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[bookmark: _GoBack] Private Property- How can we enjoy it, so how does the government facilitate our use of property. 
Any laws must be made for the sole purpose of preserving the property for its subjects, and is only allowed to make and enforce laws that are in the interest of the public. 
Private Property: anything somebody can have exclusive ownership over, so they get to determine the use of it. I’m allowed to enjoy my property as long as I’m not preventing others from enjoying their own.  


We have a right to self preservation, so we entitled to things that are basic to our survival as humans. Like air and water. 
Since we are human, we have just as much of a claim to things as everyone else does. 
If its our right to preserve ourselves we shouldn’t need to consult others before we indulged in natural basic needs. 
We are rational agents 
1. Locke says everyone has a property within their own person, if its one thing I have exclusive ownership over ; its my own body. You don’t share and its something I have a right to and no one else does. 
2. The labor and the work of my hands are my own property. My actions are of my ownership. 
3. Anything that nature has provided and I interact with it means I transfer my exclusive right of ownership over it. Therefore it is mine 
4. I have exclusive ownership over things I mix my labor with, so long as I leave enough for everyone else. So I’m not allowed to take everything for myself because everyone has a claim to it as well. 
5. You cannot take everything because it would spoil and there be wasted. You cant take more that you couldn’t possibly use, or don’t take things that you aren’t able to use. 
6. We can use labor to improve life for yourself and everyone as well, laboring with the world makes it better for everyone. 
7. 
Issues: Locke implies that resources are infinite, but as its known resources are a very limited idea. 
Money, industry, and greed. : People feel that they have a right to these things or more than they need because they have money or even if we don’t have money. Locke doesn’t seem to think this which can cause issues within society 
Money is only important because it is a placeholder for labor. But an issue with money is that money itself doesn’t spoil like other resources in the world. Also it takes away labor because you  can have money and gain more money just by having it (interest) negates the idea of labor. 
Monetary systems make us think different about types of labor. Certain types of labor people can do that others cant. Increased value of that labor. E.g Doctor/ Lawyers.  
Because private property brings about all these issues, the government must put regulations on them. 
Inheritance violates the idea of fair opportunity. 
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John Rawls: theory of justice
Justice as Fairness 
· Need to determine limits on what businesses are allowed to do. Good does come about from having business in society. 
· There needs to be terms under which businesses can exist. 
· If we had to decide the guiding principles of business in society, what would they be ? 
· The entire point of cooperating is that there is a benefit that is suppose to arise from them. 

Original Position / Veil of Ignorance 
· How are we going to ensure that we are being fair or partial when deciding the rules for society ? 
· The idea of putting aside all the personal attributes you may have to decide what is fair. 
· Regardless of what position you are put into at birth you are still entitled to fair and just outcomes in life.  
· You shouldn’t be penalized for being out into a position you have no say in. IE: Being short, born into poverty etc. You have no say in these aspects and would be unfair to be disadvantaged because of these things. 
· 

Two Principles of Justice : Rawls believes any rational person would agree with these principles. 
· Liberty Principle  
· People are equally free to fulfill their basic needs and pursue their own basic ideas of what a good life is. 
· You want to set society up so everyone has a opportunity to  have a job, do good in society. 
· Equality Principle:
1. Fair Equality of Opportunity : These luck ideas shouldn’t prevent ne from being able t get a job etc. Socio economic conditions as well, everyone has a equal chance to do whatever they want.  
- You want to set society up so everyone has a opportunity to  have a job, do good in society. 
2. Difference Principle
- People who are poor should be brought to a level in which they can enjoy or rather have an equal opportunity to pursue what they want.
- People who are naturally disadvantaged must be brought to a level in which they can compete.  
- Inheritance messes with the idea of fair distribution.   
- Not everyone is in a equal position to enjoy the benefits for society. 
Institutionalized Oppression 
·  
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Nozak- Entitlement Theory 
One must give up something for the benefit of society. 
How do we divide up the goods in society ? 
Your entitled to everything that you have acquired in a just manner

Procedural Justice: There’s no ideal form of justice, its just the result of people following the rules society put in place. Justice is just what happens when you follow the rules. 
Believes that justice is a human created concept about following rules. 

