Egoism (Theory p 61-83) 
Egoism is self-interest involving decisions. We must not confuse self-interest vs. Selfishness

One claim by Hobbes (17th English) (The Leviathan)

Naturally seekers of our self-interest. Psychological egoism

Another theory – psychological altruism (opposite, your secretly doing things for other, not yourself)

Ethics/morals require choice

Non-normative…we talk about normative ethics (there are choices) 

Ethical egoism = you have a choice and you should choose your self-interest (selfishness) Normative 

Plato, two students arguing for selfishness (evil) to their teacher Socrates

Glaucon and Thrachymachus. Their argument is that you should be selfish (evil).

1) It is better to be an evil person that everyone thinks is good than a good person that everyone thinks is evil. 

2) We all to some extent admire the successful bad man more than the unsuccessful good man

3) Religion, Hellenism, it actually supports the selfish evil person. It puts loopholes in the law that allows such a person to get away with it. Just perform some ritual, pilgrimage, etc. and you will be cleansed. 

4) Only frightened and weak people choose the just life. Myth of Gyges. – if we could turn invisible (magic ring) then morality would not exist.

Assumption about human nature. We are all naturally selfish (evil) and we only do good out of fear of punishment. 

Are human beings morally governed on a reward/punishment basis? No different than a dog. 

Socrates: 

1) Humans require a peace of mind that does not permit them to be all selfish. 

Dosoyevsky – Crime and punishment. Raskolnokov – end justifies the means, murders a miser. 

2) We do not act out of reward/punishment. We act out of empathy. 

Guided by feelings towards other human beings.

Empathy. Emotions vs. Reason.

David Hume (18th century Scottish)

Empathy has rules. Empathy is governed our relations in space and time.

The things closest to us are more important than those things that are farther away. 

Can a human being function with perfect equal empathy for all? 

Ayn Rand – novels seem to argue for selfishness

James Rachels – Self-interest can allow for someone to help others whereas selfishness doesn’t. Selfish only care about themselves. 

Selfishness = cowardice, Courage = some sort of self-sacrifice

All you can do avoid that person. Isolate them from society

Selfishness is not the path to success

Adam Smith Wealth of Nations – The best society is when all people seek their own self interest

Book 1 Theory of Moral Sentiments Book 2 Wealth of Nations

Cooperative self-interest. Not selfishness.

Richard Dawkins – The Selfish Gene 1975 later 1985 new documentary

Nature is not selfish. Reciprocal altruism

Cooperative self-interest

Game Theory – Study of strategy

Prisoner’s Dilemma

Computer Moral Contest

1) Golden Rule (Do unto others as you would have them do unto you. 2) Tit-for-tat. Do to others what they do to you. 3) Be selfish.  #2 won

***Nice Guys Finish First by Richard Dawkins.

In response to The Selfish Gene
· Wrong first impression of his book, does not necessarily promote being egoistic and selfish, but tries to reinforce that nature is not selfish but seeks self-interest, and this actually does carry altruistic virtues.

· Discusses Game Theory and Prisoner’s Dilemma, and leads to Tit for Tat. Tit for tat won in all situations, created the best utilitarian outcome (reciprocal altruism) 

Virtue Ethics (299-336)

Instead of actions lets focus on people themselves. Not about what to do, but what sort of person do I want to be?

Character, Virtues 

Plato/Socrates

1) Wisdom 2) Justice 3) Fortitude (Moral Courage) 4) Temperance (Moderation, self-control)

Person and the State 

Aristotle (4th BC Greek)

Eudemonia = Human Flourishing 

Virtue lies between two extremes. Not a question of choosing this or that. 

Foolishness                   Courage                    Cowardice

No rules telling you how to do this. Morality cannot be taught. It has to be learnt through practice, like learning to play the piano. 

To be a courageous person, learn to do courageous things. Intellectual virtues can be taught (Practical Wisdom). 

Golden Mean

It only looks at the person in the long term. It is no help in the short-term. It has no advice to give concerning an immediate moral crisis. 

Robert Loudon “Some vices of virtue ethics”

It does not tell you what to do. 

Some types of actions are evil in themselves. It has nothing to do with the type of person who commits them. How do we know whether someone is a virtuous person? We can only judge people by their actions. 

Relativistic criticism. Different people, different cultures, have different virtues.

Virtue ethics seems to the natural way in which we act. 

Love/hate relationship with psychology. 

Evidence that contradicts some of the found principles of virtue ethics. Do courageous people do courageous things? Etc.

Bystander effect. Obeying authority. 

Stanley Milgram experiment

February 1rst – Divine Command Theory, Justice 



( Ethical Theory: p 37-59, 243-283 

Bystander effect (Group experiment was the Ashe experiment)

Decisions, Beliefs, Though experiment Subway Hero

Courage – self-sacrifice 

Instinct to help (Baby videos) Group Identity

Nietzsche – We go from the I am me identity to I am one of those, group identity

Divine Command Theory… Good and Evil because a religious authority tells me so.

Command – obey, but what are we supposed to obey?

Plato/Socrates
What does it mean to be pious? Piety is good. 

God likes piety. God says it is good. 

Is something good and that is why God does that thing? OR, is something good because God does that thing?

Good loses its meaning.

Might is Right. 

If God says something is good he must have a reason or God is irrational.

Always end up with Circular Definition

Counter argument – piety is part of justice. 

Socrates says what part of justice? Justice is made up of many things; courage, honesty. What makes piety different from, say, courage? Piety is pious <- circular definition.

Euthypho’s final argument was God wants people to pray so that he can return that piety with favours. 

Believer is in a sort of trade agreement with God. --> Kind of like the Tit for Tat strategy??

God doesn’t need anything. 

Why does God say you should pray, it can’t be because he needs your prayers, it must be just because he likes it. Because it is good

Good is to have any meaning it must stand alone as a term in itself.

Good must be good, and that is why God is good.

Reason works with faith. 

Justice (243-283)

Ibn Rushd – Averroes (12th century Arab Spain)

The Translator – the main source for Aristotle 

· Reason is necessary in order to interpret religion. 

St. Thomas Aquinas – 13th century Rome

He is the official philosopher for Catholicism.

· Reason and faith complement each other.

· Reason proves God’s existence, and faith provides the explanations for the things reason can’t prove (Trinity). 

Spinoza – 17th century Holland

Excommunicated

· Prophets use their imagination when interpreting God’s word. 

· God’s word is half God’s and half the Prophet’s mind.

· Dignified version of prophecy is not to have and empty-headed prophet.

· Reason is automatically involved. 

Kant – 18th century German

Non-autonomous

· Reason and Free Will are what make us moral beings and ultimately the children of God. 

· He wants to restore a true sense of justice.

· If morality is based on feelings than Justice cannot exist. 

Utilitarian’s – If it feels good it is good. 

· There is a definite right and wrong and you never have end justifies the means. 

· The word justice is meaningless if you say sometimes it is right to do the wrong thing.

· Obligated by reason (which is given to you by God) to what is right, regardless of the consequences. 

· Consequences are always in the future, thus are unknowable. Morality is not about probabilities; it is about a certain sense of justice. 

Consequentialists, Virtue Ethics, Kantian Ethics

Justice, Rights, Equality 

What is justice?

“That’s not fair” 

What does fairness mean? Each person deserves their due. Help the good person and give the bad what they deserve.

Rawls vs. Nozick

Equality, Egalitarians. They are equal in their differences. They are equally different. Stated by Aristotle who enforced virtue ethics, consequentialism, and human flourishing function. People were defined by their function.

Inegalitarianism

· Everyone’s self-purpose makes them equal

· Human equality is based on facts

David Hume – 18th century

· Is/Ought fallacy

· Kant, humans are of equal value

People are equal regardless of their consequences

· Equal worth regardless of the consequences

· Never use people. People are not means to an end, they are always ends.

Rawls – Rule Utilitarianism

· Deontologist

· 1970 Theory of Justice

· Veil of ignorance: we need to ignore everything that makes us different. Put us in a state of innocence, like babies in heaven who are rational.

· Equal distribution of rights and goods

· No one should be allowed to hoard wealth in a society so that those who have more than they require should give their excess to those who need it the most.

· Underestimate the element of human risk. Rawls is not much of a gambler.

· Main criticism wines from Nozick (Egalitarian) who says this is an unjust system because in a just system/society everyone is entitled to product/money that they have legally earned. 

“That’s not fair”

· Entitlement Theory

· Rawls looked at the overall picture

· Nozick – Creating a world that has no ambition

· Most of the wealth is held by the 1% of the world. 

March 1rst – Whistleblowing (Issues p 70-85)

Sissela Bok 

· Whistleblowers sound and alarm from within the very organization which they work

· Aiming to spoltilight neglect or abuses that threaten the public interest 

· They pose a threat to those whom they denounce and that their own careers may be at risk 

Moral Conflicts 

· must try to decide whether speaking out is in fact in the public interest 

· must weigh his responsibility to serve the public interest against the responsibilty he owes to his colleagues and the institution in which he works 

· often have (personal) reason to fear the results of carrying out such a duty 

· in practice, retaliation is likely 

· The question is how to resolve the conflict between professional loyalty and professional responsibility towards the same outside world 

Nature of Whistleblowing 

· Three elements: dissent, breach of loyalty, and accusation . 

