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Ethics comes from the greek word Ethikos. Aristotle coined this term in the 3rd BC. 
· Ethics can mean a lot of different things depending on what theory we are discussing. 
· Is the right thing to do based on what will happen (consequentialism) or I do the right thing because I have to and it is my duty (Deontological) --Emmanual Kant's theory. 
· Business is very consequentialistic based on what the consequences are. 
 
Virtue Ethics
· Based on what is the right person to be.
· Courage
· Wisdom
· Fortitude
· Tolerance
Egoism
· Someone who looks out for #1. Self-Interest. 
 
Ethics does not deal with facts, it deals with values. 
· Facts do not necessarily create values. 
· Business begins when life is good and there has to be trust. If someone else is cooking, hunting food etc, then you have time for business

Consequentialism
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Watched a Clip on Jet Li. 
· Jet li, should he do what he believes in or what is good for 'all under heaven'. 
 
John Stuart Mill - 19th Century English
· Big time consequentialist
· Came up with a different name for it - Utilitarianism
· Quality is more important that quantity of pleasure. 
· If you love money, than that's okay. Money does make people happy. It is an article of happiness. It gives you happiness and that's enough. Its not a means to an end.
· There is no abstract concept of happiness. 
· Mill is an Empiricist
· Empiricist believe that we get all our knowledge from experiences.
· The only problem with our love of money is if it doesn't follow the utilitarian principle.
· Epicurus - Greek 3th BC. Struggled to find out why we have life. The reason we have life is to seek some sort of pleasure or happiness. This is called Epicuremism. 
· He was the first one to say that the goal in life is happiness. The 3 ways to do this was;
· Have friends
· Live within your means. 
· Ability to sit back and think. 
· He spent time at the garden and hung out. Sort of the world's first hippy. 
· He was during his day misunderstood because the word Epicureanism is sometimes confused with Hedonism
· Hedonism - where life is a party, example, Lindsay Lohan
· Jeremy  Bentham - 18th Century
· Said that life exists because of pain/pleasure principle. 
· No distinction between animals and humans regarding this point.
· Animal rights people say that animals should be treated the same as humans. 
· Utilitarian principle - good in life is pleasure or happiness. The greatest happiness when the most people are happy. The goal in life is when you can create the greatest amount of happiness for the most amount of people.  This is the ultimate goal of consequentialism or utilitarianism.  
· You're not supposed to put yourself first.  External agent 
· Self-interest means you take your own self into account as well as others. Selfish means just yourself. 
· Adam Smith
· Wrote 2 books. 
· There is something human that makes us higher than other beings and that's intellectual pleasure. 
· Most people would prefer to be an unhappy human than a happy human. 
· A pig is a Hedonist. The reason we don't choose to be a pig is because we value reasoning and thinking more than happiness.
· Dosteonsky - 19th century Russian
· Wrote a book called crime & punishment
· There was a mean miser who had tons of money. Was the right thing to do, kill the miser and distribute the funds. 
 
Act Utilitarianism
· We are just looking at the actions of one person or another
 
John Rawls - 20th century American
· He did not believe in Utilitarianism and consequentialism. 
· He believes in what is called Rule Utilitarianism.
· He means that if you are going to actually act on certain actions in a society, you better have the majority's consent to do it. 
· Promise - under act utilitarianism, promises don't exist, because its always possible to be broken since you have to please the majority. 
· A rule utilitarian believes that the way society functions, there are certain rules that determine what actions are proper. For example to punish someone, it must already be a rule to punish people for a certain action. 
· The criticism of Rawls is that he is betraying the utilitarian principle.  He says there are rules in place that say you can break the rules if they are there. 
· If he invented a machine, that allowed us to into the world that we wanted, would we go in it?
 
· The absolute poor- People who are on the brink of death and starvation.
· Shouldn't we give some of our money to these peole. 
 
· Peter Singer - 20th century american
· Under consequentialism, you should give to the poor, even if its not certain if its going to help or if they are anonymous to you. 
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Immanuel Kant - 18th Century German
· Morals - Free will - reason
· These traits only exist in people
· Reason is logic. Logic works like math. Wants formulas that are universal
· Whenever we want to decide something, we should have Goodwill. 
· You can never be certain of the consequences because it happens in the future so consequences should be ignored. 
· We have imperatives;
· 2 forms; Hypothetical and Categorical. 
· When consequentialist say they are acting out of good, then they are hypothetically acting out of good since it can't be certain. 
· Categorical Imperative 
· Deductive
· If we're going to be logical, we need to act on those maxims which we would be willing to have as universal laws. 
· When you do things, you need to wonder if everyone in the world would do it. 
· Kant's father sent him through a full education
· After his father's death he was a university lecturer incorporating humour and stories in his lectures
· Advised students  to stand on their own feet
· He was really good at playing billiards
· He never travelled more than 10 miles from the town from where he was born
· Throughout his life he suffered from poor health. 
· He maintained his health through rigorous self -discipline. Long walks, etc. 
· Freedom or autonomy
· Right and wrong depend on what we think. It is impossible to think of anything in the universe that is good without qualification except a good will. Its not good because of the actions or results, its good simply because of its virtue. Its goodness lies in itself. 
· The golden rule. Do onto others, as you would want them to do to you.
 
