Business Ethics: Philosophy
· Virtue ethics = characteristics. No rules, no system  it is just “virtuous”. Not based on actions.
· consequentialism = wants/actions. Happiness principal. Based on actions.
· deontology = rights. Categorical syllogism. Based on actions. 
· theological = goal oriented
· normative = what is normally considered ethics theory (right or wrong)
· meta-ethics = working with logic in ethic (what is/ought)
Egoism
Book 
You can steal without ever suffereing any bad consequences for having done so. Of course, those you steal from will suffer. The main reason they do not take things without permission is that they fear the ramifications of getting caught. In terms of ethical philosophy, these people are egoists. There are teo basic technical uses of the term egoism: psychological egoism and ethical egoism. Psychological egoism is a theoretical description about how persons are motivated, while ethical egoism is a normative thesis about how persons ought to behave. Psychological egoism is the theisis that each person always ought to seek his or her own advantage. Some contend that if psychological egoism is true and we always seek our own good, our moral principles must also be based on the pursuits of our own good. Is psychological egoism correct? Its or psychological makeup. If one sometimes acts for reaons other then pursuing ones own advantage then this is false otherwise it is true.  The psychological egoist meets the psychological altruist where they both spin each others actions as to show they are right. Neither one is necessarily describing the other persons true motives. So both leave out the possibility that we act on mixed motives, although we may have concern for ourselfes, we can also have concern for others and that both concerns may motivate our actions. While psychological egoism is intended is intended as an empirical description(based on observation) , ethical egoism is a moral position that could be correct even if the latter were not. An ethical egoist holds that we always ought to pursue our own best interest even if we are sometimes motivated to help others. A criticms against egoism isthat while the objection does not prove that the ethica egoist is self-contradictory, it does show that she may not serve her own interest well by openly advocsting ethical egoism.  Another criticism is the conflict ethical egoism has with our intuitions about justice, fairness, advice, and friendship (not dropping friends, judge making a decision not out of self interest, giving of opinion). 

Plato – 4th BC Greek “The Republic” – Book 2 [dialogue is his approach] 
· Socrates (always the hero) doesn’t believe in being selfish  is being challenged by Glaucon and then his brother Adementus. 
· They are argument against Socrates but hope Socrates will tell them they are wrong. They are fighting for injustice. 
· The myth of gyges : “by becoming invisible he can do whatever he wants”
· Glaucon says eventually all give in to temptations. People only do goos things because they arw worried of reactions and punishment. People are naturally selfish, “evil” which is psychological egoism.
· Classical view: ethical egoism (anyway that’s the way we should be if we aren’t) vs psychological egoism (its in human nature to be selfish)
· Adermentus: the best life would be to try and be selfish/evil but appear to be good (secretly) and that would be the best of both worlds since people don’t like evil people. *difference between being good and just and appearing to be i.e. businesses being enviro-friendly*. Do we admire the bad person that is successful or the poor good person? He says we admire bas person. He says you don’t have to worry about God because a) he doesn’t exist but b) for those who do believe they can perform the escape religion clause to perform some sport of sacrifice (kind of saying you have a license to kill so to speak).
· Socrates responds: he wants you to also be just inside. Society should be just. The great justice which is bigger, should be society, thus the individual should be just. Justice is necessary for a society to work.  The more justice/ethical the more businesses will grow and prosper thus so will individuals. He says we can be naturally selfish but a lot of things we do without punishment though (argument against ethical egoism). To be ethical is to not steal, not to kill etc. 