· Dissent 

· Makes public a disagreement with an authority or majority view

· Whistleblowing has the narrower aim of shedding light on negligence or abuse 

· The whistlebower hopes to stop the game; but since he is netiehr referee nore coach, and since he blows the whistle on his own team, his act is seen as a violation of loyalty

· The whistleblower is not only a colleague but a subordinate 

· Though aware of the risks inherent in such disobedience, he often hopes to keep his job 

Individual Moral Choice 

· three elements ( impose certain requirements 

· dissent: accuracy and judgment 

· breach of loyalty: exploring alternative ways to cope with improprieties to enable a minimized effect 

· Accusation: fairness 

· Dissent

· Obligation to consider the nature of this benefit and to consider also the possible harm that may come from speaking out 

· Harm to persons or institutions, and ultimately the public

· Therefore must consider the effects of speaking out vs those of remaining silent. 

· Breach of Loyalty 

· Whistleblowing has to remain a last alternative because of its destructive side effects

· Must be chosen only when other alternatices have been considered and rejected 

· Accusation 

· Concerns of fairness 

· Accusations that are openly made by identifiable individuals are more likely to be taken seriously 

· The anonymous messafe is safer in situations where retaliation is likely 

· Also often less likely to be taken seriously 

· Whistleblowers must try to compensate for the strong possibility of bias on their part 

· The possibility of personal gain from sounding the alarm ought to give paus 

· The whitstleblower owes it to all incolced to make sure of two things 

· That he has sought as much and as objective advice regarding his choice as he can before going publice 

· That he is aware of the arguments for and against the practice of whistleblowing in general

· This so he can see his own choice afainst as richly detailed and coherent background as possible 

Whistleblowing and Employee Loyalty – Ronald Duska

· Issue: debates about whether and when whistleblowing is permisable. 

· Finds it somewhat disconcerting that there is a problem at all 

· An act of disloyalty 

· If whistleblowing was disloyal, it deserved disapproval, and ultimately any action of whistleblowing needed justification 

· The whistleblower was the bad guy. Why? Because he was disloyal

· Norman Bowie- “whistleblowing violates a prima facie duty of loyalty to ones employer” ( recognizes that this is only a prima facie duty, on that can be overidden by a higher duty to the pulic good 

· Fails to see how oen has an obligation of loyalty to one’s company 

· To make the objects of loyalty gives them a moral status they do not deserve

Loyalty

· Loyalty is ordinarily construed as a state of being constant and faithful in a relation implying trust or confidence 

· Don’t owe loyalty to just anyone you encounter 

· Rather owe loyalty to persons with whom you have a special relationship 

· Involves mutual enrichment . 

· Loyalty is incompatible with self interest, it is something that necessarily requires we go beyond that 

· A business or corporation does two things in free enterprise system:

· Produces a good or service 

· Makes a profit 

· Making of a profit is the primary function of a business as a business 

· Since profit is paramount, a company feels justified in firing you for the sake of better production 

· Business functions on the basis of enlightened self interest. 
Commercialization 

· the fact that profit dtermines the quality of work allowed leads to a phenomenon called the commercialization of work 

· in such a venture, with such a goal there is no loyalty 

· or at least none need be expected 

· an employer will release an employee and an employee will walk away from an employer when it is profitable for either one to do so 

· commmercialization of work dissolves the type of relationship that requires loyalty 

· sets up merely contractual relationships 

Team/permissability 

· What is perceivevd as bad about whitsleblowing in business from this perspective is that one blows the whistle on one’s own team, thereby violating team loyalty 

· If the company can get its employees to view it as a team they belong to, it is easire to demand loyalty 

· The issue of permissibility of whistleblowing is not a real issue since there is no oblifation of loyalty to a complany 

· Whistleblowing is not only permissible, but expected when a company is harming society 

· We have, it seems to me, an obligation to avoid harming anyone, but not an obligation to do good

· If whistleblowing can prevent harm, then it is required under certain conditions

· Simon, Powers and Gunnemann: Four Conditions for whistleblowing 

· 1. Need 

· must be a clear harm to society that can be avoided by whistleblowing

· we don’t blow the whistle over everything 

· 2. Proximity 

· the proximity to the whistleblower that puts him in the position to report his company in the first place 

· 3. Capability 

· he needs to have some chance of success 

· ie. Access to the press, be believable, convincing etc. 

· 4. Last Resort

· if there are others more capable of reporting and moxe proximate they must do so

· the other does not have the responsibility 

Challenges to this postiton 

· in the case of organization who are employers in non profit areas 

· government, educational institutions etc 

· in this case argument against commercialization is irrelevant 

March 8th – Advertising (Issues p 94-117)

The Inconclusive Ethical Case Against Manipulative Advertising- Phillips 

· Heilbroner – “if I were aked to name the deadliest suversice force within capitalism – the single greates source of its waning moralit – I would withou hesitation name advertising” 

· Winpisinger – “its major function and purpose has been tofeed already bloated corporate beasts” 

· Article explores ethical implications of Winpisinger’s perception that advertisers succesfully eploit and manipulate the vast range of human fears and needs 

· Two assumptions made by Phillips

· 1) that it plays a major role in increasing the general propensity to consume 

· 2) that it powerfully influences individual consumer purchase decisions 

· Phillips ( concludes that ethically, manipulative advertising is a most problematic practise 

What Is Manipulative Ad

· Beachamp – “any deliberate attempt by a person to elicit a desired response from another person, by noncoercively altering the stucture of actual choices made available to that other person” 

· Deceptive advestising – involves false of misleading assertions or omissions that cause reasonable consumers to form erroneous judgments about the nature of a product 

· What then is manipulative? 

· Relates mainly to the “nonpersuasively altering perceptions” portion of Beauchamp’s definition 

· Advertising that tries to favorably alter consumer’s perceptions of the advertised product by appeals to factors other than the product’s physical attributes and functional performance 

· Advertising’s critics sometimes seem to think that all of it is manipulative 

· Waide - Associative advertising 

· Advertisers using this techique try to favourable influence consumer perceptions of a prodcuvt by associating it with a nonmaket good (sex, power etc) that the product ordinarily cannot supply on its own 

· By purchasing the product the consumer will somehow get the nonmarket good 

· Associative ad seeks to increase the product’s perceived value and thus to induce its purchase 

· Such advertising is far removed from rational persuasion 

The Effects of Manipulative Ads: What Critics Think

· Galbraith – “A new consumer product must be introduced with a suitable advertising campaign to arouse an interest in ti 

· Advertising in general is manipulative 

· Stresses how it socializes people to embrace consumerist values 

· This concumerist message triumphs because it is pervasice, not effectivel challenged, and implanted early in life 

· Human components must be motivated to play their role in producing those products, accomplished by 

· 1) implanting in people an intense desire for consumer goods

· 2) requiring that they do productive work to get the money to buy those goods 

· Gailbraith – these social imperatives of production and consumption make the worker/consumer resemble a squirrel who races full tilt to keep abreast of a wheel propelled by his own efforts 

· business leaders often second Krutch’s arguemtn that advertising is essential to prosperity 

· Genge – “healthy and necessary stimulation of the the consumption that makes our economy the most dynamic and productive in the world” 

· Concludes: large advertising expenditures are not a misallocation of economic resources 

· Are essential allocations and the driving force behing consumption, job creation, and prosperity 

· Advertising that is sufficiently manipulative to create a consuemr sociey also might be able to determine consumers’ individual purchase decisions 

Assumptions and Plan of Attack 

· even is advertising strongly influencs consumer decisions, it does not follro that any specififc ad invariably compels the purchase of the profuct it touts 

· ad is only one of many factors influencing consumers 

· Phillips considers four possible ethical attacks on manipulative advertising

· Claims that: 

· 1) has negative consequences for utility 

· 2) undermines personal autonomy 

· 3) violates Kant’s Categorical Imperative 

· 4) weakens the prsonal virtue of its practitioners and victims 

Utilitarianism 

· articles assumption of manipulation caused by advertising in 2 ways, either: 

· 1) socializing them to embrace consumerist values 

· 2) dictating individual purchasing decisions 

· Implications of Dependence Effect 

· Galbraith’s critique required that he undermine at least two widespread beliefs

· 1) that consumer desires are genuinely autonomous 

· 2) that they produce significant satisfactions 

· if advertising is needed to arouse consumer wants, they cannot be too strong 

· one cannot assume that the increased production characterizing the modern affluent society fenerates corresponding increases in utility 

· baisc argument: because consumer wants are contrived (deliberately created) they are not urgent 

· because they are not urgent, their satisfaction does not generate much utility 

· just because desires can orginate within the consumer, does not mean their fulfillment will provide greater utility than that created from a desire created from advertising 

Frustration of Rational Interbrand Choices 

· second major utilitarian objection

· Levitt 

· concerns power of ads to distort consumer choices among brands and products 

· consumers demand more than “pure operating functionality” from the products they buy

· consunmers demand an expanded notion of functionality which includes “non mechanical utilities” that “help to solve a problem of life” 

· product includs the emotional or affective content produced by its packaging and advertising 

· *** Advertisements are not supposed to be literal representations of the prodcuts they tout, morever tha consumer understands this perfectly well (axe commercials etc) 