Egoism and Virtue Ethics
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Egoism and Virtue Ethics
 
--don’t read article on page 337, its stupid, not necessary. 
 
Egoism:
--Plato is the student of Socrates, he is also his hero. There is Glaucon and Adeimantus who are students as well. Socrates believes in justice. Then G&A come along, both brothers, G talks about Gyges and about how becoming invisible means you can do and would do whatever you want, even if you were a good or bad person. 
--G argued that if you could do whatever you want without getting punished then you would do things; we’re scared of the “reaction” of others, but is that true? That we only do good things until we take away punishment? You could do whatever you wanted. For instance, when they took away law in Newfoundland, people went crazy!
-- people are naturally selfish and evil if we could get away with it, therefore G argued that we should try and be selfish and evil but do it secretly, but appear to be good. That would be the best of both worlds. Cuz society would love you on the outside but you worried about yourself. This is what A said as well. 
--there are ppl who try to “appear” good and just, which is the best life. 
--what about ppl, who do we admire, do admire the really good person who is unsuccessful, who are walked all over, or don’t you admire the successful ppl who “bent the rules” to get there, not necessary a bad person, more selfish. This is what A thought. 
--A argued that there is no proof of god, but if there was, there is an escape clause,for instance if you do this pray or go to the church, you will be forgiven (cleansed). Therefore live an evil life, do ur escape clause, and then ur set for the afterlife. So why not do that? Life would be perfect, you do what you want! It is a gamble, but at the same time, when you die, and the truth comes out, it wouldn’t matter because ur dead! HA…
--escape clause is like a license to evil…
--Psychological Egoism: we are naturally selfish, thats the way we are(G&A). Ethical Egoism: the way we should be. 
--Socrates says to counter G&A’s argument that, in regard to ethic egoism, he first says one, the individual was a micro cause for society, whats good for society is good for the individual. The individual should be just, so shud society. Why should society be just? Cuz society is formed when individuals come together with one common goal, and then we create business, like training, making things so on..Justice is necessary for society to work.
-- but it can only work when ethical things are put in place, like don’t kill, steal.. How can we have a business or society without rules?
--so therefore its not about being an ethical egoism, but its about being JUST. This his first point. 
--secondly, he talks about a dog who will be friendly to those with things it is familiar with, same with humans. So the fear of punishment is not why we are good. Its not true, he said look at the way people behave around the world, human nature has a natural sympathy. Especially for those things that are close to us. We have a natural empathy. 
--David Hum said that ur right there is natural empathy, but its more scientific, it works with space and time dimension, meaning morality and ethics are based on emotions, you feel a certain way about things that are good and bad, but it has its rules, we only have to care about ppl who are close to us. If you do not know the victims, cuz they aren’t close to you, you don’t care. Businesses are known to do this. Also, societies that are more unjust, is ideal, it creates new things.
-- watched another clip: The Third Man: Guy living in post-war Europe, hes selling bad medicine to hospitals, kids die, he doesn’t care tho, he just cares about the profit, he wants the money. American friend comes by and tells him that hes gonna rat him out, the criminal says: I don’t have any victims, they are no more than ppl that I am looking at now, they are not close to us! Its not logical to are about all those ppl. The other point he made was that if you look at societies, the best society is one that is injust and allows creativity. If you have violence, war, it creates innovation, like Italy when it was in war with itself. On the other bad, Switzerland only invented the coco clock, they are a just society, all they do is sleep, they have no motivation. War does not let people sleep, but do things, creative things. 
--Rachels explained that selfishness and self-interest are different. There are things that we do as a “means to an end”. Like going to ETHICS class..ha.It is not always in our self-interest. 
--He criticizes psychological egoist, explaining that all the good things you do, it may be self-interest, but its definitely not you being selfish, cuz you get a good feeling out of helping someone. If the object is to help someone, you do it, why did you do it? Cuz it’s a nice thing to do, its not cuz its makes you happy inside. Rachel says there is some self-interest but not selfishness. That’s what he argued. 
-- its rare for someone to say that you wanna help someone cuz you get a good feeling out of it. 
--Rachels believes that psychological egoism is wrong basically, it’s the actions you do for ppl close to you, are you looking out for urself, of just wanting to help them. Ethical egoism is a person who says that you should be selfish. There is no logical argument that you should care for others if ur an ethical egoism person. It is very rare, but that is what Rachels believes, you basically do not care about anyone. In a way, they are not human, to be a human, you gotta have some empathy. 
--Even ppl close to you, you do not care about them, a true ethical egotist, is a psychopath. 
--Selfish people destroy each other, who are you going to trust?
-- self-interest and pleasure seeking is also confused as well. You smoke, its not in ur self-interest, but it gives you pleasure.
 
