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· Ethics: is a concern with the basic needs and legitimate expectations for others as well as our own.
· Ethics asks us to look at the “ripple effects” of who we are and what we do, to see ourselves as “one among others.”
Basic Needs: include things like food, clothing, shelter – more broadly, sustenance. Health. Education. Community and a chance to participate. Freedom. A voice. 
Legitimate Expectations: to be treated with respect and as equals. Some legitimate expectations are rights: to “life, liberty and a pursuit of happiness”; to speak your mind or worship as you please.
We also legitimately expect each other (and ourselves) to act responsibly, keep promises and so on.
Others: includes other people, obviously, but they may also include some other animals and the natural world too.
Ethics is also concerned with the basic needs and legitimate expectations of ourselves as well. 
All of these terms play a central role in the study of moral issues and I think Weston’s definition of ethics completely reflects on what I thought the study of moral issues would be about. Moral issues is more or less concerned with the way society acts towards each other as a whole, and the way individuals treat each other, including themselves. 
When Weston talks about ethical learning, he means to say that the study of ethics requires us to look into the issues and possibilities that come up as ethical questions. 
Open-mindedness also plays a part in ethics because Weston states that in order to truly consider what is ‘ethical’, one needs to be open to listening to other individuals’ opinions.
Weston states that self-reflection also plays a part in ethical learning because in order for an individual to decide for themselves what is ‘correct’ or what is ‘wrong’ in terms of morals, he/she needs to first understand the reasoning behind their judgements/beliefs. 

PHILOSOPHY LECTURE 3: THURSDAY SEPTEMBER 15TH 
Sarah Stillman, “Young Women, Sweatshops, and the Ethics of Globalization” (Chapter 1, page 9)
Questions that Sarah Stillman Asks:
1. Who made these items that society purchases?
2. What responsibilities should manufacturers have? (Moral, ethical responsibilities)
3. What responsibilities should governments have? (Moral, ethical responsibilities)
4. What responsibilities do you have personally?  Essence of the essay
Concepts and Distinctions
· The ‘Developing World’: the sight of millions of factories and working conditions in these factories are harmful
· Globalization: the process of expanding trades all around the world  connects people together from different countries
· Sweatshops
· Consumer Products purchased in Canada
· Responsibilities of producers
· Responsibilities of purchasers
Problem with Sarah Stillman’s Essay
Audience in her essay is more targeted towards young women rather than young men because the story or personal narrative style of writing is creating more of a sense of empathy and playing on emotions rather than laying out the facts and statistics
Values and Moral Questions Raised
1. Values like justice, fairness, decency, human rights
1. Relativism (different societies have different sets of morals and ethics, similar to the way they have different languages)
1. Does P. Diddy have obligations?
1. Do we have obligations as consumers?
1. What about our governments – do they have obligations?
Conclusions Drawn by Stillman
1. “Given all this, I am stunned by the mounting gulf between my daily reality and that of the average teenage girl in other corners of the world – places as distant as China and as close as Central America.”
2. “Has globalization – the great homogenizer – in fact rendered our lives unrecognizable to each other?” (p. 10-11)  Is globalization dividing our society apart rather than bringing us together as originally intended to?
Stillman’s Final Analysis
Street Demonstration(s)
FTAA (Free Trade Area of the Americas) Convention
Downtown Miami (November, 2003)
“I create crisis, because crisis is that edge where change is possible” (p. 15)
Philosophical Perspectives
The values and moral questions raised (human rights, fairness, decency… relativism)
Stillman’s main conclusion: is globalization evil?
The question of civil disobedience 


ON THE SPOT ESSAY: In your own words, explain why Sarah Stillman was right (or wrong) to go to Miami and the FTAA protests. 
Generally speaking, you should follow these basic steps:
Begin by formulating one or two clear sentences or propositions
Be as clear as you can explaining why you believe in these propositions
Consider and anticipate one or more direct objections or counter examples against the propositions
Your answer should not exceed 2 pages (double spaced)

[bookmark: _WNSectionTitle][bookmark: _WNTabType_0]Philosophy Chapter 1 Notes/Q&A’s
Ethics as a Learning Experience	11-09-13 6:47 PM

Ethics-Avoidance Disorders: investing large amounts of time and energy to avoid the subject of ethics
Weston says that in order to avoid common hazards when studying moral issues, individuals need to pay attention, or practice mindful thinking – we need to ask why we feel as we do, whether our beliefs and feelings are true or fair, how we would feel in another person’s shoes and so on. 
Avoid offhand self-justification, which Weston defines as automatic excuse-making or defensiveness – Weston gives a list of questions to ask yourself and suggestions when someone tries to challenge your opinion and avoid off-hand justification:
a. Listening to someone else, are you trying to understand, or just waiting for them to stop so that you can give your comeback?
b. Are you trying to win or to learn?
c. Watch your voice tone: are you conveying ridicule, irritation?
d. Resist frustration
e. Avoid the automatic counterattack
f. Give yourself space to think
Dogmatism: an individual who is so committed to their moral beliefs that they cannot see any other aspect of the issue and cannot defend their own beliefs beyond simply asserting and reasserting them
Weston gives some suggestions on how to avoid dogmatism:
a. Whenever you find yourself insisting too strongly on some view of your own, try to stop yourself and really listen to the “other side”  Give yourself space to listen
b. Seek out arguments for the other side(s)
c. Speak in an open-ended way  This may help you think in an open-ended way as well
Flying by instinct: Going with the flow
The path of least resistance
What’s easy or familiar or popular or advantageous
Relativism: the attitude that any moral opinion is as good as the next  It is all just opinion, and one opinion is as good as the next. 
Seems to be a form of open-mindedness, however can become a form of close-mindedness when an individual thinks to themselves that other people’s opinions are just as important and/or unimportant as theirs
Moral relativism: is based upon the claim that moral values differ in fundamental ways between different individuals and/or different cultures
Cultural relativism: is more specific; it is the view that moral values always depend on a specific culture.
Descriptive relativism: is the claim that moral values actually do differ in fundamental ways between different people and cultures
Prescriptive relativism: there is no single or right answer to moral questions
On the whole, these may sound like reasonable points of view
Emotions and Ethics
Some moral issues bring out the strongest and most passionate feelings
Care, concern and passion are part of what make ethics so engaging and compelling
Besides, we could not ‘disallow’ emotion completely
The Place of Emotion
However, feelings often oversimplify complex situations
Emotion can make it hard to see complex ideas clearly
Emotion can lead us to see what we want to see
Our feelings are easily manipulated  Television advertising shows how peoples’ responses can lead to unconscious or irrational decisions
If emotion is put into play, we should take the action to avoid the likelihood of manipulation
NOTE: WHEN MAKING YOUR MORAL ARGUMENTS IN ESSAYS, ENSURE THAT YOUR WRITING DOES NOT ONLY PLAY ON ANOTHER INDIVUAL’S EMOTIONS
Ethics of Selfishness AKA Egoism
“Deep down, everyone is selfish”
If everyone is selfish, there’s no reason for me not to be selfish
Psychological egoism: the view that humans are psychologically disposed to be self-interested
Ethical egoism: the view that each of us should act primarily from self-interest
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Positive Contribution of Religion to the Study of Moral Issues
· Part of the very point of ethics is to help individuals find ways to go on together when we do have basic disagreements, however we must still work out some shared values to live by, even while we may still choose to keep the contention alive  the main way we do so is by finding shareable terms and arguments
· Encourages individuals to think and re-think their beliefs, go back and forth in their heads about why something is said to be ‘right’ or why something is said to be ‘wrong’
· There are many explicit commandments in religious books that individuals who identify themselves as that religion don’t even follow – this is not to say that these individuals are hypocritical; the point is that these individuals can and must decide for themselves  Main idea of ethics
Divine Command Theory
An old philosophical paradox:
Are things good because God says they are good?
Or does God say they are good because they are?
“What’s good is good because God says so. God’s commanding something defines it as good”
Main problem is that if God’s commands alone define the good, then God’s commands begin to seem arbitrary
For example, instead of commanding individuals not to kill, if God said “Thou shalt kill”, according to the Divine Command Theory killing would be good and refraining from it would be bad; however killing really is wrong whether God says so or not
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As we begin to explore ethical issues with others, much of our actual day-to-day or class-to-class practice is talking. Judging by the usual ethical debates, though, our ways of talking about ethics could use some improvement
HOW TO HAVE A FRUITLESS DEBATE
· Each side aims primarily to shut the other side up; potentially helpful points come up, but they are immediately dropped
1. Take All the Room You Can
Talk loud and talk a lot – fill all the space with your thoughts and opinions
Worry about your comebacks
Restate your opinion 
Problems: 
Neither person really listens or tries to understand what the other person is saying
If one side raises a good point, the other one would not think of acknowledging it or trying to respond
Having a comeback is everything
2. Separate and Polarize
Polarize  exaggerate differences 
Always assume the worst
Stereotype the other side – use black/white labels
Problems:
No space for possible agreement is explored, no shared values are acknowledged or sought
Polarizing in this way reinforces the put-downs generally; the other side is made to look silly and stupid by constant exaggeration, as if they could not be in favour of anything sensible or balanced
3. Exploit all Weaknesses or Openings
Take potshots
Pounce on any small discrepancies or other difficulties; don’t engage the main point
If an idea is not a perfect solution, attack it as no solution at all
Always be against something rather than for something
4. Go for the Quick Kill
Talk in slogans and soundbites  infuriate the other side 
Use facts as weapons
Disengage quickly once you have secured an advantage 
WHAT IS WRONG WITH HAVING A FRUITLESS DEBATE?
Debaters know these “rules” and use them often – for some purposes they may even be useful. For other purposes, it is at least useful to know about them  they may help you fight back or avoid getting caught in such a debate
These “rules” do not work well when we are trying to constructively solve a problem – they are ineffective and they don’t persuade; they only dominate and silence
They don’t expand or develop ideas
Debates drive people apart and is not ethical
Not committed to listening, open-mindedness, cooperation, and careful and responsible attention to values or arguments or concepts
HOW TO HAVE A USEFUL DISCUSSION
Rules for Constructive Talking
1. Slow Down and Listen
Speak calmly and listen a lot – avoid the automatic comeback 
Work for better understanding
Restate the other person’s views to make sure you “get it”
2. Connect
Seek common ground – approach differences against a background of probable agreement
Don’t polarize – there are no simple “yes” or “no” positions
Keep the focus on the main points
3. Welcome Openings and Opportunities
Look for first steps and partial measures
Think constructively; make suggestions
4. Stay Engaged
Think of discussion as a collaboration in search of better understanding and creative ideas
Try to speak in a careful, open-ended and helpful way – avoid slogans and soundbites
DIALOGUE UNDER DURESS 
· Sometimes ethical discussions reduce to fruitless debates because some of the participants have no idea that there is any other way to talk
· When this happens, set alternative ground rules for discussion – you may have to be the one who sets up the ground rules, formally or explicitly or gently
· To the people whose main mode of discussion seems to be constant criticism and complaining, ask: “So, what’s your idea?” Show some interest
Resistors: 
· Some people just love to argue – so much so that they do not even notice; they automatically turn any discussion into a debate
· You can leave this kind of discussion – you can pull away in a way that isn’t “losing”, but just refusing to play the game
· Point out what is happening and ask your partner or the group if this is really how they want to proceed
· Some people enter a dialogue in bad faith; people may use dialogue in terms of stalling
· Another way to beat this problem is to stay, but refuse to play along
· Some people may join a dialogue but be unwilling to speak honestly and openly in it
Silencing:
Some people come into a dialogue and feel disadvantaged and become silent and shy
Dialogue fails when only some members of a group do all the talking
If you feel silenced, don’t assume that you must play the game by the prevailing rules because the prevailing rules may be the problem
Bring up this problem directly, or you might try to subvert the rules in a less direct way
When you are advantaged, your first job is to recognize the problem. Advantage is usually invisible to the advantaged because the space of the dialogue does not seem constrained to them
Raise the problem with your group as a whole. Point out the unequal pattern of participation. State as directly and as honestly as you can your interest in hearing from those who have been silent
The challenge again may be to you to move yourself – and to move first
THE COMMON GROUND APPROACH      
· The common ground approach is the spirit of dialogue
                         DIALOGUE VS. DEBATE