· “there is hardly a company that would not go down in ruin if it refused to provide fluff, because nobody will buy pure functionality 

· those feelings give use extra utility above and beyond the utility we get from the product’s performance of its functions 

· Waide – insists that our need for embellishment can be satisfied without manipulative advertising 

· The gap between manipulatice advertising’s implicit promises and its actual performance may lead to frustrated expectations and significant DISUTILITY 

· It is unlikely that eveyone would be continuously aware of advertising’s illusions and the low chance of their realization 

· Waide maintains – manipulative advertising is easy to spot if people bother to look, people often do not bother 

· Nothing ridiculous in assuming that people gain utility by accepting advertising’s illusions

· At the same time retaining some latent knowledge of their condition 

Long Run Harm 

· Manipulative ads may still produce a negative utility balcne in the end 

· Reason ( long run harm that certain “manopulated” purchases may cause 

· Goldman: 

· “whether satisfaction of the desires in question increases ocerall satisfaction in the long wrong, whether it contributes to fulfilled or worthwhile lives” 

· “Processes that create and feed such desires are not utility maximizing” 

· Idea of virtue ethics here – life of virtue and moderation will produce the creates happiness in the long run 

· Errors 

· Tenedency to overrate the probility and the severity of manipulative ads long term harms 

· Most manipulative ads try to make people buy material things, not the harmful items this anlysis suggests 

Autonomy 

· one standard criticism of utilitarianism emphasizes its indifference to the moral quality of the means by which utility is maximized 

· Autonomy related objection: manipulative ads seem objectionable because they deny personal autonomy – freedom from external control or influence 

· People become consumers and make product choices precisely through agencies and causes outside their control and noth through conscious and crtitical evaluation 

· Implicit content causes people to accep emotionalized, superficial, and oversimplified claims

· Are Consumers Autonomous on Levitt’s Assumptions? 

· Advertising manipulates consumers because they knowingly and rationally want to be manipulated 

· Arrington

· Attempt to reconcile manipulation and autonomy

· Asks whether advertising creates desires which are not the consumers own

· “Not necessarily and indeed anot often” 

· does not deny that advertising frequently manipulates consumers 

· however maintains that this manipulation is consistent with autonomous choice 

· Because people generally do not disown or repudiate the products they purchase, those purchase decisions usually are autonomous 

· Claims that most advertising induced purchases are autonomous

· Can be valid only if:

· 1) his conception of autonomy is ound 

· 2) people actually echibit procedural independence when they identify with their purchase decisions 

· difficult to determine 

The Categorical Imperatice 

· Major Formulations 

· 1) Act only on that maxim through which you can at the same time will that it should become a universal law

· 2) Act in such a way that you always treat humanity never simply as a means, but always at the same time as an end 

· Under the first, would sem difficult to identify a maxim that would:

· 1) clearly justifiy manipulative ads

· 2) be universalized by any advertiser

· fares even worse under the second statement 

· businesses that employ it to generate sales obviously try to use people as means to their own ends 

· do so precisely by undermining their rationality and their ability to make informed, autonomous decisions 

· Criticism 

· One can manipulate the imperative to get the results one wishes by framing the maxim appropriately 

· Question based on 2nd imperative: are frims that employ manipultive ads using a consumer merely as a means to their own ends and therefore violating the imperative if the consumer, in effet , needs and wants to be manipulated (no one want to be manipulated, however want to be sold) 

· If we have a prima facie duty to macimize utility, and if manipluative ads make life more bearable, perhaps that duty might outwiegh the duty to respect the rational element of humans nature 

Virtue Ethics
· manipulative advertising encourages advertisers to ignore the well being of their targets, and encourages those targets to neglect the cultivation of nonmarket goods 

· Waide thus concludes that it makes us less virtuous persons and is therefore morally objectionable 

· Manipulative advertising almost certainly undermines such standard virtues as honest and benevolence in its practitioners and arguabl dilutes it targets moderation, reasonableness, self control, self discipline and self relians (rachels) 

Manipulative Ads Last Defense 

· Cirute ethics appears to be the best basis for attacking manipulative ads 

· Disposes of Levitts claim that people want and need advertising’s illusions and therfore more less knowingly and willingly embrace it 

· Manipluative ads ultimate justification, may be its status as a necessary evil 

Conluding Remarks 

· Manipulative ads three most important defenses (Levitt, centrality to economics, little connection between wants originating outside individual and benefit from its satisfaction) are more or less utilitarian in nature 

March 15th –Animal Rights (135-164)
On The Ethics of the Use of Animals in Science – Jamieson and Regan 

· The use made of animals in science frequently is carried out in the name of improving the quality of human life 

· In the past this debate has usally been put in terms of being for or against vivisection ( ill suited for these purposes 

· Vivisect ( to disect an animal while it is alive 

· Not all practices that demand attention involve vivisection 

· Our interest lies in assessing the use made of animals in science in general, not just in those cases where they are vivisected 

· Three major areas of science routinely using animals:

· 1. Biological and medical education

· 2. Toxicology testing

· ( potential harmful effects for human beings of various chemicals and commercial products are first tested on animals 

· 3. Original and applied research 

· ( research into the causes and treatement of various diseases, as well as into the basic biochemical nature and behavior of living organisms 

· when we inquire into the morality of how animals are used in science, we intend to include their use in all three areas 

· Two extreme postions to be characterized and debated: 

· The Unlimited Use Position: 

· Permissible to use any animal for any any scientific purpose so long as no human being is wronged 

· The No Use Position: 

· No use of any animal for any scientific purpose is morally permissible 

The Unlimited Use Position

· first conside Descartes, “Cartesian Argument” 

· 1. If a practice does not cause pain, then it is morally permissible

· 2. Unlimited use of animals for scientific purposes would not cause them any pain 

· 3. Therefore the use of any animal for any scientific purpose is morally permissible

· descarted idea that animals are mindless machines profoundly influenced the course of science 

· the influence of an idea, howeverm is not a reliable measure of its truth, and we need to ask how reasonable the Cartesian argument is

· Physiological: there is no reason to suppose that there are features that are unique to humans that are involved in pain sensations

· It is doubtful that many would try to defend this when it is clearly stated 

· Once we acknowledge the reality of animal conciousness and pain we will be hard pressed to exclude animals from membership in the moral community 

· Key potential benefit of membership in moral community is that limits are place on how others may trat you 

· Who are members? 

· All and only rational beings 

· All and only autonomous beings (free willed) 

· Note the common failings of these views: beings can be neither rational or autonomous (infants and disabled) yet we can still treat them wrongly 

· It might be suffested that membership in moral community is determined by species membership 

· ( to restrict membership in the moral community to those who belong to the “right” species is analogous to the racist’s attempt to restrict membership to those who belong to the “right” race, and to the sexist’s effort to exlude those of the “wrong” gender 

· Thus since many animals are conscious beings who can experience pain, we must recognize that we can wrong them by causing them needless pain or suffering 

· Second argument, Might Makes Right argument 

· 1. If a practice is in the interests of the stronger, then it is morally permissible

· 2. Humans are stronger than animals 

· 3. Unlmited use of animals in science would be in the interests of humans 

· 4. Therefore, the use of any animal for any scientific purpose is morally permissible 

· sometimes it is not in our interest to allow the use of just any animal for just any scientific purpose 

· we care about some animals, we have an interest in how they are treated

· the first premise implies that strong humans do nothing wrong when they pursue their ends by using weaker humans

· Thus this argument would permit not just unlimited use of animals, but unlimited use of weak and defenseless humans as well 

· If we are willing to accept unlimited use of weak/defenseless humans, then most and possibly all animal experimentation performed in the name of human welfare is unecessary 

· When animals are used, the problem of extrapolating the data to humans arises 

· Third Argument The Soul Argument 

· 1. Moral constraints only apply to beings who have souls

· 2. All humans have souls 

· 3. No animals have souls 

· 4. Therefore, moral constraints apply to what may be done to humans but not to what may be done to animals 

· 5. Therefore, unlmited use of animals for scientific purposes is morally permissible 

· aniamals however, are not protected by morality since they allegedly lack souls 

· just as there is great controversy concerning the nature of the soul and the very coherence of the concept, so there is controversy about what individuals have souls (humans) 

· those lacking a soul will have no chance for a future life 

· thus the bodily death of an animal (lacking a soul) would mark its complete annihilation as a conscious individual

· the obligation to minimize the pain and suffering of animals during this their only life would seem to be, if anything, increased rather than diminished by their lack of a soul 

Fourth Argument, The Knowledge Argument 

· 1. If a pratice produces knowledge, then it is morally permissible 

· 2. Unlmited use of animals for scientific purposes would produce knowledge 

· 3. Therefore, unlmited use of animals for scientific purposes is morally permissible 

· some knowledge is simply not worth the price in pain required to get it 

· value of knowledge provided by most tests is insignificant compared to the cost in animal pain required to obtain it 

Fifth Argument, Important Knowledge Argument 

· 1. IF a practice produces important knowledge, then it is morally permissible 

· 2. Unlmited use of animals for scietific purposes would produce important knowledge 

· 3. Therefore, unlmited use of animals for sicetific purposes is morally permissible