Virtue Ethics:
--its about characteristics of a person, their virtue. 
--it was big among the Greeks. 
--4 chief virtues come from Socrates and Plato. They should have wisdom, justice, fortitude, and temperance. 
--Wisdom: when you know you cannot be 100% certain of things, you could always be wrong, there is much to learn. Ppl who thought they knew everything were called Sophists, its not wisdom. 
--Fortitude: Moral courage. Trying to stick by ur morals. 
--Justice: All 4 things together give you justice. 
--Temperance: you do not be a pig, you have self-control, more tolerance.
--Other virtues are quoted from Aristotle, he’s a student of Plato. He accepted the 4, but he believed there were more. For instance, ambition, resourcefulness, devotion…
--Aristotle, as a consequentialist, used the term “eudoumaneai” or human flourishing. He believed there are 2 types of virtue:
-- intellectual virtue (wisdom, which can be taught) 
--moral virtue (what it is to be a good person, that cannot be taught, the only way you create those is through life experience.)
--For instance, think of an artist, if you wanna be a good piano player, you have to practice, like a moral virtue. 
--These 2 virtues is aimed at the Golden Mean: Virtue is between 2 vices. For instance you have 2 vices, bungee jumping is between foolisheness and being outgoing, the inbetween is being courageous. 
--The disadvantage is that there are no rules and systems; they just give you a bunch of virtues, that’s it. It is very fuzzy. 
--Robert Louden: he believed that the problem with virtue ethics only considers things in the long run, and ignores short-term things or circumstances. No guideline for things that happen right now, the only advice you have is “be virtuous”. 
--How do you know if someone is virtuous or appears to be virtous? If someone is good and then does something bad, is it a mistake he made or he now a bad person that he has always been?
--Aristotle believed in being virtuous, but in the modern day, we wanna know if we win or lose, we do not just wanna be good. If someone tries to be good, there is no guarantee you will have success. 
--Oedipus: he was born and his parents left him to die, some ppl came along and found him, adopted him, they never told him how he found him or that hes adopted. He goes to a fortune teller and is told that he will kill his father and has sex with his mother. He runs away from the fortune teller cuz he is virtuous. He told himself if he stays away from his parents he won’t hurt them. He runs into a man, kills him, and meets a queen and had sex with her. They happened to be his parents. In conclusion, even tho you are virtuous, it can end in tragedy, you can turn out to be evil…
--Utopian: is virtue ethics the same in all cultures? Are all people the same?
--Virtue Ethics: means being a good person, not just doing good actions. But how do you know if the person is a good person or just acting good or appearing good?
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Chapter 2
· A divine command theory incorporates 2 basic claims
1. A god or god approve of or command certain actions
1. The actions that the god or gods approve of or command are morally right because of this approval or command
· Divine command theory is sometimes associated in people's minds with extremists, because followers of the theory have at times done outrageous things in the name of their gods and their religions.
· Example; In the US, some physicians who performed abortions have been killed by anti-abortionists who supposed they were "following the word of God."
· 2 questions should be raised about divine command theory.
· Is such a theory defensible?
· Even if we grant that it is defensible, can its followers be described as responsible moral agents?
· The first problem with this theory is that the first claim depends on what a god approves of or commands but the problem is that it does not stipulate which God?
· People worship many different gods and goddesses and some are quite incompatible with others
· Plato raised a problem that applies to all religious commands as well as to all commands issued by authority figures; He asked us to consider the difference between the following 2 statements;
1. God loves/commands/approves of an action because it is good
1. An action is good because god loves/commands/approves of it. 
· Plato believes that 1) is true and 2) is false. He says we should focus on the reasons that lie behind the command and act on them, if they are good reasons.
· Consider a person who follows a divine command theory. This person acts on commands, just as a robot acts out a program. If the person does something bad when acting on divine command, such as killing an innocent human being, then just as will the robot, one might argue, it is not her fault.  Instead, we should look at the fault in the religious document that the person looks to. The conclusion here is that the person is not at fault, just as the robot isnt'. The person who follows the command is not a moral agent. 
· There is something wrong with this. While the robot is not a moral agent, a person is. The person has a choice and the choice is she can blindly accept the command or evaluate the reasons that lie behind the command. In the example above she has simply chosen to be an irresponsible moral agent.
· Can we do the right thing without heeding a divine command? Most philosophers after Plato seem to think so
· It is not enough simply to behave as a good citizen or good person would behave. To truly be good, we need to do the right thing for the right reasons. 
· We are Responsible moral agents  when we try to figure out the reasons that lie behind the commands, and then by acting on the basis of those reasons. 
 