	               Dialogue
	                 Debate

	· The spirit of dialogue is to acknowledge and honour the humanity of all persons present regardless of their points of view
· The goals of dialogue centre around increasing understanding and being understood rather than persuading others and being “right”
· Dialogue is more likely than a debate to lead to understanding and trust   carefully constructed dialogue process can enable hard issues to be addressed without leading to bad feelings
· Encourages connective thinking that focuses attention on the strengths of a speaker and encourages search for gems of wisdom or pieces of truth
	· About persuading others that your views are “right” and that the views of others are “wrong”
· Creates winners and losers and often leads to pain and divisiveness when the subject is sensitive
· Tend to focus attention on the weaknesses of a speaker and to encourage a search for the flaws in what the person said


· The common ground approach is a search to what is genuinely shared  in a Venn Diagram, it explores the area of intersection. Through the search for concerns, beliefs, and values that are shared, a platform of understanding is built
· The differences remain the same as before but the perspectives on these differences have changed
· A common ground approach assumes that even in a polarized conflict, people’s views fall on a continuum  the idea of a continuum encourages awareness of how little we can assume about another person’s set of beliefs if all we know about them is that they choose one label over another – it opens us to look for diversity on both sides
· A common ground approach encourages connective thinking  connective thinking fosters the building of constructive relationships and the development of community because it ties together the best wisdom of each member of the group
· A common ground dialogue encourages the sharing of personal experience  life has been experience by each person in a unique way; personal experiences cannot be argued about nor agreed or disagreed with – invites understanding responses from those who hear them
· A common ground dialogue encourages genuine questions  Genuine questions are questions asked in a spirit of real curiosityand a sincere interest in hearing the answers
· Common ground involves acknowledging the connections that exist between people related to one another by shared community, faith, and/or citizenship  can allow us to see how we are all affected by stressful and troubling circumstances in the larger social environment
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“Service-Learning”
· Service can also be a kind of learning – “service learning” is where the learning is integral to the helping and helping is integral to the learning
· You learn about life from different perspectives – by volunteering you get to know people who are quite different from yourself
· Situations and needs that might have been easy to dismiss are now right before you
· Only by meeting different people and working with them can you crack those stereotypes – begin seeing them as actual people, individuals just like ourselves, with their own distinctive struggles and needs, humour and depth
· You learn what is possible for people past the usual labels and assumptions
· You learn to remember what really matters
Personal Challenges
· Helping is not necessarily easy – especially when it is face-to-face, service can be upsetting and unsettling, an uneasy experience
· Deep questions of identity and relationship are going to arise much of the time we are caring for one another 
· To be most of service to others, we must face our own doubts, needs and resistances
· In seeing others’ suffering, we fear our own weakness and suffering that may be awaiting us – this can, however also be a path back to a kind of ethical recognition: acknowledging and accepting suffering, our own included, as part of life  there is no way around the pain; the only way is through it
· We can come face to face with suffering on a scale so unexpected and enormous that we do not know what to do – it may even be that there is nothing anyone can do except for just listen  this is what most people really want above all – just a chance to tell their story, to be heard
‘Selflessness’ – How Much Is Enough?
· It is not required that we take the whole burden of the world on our shoulders. It is not required that we do absolutely everything we can to help others, whatever the cost to ourselves  Ordinary ethics calls for a balancing act
· We need to pay attention to the needs and legitimate expectations of others as well as ourselves – the definition of ethics
· We need to respond to those needs and expectations at least to some extent and the best way to respond, and how far we should respond, may vary within each of us and with each of our situation
· Christian moral tradition: asks us to consider ‘tithing’… i.e.) to give 10% of our time and energy – to others beyond self, family and friends
· About half of all Americans over the age of 13 volunteer an average of 3.5 hours per week (10% of average work week)
Distinctions in Duties
· Direct duty: Obligation that applies at all times and in all circumstances
· Indirect duty: Obligation that applies depending on the circumstances
· Supererogatory duty: Great acts of generosity that are good, but not morally demanded
· How does this apply to our basic set of moral issues?
· Canadian Blood Services
· Homelessness/Panhandling
Visits to a Homeless Shelter
· Weston takes his students to 2 homeless shelters – a small city’s shelter and a large urban shelter
· In the small city’s shelter called the Weaver House, all the people who come there are referred to as “guests” and are never labeled as homeless for the reason that they are not made into objects of pity by our very language
· “Guests”
· “All people who come are guests”
· “Sojourners for whom God demands hospitality”
· People at the shelter are not referred to as “homeless” or even “clients”
· When the students enter the shelter and learn more about these people, they are shocked – they wonder how a person working 2 jobs still cannot manage to make it  this is mostly due to the fact that in many of these jobs, the pay is low and the conditions are bad and even people who move into their own apartments are 1 disaster away from shelter again
· Others can’t seem to do it – they can’t handle money, or never learned how to keep a checking account, can’t seem to understand that it might be better to take a job that pays more money less often than daily work that pays little but now
· Some are no longer interested – they live in sort of culture in which materialistic things might be nice but are not worth working for and worrying about all the time  their views are that if they have worked hard for 20+ years and still have nothing, why bother?
· There is a culture of resignation that you may never have experienced
Listening
· Listening is very important because the guests that come to the shelter are rarely listened to, and it is the privilege of the workers and volunteers there to listen to their story
· It is difficult to welcome or deal with those who remind us of vulnerability, but simply being there and willing to help and listen is the biggest step they can take – this will also help them learn in the process
Learning
· Many people wonder why children live in shelters – why does society let children grow up in shelters?  the reality to this question is a lot more complicated – sometimes, kids are in daycare while their mother works and the daycare costs enough that she can’t afford an apartment. As a result, living in a shelter is the price of working
· People at Weaver House often only have 1 bag of things to their name. Volunteers have to check their bags when they come in. They discover to their amazement that many bags are just filled with books – that is not what society would tell us to expect from a “homeless person”
· One of Weston’s student quotes, “The very things students like us take for granted, are the prized possessions of people who have nothing.”
Students of Weston also learned that a lot of these guests are better mannered than, for example, patrons at the country club where some students also work
Service and Change Making
Ethical service: Direct person-to-person acts of kindness and concern
Personal growth and personal learning are corresponding results for the one serving: hence what we call service-learning
Individual acts of kindness and comfort are at one end 
Danusha Veronica Goska, “Living Ideals” (Chapter 5, p. 86 – 90)
· We sometimes feel paralyzed in terms of acting on compassion
· Goska: “Part of the reason is that ‘virtue’ is defined as the ultimate commodity, something exclusive, like a Porsche or a perfect figure, that only some have access to…”
· People who really have next to nothing can often surprise you with their humanity
· Invisible silent people work day by day on conscience and humanity
Courtney Martin, “Ethics of Transportations” (Chapter 5, p. 91 – 96)
American poet/student goes to South Africa to teach and to learn
She has been “in the dark for some time when it came to the complexities of difference and the ethical implications of celebrating these differences”
Goes through a transformation by teaching these kids in South Africa how to write poetry – the conditions in South Africa can be alleviated by these key ideas:
Desire to help
Identity
History
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Hope & brighter futures together