· if the production of important knowledge makes a practice permissible, then unlimited testing and experimenting on humans is permissible 

Sixth Argument, the Freedom Argument 

· 1. Outside limits placed on the scientist’s riht to freedom of inquiry or academic freedom are not permissible 

· 2. Any outside restriction placed on the use of animals for scientific purposes would place limts on the scientist’s right to freedom of inquiry or academeic freedom

· 3. Therefore, no outside restrcitions on how animals may be used for scientific purposes are morally permissible 

· seeks to show that lmitations on a researcher’s freedom to use animals are wrong 

· focuses attention away from the alue of the goal of science to the value of the freedom to inquire 

· there are limits on what can be done by individuals in exercising their rights 

· since some limts on the right to freedom of inquiry clearly are justified, the unlimited use of animals cannot be defended by appealing to some supposed absolute right to freedom of inquiry 

The No Use Position 

· holds that no use of any animal for any scientific puspose is ever permissible 

· four arguments. 
The Pain Argument 

· 1. If an action casues pain to another being then it is not morally permissible 

· 2. The use of animals for scientific purposes causes animals pain 
· 3. Therefore, no use of any animal for any scientific pupose is morally permissible 
· not all scientific uses of animals cause them pain 
· contrary to what the first premise states, it is sometimes permissible to cause pain to others (doctors, sports etc) 
· causing pain is not itself sufficient for judging an act impermissable 
The Informed Consent Argument 

· 1. If an action causes pain to another being without that being’s informed consent, then it is not morally permissible 

· 2. The use of animals for scientific purposes casues animals pain without their informed consent
· 3. Therefore, no use of any animal for any scientific purpose is morally permissible 
· second premise is open to the same objection used in the pain argument; not all scientific uses cause animals pain 
· Animals are also not the sort of beings who can give or withhold their informed consent 
· There is no coherent possibility of cause them pain “without their informed consent” 
· One might say there is a difference between hurting others (pain) and harming them (detrimental to welfar) 
· Even a painless death can be a great harm to a given individual 
The Harm Argument 

· 1. If an action harms another being, then it is not morally permissible 

· 2. The use of animals for scientific purposes harms animals 

· 3. Therefore, no use of any animal for any scientific purpose is morally permissible 

· not all animal experimentation harms animals 

· it is simply not true that it is always wrong to harm another – self defence 

· we mince words if we deny that what you did harmed your asssailant in self defence, yet we do not say that what you did is therefore wrong 

· despute the initial plausibility of the first premis, not all cases of harming another are impermissible 

The Innocence Argument
· 1. If an action causes harm to an innocent individual, then it is not permissible, no mattter what the circumstances 

· 2. Animals are innocent 

· 3. The use of animals for scientific purposes harms them 

· 4. Therefore no use of any animal for any scientific purpose is morally permissible 

· since animals are not always harmed when used for scientific purposes, the innocence argument does not provide a foundation for the No Use postiion

· Question: Is it always wrong to harm an innovent individual, no matter what the circumstance

· If the death of one innocent individual is a bad thing, then the death of considerably more than one innocent must be much worse 

· If it is wrong to act in ways that harm innocent individuals, then it would be far more wrong to cause harm to a greater number of innocents 

· There would appear to be cases in which morality permits us to harm an innocent individual 

· Even in those cases in which animals used for scientific purposes are harmed, assumeing their innocence, it does not follow how they are used is morally wrong 

· We conclude that the No Use Position lacks a rationally compelling foundation, in fact, logic, or morality 

Less Extreme Postitions

· two different arguments for less extreme postions 

· prohibition against harming innocent individuals is a very serious, but not an absolute prohibition ( has justified exceptions 

First: Modified Innocence Principle

· based on maximizing the balance of good over evil 

· “it is wrong to harm an innocent individual unless it is reasonable to believe that doing so is the only realistic way of avoiding equal harm for many other innocents 

· it is only after other non-violent of less violent alternatices have been exhausted that we are permitted to do what will harm  an innocent individual 

· MIP will not permit harming an innocent just so that others might avoid some minor inconvenienve 

· Problem will arise concerning just how serious a given harm is, or whether two or more different harms are “equal” 

· MIP: seems to be simply “inapplicable” to our relations with animals

· Question is then: whether sense can be made of the view that animals are innocent 

The Moral Agent Argument 

· against the intelligibility of animal innocence 

· 1. Only moral agents can be innocent 

· 2. Animals are not moral agents 

· 3. Therefore animals cannot be innocent 

· moral agents: individuals who can act from a sense of right and wrong 

· can deliberate about what they ought to do

· can act and not merely react 

· thus can be held accountable or responsible for what they do or fail to do 

· moral agents are responsible ( theey can be accused of acting wrongly 

· individuals who are not moral agents can do no wrong 

· It makes sense to say that a moral agent is innocent, because they can be guilty 

· Makes no sense to say that a tree (not a moral agent) is innocent because it cannot be guilty in the first place 

· Second premis denies animals as moral agents: this seems to be true 

· MIP is concerned with how “innocent” individuals may be treated 

· Therefore has no bearing on how animals may be treated if animals cannot be innocent 

· Animals who can be harmed must likewise be recognized as members of the moral community 

· Because as moral patients, they can suffer wrongs 

The Modified Innocence Argument 

· attempting to apply MIP to animals 

· 1. It is wrong to harm the innocent unless we have very good reason to believe that ths is the only realistic way to prevent equal harm for many other innocents 

· 2. Animals are innocent 

· 3. Therefore it is not permissible to harm them unless the conditions set forth in premise (1) are satisfied 

· 4. At least agrea deal of the use og animals in science harmful to them fails to meet the conditions set forth in premise 1 

· 5. Therefore at least a freat deal of this use is wrong 

· MIP requires that it be reasonable to believe that the harming of innocent will prevent equal harm to many other innocents 

· It is clear that not all uses of animals in science harmful to them satisfy this requirement 

· As for experimentation, it is clear that there are many cases in which animals are harmed to obtain trivial bits of knowledge (polar bears) 

· Determining the toxicity of substances which are never likely to harmy anyone except the test animials to whome they are intitialy administered, is blatantly impermissble -( give MIP 

· There is no good reason to believe these tests will prevent equal harm to mayn other innocents 

· Secondly, data obtained in these tests are often not reasonable 

· Reasons:

· 1. Not always possible to extapolate toxicity data from animals to humans 

· 2. Tests are not performed in uniform ways

· we simply do not have good reason to believe that the harm done to the test animals will prevent equal harm to other innocents 

· MIP: also requires tht other realistic alternatives be exhausted before it is permissible to harm innocent individuals 

· A great deal of the use of animals is not done so after other realistic alternatives have been tried 

· Often said : “No alternatives” 

· In cases wehere there are established alternatives to using animals/innocents, MIP requires that these be employed 

· To harm the innocent is so serious a moral matter that we must do all that we can reasonably expected to to avoid this harm 

· If we cannot show that these efforts have been made, then we are right to regard their use as wrong according to MIP 

To conclude 

· false to suppose that the harmful use of animals in science will prevent equal harm upon other innocents 

· false to suppose that harmful uses are the only realistic way to achieve these results 

· false to suppose that as a society we have made the effort to search for alternatives that MIP requires 

· if MIP should guide our behaviors: 

· at least most of the uses made of animals in science that harms them is not morally permissible – but morally wrong 

The Rights Argument 
· 1. Only those indiviudals who have rights can be innocent 

· 2. Animals cannot have rights 

· 3. Therefore animals cannot be innocent 

· To speak of individuals as innocent assumes that they can suffer undeserved harm

· Undeserved harm must be unjust or unfair. And what is unjust or unfair is what violates an indiviudal’s rights 

· Possible to approach the question of the ethics of animal use in science from a perspective that does not place fundamental importance on innocence and the allied idea of rights 

· UTILITARIANISM 

· Primary alternative to vies of morality that place central importance on individual rights 

· Advocates: 
· Bentham, Mill, Singer 
· Not a selfish doctrinel does not prescribe that each individuals is to act so as to maximize his or hew own self interest 
· Bentham – “Each to count for one, no one for more than one 
· Utilitarian: ideas of the innocence and the rights of individuals are not independent conclusions to be used in determining what ought to be done 
· Results are the only things that matter in terms of right and wrong 
· No utilitarian would accept the principal assumption of the pain argument – always wrong to cause pain 
· Must depend on the utility of doing it 
· Utilitarian will not accep the prohibition against causing pain as absolute 
· Remains true however that pain will be regarded as a negative part of an act 
· Any action which casues pain and fais to bring about a greater amount of pleasure will be ruled out by the utilitarian as morally wrong 
· Except when every other alternative action would bring about an evene greater balance of pain over pleasure 
· Argument 