Euthyphro - Plato
· Euthyphro meets Plato in at the King of Archon's Steps and asks him why he's there
· Plato responds by saying that someone has indicted him . The person who indicted him was Meletus.
· Meletus believes that Plato is the youth by spreading his thoughts to them freely and preaching to anyone who listens. 
· Euthyphro is a fortune-teller but only uses his knowledge sparingly which is why people probably left him alone
· So Plato asks what Euthyphro was doing at the steps
· Euthyphro tells Socrates that he's there to prosecute his father for a murder
· Socrates thinks he's crazy and asks that "he must have murdered a relative if he's going to prosecute his own dad"
· Euthyphro says that it shouldn’t matter if his dad's victim is a relative or a stranger. The act is punishable regardless of who was killed and his father should be punished. Turns out his father tied someone up and left them in a ditch because they killed someone and he was waiting from the King to decide what to do but the killer died in the process. 
· Euthyphro then says that what is holy is to prosecute those that murder, steal or commit offences regardless of who it is and that if you decide not to then that is unholy. Zeus put his own father in bonds for wrongfully gobbling up children so he says that he is doing the same thing. 
· Socrates then asks Euthyphro not if the act of turning his father in is holy, but rather what characteristic in life is holy?
· Euthyphro responds by saying that What is agreeable to the gods is holy and what is not agreeable to the gods is unholy.
· Socrates then says that Gods argue with each other and by doing what is holy to one god may be unholy to another god so you cannot simply do what one god agrees to
· The point of the dialogue is that Euthyphro can't substantiate his claim that What is holy is what is loved by God and we are acting Holy when we do what God asks us to do. Socrates stumps him
 