· 18th century Example
· 1709 – Scotts: trying to take hold of Panama  from becoming no longer dependent
· This is the time when most big philosophers came out i.e. david hume, adam smith, francis hutson
· 1)separate church from state in politics 2) all based on be good or be punished (great fear)
· David Hume/Hutson disagreed with number two. Scottish morality. Natural empathy rules out psychological egoism. Human nature has a natural sympathy –pity-(they really meant to use the work empathy –know what I feels like-). Example: a mother carring about her children, brothers on battlefield etc. They say that morality, your ethics, is based on emotions (not reason) and that most people can be categorized here. You feel a certain way about things and that’s why you do good or bad but it has its rules and limits. Space and limits concept. We only have to care about family/not verybody (not logical  this is a challenge on Socrates.  He says one cant care about everyone because the world would be a disaster and only emotional. Thus, it looks like the best life is unselfish to family and selfish to everybody else. 
· Example: Movie on 2 men in the ferris wheel. 1) I don’t know nay of the victims, its no differen then those little ducks on the ground. Like in business when they treat people like numbers. 2) the best societies aren’t the peaceful ones necessarily. Switzerland has experienced 50 years of peace and they only got chocolates and clock  (too stable a country). Italy : creativity was inspired by injustice. They had strife ad got Leonardo divinci and renaissance etc. countries need invention and creativity to survive and protect themselves from whatever threats. Violence and strife spurs on good stuff because people don’t go to sleep.
· James Rachel (he disagrees with Hume). He says we confused selfishness(this is the problem) with self-interest(this is okay). He also says we confuse seeking pleasure with self-interest. For example smoking or eatin junk food we do for pleasure but it is not for our self-interest when we know its bad for us. We do things as a means to an end i.e. we go to class as a means to get a degree. This is self-interest because we are working towards a goal but this is not selfish.
·  Psychological egoism (his argument against it):  the object of helping someone is to help them. The feeling afterwards is not the goal, it’s the intention that counts. If you think about it logically (argues against psychological egoism  people believe it because it sounds so plausible but If you exam simple things we do its abvious that its wrong i.e. helping an old women cross the street  didn’t think of good feelings afterwards when you did it . There may be some self-interest but that isnt the goal so it doesn’t matter.
· Etical egoism(arugment against it)  logically no argument to stop them, not even through reason. No logical argument that says you have to care for others, people just do. He says an ethical egoist is actually very rare because essentially that person doesn’t care about anything or anyone, not even his mother. If these is a person like this, with no empathy and completely selfish then they must be a psychopath because they have something missing in them from birth. Any other person wouldn’t be human. Cant reason with them and you should lock them up. Even meanest person has empathy to someone. 
Divine Command Theory
In the book
The first problem this theory faces is to determine which god one should seek out and listen to as there is more than one god and different types. Should you consider old or new testament. Issue of historical inaccuracy because of lapse of time between when events happened and when they were written. Issue of the contradiction withing the divine command theory, within a religion. Another issue is 
Plato (speaking through the voice of socrates) Euthypro
· Is it really the case that “might is right”. IF god is really good he must be good for a reason and must stand as a quality in itself. Something wrong in saying just because he is good we must follow what he says. Where does reason and philosophy come in vs. theology? 
Where does reason come in over God?
Kant 
· He didn’t like this theory eventhough he was religious. He says use reason/free will that he gives you and use it. That is being a believer in god.  People in this theory ignore reason and free will and just obey. 
Spinoza (17thcalled Dutch)
· He believed that if you believed in this theory, you belie in prophecy (prophets). Prophet is chosen because of his reason/free will. Not just a sock puppet believing this is divine theory (no reason in divine theory) because that is undignified, they must use their mind to translate info to the people (interpreting it) and this should be the same for the people who receive the info. 
Virtue Ethics “ Moral Agent”
· Experiment : three different sets of computers (golden rule, selfish, payback). Golden rule group worked well with payback group but they were the first out because the selfish group took advantage of them. Selfish group were the second out because they self-destructed by the lack of trust with each other. The Payback – do to them what they do to you- group won. They were nice to the golden rule because the golden rule group was nice. They started off being nice to the selfish group until they started to take advantage of them at which point they learned fast to be selfish back. The key difference was that they remained nice and trustworthy between each other. Selfishness = no trust and people cant fuction without trust. 