· 1. Acts are not moraly permissible if they cause pain to some individuals and yet fail to bring about the best possible consequences for everyone involved 
· 2. A great deal of the scientific use of animals causes them pain and fails to bring about the best possible consequencs 
· 3. Therefore a great deal of this use is not morally permissible 
· second premise, many reasons for acceptance 
· in the case of animal experimentation, much is redundant and carried on well beyond the threshold needed for replication
· no questio that much of animal experimentation continues from habit, convernience and desire for professional advancement 
· Experiments are also performed in order to confirm hypotheses that everyone already considers as true 
· Others are preformed in order to falsify those that almost everyone knows are false 
· Many animal experiments are renedered useless by the unreliability of the data obtained 
· Even when the data are reliable, the problem of extrapolating the results to humans remains severe
· So much so that some toxologists has advocated human studies BEFORE long term animal ones 
· One must wonder why and how animal tests would be necessary if a substance had already been admitted to humans 
· John Cairns – notes an enormous increase in life expectancy 
· Began before advent of “medical science” 
· Primarily due to better nutrition and hygeine rather than new drugs and procedures 
· In spite of intense research, chances of dying from disease such as cancer has not been drastically altered 
· “what is often thought of as one of the accomplishements of sophisticated medical science was, in large part, the product of some fairly simple improvements in publ health” 
· If most of our use of animsl in these activities are largely irrelevant to producing longer and pleasanter lives, then there is NO justification for using animals in ways that cause them pain 
· We think of some beings as having more complex, richer, and “higher” states of conciousness than others 
· Utilitarianism will not allow the use of animals having higher levels of conciousness if these same results could be obtained by using animals of lesser developed concious 
Three R’s of research

· Goals of research 
· 1. Replacement 
· ( substitution of insentient material for concious living higher animals 

· 2. Reduction 
· ( reduction in the number of animals used to information of vicen amount and precision 
· 3. Refinement 
· ( any decrease in the incidence or severity of inhumance procedure applied to those animals which still have to be used 
· Goals that both utilitarians and supporters of MIP can endorse 
· Built into the 3 r’s is that the use of animals sometimes is justified 
· Large Question: whether the experiment, test, or other use of the animal is itself justified . 
· Only if it is can the pain involved also be justified 
· Until the issue of moral justiability of the animal’s use is addressed (justification of the animals pain, even at minimum) validation remains in doubt 
Summary 

· principle of utility demands that stringent requiremens be met before we can be justified in using any animal for any scientific purpose that cause it pain 

· ample reason to believe that at least a freat deal of the use of animals in science does not satisfy this requirement 
· strong reason to condemn much of the current use made of animals in science 
Conclusions 

· both converge on the same general conclusion

· AT LEAST MUCH OF THE SCIENTIFIC USE MADE OF ANIMALS IS MORALLY WRONG AND OUGHT TO BE STOPPED 

· Utility and MIP do differ in theory despite their agreement in many practical cases 

· Utilitarianism theoretically could allow more ue of animals in science that harms the animals than MIP allows 

· Given either : to harm an animal is in need of moral defense, both view the harming as presumptively wrong, (wrong until it can be proven otherwise) 

· Kind of knowledge requreed to deteringe the prmissibility of using an animal is not the exclusive propert of any particular profession or branch of sciece 

· Therefore, we should draw upon the expertise of many people and fields to review experimental proposals 

· Safeguards would restrict scientiests “freedom to inquire” 

· Right to inquire is not absolute 

· One may not do anything one pleases in the name of this right 

· It can and should be limited by other, wehtier mroal concerns 

· “red tape” around research would be a comparitively small price to pay to insure that scientific practice meets the demands of morality 

FINAL POINTS 

· Nothing we have should should be taken as condemnig the moteices or character of those in scientific research 

· Cncern is to assess the ethics of what researchers do, not why they do it 

· People can do what is wrong even though they have the best motives, intentions, or could be the “nicest” people 

· Also, search for alternatives to using animals in science is only in its infancy 

· Potential benefits to be realized from the search for alternatives could be far grander in terms of savings in both pain and dollars 

· Yesterday impossibilities are todays commonplace 

· Commitement to search for altenatives should be viewed as an inderc both of our moral and scientific process 
Employee rights (205-224)
Death of a Salesman – Arthur Miller 1960   (Willy Loman) “ Business is business” 

Exposing the big lie that people encounter being a sales person, The BIG lie 

The topic is about loyalty – they demand your loyalty but give you none. Exceptions – family business. 

When the time comes to fire you there is no loyalty, and as you grow older and less productive they give you no recognition.  

You have no rights as an employee   “business is business”

Employee/Employer Rights 

Discrimination? To choose

Unjust Discrimination is the real issue – Race, gender, religion, age, ethnicit

1)      Free from unjust discrimination

2)      To equal pay

3)      Not to be fired for invalid reasons

4)      To information that pertains to you 

Are they rights or wants? Maybe business works best when you give employees what they want. 

Entitled to a “positive” work environment  - Exploitation? Slavery is free labour 

Foxconn – Shenzhen, China with the Apple spectacle 

A successful business wants to look good 

Dangerous – shipbreaking  in  Alang, India 

The Discourse of Control – Stephen Maguile 

What is wrong with slavery? 

Right to a just environment -  Does an employer have the right to set the environment for the workers? 

Does the employer have the right to hire whoever they want for their business? 

What sort of person are you? 

Twilight Zone episode – Miniature 

Your business is a part of society

Canada 1980 – No one can be discriminated against based on race, colour, religion, sex, etc… KANT

However, some people may be discriminated against on those basis in order for the greater good, multiculturalism. UTILITARIANISM 

Employment Equity – Affirmative action in the US 

Is it justified to ever violate someone’s rights? 

Government interference in business – should they impose an employment equity rule? 

EE – is required by justice ( Deontological element)

EE – It produces the best consequences. ( Utilitarian element) 

Justice – two types:

1)      Distributive justice – opportunities are equally distributed

2)      Compensatory – deserve to be compensated when something happens to you 

If you are a minority and you have been/are a victim now 

Compensatory
1)      Group membership is not proof of discrimination 

2)      Those who have been directly discriminated against in a lot of cases no longer living. 

Justice requires a more direct involvement. 

Wales, Ireland – if there is a coal miners’ strike and you cross the line you are considered a Scab. 

Distributive 
1)      How do you identify someone? What group did they belong to and how much extra rights should they get?

2)      It is not always the case that lack of opportunities was intentional discrimination. Ex: Inuit

Consequentialism 
1)      Bigots keep their prejudices 

2)      Contributors to prejudice

Does EE really bring out the best consequences? 

20 years ago – 

Rights to the employer? 

Racism – hatred of another

Birds of a feather, evolution

From Book:
-          The right not to be fired

-          The right to employee information

-          The right to fair pay

-          The right to be free from discrimination

-          The treatment of staff eft behind( when outsourcing) 

Outsourcing: 
-          When a firm uses another country, normally because it is casue effective and low standards of workplace safety, to manufacture products. 

Two probslems, the loyalty of the business is questioned due to it firing employees and the business is seen as unethical when providing substandard workplace for the new country. 

Affirmative Action:
-          Canadian Rights and Freedom “race, sex, colour, religion, national or ethical origin, age or mental disability” 

-          For AA – Required by justice and will produce good for society 

Compensatory Justice – Member of groups that are now to be favoured by affirmative action have In the past been adversely discriminated against” 

Distributive Justice: Those in the groups have been unjustly deprived of opportunities and benefits in the past, which make them unable to compete now on the same terms with others who have not similiarly been disadvantaged” 

Consequentialist Justifications of AA

If you believe that AA is justified due to significant social benfits – Consequentialist 

-          To better serve the needs of minority cultures 

-          Promote diversity 

-          Attitudinal Changes and the reduction of prejudice

Real Consequences of AA: 

-          Alteration of Other’s Attitudes (People who are prejudice need not  to find evidence undermining their prejudice beliefs compelling)  “He’s not like the others” “I wonder who he gets assistance from” 

-          Changing attitudes about oneself : ( provides role models for people in such groups) 

“ I am X and so is he so if I work hard enough I can achieve what he does”  The role model must achieve the success in the same field as the persom to be inspired 

DISCRIMINATION – p 236-266

Age Discrimination
Is the continuing of employment unfair to the unemployed? 

BPP (Best Performance Principle) 

APP (Adequate Performance Principle) will keep older worker and keep unemployed person without jobs
Canadian Issues (340-377)

Sustainablility and Historical Injustice – Cragg & Schwartz 

· exmines the role of distributive justice in the pursuit of sustainable developmenet 

· challenges the assumption that sustainability is an exclusively forward looking idea 

· conclude that sustainablity has moral structure 

· go on to evaluate the distributive justice dimension of that structure, and its implications for sustainable resource development 

Introduction 

· Sustainable development ( environmentally frinedly economic growth 

· Elimination of poverty through euqitable distribution of economic weatlh 

· Frequently questioned by critics: optimism that sustainable economic growth remains a possibility 

· Creating the conditions in which poverty and social inequity can be addressed requires that we face not just the future, but also the grievance generating historical events which have shaped the present 

· Three Approachs to resolving both past and present issues raised (in this case by the Mattagami project) 

· Compensatory justice ( based on economic analyisis 

· Right to self government ( from the first nations frllowed by coplanning and comanagement of the resource development 

· Process oriented solution ( advocated by ontario governemtn, based on equitable participation in the decision making process 

The Structure of Injustice 

· impossible to understand the breadth and substance of an opposition without exploring the links between sustainability and distributive justice 

· sustainable development is at its most fundamental level about sharing the planet’s resources with the future in equitable ways 

· non sustainable development carries with it morally significant costs that are cumulative and will be passed on to future generations 