The Story of Abraham - The Bible
· God appeared to Abraham and said to him to take his son Isaac to a mountain and to offer him up to God as an offering
· So Abraham saddled everything up and took two younger men along with isaac to the mountains.
· So Abraham took his son deeper into the mountains. When the reached their point of destination he tied Isaac to the wood and took the knife to slay his son when an angel appeared
· The angel said do not kill your son, For now I know that thou fearest God , seeing thou hast not withheld thy son, thine only son from me.
· Abraham looked up and saw a Ram stuck in the thicket and then offered that up to the lord as an offering instead. Abraham called that place Jehovahjireh. (the mountain of the God)
· God said to Abraham that by offering his only son up to him that we would bless abraham by multiplying his seed as the stars of the heaven and as the sand which is uopn the sea shore; and thy seed shall possess the gate of his enemies. 
· Abraham in turn had many children and Grandchildren
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· Plato - Euthyphro
· What is the good?
· Is it the case that the good is what god says it is, or what god says is good is good?
· Good must stand as a quality independent of itself. Because God is good, then it as a quality attached to God
· It is not an atheist argument but there's something wrong if you say its good because God says it is
· First we have to think about what the good is, and then if we're believers in God, then we obey it.
· It’s a question of where did reason and philosophy come in vs. theology. 
· Kant was a religious guy and he did not like Divine Command theory because he felt that you were bypassing the mind. 
· Reason is something god gives you so you can't just ignore it. Its not saying forget God, its saying if you really want to be a believer in God, use the tools that he gave you
· Thomas Aquinas said philosophy is the handmaid of theology. 12th century
· It’s an argument of saying that Prophets are perfect and that you have to trust them. 
· Averroes/ibn rushd said put reason first. 11th century.
· Spinoza came about 100 years before Kant (17th century). He's a spanish Jewish Dutch guy. He said if you're going to believe in Divine Command Theory, what you're doing is believe in prophets. 
· How should we understand prophets.Spinoza said that he can't choose the prophets because they look good, but because they have a good mind. 
· In Greek Religion, the Gods lived on Mount Olympus and people spoke to people on behalf of the Gods since people couldn't understand them. 
· When God speaks to a prophet, he expected them to use their mind. The prophets used their own mind and imagination to interpret God.
· Spinoza got in a lot of trouble for this. He was trying to put emphasize on the mind as being this tool that God meant for you to use
· Spinoza wrote a book called theological-political Treatise
· Kant says where is the room for morality? Morality includes reason and free will. 
Justice 
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Chapter 7
· The concept of justice has both a formal element and a substantive element.
· The formal element is an action, policy, or institution is just when each individual is given his or her due. 
· The problem with this is how do we decide who is owed what due? Or how much is due
· Example; the distribution of organs to people on a waiting list
· The distribution of wealth and income 
· The substantive element is little agreed upon.  The theory holds that all persons have equal intrinsic worth and that they ought therefore to be treated with equal concern and respect. This is an egaitarian theory. The theories that hold the itrinsic worth of persons varies according to one or more of their personal characteristics - most commonly moral merit are considered non egalitarian
· In this case we are not all owed equal concern and respect 
· 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 on different positions on the issue of distribution of wealth and Income.
· Rawls holds that we should first secure for each person the most extensive set of basic rights and liberties, compatible with like rights and liberties for all, and ensure that offices and positions are made available to all under conditions of fair equality of opportunity.
· Nozick, on the other hand, says that each person is entitled to acquire unowned property if he "mixes his labor" with it and if there is as much and as good left for others.  He is further entitled to any property he acquires through voluntary transactions with others, or as restitution for harm that they have wrongfully inflicted on him. 
· Nozick's theory fails to establish an minimally decent level of security for individuals and Rawl's theory fails to secure for individuals the opportunity to make the most of their own lives by their own effort. 
· The most universally accepted substantive theory is that Each individual ought to be secured the most fundamental interests in life compatible with like benefits for all, and no individual ought to be required to sacrifice an important interest so that others can benefit in less important ways.
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· Justice
· Usually a synonym for Equality and Fairness
· When you have all virtues working in tandem, that is justice but some people want more out of this. 
· "Everyone deserves their Due"?
· The question is what is their due and what do they deserve.
· We watched a movie called justice
· Is it just that some have so much more than others?
· Because we can't measure happiness, we have to substitute with wealth or income. 
· Distributive justice means giving people equal dues regardless of the decisions they make.
· Aristotle says justice is treating equals equally and vice versa
· Aristotle issues a warning that everyone deserves a common amount. He says it’s the job of political planning to give them the necessities of life; education, nourishment etc.
· In the mid 19th century Karl Marx and Friedrich engels wrote their communist manifesto based on Aristotle's work. The industrial revolution resulted in labourers living in poverty and social injustice.
· Marx says every society has been separated in unequal social classes.
· Once the workers take control, justice will take form. 
· The way justice would be overcome when everything was divided equally. Resources would become abundant and no one would suffer.
· Revolutions in the name of communism have produced justice or the concern for human need
· John Rawls  wrote the theory of justice
· It set the tone for all the discussion that is going on.
· He proposed this new theory about justice that immediately made it clear and possible to discuss moral issues in a new way. He made more philosophy possible once again. 
· Rawls proposed that if we were forced to live in a society regardless of race, gender, ethnicity, then we would choose laws that make it fair for everyone
· Rawls' basic idea is that since we divide so much about religion etc, that we would do better to set those aside and agree on justice. People however won't do that because the other things are too important
· If inequity is used to become more productive, then in turn it can help eliminate poverty. 
· The liberal spirit of the 1960's gave a new conceptualism of justice.
· For Nozick, the right of the individual's property and possessions are first and foremost.
· When we try to redistribute these goods, we are engaging in theft. Such as taxation of these goods. 
· Nozick provided a rationale to get rid of redistributive programs. Such as welfare etc.
· What is more unjust? To leave people in poverty or to take property from others. 
· If there are high taxes, then the economy may not be as efficient but there will not be as many beggars and people on the streets.
· This objection of inequalities, goes back to aristotle and he said it will be corrupting for the rich and the poor.  The rich would be distracted by luxury.
· The most pressing problem is the distribution of wealth among nations. Ethiopia vs australia. 
· Empowerment for nations is key to creating more productivity, the dependence that the wealthy have on the poor is strong
· Rawls was talking about the community being the traditional national state
· Nozick says that if we are not robbing anyone, then we have no obligation to the poor. 
· If the rich do have a duty to help the poor, then how far does it go?
The duty we owe to them is that we cant justify retaining luxuries for ourselves when others are starving, when we could use that money to save others. 
· Justice - Equality 
· Deontology, principal.
· Egalitarianism 
· It talks about people being equal. This statement doesn't really have any meaning. It's a factual statement which opens up the door to science. 
· Its really about how to deal with the differences that exist. 
· Its about value. People should be valued equally by ignoring their differences. 
· The symbol of justice in the west. It is a lady who is blindfolded who is holding a scale and a sword. She is blindfolded because she is blind to people's differences. 
· People have intrinsic worth as equal beings. 
· Aristotle 
· Was essentially a consequentialist.
· People should look for the golden mean only because it creates happiness and flourishment. 
· "They are equal in their differences" - Aristotle
· The goal was for society to work well.  The definition of a person's place in society was their function.
· For a water wheel to work well, every part of it has to work in tandem. They are not equal parts but they work equally when they're working together. 
· Inegalitarianism
· Rawls 
· Is the last great political philosopher
· He came up with the theory of justice (also called the veil of ignorance)
· His argument goes like this : if we are going to have a just society, then we have to think of a way to come up with this theory in the most just enviroment. However there's no such thing because people have their biases. If we really want to discuss justice, then we pretend that nothing else matters except that we are rational beings and we get to decide the world we live in but we don't get to choose our place in it. 
· Imagine you are a baby in heaven and you don't get to choose where you are born but you get to choose the world you live in. 
· If people do this then we would have a just world (this is called the veil of ignorance)
· If we had this, we would have equal rights, and an equal distribution of goods. Those goods being wealth and power. 
· If there is an inequality, then it can only be justified if everyone benefits from it. 
· Rawls really underestimates the relative risk
· He seems to think that rational beings wouldn't take any risks if they used the veil of ignorance.
· This is a problem with Rawls because he underestimates people ability to Gamble. He thinks everyone will make things equal but in fact, there are risk-takers who wouldn't necessarily follow his rules
· Robert Nozick
· Says look, if we're gonna create a world where justice is true, people have rights to property and entitlement rights.
· If you work hard and your neighbour is lazy, then you have the right to reap what you sew.
· To be forced to give to others something you own, then that's wrong. Rawls says you should be forced to distribute the goods to everybody else. 
· He also brings up Hayack. Even if we agree to give up some of your goods, then how do you know how much to give up?
· Nozick and Rawls both agree with Egalitarianism
· James Dwyer
· His argument was should illegal immigrants receive health care?
· The debate between Nozick and rawls fails here.
· Nozick would say no way, and Rawls would say they have rights so they should.
· So Dwyer says, well they are members of society, although illegal, they are participating. 
· They may not deserve health care but he said the correct way to look at this is to fix the society itself
· The question you should ask is why are there illegal immigrants anyway?  If we fixed society so that there would be only good jobs and no crappy ones, then maybe we wouldn't have any illegal immigrants. 
 
