Lecture 1: Introduction to business ethics
Ethics: Greek for ethos and is about character, what should I do, and what is the right thing to do. Ethics is personal whereas morals are cultural 
Who are the two founders of modern philosophy? Plato/ Socrates (hated democracy)  
Business: whenever you offer a product or service to others
Purpose? Improve quality of life, Its consequentialist (all about the end results) 
Business success:
· The real happiness/ success comes from finding a meaningful existence and that is the goal of business success 
Milton Freidman (Economist)
· Believed that business had nothing to do with ethics, and that money, business, and capitalism created a better society 
What are the origins of ethics? 
· According to the theory of human beings, before, there weren’t any rules except to survive. You had to do whatever you can to stay alive. But, the beginning of business and civilization was specialization, when people started to specialize in their skills, people didn’t have to do everything anymore, only things their good at. This increased the standard of living. With business came rules, so the beginning of business was the beginning of ethics.
Amoral: has nothing to do with ethics (ex: what colour tie to wear) 
Immoral: ethics is involved and it violates certain ethical guidelines (ex: murder) 
Epicures 
· Main argument is that to find a meaningful life, you need escape from all the systems (government, army, religion etc.) 
· He said that there are 3 things that you need to have a good life: enough money for your basic necessities, freedom, friends
· Characteristics: people who start businesses, creative, don’t like the idea of wearing a suit, don’t live by other peoples rules
Epictetus
· In order to find a meaningful life, you need to be part of something/ or system (army, religion, government)
· Characteristics: care about how they look, have a structured life, usually work for people
Hedonist: life is all about pleasure seeking (Jeremy Bentham, Miley Cyrus)
· Epicureans are ridiculed for being hedonists
Is/ought fallacy (David Hume): you cannot derive value from facts (ethics is about value, science is about facts) 
· Utilitarianisms violate this fallacy 
Lecture 2: Consequentialism and deontology  
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Jeremy Bentham: (first utilitarianism, was referred to as a hedonist)
· We should seek happiness by avoiding pain and seeking pleasure (pain and pleasure principle) 
· Animals are included in the fact that morality is based on the pain and pleasure principle because they also experience pain and pleasure 
John Stuart Mille: 
· Agreed with the pain/pleasure principle but not that animals are included because humans have intellectual pleasures that animals don’t have 
· He asks the question whether it’s better to be the happy pig or unhappy human. Bentham would choose one and Mille chooses two. He says that people who choose the unhappy human choose it because they at least know that they have intellectual/higher pleasures like thinking and reading that animals don’t have 
· People who choose one have o dignity and don’t enjoy intellectual pleasures. People who choose two have dignity and enjoy intellectual pleasures. 
· Main difference between their theories based on quality of the pleasure versus the quantity of the pleasure 
· Believed that you have to be a benevolent utilitarianism: do what’s good for the greatest number even if it gets in the way of your own self-interest and you have to sacrifice yourself for the majority 
· The only thing he agreed with religious scholars about is the golden rule 
Peter Singer: 
· We have an obligation to help that in absolute poverty (giving them excess money) just as much as you have an obligation to save a drowning child from a pond. This theory is based on utilitarianism 
Main criticism of utilitarianism: you can please the majority, but what about the minority? 
John Rawls: tried to create a bridge between consequentialism/utilitarianism and deontology 
· Agreed with utilitarianism but not with the end justifying the mean 
· Old philosophers (Bentham and Mille) looked only at act utilitarianism and not at rule utilitarianism 
· Uses promises as an example and says that you always have to keep a promise not just the majority of the time. With utilitarianism, it’s only the majority. There’s hidden rules to protect the minority. 
Robert Nozick (book “the experience machine”)
· Would you rather be in a virtual paradise or virtual reality? People would choose reality because they don’t want to live in a dream world and some people like a world with a little struggle. “Better to be a certain way, than feel a certain way”. 