· Moral Structure of sustainable dev: the costs of resource development should be borne by those who will reap its benefits 

· ( a principle of distributive justice 

· Cost benefit analysis and problem of externalities 

· Source of injustice towards natives in this case 

· Moral insensitivity on the parts of the planners, developers and the Crown corp itself 

· Friedmanite cahracter of modern economic activity 

· Friedman: task of business is to operate as profitably as possible within the constraints set by law

· Managers are not responsible for monitoring or compensating costs that have no direct impact on profits 

· Responding to inequities resulting from economic activities is deemed more properly the responsibility of governments 

· Injustice resulting from northern hydro development is a direct consequence of the structure of the planning process that guided the development of the hydrauic potential of the north of Ontario 

· ( injustice on the one hand; unsustainability o nthe other 

· Legally: Ontario Hydro was entitled to refard all other costs as externalities and therefore not its responsibility 

· Reflects a Friedmanite approach to the issue of corporate social responsibility 

· Obviously open to the charge of moral insensitivity 

The Structure of the Environmental Conflict 

· approach for Mattagami Extension 

· incorporates a commitment to take into account social and environmental as well as the economic impacts in the planning process 

· required by law to take into account costs which previously it had externalized 

· recognition that sustainable development carries the moral implication that “generally it is preferable that those who bear the risks also share equitably in the benefits” 

· requires qualified respect for the principle of distributive justice 

· Ontario Hydro on Mattagami: represents an attempt to achieve important economic goals within a sustainable development framework 

· Two defects 

· 1rst) overriding objective is the provision of adequate supplies of reliable, low cost electricity to the people of ontario 

· fundamentally utilitarian in structure 

· problem in using a mitigation and compensation approach is that it appears to call for what has been described as the commdification of values 

· 2nd) First Nations main dispute is in a deep sense of historical grievance 

· one grounded not simply in the costs that have been imposed, but rather the contempt for native values 

· implied by the way previous developments have taken place 

· Compensation cannot replace valued items with things of equal value 

· For distibutive justice to function: can only be acceptable where there is substantial agreement on what is to count as a cost or a benefit

· These concepts however are culturally sensitive 

The Moral Structure of Sustainability 

· relevant principle of distributive justive ( Injustive results when significant costs are externalized 

· moral insensitivity is both a significant obstacel to assessments of sustainability and a source of injustice 

· ensuring equitable participation is a requirement of sustainable development 

Final Observations 

· sustainable development does indeed have a moral structure 

· has three components 

· first two are principles of distributive justice

· those who benefit from resource development should bear all its costs 

· costs and benefits of resource development should be distributed fairly 

· third a follwing up of the first two 

· *** equtable participation in planning and management of resource developments on the part of those on whom a particular development is likely to have an impact is in practice nevessary if moral insensitivity in identifying and “costing” costs and benegits likely to accrue from development and injustice in the distribution of costs and benfits is to be avoided 

Business Ethics and National Identity in Quebec – Jean Pasquero

· unlike the US where it is defined largely in individual terms, in quebec business ethics is tightly linked to one central issue 

· the preservation of a national identity 

Contrasting two discourses on business ethics 

· A differnce of level 

· First difference is one of quantity, Us characterized by its vitality 

· US embraces three dimensions 

· 1) philosophical reflection about individual needs and values 

· 2) a critical analysis of prevailing business practices 

· 3) a conventional market 

· real differnce between the two is not a quantitative but a qualitative one 

· business ethics in Quebec is primarily cast in terms of social responsibility 
· Primary focus: cooperation of business firms and key decision makers to the sustainment of one overwhelming foal collectively valued at the societal level 

· ( preservation of Quebec’s identity 

· Roots of the US discourse on ethics 

· Supported by three traditions 

· First) liberal democracy 

· Values indicidualistic ideas of self accomplishment and equality 

· Valued among small businesses 

· Deeply distrustful of power in general ( notably that of big business and government 

· Holds that ethics is better ensured when power is divided amongst stakeholders (responsible equals) 

· Egalitarian tradition – ultimate value is fairness 

· Decision makers will act ethically when they respect their stakeholders – treat them fairly 

· Second) Puritanism 

· Woek ethic celebrated by Max Weber 

· Behaviors, people, institutions are judged as either good or bad 
· Any departure from the most exacting standards of behavior deserves attention 

· Business ethics is considered as a movement of moralization to purge businesses of its intrinsic vices 

· Third) utilitarianism 

· Consideration of material interests 

· Firms must act as good corporate citizens 

· ( the alternative is more costly 

· business ethics becomes a commodity 

· eggects can be measured and incorporate into economic decision making 

· motivation restis not in individual moral conviction, but in the threats arising from non compliance with society’s expectations as defined by the prevailing social powers 

· the roots of the Quebec discourse on ethics 

· in the US: starts with individuals, raises to the corporation, and then to society 

· Quebec: starts with societal conerns, filters down to firms, and eventually reaches individuals 

· Three structural factors interplay in provinces identity

· Identity preservation, instituational modernization, and consociative democracy 

· Each factor contributes to a coinciding factor

· Collective rights (identity) 

· Economic nationalism (institutional) 

· Social Solidarity (consociative) 

Identity preservation and Collective rights 

· recognizes the existence of some collective rights over and beyond individual rights in matter dealing with the survival of the provinces identity 

· Collective Rights: granted to communities or groups rather than to individuals 

· Only governmetn can provide public goods and enforce collective rights 

· Problem: protecting the collective rights of one froup usually creates individual obligations for the members of other groups without a direct offsetting counterpart 

· * in quebec, generally dispute over language

· cultural vulnerability is kept acute by three underlying threats 

· cultural vulnability

· split identity 

· institutional strain 

· each leads to an affirmation of collective rights as a protection against an otherwise unstoppable loss of identity 

· Split Identity 

· Two “majorities” (Quebecers and Canadians” try to coexist in the same territory 

· Issue of where an individual’s primary loyalty lies always ends up surfacing, constituting a permanent ethical problem 

· Institutional strain 

· English Canada views multiculturalism with pride 

· French Quebec perceives it as deeply divisive

· ( creates a permanent source of intercultural conflicts within Quebec 

Institutional modernization and economic assertion 

· economic assertion is a form of nationalism 

· effort to modernize the economic institutions of quebec 

· secure an acceleration of economic development by gaining a greater control of the main economic instruments of the province 

· Modernization: rests of two complementary strategies: 

· 1) Promotiong francophone control

· 2)  governing leadership

Consociative democracy and social solidarity 

· ethics of solidarity values personal relationships and participative decision making in multi stakeholder areas 

· rests on three pillars 

· conviviality, cooperativism and concentration 

· Conviviality 

· Values social justice, quality of life, and open social relations 

· Population expects its business leaders to demonstrate the same qualities 

· Cooperativism 

· Desjardins Group 

· Customer must first buy one ownership share at a symbolic price, thus becoming an owner-customer-member 

· At the provincial level: leraders from the mocement are active members of the social political process 

· Expected to use the clout of their organization to fster policies and initiatives of public interest 

· Movement is regulated by a quebec law specifically adapted to its needs as an instrument of social and economic development 

· Social responsibility lies at the core of its mission 

· Desjardins – a permanent counterpoint to pure market ideaologies 

· Not only expected to act in a socially responsible matter, it has too 

· Concertation 

· Ethics in Quebec also marked by the particular process in which social political issues develop 

· Business has given itself a powerful employers council including the largest private, francohphone, anglophone employers as well as state corporation 

· Called CPQ 

· Plays an active role in public debates and is regularyl consulted by government 

· This process of policy formation is known as concertation 

· Does not equate with consensus 

· In no way does it eliminate conflcit between govnt. Business, labour and social interests

· Does however provide arenas where many of these interests can be revealed, discussed and prioritied 

· Old values adjusted and new values formed 

Conclusion

· business ethics is cast in a distinctive manner in Quebec because the social political tissue of the the province itself is distinct 

· business ethics are deeply rooted in the national identity of the community 

· Identity preservation, institution modernization and consociative democracy create this context 

· A brand of business ethics: the pursuit of collective rights, the will to enomic assertion, and social solidarity 

Management Union (275-297)

Ethics in Negotiation – Reitz,  Wall, Sue Love 

· Rutledge: “walk away from a deal, any deal, rather than violate your principles to win it 

· Thesis: Ethical negotiationg is the right thing to do and frequently is more profitable 

· Moral reasoning can help negotiators asess the ethical nature of lies and other tatctics 

· Four criteriaa most widely used in business ethics are

· The golden Rule Rule, Utilitarianism, Universalism. And distributive justice

· The Golden Rule 

· Most manager explain ethical behavior as a function of personal values 

· “do unto other as you would have them do unto you 

· requires decision makers to apply the same standards of fairness and equity to their own actions that they would demand of others 

· Universalism 

· Argues that the rightness or wrongness of action can be determined  a priori (begore the actual outcomes of those actions can be realized) 

· Based on Kant 

· Argues that humans are incapable of forseeing all the outcomes of their decisions and actions

· Thus should be held morally accountable for the way they made them 

· For an act to be moral it must: 

· 1) respect the inherent worth and dignity of those involved or affected

· people must never be used primarily as a means to an end 

· 2) be universally applicable to all humans facing similar situations – no special treatments 