· This was big among the Greeks. IT is about character not actions. 
· Characteristics of a person are their virtues
· Wisdom: you know you cant be 100% certain of things. Knowledge is a process. A wise person knows that all they know is nothing. Socrates disliked sophists who thought they were never wrong. Socrates was a wise man. 
· Fortitude: moral courage. You know what is right even when everyone is against you. 
· Temperance: self-control/tolerance. You don’t need too much of anything. 
· Justice: when the 3 above are all present and good then you have justice
· Aristotle 4th Greek ( a Consequentialist). 
· “eudaimonia” (human flourishing) means seek happiness in the good.
· Virtues are those qualities that allow us to achieve a state of eudaimonia. This ties to living rationally, given that rationality sets human beings apart from the animals. 
· Ambition, resourcefulness, devotion **
· Believed there were two types of virtues
· Intellectual virtues that can be taught i.e. wisdom can be taught
· Enable us to think rationally 
· Moral virtues that cannot be taught but come through practice and life experience (habit) but there is no plan to teach you how to do this i.e. learning to play the piano
· Enable us to handle our desires and emotions rationally 
· Virtue is found between 2 vices called the golden mean. The golden mean is not rhe same for everyone but based on individual experiences. Cowardice (vice1) – Courage(mean-based on individual circumstances)—Foolishness(vice2). 
· There is more to our moral lives than simply following rules because they apply to everyone. A major part of our moral development should consist of establishing our own moral ideals and developing a coherent set of moral commitments that define our own personal characteristics. With moral wisdom comes the ability to make right decisions in morally puzzling situations and the ability to flourish as a human being – to live a good, sane, healthy life and have meaningful human relationships. Exercising moral virtue is right action. To the right character traits we will naturally perform right actions in situations we encounter. We will know what we ough to do. 
· Virtue ethics had no rules or system, it is just virtuous. This way we are more natural but it could be good or bad. You cannot judge people based on their actions. They tried to get rid of actions more important of having good people. 
· Robert louden 20th American (criticism of virtue ethics)
· 1st problem : it’s a long-term thing that ignores short-term circumstances; therefore, stuck when emergency situations occur. 
· 2nd problem: how do you know if someone is virtuous because no one is perfect. Are the appearing to be virtuous or are they really. You cant tell if a person is good by their actions. Example: a person is good but makes a mistake. Does one say that oh, he showed his true colors he isn’t virtuous or a good person or does one say that he merely slipped up but is still a good person. 
· 3rd problem: style over substance. This was not a problem for Aristotle because it is a modern view. Just be good and if you lose that’s fine, that’s al there is to it, being virtuous. Even if someone tries to be virtuous doesn’t mean they will succeed. What counts is that they tried.  
· Oedipus: he was abandoned as a baby on top of a mountain. A couple found him and raised him without ever telling him that they found him. He grows older and meets a Story Teller and she tells him he will kill his father and marry his mother. So he runs away to be virtuous and avoid doing that. He runs into his dad and kills him and then meets his mother that is a queen and sleeps with her and marries her.  In this case he tried to be virtious but he failed by doing the wrong thing in the end, even if unintentional. 
· 4th problem: he doesn’t take into account different cultures where people are different
Consequentialism ( 1 of the two big ethical theories)
· Topic: Should you do what you think is good. Individual vs. greater good. 
· Utalitarina Prnciple: act so you create the greatest amount of happiness for the greatest number of people (animals and people). You want to be good and ethical to do this. 
· About actions. No notion og right because its not about rights, its just about wants. Therefore under this principles wants are not rights.  [KANT believes that rights exist whether we want them or not. Rights  reason and wants  emotions so the big debate is whether we are reason or emotional creatures]. Because there are no rights in this system, no one has the right to live unless everyone wants you to be alive. No differentiation between needs/wants/desires. 