Deontology: notion rights, equality, and justice 
· Duty to do the right thing, morals coming from religion 
Immanuel Kant (religious)
· Morality is based on free will and reason, humans are the only ones that have it, animals think with their feeling 
· Consequences are based on the future; you don’t know what’s going to happen. Based on the hypothetical imperative (inductive: based on probabilities)
· We want things to be certain, categorical imperative (deductive: reason and logic). The two rules of the categorical imperative: 
· Treat people as an ends, never as a means
· Treat all personal maxims as universal laws 
· Problem with Kant: reason tells you to always tell the truth. Guy ends up being murdered example. Don’t lie, even to save a life, don’t think about the consequences of what’s going to happen. 
Plato: (consequentialist)
· To determine what is morally right, you think about the consequences 
· Ex: John borrows a knife from Alex to use it to cut vegetables. The next day Alex turns crazy, so john keeps the knife and doesn’t give it back to him to avoid trouble happening like him murdering someone 
· Think about the consequences, and tell a lie to save a life 
Machiavelli 
· Wrote a book “the prince” for the prince on becoming a powerful leader, achieving goals no matter what it takes. Letting the end justify means. Would you rather be feared or loved. Feared is the answer. People might not necessarily follow you with just love. 
Bernard Williams 
· Self-interest is moral necessity and to do what is morally good must include your self interest 
Lecture 3: Egoism and Virtue Ethics
Egoism: how much should you consider your self-interest before you perform certain actions? Looks at selfishness vs. self-interest 
Plato (student of Socrates, ad teacher of Aristotle, the hero in his dialogues was Socrates) 
· In his dialogue “the republic”, he talked about the Myth of Gyges, which is about a good man who finds a ring that makes him invisible to the gods. So he seduces the kings’ wife, and gets her to help him to murder the King. 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Two students (Glaucon and Thrasymachus) make 4 arguments to Plato: 
· It’s better to be the evil man whom everyone thinks is good, than the good man who everyone thinks is evil 
· We all to a certain extent admire the successful crook (broke the rules), and despise the unsuccessful good person. 
· Religion favours the evil man because it gives you the license to be evil and allows you perform a ritual or pilgrimage and you become cleansed 
· Only the weak and frightened choose to be good 
· Socrates came up with two arguments to prove they are wrong:
· Justice is stability, happiness is peace of mind 
· We do not act on the basis of reward and punishment (were not dogs). Our morals are based on empathy. Ex: Mother and her child
Adam Smith (two books “wealth of nations” and a theory of moral sentiments”) 
· Main argument is that the best society is when people seek their own self-interest and use it to help others. Your own self-interest could be to help others (invisible hand)
· Second argument was that empathy is the guiding light in life 
· John Nash (picking up girls at a bar): said that Adam Smith was wrong, people shouldn’t seek their own self-interest, but do what’s best for the entire group. Go the girls other than the pretty one; no one will be left out. 
Richard Dawkins (wrote book “the selfish gene”: people only red the title and believed it was okay to be selfish, and that it’s the most powerful and wealthiest people that win) 
· Gave computers who work together three commands
· Be selfish 
· Reciprocal Altruism (Tit for Tat): do to others, what they do to you 
· Golden Rule: do unto to others what you would want them to do unto to you 
· Selfish one was winning at first until the RA people start to build a relationship and see who to trust. They end up winning. 