LECTURE NOTES
Definitions
· Values: Things we care about; things that matter to us; the goals or ideals we aspire to and measure ourselves or others or our society by.
· “Aesthetic” Values: Values that give voice to human expression in the realms of culture and art. Beauty, communication between artists and their audiences, symmetry, balance of colour and/or sound, harmony, expressiveness, meaning, realism.     
· “Economic” Values: Values that give voice to production, efficiency, market prices, etc.  
· “Scientific” Values: Values that give voice to proper investigation in science, such as objectivity, experimental validity, truth, neutrality, knowledge, etc.
· Moral values: Values that give voice to the needs and legitimate expectations of others as well as our own
· Examples of Moral Values: Fairness, Respect, Equality, Responsibility, Reducing Suffering, Promoting Happiness, Making the World Better, Care, Self-Discipline, Responsibility, Honesty, Loyalty …        
· Ethics: The study of moral values – reflections on how best to think about, clarify, prioritize and perhaps integrate moral values
· Ethical VS. Moral:
· Moral values tend to be fixed and not in question; moral matters invite readier judgement, whereas ethical questions are really questions, where the answers aren’t crystal clear
· Ethics is defined as the study of morals – the deliberate process of thinking them through, of systemizing and criticizing and possibly even revising our moral values, as well as more consciously embracing them 
Two Distinctions…
1. Factual claims VS. Moral claims
Factual claims are the type which are true or false based strictly on “empirical evidence”
Moral claims contain concepts that belong in the “universal language of morality” – using words such as right, duty, obligation, virtue, common good, should, justice, character, must, etc.  usually opinionated and controversial; something that not everyone can agree on readily
2. Instrumental value VS. Intrinsic value
Instrumental value:
· A thing has instrumental value when it has value primarily or exclusively to something else
· Money in your pocket has instrumental value
· The paper in your pocket has ‘assigned value’
Intrinsic value:
A thing has intrinsic value when it has value in itself regardless of its value to anything else
Human beings are intrinsically valuable
Humans are deserving of a special status regardless of ‘usefulness’ to others 
Some people say friendship has intrinsic value
Some people say university education has intrinsic value
Philosophers (sometimes) argue that happiness is the one thing that truly has intrinsic value
Attending to Values
1. Welcome Diversity
We hold a lot of moral values, and they aren’t shy about showing up all the time, therefore we should welcome diversity
Some (NOT ALL) of the values that show up in individuals’ lives are: sobriety, devotion, trust, responsibility, fairness, dignity, survival, independence, social benefits, fairness, well-being of our children, justice to future generations, sustainability, biosphere citizenship/environmental responsibility 
2. Look in Depth
Many different values also come up within each issue, quite apart from other issues  known as depth
3. Be Fair
Our first job shouldn’t be to decide what we think 
Suspend judgement until later – don’t turn dogmatic
It is wiser to remind ourselves again that we don’t know everything there is to know
If we dismiss some moral values without any kind of exploration or careful attention, we might never know what kinds of depth we missed
Be fair to those who come at ethical issues from other angles and places – don’t rush to judge
Ask what these people are about instead:
What are their goals and ideals?
What matters to them?
What are their needs and expectations?
How do they invite us to rethink our own?
Try to see matters from others’ points of view – figure out the values involved on all sides
4. Clarify
Our job in unpacking moral issues, is to do some of the explaining and clarifying ourselves
Fairness cannot necessarily be measured by immediate equality of results 
Pay attention and take seriously the demand for clarification and distinctions
5. Give Emotion Its Due
Being emotional can be entirely appropriate and it is necessary
Values are things we care about – “Care” is an emotion, however it is not only an emotion, it is also based on facts, perspectives on the world, histories and personal choices and many other things – but the emotional side, the caring side is essential as well
Having “pure” emotion or having no facts and just a feeling is inappropriate
Moral values are partly emotional, just as they are partly fact-based
Moral emotions are parts of our thinking, parts of our very selves, and by including them we keep ourselves more intact, less fragmented, better able to integrate ourselves as well as our values
Speak carefully and listen sympathetically – try to give all of the relevant values a voice that is measured but strong 
The Four Families
1. Persons
Central to ethics is the insistence that persons are special, precious, and have a dignity that demands respect
No one is to be treated as a mere means to others’ ends. Fairness, justice and equality
Human and civil rights are essential too: they secure the space in which each person, you and I and everyone else, is recognized and can flourish
2. Happiness
Many philosophers say our goals in life as human beings is: happiness. Well-being, satisfaction, pleasure, relief of pain and suffering
The balance that we can achieve of happiness over suffering. Add in not just ourselves but the needs of others as well, and we have a famous ethical formula: “Seek the greatest happiness for the greatest number.” 
Moral thinking in this family is quantitative and economic, concerned with trade-offs and the distribution of goods, maximizing tangible social benefits
6. Virtues
Ethics is also concerned with character: with traits like self-discipline, responsibility, honesty, charity, loyalty, devotion 
Christianity’s central virtues are faith, hope, charity, prudence, justice
Eastern traditions give precedence to virtues like tranquility, non-attachment, compassion, truthful speech and thought
7. Relationships
We are social beings as well as individuals
We are born to other humans, grow up in families, and take on traditions and heritages and communities – and we all live, in deep interrelation with the larger-than-human natural world
Values central to relationship are caring, participation, and community
Recognizing how much our communities make us who we are also calls forth not only gratefulness but also a responsibility to protect, sustain, and attend to them
Purpose(s) of Families
Mapping out values in a debate
Searching the grey areas and neglected values
1. A specific language/terminology
2. Concepts and their important relationships
3. Sometimes (not always) even a coherent/scientific ‘theory’
4. To make sense of the world (ethical world)
Moral Issues
State-Run Lotteries (gambling)
Person  Free choice
Happiness  Social benefits  Schools & hospitals
Virtue  “Hard work”, “Easy money”
Ethical ‘Families’  Ethical ‘Theories’
The values in Weston’s families are sometimes shaped into a ‘theory’. Ethical ‘theories’ allow us to look carefully and critically at the ‘building blocks’ of complex moral issues…
Historically, ethical theories have had an important role in the study of moral issues. Indeed, many people seem to believe that designing and evaluating ethical theories should be our main purpose.
Therefore, it will be particularly important to get a handle on the terminology and arguments of each theory, as well to understand how it might respond to a moral issue in which different values conflict.












ON-THE-SPOT ESSAY: In your own words, explain the significance behind Martin Luther King Jr.’s statement: “True compassion is more than flinging a coin to a beggar; it is not haphazard and superficial. It comes to see that an edifice that produces beggars needs restructuring”
