Lecture - Ethical Relativism
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· There are no universal standards for right/wrong or good/evil
· There is a price to pay which means there is no such thing as right or wrong. Kant hated this and believed there is a right and wrong.
· Video
· Is Morality Relative?
· A moral relativist is someone who thinks that there is no single true morality but there is a variety of possible moralities and we should adopt a morality and accept it but also remember that there are other moral views as well.
· Take for instance the role of marriages. Until the 1960s, the common path was to fall in love and get married. Men did the breadwinning and women did the housekeeping. Now it's different. Roles and expectations have changed over time.  We ought to respect people's morality. 
· Every cultures standards are equally true.
· Does local custom excuse the slaughter of human beings. (the genocide in Rwanda)
· Moral Absolutes
· There are moral absolutes in marriage and sex. 
· Moral relativism
· Offers the advantages of open-mindedness and tolerance.
· Cultural relativism: there are many practices in culture that are cultural practices. For instance wearing clothes and being naked.
· There are moral standards that do not rest on an objective right or wrong
· Doing the right thing means doing the right thing to promote equal interests among all people.
· In ethics we don't have scientific methods for reaching greater agreement. The distinction between science and ethics is having to deal with facts or feelings
· Motivists
· According to motivism, moral statements have 2 functions
· They express our emotions
· Offer guidance concerning what to do
· Ex; killing is wrong is like saying killing, uhh..don't do it.
· An expression of emotions is neither true nor false. 
· It's inappropriate to say that a moral utterance is false
· Suppose someone says that someone says OJ killed someone and someone does not. No one knows but OJ.
· They aren't arguing about facts but rather what they believe the facts should be. 
· If we are asking that we should attempt to supress child labour, the issue is going to be one of fairness which means putting ourselves in the shoes of the other.
· If the child has to work to feed his sick mother and has a dead father then he my have no choice  but to work to feed his family. 
· In our context it may an injustice to the child, but in their context, it may be an injustice to the child if we do not let them work. 
· People differ and cultures differ. 
· Should we kill people in order to stop them from killing people. Doesn't make sense?
· Is it right morally to disapprove?..the answer is yes because we all believe in different things. 
· Robert Dworkin (20th Century american)
· He doesn't believe in it. 
· There is a paradox in the movie that says there are no moral universals.
· The paradox is that they say all people/cultures have a right to their own ethical outloooks.
· If we say this, then we are making a universal claim.  There is a logical paradox here. 
 