· Example1: professor wants to raise the class averahe bu in order to give everyone an A he will have to give ten random students zero’s. According to the utilitarian principle this is okay 
· Example2: robin hood kills and steals the kings money and distributes it to the village. Even if some of the villagers are sad he is dead, that is not the majority and this is okay. If  this seems harsh then consider robin hood having done it for the starving villagers. 
· John Stuart Mill (19th English) – beginning of philsophy
· Consequences of an action to determine what is the right thing to do 
· He says pleasure principles doesn’t take into account quality. Quality  intellectual “most people would prefer being an unhappy human then a happy pig”, if happiness is all that matters why not right? Mill argues against this and says people wouldn’t go for this because our pleasures are much higher in quality then a pigs, we have intellectual pursuits. i.e. reading etc. We have more quality then quantity. 
· Although mill is utilitarian he believes in the power of thought/thinking and those who would chose otherwise dumb, lazy, or haven’t been exposed to them. 
· Epicurenism  Epicuris  (Greek 3rd BC)L he asks what’s purpose of life? We seek please and happiness which is our goal in life, all the while trying to eliminate pain. 
· Have friends 
· Live within your means (don’t need extra stuff)
· The ability to think (he was misunderstood, even by Mill, large amount of self-interest)
· Hedoism (Lindsay lohan) – this is more pleasure seeking. Mill compares the two but he is wrong in doing so. 
· Criticism: 
· he confuses self interested(take your own interest into account but take others into account too) with selfish (doesn’t take anyone into account). He has a hard time balancing it and balancing the difference between hedoism and epicurism. He failed in fitting both together.  Example: thinkg of the clip he showed from the beautiful mind with the 4 friends and the 5 girls. 
· Biggest Critisim: Mill was also an empirist who believed that the end justifies the means. Love of money, power, fame…he says that’s okay. That it is ethically good if it makes you happy. Its not a means to an end. Once you are happy that is enough. not abstract. Concept of happiness. Only problem with your love of money is if it doesn’t solve trhe greatest good and honors utilitarian principles.  He says most people tend to be consequentialist certainly in business. i.e. promise to give you your knife back but tomorrow john goes crazy so sorry I have to break my promise
· Jeremy Bentham 18th Enlgish : he believes in the pain and pleasure principle and makes no distinction between people and animals. 
· Criticism from Mill: He disagrees with with bentham because he thinks he is reducing us down to animals. External observer(element of sacrifice i.e. jesus). He thinks quality is more important than quantity. 
· John Rawls 20th American : he comes up with Rule Utilitarians: he is going to distinguish Rule U and Act U. He says that instead of trying to change Utilitarian principle use the built in rules. Societies form under unwritten rules.  
· Example1: robin hood (continued). Act says its okay. Was he right/wrong when an indivudal is deciding to punish him or not. The rule already there therefore stealing and killing is wrong. Its an unwritten rule 
· Example 2: promises. Under act promises cant ever happen. It doesn’t mean anything because of utilitarian principle. Under Rule you need to ask yourself if it is right to break a promise? Promise and punishment wouldn exist otherwise. If askinf if a promise should be kept its means its already in there. Sneak in rights into the system. In this way society functions iwith rules that already exist to justify actions. The end doesn’t justify the means here. 
· Robert Nozick  critism against RAWLS: being a human/reality is more attractice to people than the peefect machine. Once you back out you wouldn’t want to live in there (think the movie inception). If hes right about picking real life and not artificial  then the Utalitarian orince is wrong, otherwise maybe they are in fact right. Ex: when watching a movie we have natural belief of being part of that reality but once tge movie is done we don’t wish we were in it. 
· Peter Zinger 20th Aussie – Stands up for the Absolute poor. His arugment is that we should give our money to the absolute poor. It doesn’t matter if you don’t know them. He says as long as ur not sacrificing anything of significant moral worth then you should do it. Rich people are a minority and poor are a majority so greater amount are the poor and we are thus obligated to help them. He says if you give some of your excess you are not meeting you ethical requirement. In this sense he is manipulative because he tries to appeal to religious beliefs of people that say that you need to give 10% of your excess.   If he is right then there is an obligation and in consequentialism there isnt suppose to be any obligations or rules 
· Anonoumous  you have an obligation to the ananomous i.e. you should because you wouldn’t poison food in a grocery store. 