Alice Walker, “Am I Blue?”
Overcoming oppression
Reducing suffering
Freedom
Justice
Peace
WHY, IN THE END, DOES WALKER GIVE UP MEAT?
Sympathy
Compassionate attention
Honesty
Mutuality
“As we talked of freedom and justice one day for all, we sat down to steaks. I am eating misery, I thought, as I took the first bite. And spit it out.”
Are we being left out or does this paper leave a powerful impression on the public? (Critical question)
Ted Kerosote, “ From Bloodties”
Reducing pain
Responsibility
Respect for life
Sympathy 
“Still, I hesitate, for though I can lose myself in the hunting, I have never been able to stop thinking about its results—that I forget it’s this elk rather than that elk who is about to die; that its this creature whom I am about to take from the world rather than some number in an equation proving the merits of wild-food harvesting over being a supermarket vegetarian…”
WHY, IN THE END, DOES KEROSOTE HUNT?
Concepts and Distinctions
Moral/factual claims, Intrinsic/instrumental ‘values’ , moral values, families of moral values
Looking forward to the 4 ethical families: Persons (Ch. 7), Happiness (Ch. 8), Virtue (Ch. 9), Relationships (Ch. 10)
IMPORTANT POTENTIAL TEST QUESTION: What do utilitarianisms’ (people who hold the ethical theory that the proper course of action is the one that maximizes the overall "good" of the greatest number of individuals) believe has intrinsic value?
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THE ETHICS OF A PERSON
Persons Face To Face
Treating someone as a person isn’t equivalent to being ‘nice’ to them because treating someone as a person requires a unique and compassionate response and a basic sense of recognition and affirmation, as opposed to just being merely polite to an individual
Philosophers state that humans are subjects (as opposed to objects), centres of our own experience and thinking, our own hopes and fears and dreams, choices large and small
We recognize that others are just like us in the same way
Buber’s I And Thou
Buber tried to go back to the absolute basics and to carefully describe the encounter with persons in this sense: as unique and self-determining beings
Buber says that we have an “innate longing for relation” and this is traceable even in the attentions of babies and in animistic worldviews
Levinas and “The Face”
According to Levinas, when we really see the person as a person, we don’t notice the person’s features – instead, what we should “see”, or notice is their spontaneity, their inexhaustibility and the notion that they cannot be pinned down or objectified 
Levinas also states that we cannot be violent towards them and we must have infinite respect for them – he believes that when we are violent towards a person, we either have not really seen the other person’s face at all or we do it in “uneasy awareness” of what an evil it is – in other words, we see their faces but deny our own response
Knowledge is only possible through love
LECTURE NOTES
· Ethics: The study of moral values; reflections on how best to think about, clarify, prioritize, and perhaps integrate moral values 
· Moral values: Values that give voice to the needs and legitimate expectations of others as well as our own
· No one is to be treated as a mere means to others’ ends
· Social relationships require fairness, justice, and equality
· Human and civil rights are essential too: they secure the space in which each person, you and I and everyone else, is recognized and can flourish
· You will see how the statement suggests giving priority to peoples’ ‘rights’. On this view, the ‘ethics of persons’ is primarily concerned with rights; they are the best, perhaps the only, way of upholding the idea that “persons are special, precious, and have a dignity that demands respect”
Varieties of “Ethics of Persons”
Analytical arguments about fairness, justice, equality
Thomas Jefferson
John Locke
Immanuel Kant
John Rawls
Philosophical reflections about how we see others
Buber
Levinas
Christian ideals about the values of human life
Pope John Paul II
Analytical Arguments for Rights
Thomas Jeffersom
Thomas Jefferson’s words in the U.S. Declaration of Independence (July 4th, 1776):
“We hold these truths to be self-evident; that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the Pursuit of Happiness.—That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed…”
John Locke’s Argument
Self-ownership
Locke’s property rights argument states with the proposition that each person is a legitimate owner of him/herself
No person is naturally the property of any other
“Every person has a property in his or her own person. This no body else has any right to. The labour of one’s body, and the work of one’s hands, properly belong to that person”
Labour-mixing
We can gain property rights over un-owned (or common) resources when we mix our labour with them
Example: Gathering acorns from an oak tree
“The labour was mine; removing natural resources out of that common state they were in, hath fixed my property in them…”
This labour being the unquestionable property of the labourer, no one else can have a right to what it is joined to (at least where there is enough, and as good, left for others)
The Lockean “proviso”
Found explicitly in several passages:
“No other person can have a right to what is once joined to that person’s labour [at least where there is enough, and as good, left for others]”
“For he that leaves as much as another can make use of, does as much as take nothing at all”
The Key to Locke’s Property Rights:
Natural resources can be legitimately owned, so long as their appropriation doesn’t worsen the situation of others
In acquiring property rights, it’s essential that the situation of others isn’t made worse
One can acquire a property right over a common resource only if that appropriation doesn’t “harm” other people
No spoilage of useful resources
No hoarding of resources
Steps in Locke’s argument:
1. Self-ownership
2. Labour-mixing
3. The Lockean proviso
Problems with Locke’s Argument
The Lockean approach is ‘culturally chauvinistic’
Locke has a confused idea of environmental sustainability 
Analytical Arguments: John Rawls
Author of A Theory of Justice (1971)
… A Theory of Rights
The immense power of the modern state
How should we organize or constrain that power?
Citizens have a valid claim to a fair share in our state’s power + resources
Citizens are equal shareholders in it
Sharing should take place in the means of:
Social Contract
‘Original Position’
‘Veil of Ignorance’: 
Pretend we are unaware of what our share will eventually be… Or how we will be personally impacted
You don’t know your personal characteristics (rich/poor, man/woman, talented/talentless)
Rational Self-Interest
Emmanuel Levinas: “Ethics and the Face”
Phenomenology: A kind of philosophy that starts from lived experience
Phenomenology of the Face: The lived experience of looking into someone else’s face
Levinas: “Ethics and the Face” Quotes
Levinas: … “When you see a nose, eyes, a forehead, chin, and you can describe them, you are turning toward the other person as toward an object. Our relation with another person’s face can be dominated by perception…” 
Nemo: … “War stories say that it is hard to kill someone looking you in the face”
Levinas: … “A face is what we cannot kill, or at least, that is its very meaning; “Thou shalt not kill”…“
Made In The Image of God
In the Judeo-Christian view, Creation is an act of free and gracious love that produces a world that at its heart must be beautiful and good, like God himself – persons too must partake of this sort of innocent and original goodness
The idea that persons are special, sacred, morally central “subjects” of infinite value is shared 
In practice, people in all the great traditions (not just the religious ones) are capable of huge moral blind spots, selective and self-serving interpretations, and even ongoing hatefulness
Christianity has been harsh in its treatments of heretics and unbelievers and has been deeply mistrusted in the Muslim world of since the Crusades
The historical parts of the Old Testament are all too often records of wars and slaughters
In modern times too, mistrust and hatred continue, but it is reassuring that at the hearts of all these religions is still the message of love and respect for each other, premised, once again, on the profound value of the person  We are left with the ongoing challenge to better live up to it
Pope John Paul II, Evangelium Value”
“Even in the midst of difficulties and uncertainties, every person sincerely open to truth and goodness can, by the light of reason and the hidden action of grace, come to recognize in the natural law written in the heart the sacred value of human life from its very beginning until its end, and can affirm the right of every human being to have this primary good respected to the highest degree”
“The deepest element of God’s commandment to protect human life is the requirement to show reverence and love for every person and the life of every person”













ON-THE-SPOT ESSAY: Is it wrong to tell a lie? Are there any situations in which telling lies is morally acceptable? 


