Negative Externalities:  

Tibor Machan 
IS it ethical for business persons to lie in advertising? If so what counts as a lie.
Under what circumstances is it okay for business people to lie? And to what extent is it okay to lie ? 
IF it’s fairly obvious the truth isn’t being told does that really count as lying? 
Is It a lie if you present information not knowing whether it is true or not ? How much info are business people obligated to tell the truth to the potential customer . 
Look at it from the pov from the seller and buyer. The interest of both parties and how they may be affected must be taken into account as well.  

Altruism: selflessness or having primary concern for the wellbeing of others. Eg. Santa Claus 
Ethical Egoism: looking after one self interest, act in a way that fulfills your desires and interests. Honesty is a virtue, but so is protecting ones self. You have a primary duty to look after your self interest.      
Suppression  
Caveat emptor: let the buyer beware: The person buying things making good informed decisions for themselves.  

There are certain set of character traits in which you should have, and you have a duty to yourself to cultivate these behaviors. Eg Honesty. We can figure out prudent ways to act through reason. 
The responsibility of merchants is to sell things at a reasonably price and not purposely deceive people. Merchant and customer both have a duty to promote their self interest. Merchants are fulfilling a duty to themselves by selling things and not directing consumers elsewhere. 

Customers have a duty to inform themselves about purchases before they make them. Its in their self interest to be prudent and make rational decisions. 

Argument : merchants are not required to tell all, as long as thy r honest and don’t intentionally deceive people they are actin in a moral manner. They don’t have an obligation to look out for the welfare of consumers by providing them with an abundance of information. 
They are not required to aid customers in finding the best deal. 
Lying in these context is telling outright falsities to people, but other than that it is alright to conceal information for consumers.  

Look at, what else may follow from this position? 
People who produce, sell and distribute goods know more about them than the avg person. So they should be inclined to tell consumers, they have info relevant to you that will help make good purchases.   IS it unethical for them to withhold info? , when should they be required to share this information? 

Prudence: the virtue of being able to make rational able decisions for themselves. If people were telling you to do things all the time you will never learn how to make rational decisions for yourself. So business telling buyers too much harms their abilities to think for themselves.  Providing people with info that thy should find out on their own is actually harmful and will never cultivate the virtue of prudence which isn’t good.  

Resume example: difference is that what firms conceal can be harmful to us. Doesn’t say why this is ok? 

DO you have to be asked something outright to lie by omission?

How does one make a prudent decision if they do not share the same knowledge or resources you do.. 

Helping the customer to find the best deal is not what the advertiser corporation  needs to do. But it’s their job to provide info to allow them to be able to make the best possible decision for themselves. There is info that is public and not public, but if that private info is important for decision making is it ethical to keep consumers uninformed .

Your under no obligation to share information because you must protect what’s in your self interest. Like if a consumer asks a merchant for a better deal elsewhere the merchant has no obligation to share this information. But if there is some sort of relationship ( friends and family) then maybe there may be some moral obligation to share /tell the truth.  

In commercial advertising, concealing info can be morally justified or even virtuous be cause it encourages prudency. 

Does withholding information force someone to act a certain way ? By doing that you’re not allowing them to be prudent. 

Waide- Associative Advertising: is the process of advertising by induces people t buy a product by associating it with 
Eg. Buying coke and connecting that with being able to get women. We know that just because you  buy a can of coke doesn’t mean women will want you.  
Believes associative advertising is morally objectionable.  
Not violating our autonomy because most people know that this isn’t the case. But this type of advertising is harmful due to the ideas and lifestyle it promotes.  Promotes non virtuous behavior on behalf of the advertisers and consumers.  
He believes that such individuals must desensitize themselves to be able to create and publicize these adverts. Because they are treating people as a means to an end. 
Associative advertising leads us to believe that virtue can be bought or sold. Starts associating respect with material goods. So instead of going out to earn respect you replace that with buying goods. Makes us less virtuous, as well as less happy persons. Rich people tend to be less happy, because they try to cultivate virtue in themselves by purchasing items. 