Prisoner’s dilemma: an example of game that shows why two individuals might not co-operate even it’s in their best interest. Example: Golden Balls (people start off as selfish and begin to start trusting, selfish person doesn’t necessarily win)  
Courage: doing some type of self-sacrifice for a noble cause 
· Foolishness: no enough concern for yourself 
· Cowardice: too much concern for yourself 
Thomas Hobbs (wrote the book the leviathan)
· Main argument was that society works best when people choose their own self-interest
· Another argument is that we naturally seek our own self-interest
· Third argument about psychological egoism: theory that says that we naturally look after our own self-interest and even when we think were helping others, were actually looking after our own self-interest (not selfish but altruistic) 
Meta-ethics: something greater than ethics (deals with what causes us to be moral) ***Meta means greater 
James Rachel and John Butler (similar argument)
· Argue that self-interest is different than selfishness. Self-interest is helping others only so you can feel good and selfishness is not feeling good by helping others 
Ayn Rand (book “the virtue of selfishness”) 
· Main point: selfishness is when people only care about themselves and one else (But, hard to find someone whose fully selfish because even a serial killer has a mother) 
Ethical Egoism: we should always seek our self-interest no matter you psychological nature 
Virtue: has to do with people character and what sort of people they should be
Plato/ Socrates came up with four virtues that people should have: 
· Wisdom (Mind)
· Justice (all three combined)
· Fortitude (Body)
· Temperance (Desire) 
Aristotle adds two more to the list: Ambition and Devotion 
Aristotle (known for virtue ethics) 
· Believed that the ultimate goal in any society is human flourishing and you have to have a society of wise courageous people to have a flourishing society. 
· Main point: In every virtue, there are two means that you want to avoid, instead you look for the middle, the golden mean
Foolishness                                  Courage                         Cowardice
· Courage is the golden mean in this situation but everyone is different. Example: person that’s not too foolish with money and not to attached. 
The Asche experiment: lines
· Reason: social conformity, afraid to be the outsider, trying to fit in
· Ex: Black guy sees a guy with a seizure and saves him from train, guy copies people about the length of line to fit in
Robert Loudon: makes 4 criticisms about virtue ethics
· Virtue ethics is vague, tells you how to be, but not what to do 
· VE is long-term, it’s useless for moral dilemmas 
· How can you tell a good person from a bad person except from their actions
· Arguably, some actions are evil in themselves, it doesn’t matter what type of person committed them 


Lecture 4: The Divine Command Theory and Justice 
Divine Command theory: people base their morals off of religion, and there a divine source 
Story of Abraham: god told him to slay his child, he didn’t ask questions he just slayed him
· Moral relativist person wouldn’t ask questions, but others will say that people should use reason and freewill and ask questions. 
What role does reason play in religious faith? 
· One says to not to ask questions and just follow is to be obedient 
· One says to use reason and ask questions is to be obedient 
Hellenism: a religion of the Greeks
· The gods (Zeus, Apollo), didn’t speak with humans, they sent messengers/ intermediary to do it (Hermes)
· Christianity (Gabriel)
· Islam (Prophet Mohamed) 
Speech between Plato and Euthyprho (priest/religious scholar)
· Plato asks him what it means to be pious/good. Do you follow what the authority says is good or do you use your reason? 
· Euthyprho says to just follow what god says is good
· Plato: does god says something is good because it’s good? Or something is good because god says so? He has to have reason for it being good or he’s crazy
· Euthyprho: god tells you to be good because you will get a reward (heaven, no suffering, good life)
· Plato: If god is perfect, why does he need our prayers, he doesn’t benefit anything? He rewards us for stuff we don’t need to do? 
· Conclusion: goodness has to have meaning, or else it’s a circular definition like the tennis racket example 
Averroes (Ibn Rushd): wrote the book “the coherence of the incoherence”
· One has to have to reason in order to interpret religion. To have faith and obey, you have to know what/whom your obeying 
St. Thomas Aquinas
· Faith and reason complement each other. You need reason to prove gods existence and faith to fill in the details 
Spinoza
· Argues that the prophets words are half gods and the other half is a product of the prophets mind (prophets words are half gods, half human imagination)
· Human mind (reason) is intrinsically linked with religious texts 
Frederick Nietzsche
· “That which does not kill us makes us stronger” 
· At one point time, we were like tigers or lions (masters), but not were like sheep’s or cows (slaves) who try to fit in a group to get protection. 