Common Justifications of Rights
Kant’s ‘categorical imperative’ (1797)
The social contract (18th century to present)
Legal Positivism (19th – 20th centuries)
Human Dignity (present day)
Kant’s ‘Deontological’ Ethics
Kant argues that all beings are ‘ends in themselves’
We are individual decision-makers, facing the same dilemmas and capable of the same moral choices
As such, it is always wrong to ignore another’s status as a person – Ignoring another’s status as a person’s equivalent to ‘making an exception for yourself’; presupposing that you are superior to others, worthy of a status above to your fellow persons
Kantian Ethics
“Means to an end”: something legitimately used to fulfill another’s purposes
“End-in-itself”: something worthy of special respect – not to be used as an object (“Objectification”)
“You should try and act in a way that treats human beings as ends in themselves, not merely as a means to your ends”
“We are ethical beings because we are rational beings who can freely form intentions and deliberately choose to act on them”
Deliberation  Action
Therefore, ethics becomes about:
Rationality
Freedom
Intention
Kant’s ‘Categorical Imperatives’
Categorical imperatives:
· Categorical imperatives do not depend on any person’s desires of circumstances  these duties are therefore said to be ‘universal’
· “Should” do something without questioning/considering any other options
· “You should always speak the truth”
· “You should not tell lies”
· “You should pay back whatever you borrow”
· “You should always act according to a maxim that could become a universal law”
For Kant, there are different ways to make this point about the universal duties of humanity – these 2 ‘forms’ of the categorical imperative have nearly the same thrust:
· Respect: “Always treat humanity, whether in yourself or in other people, an end in itself and not a merely as a means to your ends”
· Universality: “Always act in such a way that the maxim of your action can be willed as a universal law of humanity”  By “maxim”, Kant means, roughly, the rule you propose to yourself when trying to decide what to do – this is a test to see whether the rule you have in mind can be moral; the test is whether you could consistently will it to be a rule that everyone follows
Hypothetical imperatives:
Hypothetical imperatives are anchored, you might say, on people’s personal desires
Same “should” as in categorical imperatives, however has a conditional aspect to it as opposed to the way that “should” is used in categorical imperatives  In categorical imperatives, there is no question of ‘if you want…’, you just should
Rationale Underlying Kant’s deontological ethics:
When you act on ethical principles that make exceptions for yourself, or that presuppose your status above that of others, you are ignoring our most important duty as rational human beings
Example: Academic Integrity
Cheating involves not following by the accepted rules, i.e.) plagiarizing off the internet, cheating on an exam
Is it possible for the cheater to will his/her maxim as a universal law?
No, because then others (including the teacher) could refuse to follow the rules as well
Rights, Equality, Justice
Rights and Persons
Jefferson’s “Declaration of Independence” states:
We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness – That to secure these rights, Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their powers from the consent of the goverened…”
On this view, human beings have certain moral claims, or rights that are so basic, that they cannot be taken away and they are once again, rooted in personhood
Rights create the necessary space for persons to become what they are
Jewish and Christian traditions picture the person as a model of God: rational, self-aware, creative, and free
There are many interpretations of rights – According to the Pope, human life is sacred, and taking life is therefore wrong
Catholic moral theology would go on to say that the right to life implies the moral requirement to protect and support those whose life is endangered – especially the poor, and the dispossessed, and the disempowered
Others more concerned with liberty would argue that even basic rights like the right to life are only “negative” rights: that is, they only prohibit people doing certain things, but they do not demand that they do other things  Libertarians like to point out that Jefferson does not speak of a right to happiness, whereas he only speaks of the right to pursue happiness
Equality
We are all equally persons 
Equality has several different meanings:
In the civil rights struggle, equality meant certain very specific and very basic things: the right to vote, the equal protection of the law, an end to second-rate schools and segregated facilities 
In employment and education, it might mean equal opportunity – not being closed out because of some prejudice or irrelevant factor  Everyone should have a fair chance
Economic equality becomes trickier – in America, currently the best-paid get about 100 times what the average (not the worst paid) get – and the ratio is increasing
Justice
Everyone should have an equal chance, an equal opportunity, and however things end up, our way of getting there was at least fair
After all, if Kant’s idea of being an “end in yourself” has nothing to do with a person’s particular accomplishments (or lack thereof) or family or will-power or anything else – that is, with “who we are” in the usual sense – then it would be helpful to put these things aside, at least in imagination, while trying to think about basic moral principles
Rawls agrees with Kant that ethics asks us to take a sort of universal point of view
You might assume that people would opt for complete equality – this would be the case when one person’s having more of something – say, political liberty – would mean an equivalent loss for someone else  Equality is the best we can do – this is called the Equal Liberty Principle
The difference principle makes sure that any inequalities that arise bring the least well-off persons as far up as any arrangement can 
Also, by Rawls’s principles, it’s not enough that inequalities merely improve the lot of the least well-off: they have to improve it more than any other workable arrangement 
QUESTIONS LIKELY TO BE ON A TEST/EXAM
· What are Kant’s ‘categorical imperatives’? – more useful to answer how it applies to real-life situations, issues, etc., not just defining
· How does Kant’s categorical imperative relate to moral concepts such as ‘rights’, ‘justice’, and equality’?
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THE ETHICS OF HAPPINESS
Hedonism
The ultimate goal is to be happy; happiness is the “final end” of human action – that is why we want everything else that we seek
Hedonism: The theory that states that we value happiness as a basic and inclusive goal, and everything else is valued insofar as it serves happiness; what we disvalue, we disvalue in the end because it impedes or counteracts happiness
Hedonism in the classical, philosophical sense does not necessarily have the modern or popular connotations of the term
In modern time, or presently hedonist suggests a self-seeking and shallow person, most likely preoccupied with sex and a few other sensual gratifications
This is not what the ancients had in mind – early hedonists recommended only the most modest pleasures  They believed that the best way to be happy was to live a simple life and reduce pains as far as possible
LECTURE NOTES
HAPPINESS
What is our final goal in life? Many thinkers have answered: happiness. Well-being, satisfaction, pleasure, the relief of pain and suffering—or rather, more precisely, the balance that we can achieve of happiness over suffering
Add in not just ourselves but the needs of others as well, and we have a famous ethical formula: “Seek the greatest happiness for the greatest number.” Moral thinking in this family is quantitative and economic, concerned with trade-offs and the distribution of goods, maximizing tangible social benefits
What does happiness mean?
Happiness, well-being, satisfaction, pleasure, relief from pain and suffering: 
The Utilitarians hold that these are the moral values we should be exclusively concerned in studying moral issues. 
We should seek, in all our decisions, to make the world a better place; to increase happiness, and freedom from suffering, for as many human beings as we possibly can
Csikszaentmihalyi, “Flow: The Psychology of Optimal Experience”
Most people tend to think of happiness as a static state of mind, however psychologists say that this is far too simplistic of a view
People can have all sorts of agreeable sense stimulation and still be desperately unhappy and in contrast, people can be in a great deal of pain or under stress and still be happy
Lionel Barrymore once said that, “Happiness is not a station you arrive at – it is the train you are riding on”
2,300 years ago, Aristotle pointed out that more than anything else, men and women seek happiness
However, what is “happiness”?  A subjective feeling?... Good fortune?... Random chance?
Aristotle defined happiness as a sense of joy, peace/calmness, flourishes’, and contentment
Csikszaentmihalyi believes that happiness is a condition that must be prepared for, cultivated, and defended privately by each person
Csikszentmihalyi attempts to explain that happiness lies in the flow of experience itself – “Flow” is defined as “the state in which people are so involved in an activity that nothing else seems to matter; the experience itself is so enjoyable that people will do it for the sheer sake of doing it…” according to Csikszaentmihalyi 
He believes that we must be confronting a task that we have a chance of completing and that has clear goals and immediate feedback. We need to concentrate on it with “an effortless involvement that removes from awareness the worries and frustrations of everyday life. The combination of all these elements causes a sense of deep enjoyment that is so rewarding people feel that expending a great deal of energy is worthwhile simply to be able to feel it” – That’s happiness
People who learn to control inner experience, will be able to determine the quality of their lives, which is as close as anyone can come to being happy
We cannot reach happiness by consciously searching for it – we find it by being fully involved with every detail of our lives, whether good or bad and not by trying to look for it directly
It is a circuitous path that begins with achieving control over the contents of our consciousness 
Our perceptions about our lives are the outcome of many forces that shape experience, each having an impact on whether we feel good or bad – most of these forces are out of our control
We have all experienced times when, instead of being buffeted anonymous forces, we do feel in control of our actions, masters of our own fate – we feel sense of exhilaration, a deep sense of enjoyment that is long cherished and that becomes a landmark in memory for what life should be like  this is what is called optimal experience
The best moments usually occur when a person’s body or mind is stretched to its limits in a voluntary effort to accomplish something difficult or worthwhile – optimal experience is something that we make happen
In the long run, optimal experiences ad up to a sense of mastery and a sense of participation in determining the content of life – that comes as close to what is usually meant by happiness
Utilitarianism
Happiness is one of our basic values – an entire family of values does begin and end with pleasure, satisfaction, welfare, the relief of pain and suffering  these are good and worthy goals, as long as they don’t turn shallow or self-centered
Happiness to Utilitarianism: 3 Steps
1. Happiness is the ultimate aim of human action and it is the final end of human action.
2. We should act in such a way as to produce the most happiness – maximize happiness and minimize pain and suffering. It is worth it to endure a little pain now if it increases your net happiness in the long run.
3. Happiness is social. Our concern with happiness hardly stops at the boundaries of our own selves. Our own happiness is bound up with the happiness of others.
Conclusion: We have a moral commitment to the happiness off, to the good of the whole  We have a moral commitment to the “greatest good of the greatest number”
Founders
2 English thinkers advanced utilitarianism as a modern day theory of ethics: Jeremy Bentham (1748 – 1832) and John Stuart Mill (1806 – 1873)
Bentham popularized the principle “Seek the greatest good of the greatest number” – this is the Principle of Utility in ethics, which the term “utilitarianism” comes from
“Good” for Bentham meant pleasure – he thought pleasures could readily be quantified and he tried to devise criteria for weighing pleasures directly against each other
Mill inherited the utilitarian project from Bentham and from his father, James Mill. He believes that:
“Pleasure, and freedom from pain, are the only things desirable as ends; all desirable things…are desirable either for the pleasure inherent in themselves, or as a means to the promotion of pleasure and the prevention of pain…Actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote happiness; wrong as they tend to produce the reverse of happiness”
Utilitarianism In Practice: Economic Thinking
Pleasure seems to be too subjective to measure, even when we are measuring our own pleasures with each other, and certainly when we are trying to compare different people’s pleasures
In place of a calculus of pleasures and pains, we are invited instead to loo at a more external calculus of costs and benefits, and the more neutral and seemingly objective language of “utilities.”
The logic stays the same: When there are multiple choices with different utilities, or when utilities conflict, we should always pick the greatest one
Utilitarianism draws attention back to what is actually good or bad for people
John Stuart Mill believes that, “it is which makes any mind, of well-developed feelings, work with, and not against, the outward motives to care for others, [which he calls external sanctions] and when those sanctions are wanting, or act in an opposite direction, constitutes in itself a powerful internal binding force, in proportion to the sensitiveness and thoughtfulness of the character; since few but those whose mind is a moral blank, could bear to lay out their course of life on the plan of paying no regard to others except so far as their own private interest compels”
Bertrand Russell, “The Harm That Good Men Do”
Bentham defined a “good” man as a man who does good – this statement is a subversive of all true morality because Kant states that a kind action is not virtuous if it springs from affection for the beneficiary, but only if it is inspired by the moral law, which is, of course, just as likely to inspire unkind actions – we know that the exercise of virtue should be its own reward
His point is that a large proportion of the progress that England made must be attributed to the influence of Bentham, however in our more enlightened age, we can see that Bentham’s view is preposterous – HOWEVER, it may fortify us to review the grounds for rejecting a groveling utilitarianism such as that of Bentham
The standards of “goodness” which are generally recognized by public opinion are not those which are calculated to make the world a happier place
Can Utilitarianism Be The Single Measure of Values?
Utilitarianism As The Single Measure of Values
One of the main motives for ethical theory is simplification: finding some sort of order and unity for what might seem to be a hodgepodge of different values
From this point of view, even 4 families of values are 3 too many – ideally, theorists believe that we just need one
Utilitarians argue that ultimately all values reduce to benefits and costs – happiness becomes utilitarianism’s single measure for all moral thinking
Mill states that, “Justice is a name for certain classes of moral rules which concern the essentials of human well-being more nearly, and are therefore of moral absolute obligation, than any other rules for the guidance of life … [T]hey are the main element in determining the social feelings of mankind. It is their observance which alone preserves peace among human beings.”
We should indeed promote justice, but not ultimately for its own sake – we should promote it because it helps maximize utility and serves the social good
Mill also states, “[C]lasses may occur in which some other social duty is so important as to overrule…the general maxims of justice. Thus, to save a life, it may not only be allowable, but a duty, to steal or take by force the necessary food o medicine, or to kidnap and compel to pfficiate the only qualified medical practitioner.”
In a system where utility rules, every other value must eventually pass utility’s muster
No character trait is simply good by itself – good traits are good because they promote utility
Does Utilitarianism Go Too Far?
Critics argue that while utility and utilitarian considerations are indeed important, they cannot be the whole story
The legal system doesn’t think that justice is only good so far as it serves social utility – they believe that everyone is entitled to a fair trial and to be presumed innocent until proven guilty
Utilitarians do try to defend many important rights that maximize the general happiness usually, and when they don’t maximize the general happiness, utilitarians can only conclude that these rights do not exist
Critics argue that what good is a utilitarian kind of “right” if the moment social needs conflict with them, utilitarianism no longer stands behind them? The whole point of rights is to stop this kind of thinking – taking a person as a mere means to some social good – dead in its tracks
The Problem of Measurement
Some critics of utilitarianism argue that “happiness” and “utility” are such vague terms that we cannot really “measure” or “weigh” the relative utilities of different courses of action
Critic worry that utilitarian language lends itself to offhand self-justification, by implying the belief that, “Whatever I do, I can justify myself by pointing to the happiness I (might) produce or costs I (might) avoid.”
Conclusions
Utilitarianism is a limited tool – it systemizes some of our moral values and can help resolve some conflicts of moral values, especially conflicts between fairly specific utilities; these are genuine and important uses
HOWEVER, utilitarianism is not the whole story, or even close. There are many other moral values that need to be understood in their own rights
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LECTURE NOTES
Moral Agent VS. Moral Standing
Moral Agent:
Human beings are (usually) thought of as moral agents
Corporations have moral agency
Nation states have moral agency
Moral Standing:
Ideas of whose needs should be taken into account in our moral decision making – as moral agents, we should accept moral standing 
Should animals have moral standing?
Should endangered species have moral standing?
Should Provincial Parks (such as Algonquin Park) have moral standing?
Kantian Ethics VS. Utilitarian Ethics
Perhaps the most common structure of moral issues
Common in our everyday lives
Common to all levels of moral debates
Kantian Ethics
For Kant, there are different ways to express or articulate his ‘universal duties of humanity’. These 2 ‘forms’ of the categorical imperative have much the same thrust:
“You should always act in a way that treats human beings as ends in themselves, not merely as a means”
You should always act according to a maxim that you can view as a universal law”
Utilitarianism 
We should seek, in all our decisions, to make the world a better place; to increase happiness, and freedom from suffering, for as many human beings as we possibly can
We have a moral commitment to the happiness off, to the good of the whole  We have a moral commitment to the “greatest good of the greatest number” 
HOW TO ANSWER SHORT ANSWER QUESTIONS
Pre-writing
Brainstorm ideas
Identify key terms to define
Determine your own central thesis
“T-A-S Structure”
Thesis
Start with a “hook”
Paraphrase your thesis statement
Define key terms
Explain the core thesis idea
Give a concrete example
Antithesis 
Objective of antithesis is to consider the opposite view of the argument
Make a transition
Explain your antithesis principle
Synthesis
Make a transition, state a general principle
Show how the principle applies to your examples
Explain, define, and refine the principle
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Conclude (strongly)