· 3) consistent with all other universal moral principles 

· withholding information from employees to keep them working with the same level of dedication and effort would be uethical because it would be using them primarily as a means to an end 

· Utilitarianism 

· Judges the rightness or wrongness of actions and decisions by their consequences 

· Humans ought to seek those alternatives that produce the freatest amount of good for the greatest number of people 

· One must consider all people likely to be affected by a set of alternatives 

· Distributive Justice 

· John Rawls

· Implies that individuals have an oblifation to exercise their own rights in a way that permits others to enjoy theis 

· Justice occurs when all individuals get what they deserve 

· Injustice occurs when people are deprived of that to which they have a right 

· Focuses on the process by which outcomes are distributed rather than on the outcomes themselves 

· Attempts to derive a set of principles that would be acceptable to all rational people 

· In considering the justice of any process: asked to assume a veil of ignorance 

· ( we act as if we are ignorant of our own roles in the situation, and assume we could be assigned any role 

· leads us to construct processes in which

· 1. All membes of the process could agree to be part of it, regardless of position 

· 2. Each peron would have an equal right to the most extensive liberty that can accommodate similar liberties for others 

· 3. inequalities work to the benefit of all 

· 4. These inequalities are attached to positions that are accesible to all 

· if applied, these criteria ought to yield similar results 

· they are different ways of looking the same answer 

International Business(385-411)

Ethics and Multinational Corporations vis-à-vis Developing Nations – Simpson

· presentation of ethical dilemma of large-scale multinational corporations 

· case made for concept of multinationals being inherentyly beneficial in today’s world of high technology and dependence on international trade 

· difficulty: Extreme power wielded by some groups

· concluded: a philosophical ideal id for control o nsize and power, as well as international rules to prevent abuses of power 

· Global Corporations

· Operated by “globalists” – think globally 

· Boorstin – causes creation of consumption community 

· ( a bond transcending race, geograpyh and tradition based on drinking, eating, smoking, wearing, and driving identical things 

· Globalists ( believe politicians fuck up the world with wars, borders and national pride 

· Falls upon internation businessman to save the world 

· Social progress stems from the little decisions on production and marketing rather than those of politicians 

· World is visualized as one economic unit with the nation state as an obstacle to planetary development 

· Generally agreed that the driving force is a revolution in managerial organization which has made it possible to centralize industrial planning on a global scale 

· Globalist ( Consumption is the key to happiness, global corporations have the products that make life worth living 

· Opposition 

· At least three groups have arisen in direct opposition to multinational efforts to fill the shelves and construct new stores 

· 1rst) advocates of a zero growth economy 

· 2nd) members of the anticonsumption unit 

· especially concerned with finding solutions to the problems of global poverty

· 3rd) group which resists global centralization 

· on a variety of economic, political, moral, scientific or aesthetic grounds 

· several subgroups

· those whose economic interests are affected 

· those motivated as much by political feelings as economic interests 

· concerned reformers, idealistic young people, and followers of other economic systems

· ( view large corporations as another tool of captalism designed to further exploit the world’s masses

· Task: to determine how a small person’s or nation’s dignity can be raised in the face of the global corporation problem 

· How development can be given needed stimulus 

A Closer Look At Globals 

· principal longer term problem facing the world managers is how to legtimize their actions

· globalists support proposals for breaking down world borders and believe that governments are behaving irrationally 

· Global corporations, like any other business, operate to make a profit 

· assist in developing a social conscience only to the extent they deem it advisable or the top management happens to have more of an altruistic outslook

· *** If the company were owned by the state, it would have no more altruism than a private corporation

· in fact probably less 

· private corporations can be instruments of development, but only within the context of their production and sales capabilities 

· ( it is irrational to expect any other attitude 

· Global Corporations ( want to stimulate government big business relationships in which the future is planned to meet tomorrow’s challenge (future business enterprise) 

· Don’t like dealing with a state, but state planning does provide an element of stability 

· Uprising: clash between government and corporate 

· ( neither one is desirous of giving up the planning function that each have accepted as their own domain

· clea tren is the US: Growing demand for tighter coordination between national and corporate policy 

· Big business has achieved its power through a conception that the best people to manage, advise, and assist the government, are those from big business 

Ethics and the global corporation 

· problems of moral philosophy are divided into three parts:

· 1) value 

· 2) the good 

· 3) Duty 

· with respect to glbals, the heart of the problem revolves around their size 

· do use size and scale to enhance economic freedom, however some are too large 

· by having unequal power, globals can also restrict the range of choice to consumers by driving out competition and consequently reducing freedom of the less powerful 

· on the personal level ( can act in a negative manner through advertising to coerce us into accepting partial freedoms 

· generally concluded that as concentration of power and sales grow, the social functin of the market as a price regulator and resource allocator is diminished 

· Being a global corporation, or any type of business, is simply a means to an end 

· A tool to assist us achieve happiness or some other higher good rather than being a higher good 

· In effect, globals are judged on their conduct and performance – the same thing that economists hold in their theory of industrial organization 

· Just as any busenss organization, some do carry out heir ‘social duty’ in a commendable fashion, while others abuse power vested in them 

· In brief, general summarization of globals: the have desirable traits but difficulties with respect to conduct 

An Assessment

· the manager (of a global) is concerned about what others are doing 

· the game is played by pitting one corp’s balance sheet against anothers’ 

· we can hypothesize that global corps work at the international level because there is a higher perentage of progits abroad than within their home country 

· as well as a chance to increase sales and consequently, total profits 

· In Summary 

· When we realistically and rationally study the problem, we cannot help but believe there is nothing ‘wrong’ or ‘bad’ about corporations doing business on an international level 

· The difficulty lies in their wielding an exorbitant amount of power 

· Seems to be nothing wrong with a multinational corp that is relatively small and controlled 

· What should be done to control the large ones? 

· ( specific legislation should be enacted in both host and client countries, as well as at the international level 

· ( this in order to effectively control the size and activities of globals, as well as enourage them to be innovative 

· all nations must participate to optimize benefits and prevent any on organization or nation from being unduly disadvantaged 

· the end purpose of production and consumptin must be to futher the happiness of the entire world’s population (in a pilosophical sense) 

· Must recognize that there is a difference between growth and equity, and growth and development 

Busiess Ethics and the International trade In Hazardous Wastes – Singh & Lakhan

· examines the nature of the international trade in hazardous wastes 

· ( ethical issues associated with such business activity 

· the ethical implications and environmental consequences of this trade in hazardous wastes highlight the need for internation controls and regulations in the conduct of business by corporations in the more developed countries 

· governments are often directly involved in the business of hazardous wastes 

The International trade in hazardous wastes and attendant problems 

· Historicall, the trade in wastes has been conducted among the industrialized nations 

· Especially controversial trend: the development of routes betwee industrialized and “Lesser Developed countries” 

· African nations: referred to the practice as toxic terrorism performed by Western “merchants of death” 

· Hazardous wastes not only contaminate the environment, but also enter the food chang at all levels ( eventually damage genetic material of all living things 

The Ethical Implications 

· The Right to a Liveable Environment 

· Expression of the desire for a clean, safe environment is not the same as stating that clean, safe environmetn if the right of every human being 

· Human Rights and Legal Rights 

· Establishing the right to a livable environmetn is not the same as establishing a legal right 

· Such provisions are more prelavent in the industrialized countries

· This is one fo the push factors in the export of hazardous wastes to less developed countries 

· Racist Implications 

· The recent trend of sending more shipments of hazardous wastes to Third World countries has led to charges of racism 

· Communities with the freates number of commercial hazardous wastes facilities had the highest concentration of racial minoriteis 

· US: Counter arugment ( oftenr advanced for locating commercial waste facilities in lower income areas is the these facilities create jobs 

· ( the bulk of the international trade in hazardous wastes is still within industrialized Europe and North America 

· while charges of racism in the export of hazardous wastes are being made by some Third World leaders, figures on the international trade in such substanes do not substantiate these claims 

· Corporate Responsibility 

· Trade in wastes basically involves three types of corps

· 1) the genrators of wastes 

· 2) the exporters 

· 3) the importers 

· these entities, if acting responsibly, should be accountable to the public for their behaviour 

· Guerette – “a company is accountable to the public for its behavior not only in the compelx organizatinal environment, but in the natural physical environment as well 

· ( a corporation involved in the international trade in hazardous wastes is not likely to be a responsible firm

· all parties are engaged in the activity, howeve the generator of hazardous wastes is the most culpable in the matter 

· Government Responsibility 

· Corporations may be motivated to dispose of waste in another country where less stringent regulations apply 

· It is the responsibility of the governments to establish regulations governing the disposal of wastes 

· *** While more stringent regulations, higher disposal costs, and heightened environmental awareness are pushing many companies in industrial countries to export hazardous wastes, it must be, nevertheless, realized that the governmetns of lesser developed countries are allowing such imports into their countries because of the need for foreign exchange 

· willing to damge the environment in return for hard currency or the creation of jobs 

· in some cases, decisions to import wastes are made by govn’ts which hold power by force and fraud 

· the thical dilemma posed by this situation is that of whether or not an unrepresentative government of a country could be trustes to make decisions affecting the life and health of its citizens. 