· Certainty  still obligated even ig you aren’t a 100% certain that it will help because in reality nothing is 100% certain to happen, consequences are in the future is what he argues. 
·  Exist 
·  
· 
Deontology (duty)
Immanuel Kant 18th Germany (religious man). The Great Enlightened philosopher. 
· Scientific view vs human freewill
· His justification on rights: We want certainty. He says consequences are in the future and morals are too important to leave in the hands of probability. Right and wrong exists regardless of consequences. He does not believe in consequences at all.  Its about rights not just wants. He says rights are things that exist whether you want it or not i.e. right to vote or right to abortion. 
· He says that morals are only possible if you have free will (and animals don’t have freewill. We aren’t just operating on instinct. So we cant be categorized with them. We should be acting like people, people have morals, so he disproves consequentialism) and reason because you need to be able to think about what you are going to do. Therefore, whenever we decide something we should have goodwill. Goodwill is good in itself.
· Reason-logic: has principles and needs to be true anywhere (i.e. math, science or A doesn’t equal not A). 
· Reason shows why religion is reasonable but religion isnt reason. This is the same idea for morality. Reason allows you to chose morality over desires through freewill. Act within reason is how all people should act.  
· Imperitive  inductive (probably true) and hypothetical  probability and categorical  deductive (gives us the truths that are certain). Categorial is what he tries to aim for. He summarizes his ethic in categorical imperative. He has two versions of this. He says if we are going to be logical : 
· 1) we have to act on those maxims (a subjective principle of action/groudrule, a thought that can motivate individuals, any simple and memorable rule or guide for living) which we would be willing to have as a universal law that is always either right or wrong. This sounds consequentialist but is meant logically.  This puts into practice the GOLDEN RULE to do unto others what ud want done unto you. It covers the moral principles that we think others should live by.
· Use the example of lying in the movie or promising to pay back a loan u know you cant pay. In the example of a vagabond. Would he have everyone doing what he is doing? No. Thus this is contradictory and so he is wrong in being a vagabond. 
· Maxim : An act is called moral if it has a certain universal value. In Immanuel Kant's categorical imperative, for instance, the maxime is combined with a certain intention to become moral. The moral intent is that one can, at the same time, will the subjective principle of action to become a universal law.
· 2) all people must be treated as ends, never as means because people are the end (morality), there is no morality without that.  This means I should value ur interests as important so I don’t do anything harmful to you but value ur own judgements of what is right to you and respect that. I cant make all judgements for you, if so id treat you as an object not a subject and that is wrong because we are all equal persons. 
· CRITICISMS against Kant
· Real situations are complex and maxims are heard to define. He’s much too optimistic, he didn’t recognize moral dilemmas. He didn’t want to modify them because then consequentialism.
· People that are moral, are they really doing it as a duty or because they are concerned?
· Divorcing morality from pursuit of happiness 
· Act on principle regardless of consequences. i.e. not lying to a murderer event save the victim. It wouldn’t be his fault he did his duty by following the maxim.
Onora O’neil 20th American 
· Rights do not equal obligations 
· Humans are ends in themselves because they are autonomous, thus, freedom shouldn’t be a means to an end. 
Philip Kitcher 20th American 
· Human cloning 
· 1) my sisters keeper  kant says means to an end so wrong 
· 2)mother is a widow. Lost her father and daughter is almost dead in crash. So she would replace her.  means to an end so wrong
· 3)two lesbians wanting a child and can’t  okay but still not fully because of other methods
Ethical Relativism
· There are no universal standards for right and wrong (good/evil). It is based on 2 things: 1) individual freedom (this one doesn’t actually work  you cant just do whatever you want and have it be right) but no such thing as right or wrong based on personal preference2) it works at a cultural level 
· Cultural level: Respect and try to understand other cultures. We sould adopt one and accept it but realize its not the only one. He thinks there is no single true morality but many different ones. Our own moral background explains how we see other people and cultures based on our values and morality. It encourages open-mindedness to other cultures but its disadvantage is that it also includes bad practices. 