THE ETHICS OF VIRTUE
Ethics is also concerned with character with traits like self-discipline, responsibility, honesty, charity, loyalty, devotion
The ethics of happiness and persons typically ask: “What should I do?”
In contrast, the ethics of virtue asks: “What kind of person should I become?”
Background
The history of virtue ethics goes back much further than our 2 previous theories (rights, as proposed in the ethics of persons and utilitarianism, as proposed in the ethics of happiness)
We can trace virtue ethics all the way back to the ancient Greeks
Christendom’s great virtues are faith, hope, charity, prudence, justice, temperance, and fortitude (Western traditions)
In the Eastern traditions other virtues come to the forefront: tranquility, non-attachment, compassion, truthful speech and thought, “right livelihood”, and nonviolence
This is where the concept of virtue becomes crucial – we develop good character by instilling good virtues, and conversely, by teaching people to avoid evil vices (the opposite of virtues)
Weston points out how these concepts have become increasingly important in present-day debates
For example, “professional ethics” reflects concepts of virtue in countless ways 
Professional ethics is a sub-field of the study of moral issues that concentrates on groups like the Canadian Medical Association (CMA), or the Law Society of Upper Canada (LSUC), and countless other professional-type organizations
Such groups circumscribe the proper conduct of doctors, lawyers, and so on – they define the criteria for being a doctor/lawyer in good standing 
The ‘Lawyerly’ Virtues: Wisdom, Diligence, Loyalty, Discretion, Justice
The ‘Medicinal’ Virtues: Care, Fidelity, Benevolence, Courage, Truthfulness
In short, professional organizations, similar to the ancient Greeks, outline a family of virtues and vices specific to each professional occupation
Virtue ethics is an ancient framework, yet it’s becoming ever-more important in the modern world
The famous Greek philosopher, Aristotle (384-322 BCE) put forward the ethics of virtue 
Aristotle’s Virtue Ethics
Aristotle believed that everything in the world – human beings included – has a “defining function or activity”. Weston explains:
Trees grow in certain ways depending on their kinds, buildings are made for certain purposes, human artisans have their particular arts
The concept of “virtue” allows us to describe the defining function or activity of trees, buildings, arts, and everything else
We say it is a virtue of (properly constructed) buildings to protect us from the elements
The virtue of the oak tree is to grow rapidly and producing many acorns
What can we say about human beings? What is our “defining function or activity”?
For Aristotle, the answer is that human beings are ‘rational animals’ – We make choices, regulate our own lives, and decide how to live, in a way that nothing else in the world approximates
Like many other ancient Greeks, Aristotle believed that self-regulation was primarily about moderation
A virtuous life is one in which people neither indulge, nor strictly deny themselves, human pleasures
We should seek to find what Aristotle called “the golden mean” between deficiency and excess
Aristotle placed a high priority on virtues such as: courage, temperance, wisdom  These virtues are concerned with keeping one’s passions in check, living a life of moderation and conscious choice
Strength of character (virtue), Aristotle suggests, involves finding the proper balance between the 2 extremes of excess and deficiency 
Excess: having too much of something
Deficiency: having too little of something
Aristotelian Virtue: A mean between 2 extremes, an excess and a defect, with respect to a particular action or emotion
Specific Aristotelian Virtues:
Courage: A mean between the extremes of cowardice and foolhardiness with respect to the emotion of fear
Generosity: A mean between the extremes of extravagance and stinginess with respect to the giving away and taking in of money
Pride: A mean between the extremes of vanity and excessive humility with respect to ones desire to receive great honours 
Temperance: A mean between the extremes of self-indulgence and insensibility with respect to the desire for pleasures of the body (eating, drinking, sex)
Good temper: A mean between the extremes of irascibility (or irritability) and apathy with respect to ones proneness to anger
Truthfulness: A mean between the extremes of boastfulness and self-deprecation with respect to the way one presents oneself to others
Wittiness: A mean between the buffoonery and boorishness with respect to ones desire to amuse others  
Friendliness: A mean between obsequiousness (e.g., being overly deferential/grovelling) and unpleasantness with respect to the desire to please others
Modesty: A mean between the extremes of bashfulness and shamelessness with respect to one's susceptibility to shame
Aristotle draws contrasts between:
Continent people, who have unruly desires but manage to control them
Temperate people, whose desires are naturally – or through habit, second-nature – directed toward that which is good for them
Weakness of will (akrasia) which occurs when individuals cannot keep their desires under control
Christian Virtue Ethics
Theological virtues 
Faith 
Hope 
Charity  
Prudence 
Justice 
Temperance 
Fortitude 
Humility 
Chastity
Deadly sins 
Pride 
Lust 
Avarice 
Idolatry 
Wrath 
Envy 
Gluttony 
Sloth 
Teo Te Ching
Weston also discusses virtue ethics in “Eastern” religious traditions (i.e. Confucianism, Taoism, and Buddhism)
Tranquility
Non-attachment
Compassion
Truthful speech and thought
Right livelihood
Non-violence 
“Each separate being in the universe/Returns to the common source/Returning to the source is serenity” – (Tao Te Ching 16)
“He who stands on tiptoe/Doesn’t stand firm/He who rushes ahead/Doesn’t go far/He who tries to shine/Dims his own light/He who defines himself/Can’t know who he really is/He who has power over others/Can’t empower himself/He who clings to his work/Will create nothing that endures” – (Tao Te Ching 24)
Analogy: The Working of Water
Infinite flexibility
Responsiveness
Going with the flow:
Spontaneity
Simplicity
Tranquility
Unselfishness
Humility 
Strength:  
“The supreme good is like water/Which nourishes all things without trying to/It is content with the low places that people disdain/Thus it is like the Tao” – (Tao Te Ching 8) 
Moral Education
Not surprisingly, Weston also places a priority on aspects of ‘cultivating virtue’
Human experience, personal development, and ‘ethical growth’ are undeniably a part of the study of moral issues
Perhaps the most convincing aspect of virtue ethics is that its branches (Aristotelian, Christian, Confucian, Buddhist, professional ethics) make the teaching of virtue, by individual practice, a paramount concern
Moral education may initially seek to control unruly desires through rules, the formation of habits, etc.  
Ultimately, moral education aims at forming rightly-ordered desires, which involves teaching people to desire what is genuinely good for them
John Sullivan, excerpt from “Living Large”
Small-minded person in us:
We are biased and individualistic
Enslaved and reactive 
On automatic pilot 
Going through the motions according to cultural scripts 
Something triggers us and we react immediately with no time to reflect on our response 
Large-minded person in us:
We see the whole and live in a larger world 
We are freer, acting from a place beneath surface disturbance 
“Response-able” – We are able to choose our response in a way that benefits the whole