· More so *** Whether or not any governmetn has the right to permit business activity that poses a high risk to human life an health 

· Government allowing for this deny their citizens the right to a livable environment 

CONCLUSION 

· to export these wastes to countries which do not benefit from waste generating industrial processes or whose citizens do not have lifestlyes that generate such wastes is unethical 

· the need for stringent international regulation to govern the trade in hazardous wastes is now stronger than ever before 

· intrernational regulation must be coupled with a revolutionary reorganization of waste generating processes and change in consumption patters 

Medical Business and the Business Environment (443-468, 420-431) 
 Spinello Article – American Pharamceuitcals – AZT  AZT – aids $6500 a year for treatmeant 

2 arguments for high [rice: High research and development cost 

 Second – the drug will become obsolete after patent expires

Source of problem:  9.70 in us compare to 3.60 elsewhere

Rawls – Equal distribution of goods

Value of a human life?


Research Costs 

Human life vs. money

Drugs, Hospital, Doctors, multiple factors of the Health Care System

Equal access to necessary service

Americans follow more of a Friedman model. Things are changing with Obamacare, although all it is everyone is entitled to insurance… which you still have to pay for.

This brings in Insurance companies who also want to profit. 

Human rights, Spinello brings in Kant

Two tiered system in Canada soon. Money is going to determine the quality of care.

What happens to the free hospital? Quality becomes lower. 

A morally good corporation will have more customers. 

Non-generic brands

Ex: Oxycontin   It is highly addictive however

Pharmaceutical companies are similar to drug dealers realistically. Drug “pushing.” 

They’ve gotten around disclaiming side effects by selling the disease. Do you have examitis? Sweats?

Speak to your doctor. 

Pill popping culture

Constant Gardener – John LaCarre: Pharmaceutical are willing to go to great lengths.

Mexican Cartel… Really a difference? 

Pirate vs. King?

Drug Dealer vs. Pharmaceutical Company?

Sicko – Michael Moore
Moral Dilemma 

80 year old, cancer, terminal… how much resources should we be using compared to childcare, a policeman, fireman

This is all consequentialist and utilitarian compared to Spinello’s deontological argument

Kantian – Individual right to live

Gene Patents – Bioethics

Patenting life 

Human life (genes) 

In the US, you are not allowed to have a patent on a full human being.

Ownership of people – slavery

However, legally you can own a part of a person

Patents to human genes

Genetically modified food (not just food) – Frankenfoods 

In Canada labelling is not required 

Religious groups + environmental groups are the most outspoken about this

It is a question of ownership.

We don’t really own things… laptops, houses

Rights of usage – land, farms

Oil Pipeline Company comes along, or hydro towers, and you are forced to take compensation, you cannot say no. 

Gene patented. Cloning of humans is illegal in the West because you could claim that clone is yours. 

Property

Trees around campus – Monsanto tree, Not God’s tree 

Abortion debate

Michael Sandel – Market economy to market society 

Resnik’s article
For human gene patents

-          You can’t stop science 

Human genome

They put a patent on gene #222222 that they’ve discovered and they own it if they’ve given you a genetically modified kidney for example.

Not all our genes are necessary for humans alone 

Tomatoes (GM now) use a fish gene to stay fresher. 

Really now a Momato because Monsanto owns a part of it 

Ulitiartarian argument – it is for the greater good – scientific advancements 

Monstanto can make food that resists elements and insects – Irish potato famine 

He says because we can’t stop it we need the good to outweigh the bad. P.461 for more

1.        Genetic testing. We can refuse, for insurance, job, etc. 

2.        Possible harm to future generations. Mutations?

3.        Loss of diversity 

4.        Creation of biological weapons 

Good could be, we could have a human species that never gets sick. 

From a utilitarian perspective, does the above ^ outweigh the 4 bad points? This is the question. Natural Rights 

Environment – pollution, loss of habitat

Patenting nature is another issue

Dioxin

Loss of diversity, what will it mean in future? Ownership

Stuart and Dickey article
“Corporate responsibility”

Consumer expectation

Powerful enviro groups

You want to keep your brand name clean

Corporations are not amoral

Business = Make as much $ as possible

Long term goals

But you need a healthy environment for those long term goals

Environmentalist is a problem because they tend to be a little radical and extremists 

Climate change – whether it exists or not. End of the world scenarios – if that is the case why do anything and it does sound quite crazy. Counterproductive.

They are not against business but if the main principle is make as much money as possible you have to remember that is a long term goal. If you look to the long term you should look after the environment as it is in your best interest because it is sustainable to develop on. Long term use, of natural resources you require. Look after the environment because it is good for business.

Philosphers/Theories

Kant 

· Categorical Imperative
· denotes an absolute, unconditional requirement that asserts its authority in all circumstances, both required and justified as an end in itsel

· First Formulation: "Act only according to that maxim whereby you can at the same time will that it should become a universal law without contradiction."
· moral maxim must imply absolute necessity, which is to say that it must be disconnected from the particular physical details surrounding the proposition, and could be applied to any rational being

· Every rational action must set before itself not only a principle, but also an end.

· Second Formulation: “Act in such a way that you treat humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of any other, never merely as a means to an end, but always at the same time as an end.”

· Third Formulation: “Therefore, every rational being must so act as if he were through his maxim always a legislating member in the universal kingdom of ends.”

· suggests all people should consider themselves both means and ends
·  Deontology

· the normative ethical position that judges the morality of an action based on the action's adherence to a rule or rules
· sometimes described as "duty" or "obligation" or "rule" -based ethics, because rules "bind you to your duty
· Kantian Ethics

· based on the view that the only intrinsically good thing is a good will; therefore an action can only be good if the maxim or principle, behind it is duty to the moral law.
· reason should be used to determine how people ought to act
 Utilitarianism

· the proper course of action is the one that maximizes utility, specifically defined as maximizing happiness and reducing suffering

· the moral worth of an action is determined only by its resulting outcome 

John Rawls. 

· Rule Utilitarianism 

· form of utilitarianism that says an action is right insofar as it conforms to a rule that leads to the greatest good

· the correctness of a rule is determined by the amount of good it brings about when followed

· Veil of ignorance: we need to ignore everything that makes us different. Put us in a state of innocence, like babies in heaven who are rational.

· Equal distribution of rights and goods

· No one should be allowed to hoard wealth in a society so that those who have more than they require should give their excess to those who need it the most.

· Underestimate the element of human risk. Rawls is not much of a gambler

· Equality 

Nozick (theory of justice/egalistarianism) 

· - Main criticism wines from Nozick (Egalitarian) who says this is an unjust system because in a just system/society everyone is entitled to product/money that they have legally earned. 

“That’s not fair”

· Entitlement Theory

· Rawls looked at the overall picture

· Nozick – Creating a world that has no ambition

Rawls vs. Nozick

Equality, Egalitarians. They are equal in their differences. They are equally different. Stated by Aristotle who enforced virtue ethics, consequentialism, and human flourishing function. People were defined by their function.

Inegalitarianism

· Everyone’s self-purpose makes them equal

· Human equality is based on facts

Hobbes (Social Contract Theory)

· individuals have consented, either explicitly or tacitly, to surrender some of their freedoms and submit to the authority of the ruler or magistrate (or to the decision of a majority), in exchange for protection of their remaining rights 

Aristotle (Virtue Ethics)

· emphasizes the role of one's character and the virtues that one's character embodies for determining or evaluating ethical behavior

Ayn Rand, Nietzche (Divine Command Theory)


-  theory which proposes that an action's status as morally good is equivalent to whether it is commanded by God

 Hume (Is/Ought Fallacy)

· many writers make claims about what ought to be on the basis of statements about what is

· significant difference between descriptive statements (about what is) and prescriptive or normative statements (about what ought to be), and it is not obvious how we can get from making descriptive statements to prescriptive

Karl Marx (labour)

- the value of a commodity is only related to the labor needed to produce or obtain that commodity and not to other factors of production

Possible Thesises/arguments

Animal Rights: Animal Testing. Side with the MIP. However out of the two polarizing positions I would side with the lesser of two evils, the no use postion. Conclusively ends in the same manner as the two halfway arguments (seeking alternatives to animal testing). Would rather have no animals used in any sense than to advocate the use of some in an unethical fashion. 

Distributive Justice, consequentialism: - Solution to problems are often a combination of both consequentialist and deontological ideals. This is not necessarily a bad thing, essentially taking the best of both worlds. Often it is the necessary stance to take in an agument of two polarizing sides. Most ethical arguments are generally between two opposing an directly opposite moral approaches. Readings to use: Whistleblowing, Manipulative Advertising, Animal Rights, Sustainability in Canadian Issues, International Busines. Notes on distributive Justice: Management Union, International Business, Sustainability 

Advertising: Yes, albeit with certain moral restrictions to deter companies from using ads to coerce consumers into purchase of goods lacking quality, and under false pretenses. Articles to useL Advertising – Utilitarianism, Levitt, Autonomy

Stakeholders: Stakeholders rely upon each other both in the sense of a means to an end. Kant’s categorical imperative. Shareholders rely upon management for profit. Management relies upon shareholders for accesibility, funds. Readings to Use: International business (wastes), Sustainable development, international business (globals), Canadian Issues (Quebec) 