· How far can one go into accepting others cultures morality – is there a limit? i.e. genocide, capital punishment, slavery. But what about the boy in chili who was working in mining to support his family because his father died and his mother was handicap, so would it really be morally right to abolish slavery? Its not a matter of facts but a matter of personal morality. However, it is still right to morally disapprove because if not then we don’t believe in our own morals (comparative to fashion).
· Robert Dworkin 20th American : he’s against ehitcal relativism, he believes there has to be some sort of universal standard. You need to be able to say something is wrong even if you don’t have to do anything about it. He says there is an ethical paradox in ethical relativism that states that there are no moral universals but by saying all people/cultures have the right to their own ethical outlooks they are making one. 
· William Summer 19th American anthropologist : when it comes to things of ethics/philosophy these are things that developed from cultural tradition (greek thing vs. roma and morality). What is right and wrong is based on cultures. Traditions, mores, prognation in the time and place therefore if working people don’t have right to say its wrong. All cultures are good under these terms. Universal ethics and moral progress is an illusion. Things, not ethics change. Its forces that need it to change i.e. economically. He says its not abo0ut values, not about wjat things ought to be (doesn’t care)but how things ARE. 
· William Shaw (tries 2 defeat relativism)
· Naturalism – pain/pleasure is what is right and wrong.  We all experience this but they are facts not morality thus naturalism doesn’t seem to work. Is/ought problem. 
· Intuitionism – we just know regardless of culture that something is wrong. The problem with this is that there would be no sense of right and wrong set which makes it kind of individualistic. 
· Emotivism- feelings (humans are emotional not rational), therefore morals come about how you feel about stuff. This theory ends up gelping relativism because no judging involved because emotions are not fact etc. which leads to relativism. eMotivists believe that 1) we express our emotions 2) our emotions offer guidance to people on wha to do i.e. killing? Urgg. So, Killing? Don’t do it. This is saying killing is wrong.
· He sees that all three don’t seem to work. So, how do we know that ethical relativism is wrong? 
· KANT: reason principles (the fact we want reasons for opinions means we want a rationale which we get from reason)
· RAWLS: there is actually one superior way things work. If you compare them in a just and dair way, you will be able to classify which ones are better then the other (based on KANT). 
· Joseph Fins : he discusses bioethics – the correct way to treat people in heath). The right to die : If you believe in universal then let doctors or religious authority decide your fate but he argues for relativism, he believes you have the right to decide about your fate.
Justice – equality/fairness(synonyms)
In the book
Justive is a centrally important concept in most nonconsequentialist moral theories. Such theories insist that there are certain constraints with which we must comply in our pursuit of any end or goal. these constraints often pertain to being just to individuals. Accounting for our moral intuitions. The concept of justice has both a formal element and a substantive elemtn. The formal element is generally agreed upon. An action policy, or institution Is just when each individual is given his or her due. Like cases are to be treated in a like manner, and the same rule or set of rules is to apply to all. But this formal element of justice leaves a great deal unjustified.. many questions to be answered. We can say that allocations should be made in accordance with a set of rules established in advance and made available to the public. We can addd, in a democratice society, that the majority of the people should agree on the rules. It is possible to establish in advance and publicise an unjust set of rules, and it is also quite possible for a majority of persons to agree on a practice that is unjust. U order to answer the question of whether any given practice is just, we need substantive theory of justice. There is little agreement on substantive theories of justice. Some of these theories are egalitarian. They hold that all person shave equal intrinsic wortha and that they ought therefore to be treated with equal concern and respect. Others are inegalitarian.  They hold that the intrinsic worth of a person varies accoridnging to one or more of their personal characterisitics – most commonly moral merit. In this case we are not all owed equal concern and respect – some of us are owed more of these things than others. John rawls and Robert nozick each agree that all persons have an equal moral status and ought to be treated with equal concern and respect. Nevertheless, they arrive at radically different positions on the issue of distribution of wealth and income. Under Nozicks theory, people who were genuinely unable to provide for themselves would die unless persons of means sought them out and volunteered to provide for them. Disabled persons would be entirely at the mercy of the goodwill of others. They would have no just claims to assistance from anyone. Each of these theories fail : Norzicks theory fails to establish a minimially decent level of security for all individuals and Rawl’s theory fails to secure for individuals the opportunity to make the most of their own lives by their own efforts. Each individual ought to be secured the most fundamental interests in life compatible with like benefits for all, and no individual ought to be requiredto sacrifice an important interest so that others can benefit in less important ways. 