ON-THE-SPOT ESSAY: Clearly explain one (or two) requirements that you think should be necessary elements in a student code of ethics that might be passed by Carleton’s Senate

[bookmark: _WNSectionTitle_10][bookmark: _WNTabType_9]Philosophy Chapter 9 Notes/Q&A’s
The Ethics of Virtue	11-09-13 6:47 PM

THE ETHICS OF RELATIONSHIP
We are social beings as well as individuals
We are born to other humans, grow up in families, and take on traditions and heritages and communities
We all live, in turn, in deep interrelation with the larger-than-human natural world
The main values central to relationship are:
1. Caring
2. Participation 
3. Community
Recognizing how much our communities make us who we are also calls forth not only gratefulness, but also a responsibility to protect, sustain, and attend to them
Background
Our 3 previous ethical theories (Kantianism, Utilitarianism, Virtue ethics) have numerous differences, but they still seem to have a few underlying points in common
In Weston’s terms, they each seek to “connect us to a larger world” – however, they also seem in certain respects to ‘disconnect’ us from the world we live in.
Consider utilitarianism – one of the 3 central tenets for Utilitarians is moral quality: we should view our fellow human beings as equals, and consider their happiness or suffering as equally important to that of others
This is a powerful ethical insight, which we should seek develop in ourselves and teach to others, however ‘moral equality’ is a very strict criterion
Moral equality is a noble moral ideal, but it seems to cut against some of the most important ethical relationships we have. 
Weston points out that feelings like “caring”, “love” and “nurturing” are partly ignored, or at least not given a high priority, in other ethical theories
Surely this is an oversight – we need to contemplate how such aspects of human experience, all tied closely with concepts of “relationships”, can be integrated into our study of moral issues
Care Ethics 
The ethics of care has its roots in a study of “moral development in children” by a psychologist named Lawrence Kohlberg
The study supported to show that children develop moral beliefs according to essentially the same stages 
Kohlberg provided an intricate theory to support his notions of “ethical maturity”
Kohlberg’s Developmental Theory of Ethics: 5 Stages
1. First, they develop obedience to authority
2. Second, they develop a sense of self-interest
3. Third, they seek ‘social approval’ and learn conventions
4. Then, children develop awareness for others along the lines of utilitarianism, “an eye for the good of all society”
5. Finally, some (but not all) children come to understand ethics in terms similar to Kant’s duty-based ethics
A psychologist named Carol Gilligan was among the first to challenge Kohlberg’s conclusions – she argues that his original study was infected by certain biases and omissions
For example, Kohlberg focused mostly on boys in his study, and he generalized to all children, whereas there might be vast differences in the moral development of young boys and girls
Gilligan’s fascinating and provocative conclusion is that young boys and girls develop moral beliefs in gender-specific ways
Gilligan believed that boys do (sometimes) follow a pattern similar to the one theorized by Kohlberg, however girls show a quite different pattern – they “pondered the nature and character of relationships tending to derive relevant ethical values from specific relationships and responsibilities among persons”
Hence, girls approach ethics using ‘a different voice’
Carol Gilligan (1982) In a Different Voice (Harvard UP):
Girls from a very early age, “see the actors in moral dilemmas arrayed not as opponents in a contest of rights but as members of a network of relationships on whose continuation they all depend. Consequently, the solution to the dilemmas lies in activating the network by communication… strengthening rather than severing connections.” 
“Care ethics”, as Weston points out, is a dynamic ethical theory that derives its authority largely from Carol Gilligan’s findings – Its central insight is that we are ‘embedded’ in relationships, each with multi-layered expectations and responsibilities
Summary of Care Ethics:
We are deeply, inescapably, and permanently in relationship with particular other people, and, in a way that goes far beyond the distant type(s) of relationships that are found in the other families of moral values
Relationships like these evoke deep feelings, and it is these feelings that ground the deepest values in turn 
An ethics that honours feelings, such as care ethics is/are:
Not ‘categorical’
Not ‘universalize-able’
Rooted in human relationships
Virtues like perceptiveness to the emotion of other humans, imagination, sensitivity, skill in responding and nurturing, patience and creativity 
‘Motherhood’ can be used as a metaphor for the concept of care ethics
Consider these dynamics  How can care ethics have an impact on these topics? 
Individualism
Consumerism
Urbanization
Globalization
Technology & Science
Ethics of Community
Kwasi Wiredu, “From The Moral Foundations of an African Culture”
Wiredu is a widely-read contemporary Ghanian philosopher working in the USA
He writes about his own people the Akan of West Africa
Community is always particular
We are linked with these specific others 
Ethical life is deeply constituted by family and communal relations
Wiredu develops a ‘communal’ (or ‘communitarian’) ethics ‘from the inside’ of his own cultural roots 
In Akan society, the greatest value is attached to communal belonging – a concentrated stress is placed on kinship identity 
The Akan philosophy of life:
“A human being needs help”
“A human being is not a palm tree so as to be self-sufficient” …
… “at birth a human being is radically self-insufficient” 
Agriculture is a social bond:
Traditional agriculture: shared labour between neighbours and farmers
“Anybody who availed himself of the benefits of this system yet dragged his feet when the call came from others was liable to be convicted of such degeneracy and branded a social outcast.”
Universal or Particular?
What is the nature of these moral duties/principles?
Are they ‘universal duties’?
Community is always particular – We are linked with these specific others
Kinship support
Matrilineal kinship lines: “From the point of view of a person’s civic existence, this is the most significant circle of relations.”
Cosmopolitan or Communitarian?
Communitarian theories give moral standing to moral, cultural, political, and religious communities
They (often) question claims about universal human rights
They suggest that we are “social and political animals”
Our lives make sense only in the context of communities/relationships 
Cosmopolitan theories place a high priority on universal human rights
They reject the idea that communities or nations should have moral standing at all
Cosmopolitan thinkers imagine us as ‘citizens of the world’
Protagoras said: “Man is the measure of all things”  No matter how much we value anything else, we give utmost importance to human beings
ON-THE-SPOT ESSAY: Is Kwasi Wiredu on solid ground when he seeks to shift the discussion back to ‘particular’ or community-oriented’ values, away from ‘universal ones’?  






























The Land Ethics
Aldo Leopold and ‘The Land Ethic’
Aldo Leopold (1887 – 1948) was a pioneer in field ecology and environmental ethics
He was a bridge-builder between these 2 fields
He created a new theory which:
Is “non-antropocentric” 
Includes soil, watersheds, plants, and animals
Is “non-atomistic” (i.e., not only individual creatures) 
Includes whole ecosystems: “The Land Community” 
The Land Pyramid
Food chains (lines of dependency)
Energy circuits (energy conducted up/down)
Layers of the Pyramid:
Carnivore layer
Herbivore layer
Insect layer
Plant layer
Soil layer 
Anthropocentrism: 
A kind of human-centred thinking exactly parellel to selfishness 
The view that human beings are the sole and exculsive metric of moral standing
Contrasted with ‘eco-centrism’; the view that ecosystems also possess moral standing
Atomism:
Explaining something in terms of its basic elemental parts, rather than the ‘wholes’ thing
Contrasted with ‘wholism’ 
Balance of Nature 
The pyramid seeks a ‘self-sustaining balance’
‘Equilibrium’ 
Land Ethic’s primary principle:
“A thing is right when it preserves the integrity, stability and beauty of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise.”
The Ethical Sequence
An “ethic” is a differentiation of social from anti-social conduct
There is not yet an ethic dealing with our relations to plants, animals, and the land
Individual responsibility for the health of the land
Dominance  Stewardship 
A. Man as conquerer 
B. Man as biotic citizen 
Ecological Conscience: “Think like a Mountain”
Differs from anthropocentric theories
Differs from atomistic/individualistic theories
Centre of moral concern:
Self-sustaining natural ecosystems 
Diversity and complexity within ecosystems 
Is it sometimes acceptable to harm and/or kill human animals? (i.e., if the land community so requires) 
Dimensions of The Land Ethic
1. Metaphysical arguments:  
The land is not merely soil
Native plants and animals keep the energy circuit open; others may or may not 
Man-made (anthropogenic) changes are of a different order than evolutionary changes, and have effect much greater than what is comprehended or seen






[bookmark: _WNSectionTitle_11][bookmark: _WNTabType_10]Philosophy Chapter 10 Notes/Q&A’s
The Ethics of Relationship	11-09-13 6:47 PM
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Where: Alumni Hall/Raven’s Nest
Length of Exam: 3 hours

Preparation/Active Reading:
Main point: What is the author’s main point in the text?
Attitude: What is the attitude of the author in his/her text?
Purpose: What is the purpose of the author? Why is the author writing the text?
Support: What is the support given for the main point? How does it relate to the main point? 