Associating things that money can buy with things that money cannot buy. Feel like you are fulfilling a sort of virtuous aspect through purchasing these things. 

They associate a product with a certain type of person. 
You become a better person in society by owning a certain product, and those who don’t are looked down on as not being a virtuous person.  
Leads to economic materialism, where you judge people based on the products that they have. 

Associative advertising preys on peoples insecurities and anxieties of people and I order to carry out this advertising you must have a lack of compassion and empathy for other people.  Also it creates new insecurities and anxieties for consumers. 

Isn’t selling people hope a good thing? Improving peoples lives by allowing them happiness through a item. 
However, associative advertising isn’t meant do improve self esteem. It has to do with making money for investors. Also it creates the illusion of a better life, not actually improving it. 
 

Arrington: wants to look at the techniques used by advertisers violates our autonomy. 
Doesn’t believe it completely violates our autonomy so eventually sides with the advertisers. 
He believes they could potentially violate our autonomy, where they do on a small scale; he does believe it could be much worst.  
4 ways this can happen 
1. Advertising may lead us to having non autonomous desires. : Most things we want are influenced by the culture we live in. Very rare that advertising creates a non autonomous desire, that if we reflected on it we wouldn’t want to buy it. Fails to make important distinction between types of advertising, i.e. cigarette ads.  
2.  Does advertising cause us too make not rational desires and choices :  Does advertising cause us to act without reason and on compulsion alone? Hettinger says if doing so, if no significant amount of harm is done it is okay.    
3. Free choice : producing compulsive behavior
4. Controlling & manipulating consumer behavior 

Manipulation and control used by advertising violates our autonomy. 
Puffery: exaggeration 
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IS it ethical for business persons to lie in advertising? If so what counts as a lie.
Under what circumstances is it okay for business people to lie? And to what extent is it okay to lie ? 
IF it’s fairly obvious the truth isn’t being told does that really count as lying? 
Is It a lie if you present information not knowing whether it is true or not ? How much info are business people obligated to tell the truth to the potential customer . 
Look at it from the pov from the seller and buyer. The interest of both parties and how they may be affected must be taken into account as well.  

Altruism: selflessness or having primary concern for the wellbeing of others. Eg. Santa Claus 
Ethical Egoism: looking after one self interest, act in a way that fulfills your desires and interests. Honesty is a virtue, but so is protecting ones self. You have a primary duty to look after your self interest.      
Suppression  
Caveat emptor: let the buyer beware: The person buying things making good informed decisions for themselves.  

There are certain set of character traits in which you should have, and you have a duty to yourself to cultivate these behaviors. Eg Honesty. We can figure out prudent ways to act through reason. 
The responsibility of merchants is to sell things at a reasonably price and not purposely deceive people. Merchants and customers both have a duty to promote their self interest. Merchants are fulfilling a duty to themselves by selling things and not directing consumers elsewhere. 

Customers have a duty to inform themselves about purchases before they make them. Its in their self interest to be prudent and make rational decisions. 

Argument : merchants are not required to tell all, as long as thy r honest and don’t intentionally deceive people they are actin in a moral manner. They don’t have an obligation to look out for the welfare of consumers by providing them with an abundance of information. 
They are not required to aid customers in finding the best deal. 
Lying in these context is telling outright falsities to people, but other than that it is alright to conceal information for consumers.  

Look at, what else may follow from this position? 
People who produce, sell and distribute goods know more about them than the avg person. So they should be inclined to tell consumers, they have info relevant to you that will help make good purchases.   IS it unethical for them to withhold info? , when should they be required to share this information? 