· All ethical theories try to deal with this. 
· Everyone deserves their due. Injustice is not getting what they are owed/due. What is due though?
· Justice isa bout retribution (an eye for an eye)
· Welfare state is one with justice not with utility. It’s a tradeoff with economic position. 
· A large scale of redistribution(on the world level), the idea about equality i.e. 3 kids and 3 pieces of cakes, but what about the handicap, does he get additional benefits? Equality of what ? wealth, happiness etc. Aim at making people equally happy. 
· Nations poorly helping nations that are poor. Even if money isnt provided they should help with 1) politics/basic rights 2) empowerment to internal nation
· Justice  rich help the poor when does this duty end for each individual and the country? When no sufficient surpluss left, no spending money on luxuries. 
· Rawls (deontologist in theory of justice): he agreed on the concept that everyone should be valued as equal. The theory of justice deals with the veil of ignorance, in other words, we have to pretend that we are equal, rational and then decide the rules of society/world but not our own role. Essentially not knowing where we will be born into will make us make a fair world. Therefore, equal rights and distribution of good (wealth/power). Inequality is only okay if those least off benefit from it. theory of justice (capitalism is uject): possible to discuss morality in a way of reason. People should make everyone better off which would reduce risk of your own category of person you are at risk i.e. blacks can’t eat. Inequalities are legitimate if used to motivate or promote a better life. Criticisms
· Problem 1: he underestimates the element of risk. He thinks humans wouldn’t take any risks. He underestimares human desire for gambling. There may be some risk takers in the this ignorant set up of society.
· Problem 2:this is brought up by nozik. He says people have rights to property and entitlement rights. Why should you work ur ass off and pay or help the lazy and poor. You should not be obliged to do this but they can volunteer. Essentially he says poor people deserve the place they are in because they made bad choices. he was conservative and believed that taxes was a form of theft. He believed that you should keep what you produce and that people have no right to take that away from a person. He tried to cut down on the welfare state. only obligations to give or help would be any wealth that was acquired unethically, otherwise countries and people have no obligacaiton to help poorer countries.
· Egalitarianism (says people are equal  deontology). 
· Its about how to deal with difference s
· People have intrinsic worth as human beings 
· This factual statement (which?!) has no meaning because it is factual. Not a good argument because its about valued as equal by ignoring peoples differences. 
· Lady justice : sword(force) + balance(equal) + blindfold(doesn’t see a difference between people)
· Inegalitarian 
· They are equally different on oe equal in their differences (ARISTOTLE)
· Goal of human flourishing  we are given a function as humans(not intrinsic) and they are equal if that function is being fulfilled. I.e. when wheel water thingy, the parts aren’t equal but in their function on the wheel they are equal. 
· Aristotle (consequentialist/goal & action oriented): individual merit decides what people receive, even if some get more than others. Basics always need to be met (material, education, food etc. ) to function. Treats equals, equally and unequals, unequally. 