Tips for the Exam
Multiple Choice Questions:
Watch the wording
Read the question word for word
What’s the question asking? (Paraphrase the question in your mind)
Translate the question into your own words and/or identify key words and phrases
Nail down your choice (Process of Elimination)  Nail down your answer to a point where you are quite certain about your choice, e.g.) You picked answer ‘C’ and you KNOW WHY ‘A’, ‘B’, and ‘D’ are definitely incorrect  
Answer in your own words – articulate what a correct answer will need to state and then look over the 4 choices
Use Process of Elimination (POE) to identify the least wrong choice
Watch for ‘Attractors’
Get into the mind(s) of the test maker
Short Answer Questions:
A particular skill-set
Don’t think in terms of, “I answered this question” – provide vivid examples and evidence to support your position 
Building the most solid position/essay you can
Pre-writing:
Brainstorm ideas
Identify key terms to define
Determine your own central thesis
‘T-A-S structure’:
Thesis:
Start with a “hook”
Paraphrase your thesis statement
Define key terms
Explain the core thesis idea
Give a concrete example
Antithesis:
Objective of antithesis is to consider the opposite view of the argument
Make a transition
Explain your antithesis principle
Synthesis:
Make a transition, state a general principle
Show how the principle applies to your examples
Explain, define, and refine the principle
Conclude (strongly)
Readings + Material + Points
Use your own voice and approach 
Get into the mind(s) of the test maker
Example Question: Explain the one or more challenges raised by cultural relativism 
First, define the term ‘cultural relativism’ in a way that strengthens your argument 
Then, state and explain the issues raised by cultural relativism – i.e.) Why is this an issue? To what extent is this an issue? 
Essay Question: 
Pre-writing:
Brainstorm strategies, context, examples, and ideas
Identify key terms needing definition(s)
Determine your own central thesis statement (and paraphrase it)
‘T-A-S structure’:
Thesis:
Start with a “hook”
Assert and paraphrase your thesis statement
Define key terms
Elaborate and explain your core thesis idea
Give a concrete example demonstrating your thesis statement
Antithesis:
Objective of antithesis is to consider the opposite view of the argument
Make a smooth but clear transition
Explain your antithesis principle
Explain the relevance of your example
Synthesis:
Make a smooth and clear transition, state a general principle
Show how the principle applies to your examples
Explain, define, and refine the principle
Conclude (strongly)

The exam has 3 parts:
PART A (Multiple Choice Questions)
40 Multiple Choice Questions
Survey the questions 
Work the questions (Process of Elimination)
Inspect the section (Go back and check to see if you have answered every question – however, don’t second guess your answers)
PART B (Short Answer Questions)
PART C (Essay Question)

Questions are taken from the following 3 sources:
Material in the Weston textbook
In-class lectures
Lecture notes(learning modules) posted on WebCT

The following readings in Weston ARE covered on this exam:
Ethics as a Learning Experience (Ch. 1, pg. 3)
Stillmann, “Young Women, Sweatshops, and the Ethics of Globalization”
Ethics-Avoidance Disorders(Ch. 2, pg. 20)
Ethics and Religion (Ch. 3, pg. 37)
Ethical Talk: Ground Rules(Ch. 4, pg. 55)
Jacksteit & Kaufmann, “Common Ground Rules” (Ch. 4, pg. 65)
Service and Service Learning (Ch. 5, pg. 76)
Goska, “Living Ideals” (Ch. 5, pg. 86)
Martin, “The Ethics of Transformation” (Ch. 5, pg. 91)
Taking Values Seriously(Ch. 6, pg. 103)
Walker, “Am I Blue?” (Ch. 6, pg. 113)
Kerosote, from Bloodties(Ch. 6, pg. 119)
The Ethics of the Person(Ch. 7, pg. 127)
Levinas, “Ethics and the Face” (Ch. 7, pg. 130)
Pope John Paul II, from “Evangelium Vitae” (Ch. 7, pg. 135)
Kant, Metaphysics of Morals(Ch. 7, pg. 139)
The Ethics of Happiness (Ch. 8, pg. 148)
Csikszentmihalyi, from “Flow: The Psychology of Optimal Experience”
Mill, from Utilitarianism(Ch. 8, pg. 157)
Russell, “The Harm that Good Men Do” (Ch. 8, pg. 159)
The Ethics of Virtue(Ch. 9, pg. 171)
Aristotle, from Nicomachean Ethics(Ch. 9, pg. 175)
Lao Tsu, from Tao Te Ching(Ch. 9, pg. 181)
Sullivan, from “Living Large” (Ch. 9, pg. 187)
The Ethics of Relationship(Ch. 10, pg. 297)
Noddings, from Caring(Ch. 10 pg. 206)
Wiredu, “Moral Foundations of African Culture” (Ch. 10, pg. 209)
Leopold, “The Land Ethic” (Ch. 10, pg. 211)

Concepts & Definitions
	Rights-based ethics
Deontogical ethics
Legal rights
Relationships
Alice Walker
Ted Kerosote
Direct duty
Supererogatory duty
Martin Buber
Emmanuel Levinas
Pope John Paul II
Nel Noddings
Kwasi Wiredu
Aldo Leopold
John Sullivan
Communitarianism
Cosmopolitanism
John Locke
Consequences
Happiness
Maximization
Moral equality
Buddhism
Lao Tsu
Small-minded person
Large-minded person
Response-ability
Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi
Martin Buber
Emmanuel Levinas
Ethics and the Face
Fran Peavey
Sarah Stillman
Moral rights
Universal human rights
St. Thomas Aquinas
Well-being
Preference satisfaction
Pleasure
Reducing suffering
Moral values
Psychological egoism
Ethical egoism
Legal rights
Moral rights
Universal human rights
Self-interest
Diversity
Depth
Clarification
Fairness
Place of Emotion Dogmatism Relationships
Self-reflection
Self-regulation
Self-indulgence
Dysfunctional dialogues
Utilitarian principles Common Ground Approach
Virtue ethics
Vice
Plato
Aristotle
Professional ethics
Buddhist ethics
Christian virtues
Confucian ethics
Taoist ethics

Short Answer Questions
Does emotion have any place at all in the study of moral issues?
What types of pitfalls is Weston concerned about when approaching moral 
issues?
Is the Common Ground Approach essentially equivalent to compromise?
Give an example of ethical growth in an individual and in society.
Briefly and clearly explain Weston’s general approach to studying moral issues.
Is everyone simply out for themselves?
Choose one of Sarah Stillman’s arguments and explain it clearly.
What does Kant mean by the ‘categorical imperative’?
In your own words, briefly explain the rights-based approach of John Locke.
Is it possible to measure happiness in the way that utilitarians like Bentham 
suggests?
What is the relationship between hedonism and utilitarianism?
Is Pope John Paul II’s argument in Evangelium Vitaean instance of 'the ethics 
of persons'?
Why does Ted Kerosote eat meat?
How would you summarize Martin Buber’s view of persons?
How do rights/equality/justice relate to personhood?
Is treating someone as a person the same as treating them nicely?
What is ‘community’ and why is it valuable?
Explain how Kwasi Wiredu’s views are ‘communitarian’ and/or 
‘particularistic’.
Why does Alice Walker refuse to eat meat?
Can you think of an example of Levinas’s concept of ‘the face’?
What is the problem of measurement?
What is the relationship between justice, rights and equality?
Is it (ever) right to intentionally tell lies?
Does Kantian ethics provide a strong justification for individual rights?
Explain the one or more of the challenges raised by cultural relativism.
Explain one or more of the challenges associated with moral relativism.
Explain what Aristotle means when he writes about the distinctive function
 or activity that is crucial to human beings.
Who was John Stuart Mill?
What is the main difference between Kohlberg’s and Gilligan’s views about 
moral development?
What is anthropocentrism?
What do the Lakota Souix people mean by “all my relations”?
Is pleasure the ultimate goal?
Is happiness the ultimate goal?
What is hedonism?
In a nutshell, what is ‘the harm that good men do’?
What is ‘flow’ and how does it connect to happiness?
How are Aristotle’s and St.Thomas Aquinas’s accounts of virtue ethics similar?
What are the basic pedestals of the Utilitarian theory of ethics?
What do you consider to be the most important of all the virtues we encountered
in Weston or discussed in class? Why?
Are there any ways in which the Buddhist and/or Confucian approaches to
 ethics parallel utilitarian ethics? What about Kantian ethics?
In what ways do the utilitarian, rights-based and virtue approaches to ethics 
make use of the concept of equality?
What kind of thing is a virtue?
What moral issues do you think would be likely to arise in a society (such as 
Akan society) where great priority is given to matrilineal kinship?
What is a vice?
What is the most serious flaw or difficulty with utilitarianism?
How would you characterize the Confucian/Taoist view of virtue(s)?
What contributions do world religions make to our understanding of moral issues?
What is the significance of Aristotle’s concept of the 'mean'?
Explain a few ways in which you could spoil a discussion of a given moral issue 
by making it dysfunctional.
Are theoretical approaches to ethics useful?
What is Aristotle’s theory of virtues?
How can virtues be taught?

Essay Questions:
Which of the four families of ethical values studied so far in PHIL 1500 do you
find the most compelling?
Using some of the concepts and arguments studied so far in PHIL 1500, explain 
your stance on the debate about political correctness. Should certain words and 
phrases be banned because they are politically incorrect?
Are human rights universal?
Should we lie to get ourselves out of a sticky situation? How do you think 
Kant answers this question?
Why are persons precious (according to the modern religious view)?
Look up the set of 9 moral issues/questions in Weston’s textbook (page 124-125). 
In your own words, give a one (or two) sentence response to each of these 
questions. In particular, try to give a complete or comprehensive answer in this 
short space.
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