· His idea was to create your own morals instead of following others and it takes a brave individual to step up to become superman 
· Blamed religion and philosophy (logic) for enslaving morality 
· Villains of western civilization: Socrates and Jesus for creating salve values 
· We live in planet of passive observers rather than active participants. He blames religions that have the Semitic trilogy for spreading morals especially (Judaism, Islam, and Christianity). 
· These religions are all have same story of financial talk where there is a moneylender (god), he’s the account keeper who measures your sins and deeds on a scale. You’re brought into the world in a contact where you owe debt. The invisible currency is your soul, and you pay your debt by being a slave and obeying the money lender. If you do it before the great deadline (day of judgement), you go to heaven, if not, and you go to hell. 

Justice: people receiving their due 
· Discriminatory justice: cannot be unfairly discriminated against because you have access to certain goods 
· Compensatory justice: bad guy is punished and victim is compensated 
· Discrimination (choosing) vs. unjust discrimination
Two theories of equality: 
· Aristotle: people are equal in their differences (equity based on merit)
Ex: Waterwheel (shaft, spoke, nail are all different but needed to function)
Ex: Society (King, Slaves etc.)
· Kant: people are equal (intrinsically) regardless of their differences
Ex: Charter of Rights 
Egalitarianism: has to do with everyone being equal in some sense 
Two views on justice/equality: 
· John Rawls: equal distribution of goods. Ex: create a world behind the veil of ignorance). Imagine you’re a baby in heaven ready to be born, choose how the world would be without knowing our place in it that’s when people would choose a world with equal rights for all and an equal distribution of goods so that no one loses. 
· Robert Noizick: creates injustice because it violates people right of enlightenment. Ex: person studies, worked hard, and made a lot of money have their right to their property and no one has the right to take it away from them to give it to a lazy person who didn’t. 
Von Hayek: 
· If there was an equal society, how would you determine which goods each person gets 
Criticism of John Rawls and Robert Noizick 
· Under estimates the risk taking ability of people 
· It justifies theft 
Lecture 5: Ethical Relativism 
Star Trek Movie: don’t judge or interfere with less developed cultures (moral relativism) 
Moral Relativism: there are no objective standard/universal rules over space and time
· There is progress. The values and morals are okay based purely on the fact that it is seems to work oat this time and people are okay with It. Ex: Slavery (different world, culture, and time period)
· If we believe that there is an objective standard or universal rule, than there is progress 
· Ex: In 1930, Hitler was allowed to do what he was doing, because of relativism, people didn’t want to interrupt him because it is part of his beliefs. Same with WWII, no one wanted to go to Germany and tell them that they are not okay with what they’re doing. 
Problem with moral relativism: if there was an objective standard, whose standard would it be? 
Documentary of children in different cultures
· Children of all ages work to support their family, there is no legislation, and it is an accepted practice. Abdi herding sheep, Children far away from their families in Ghana catching fish for their masters who have bought them. Kid was traded for money to go work for a man he doesn’t know. 
· Slavery: when a human being becomes a property of another 
· Bonded labour in India: give their children away  to work in exchange to pay off debt 
· Kids are paid 10 rupees a day for 18 hours.  50 rupees = $1 CAN
· It is the question of standing by and watching human exploitation
· Do we have the right to judge them? If we help, it can make it worse. 
· If you are against it and don’t do anything about, you’re going against moral obligation 
William Summer
· Any philosopher or theologian who argues from a universal standard from morals has simply forgotten that their views itself is a product of their culture 
Ronald Dworkin 
· In the movie “Is Morality Relative?” what paradox does Ronald Dworkin believe is inherent to moral relativism? Moral relativism says that there are no universal moral rules yet to say “never judge another culture” is itself a universal rule.
William Shaw (in textbook)
· Against relativism, and believed that you can have universal rules based on reason 
Intuitionism: people base their morals on instinct and intuition. However, people seem to have different views based on their intuition 

Emotivism:  you can base morals on your emotions/ feelings. However people have different feelings

