

important. He reported the case of India, where this practice, authorised by a

government's bill, is very successful in helping poor people to earn money. Both parties

benefit from this solution: surrogate mothers will get paid and couples can have the baby

they have always dreamed about.

Adam Smith was mentioned once. Professor Sandel quoted this statement: “It is not from

the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer or the baker that we expect our dinner, but

from their regard to their own self-interest”. Individual has no interest in promoting the

public good, everyone has to pursue its own goals.

On one thing I agree with the speaker, a debate on the Market issue is what we need right

now. Everyone should have the chance to speak and the ADI will definitely provide some

fundamental arguments for liberalism.

2. Mr. Sandel’s doubts on the nature of capitalism are nothing new and they are very

effective with a general audience. In our humble opinion, we do not understand if his

critique is embracing a general Marxist theory of society or if he his only asking for more

ethics in the public life. Furthermore we can ask to Mr. Sandel what ethics we should apply

to our lives? A Christian Catholic one, a laic Humanist one, Islamic moral values or a

mixed one? Who takes part in his debate against market society?

Secondly, when he criticize market exchange he never mentioned the word “competition”

which is the key of the capitalism success over centuries.

In other words Sandel communitarianism is too metaphysical and it is not embedded with

our concrete life, he strongly criticizes capitalism and that is good for the crowd, but at the

very end, he does not suggest any concrete alternative way to reach prosperity more

ethical than free market and competition.

3. We need to foster deeper moral and spiritual values in our public life” so starts the Harvard Professor of Government Michael Sandel his lecture, entitled markets and morals, on Tuesday 9th of June 2009. This is one of a series of 4 lectures, presented and chaired by Sue Lawley, about the prospects of a new politics of the common good. Professor Sandel in the course of the lecture explores the prospect of a “New Citizenship” and explains what does a more morally engaged public life mean.