· Back to professor
· One of the people that argues for relativism is William Sumner (19th century american)
· He was an anthropologist
· Sumner wrote the book Folkways
· When it comes to things like ethics and philosophy, these are things that came out of cultural traditions. Ethics came from greeks and morals came from the Romans.
· Specific cultural values. What is right or wrong is what cultures have in their tradition in that particular times the  and place. If it works, then no one has a right to say its right or wrong.
· William Shaw argues this
· Naturalism - it is when you want to say that values come from facts. Pain/pleasure
· We all experience pain and pleasure so do what's right and wrong. Do pleasure and avoid pain. 
· It violates the is/ought problem. Pain and pleasure are facts. 
· Intuitionism - this is that we don't need any big theories. People just intuitively know what is right and wrong. Regardless of what culture they are. They don't need to be told or go through a theory. We all have a universal intution. This doesn’t seem to be the case however. People react differently to different things. 
· Emotivism - If you don't like a certain thing, it’s about feelings.
· This leads to relativism because there's no judging in emotions. What we judge are facts and principles. 
· Its wrong to say that whatever you think is right and wrong is how you should act
· Shaw says this doesn't work. He brings up Kant and Rawls to support his argument. 
· We make our morals based on social interaction which helps us formulate rules. 
· Kant says that we are rational beings and we have reasons and principles for our feelings. The fact that we want reasons means that we want rationality involved and it can't just be feelings. OF course, rationality was what Kant was about.
· Rawls says that there is 1 superior way that things work. 
· Joseph Fins
· Especially focuses on Bioethics
· What is the correct way to treat people etc?
· He argues for the right to die. If people are suffering in the hospital, do they decide how they want to die, or does a higher authority decide this for them.
· He argues for relativist that you have the right to decide what is right and wrong for your particular circumstance. 
 
Midterm
Wednesday, October 13, 2010
9:17 PM
Midterm exam is next week. Same time. Same place. 
· 40 true/false questions. 1 percent per question. On everything that we looked at. It doesn’t include the movies except for Robert Dworkin.
· Readings are certainly a part of it but primarily the lecture notes. Essential. He talks about stuff that isn't in the book. 
· 1 hour. 
· DON"T BE LATE!!!
· "was John a deontologist??"

Lecture - Whistle blowing and Animal Rights
Wednesday, November 03, 2010
6:55 PM
· Loyalty
· We've never seen a culture that likes people who go against loyalty.
· No one likes informers
· Everybody has their group of loyalty.
· The question is "do you owe loyalty to your company?"
· It doesn’t really affect the outcome because you will probably never work for them again
· Sissela Bok believes that there is some loyalty to your company. You cannot be completely autonomous. Its not a very happy life if you just go to work to make money. It doesn't work. 
· Utilitarianism - How many people will be made happier? 
· Deontologists - This is where the notion of loyalty comes from. (Competing loyalties; family, company, society) 
· Rights of confidentiality - doesn’t the company have a right to say we're in competition, regardless of what you see pick up the phone and come to me. Don't go to the public.
· Rights to society - competing loyalty, you are more so a member of society than you are of the company.
· Virtue Ethics - Looking at the character of the person. What is the intent? In the movie, the guy tried to save people's lives, or he could've just disliked the place he worked at.  
· For Bok; 3 things have to be considered
· Dissent   - Cons: people will despise you, but now you can screw your employer over on wikileaks anonymously. 
· Breach of loyalty - minimize the breach of loyalty - try to figure it out within the company first
· Fundamentals of the Accusation - make sure the intent is right and make sure you have the accurate information. 
· Ronald Duska
· She says there is loyalty debate here. Companies aren't loyal to you. If there is going to be loyalty, it should be a two way street. 
· The only thing a company is loyal to is money. If they have to get rid of you to make more profit, then they'll do it. 
· No contract there that says you have to be loyal to your company. 
· She says that by saying your loyal to a company, is the same as being loyal to a machine. 
· One of the consequences of whistleblowing is retaliation
· He comes up with 4 rules;
· There must be a clear harm to society
· You have to be close to the info
· Make sure your details are right
· You have to have a chance of success
· It should be a last resort
· Product Safety
· Animal testing
· Lets uses animals 
· James and Regan 
. Cartesian argument (Rene Descartes, 17th century): he says that animals feel no pain. 
4. For him, animals are just machines, they may look like it, but they are not. He believes there is no problem to vivisection. 
4. There are problems with the Cartesian argument
. Might makes right
5. This theory says we run the planet so we can do w/e we want.
5. Following this theory, then why wouldn't we experiment on weaker humans. 
. No-soul argument
6. Religious argument; depends on what religion. Example hindus believe animals have souls
. Knowledge
7. We want to know if things are safe
7. If this is really what the goal is about, then let's just use humans.
. Researchers freedom
8. Researchers aren't allowed to do w/e they want. They have to follow some rules.
 
· Let's say No Animal Use
· Pain Argument 
· We don't use animals because it's wrong to inflict pain on other things
· But this is contradicting; because dentists, doctors
· Consent
· We shouldn't do anything to anybody unless they give their consent
· How can animals give consent?
· What about children who are afraid to go to the doctor or the dentist?
· No Harm
· Self-defence
· Animals are innocent
· They don't mean to harm because they don't know better
· Modified Innoncent principle - you can harm innocent beings only if it prevents harm to more innocent beings. 
Lecture - Advertising
Wednesday, November 10, 2010
8:52 PM
Standard of living
Rockney Jacobsen
· Argues against Adam Smith
 
Standard of living is not the same thing as quality of life
Epicurus
 
Eddie Barnays
· Consequentialist
· Manipulator
 
Grant Brown
· 95% of the world are poor
· 5% have money
· How does this profit idea work if only 5% have the profits. The workers don’t get any profit and most of it goes to the owner
· A bit communist, since he believes workers should be in charge.
Lecture -
Sunday, November 21, 2010
9:09 PM
Employee Rights, Discrimination, Management/Union Matters
 
· It’s about how to treat your workers and how you want to be treated as a worker.
· What about low skilled jobs, like someone stacking boxes, should a company care about its workers then? Should they have rights?
· Mike Henderson and Stephen Maguire: Henderson says employee do have certain rights, they believe that businesses do not really care tho. Rights have no place in business to some people.
· Death of the Salesman: Arthur Miller and Willy Coman: business is business. There is no ethics, its all about money, it doesn’t matter how long you’ve been there, how smart you are, its about the next profits! Willy (in the video) believed that he deserved more. He made a mistake like all business people do, that he was an exception, that he knows people, he’s been there forever, but it doesn’t matter because if you’ve been working for someone who thinks that “business is business” it won’t work. You will not get justice, so don’t expect it, you have no rights. If you do not mind doing all the work, being the most creative than that’s fine, but most people want employee rights. 
· Mike Henderson says: You have the: 1. Right to information. (Example: Nortel did not tell anyone of the layoff, you have the right to know what’s going on.) 2. The right to fair pay. (if you can justify it) 3. Right not to be fired for an invalid reason. 4. Right to be free from discrimination. As far as Kant would say, Henderson believes these things.
· If they do not call them “Rights” but instead “Wants” maybe businesses would accept them more?
· Maguire says: the nature of business is really the nature of control. He says that of course it is unethical, it violates your ethical rights. 1. It objectifies you, you are not a thing, you are a subject. 2. It denies your freedom. 3. It affects your equality, what “rank” you are. 
· Autonomy: most leaders are the best when they know their workers, and not lead by example. 
· Harlon Contry, USA, 1976: The company treated their employees really badly, it resulted in a riot, a fight between their union and the company. The company managers had guns, while the employees had wooden sticks to defend themselves. 
· Management/Union: Ethics in Negotiation (p283): business is like a game, like a poker game. You are not allowed to cheat, but you are allowed to bluff. Some companies think ethics and negotiation do not go. There is no rule against competing. Its hard to convince employers that employees should have rights. 
· Discrimination: is some okay? Well in situations where people get different pay, is that discrimination? Ya. Some people discriminate based on race and gender. Why do people do this? Why are you against it? Because they should have the same chance as everyone else? 
· Dimark and Tucker: talk about: Employment equity and affirmative action: People are against discrimination because it impacts you, its about self interest, if affects you. 
· Deontological: Equal regardless of the differences. Main differences are gender, handicaps, age, but we make choses. We rank which ones mean more than others. For their own self interest. 
· Dimark and Tucker: talk about: Consequentialist: Employment equity and affirmative action: means that you take “equal regardless of their differences” and create that the goal is “equity”. 
· Utalitarian: greatest happiness for the greatest number.
· Deontologists: you can choose what is right, make choices based on what difference you think is most important.
 
Read the article on Dimark and Tucker in the book, there is more to know… 