Prudence: the virtue of being able to make rational able decisions for themselves. If people were telling you to do things all the time you will never learn how to make rational decisions for yourself. So in business, merchants telling consumers too much information harms their abilities to think for themselves, as well as harming sustenance for themselves Providing people with info that thy should find out on their own is actually harmful and will never cultivate the virtue of prudence which isn’t good.  

Resume example: difference is that what firms conceal can be harmful to us. Doesn’t say why this is ok? 

DO you have to be asked something outright to lie by omission?

How does one make a prudent decision if they do not share the same knowledge or resources you do.. 

Helping the customer to find the best deal is not what the advertiser corporation  needs to do. But it’s their job to provide info to allow them to be able to make the best possible decision for themselves. There is info that is public and not public, but if that private info is important for decision making is it ethical to keep consumers uninformed .

Your under no obligation to share information because you must protect what’s in your self interest. Like if a consumer asks a merchant for a better deal elsewhere the merchant has no obligation to share this information. But if there is some sort of relationship ( friends and family) then maybe there may be some moral obligation to share /tell the truth.  

In commercial advertising, concealing info can be morally justified or even virtuous be cause it encourages prudency. 

Does withholding information force someone to act a certain way ? By doing that you’re not allowing them to be prudent. 
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Employee rights & obligations 

Substantive Freedom: 

Law & Morality: You gain a certain amount off rights when you become a employee. Due to laws put in place and the new responsibilities and positions that you are put into.

Are all contracts that we enter into fair and just? 
Employment at will: We are entering into a agreement . the doctrine that employment is indefinite
You can choose whether to take a job or not, if you ant to enter a contract or not. Or if a company wants to hire somebody or not. You are free to do as you please when it comes to employment. 
SO an employer can terminate a contract at any time, or an employee can leave a contract or terminate it at any time. 
According to the doctrine, employers can terminate an employee at any time without having to compensate them or forewarn them of them being fired. Vice versa for employees can quit at any time they want without warning. 
However people believe that this is unjust. Employers are put into a position here they can easily abuse employees and employees don’t have that same opportunity. 
Cannot be fired for a leave of absence that has to do with family matters .
If there is something in a contract that stipulates you must give notice for termination or some sort of procedure, those rules cannot be violated or one could be sued.  

If one is fired due to race or sex etc, then you may have to prove that is the case.  
Employers being unfair by presenting poor contracts because people are in need of a job? 
Since employers control o the means of which you need to make a living, that means they can get away with presenting unfair contracts. 
Huge power imbalance in Employment at Will. 
In Canada, employment termination has to occur under good reason. It must be rational and fair. 
There is also a tendency to have a notice to quit in Canada. If one decides to quit the effects are as bad as someone who just get fired out of the blue.  
Employers know what laws they can and cannot bend. 
The law cannot stop anyone from doing anything, it merely says if you do X, you can be punished for it.  But if you have the means to get away with it then you can. 
Very few rights that we have in theory are poor in practice.  This is why its preferred for people to be in positions of power to have some sort of morality. Morality can impact you to act in a certain way. 
Eg. Hiring a good lawyer costs a lot of money, so large corporations can exploit this because employees cannot afford the best lawyers so they are hesitant to take a company to court . 
Employment at will is suppose to create fair contracts but it actually violates that whole idea. 
Due Process: Employers must give reasons for firing and be fair throughout the termination process. 
Because employers have ownership of the business they should be able to terminate what they want to seeing as we have voluntarily agreed to enter into an agreement with them.  Issue with this is that you cant own a person or their labor. They have rights over the means of production but not over the employees, they cant be treated as objects like you can means of production because they are humans and have rights.  
Firing a person arbitrarily means you don’t consider them a person. We have a duty to treat people with dignity and respect throughout the entire termination process.  Not saying you cant fire them, but hen it comes to firing them you must give good reasons . 

Employment at will has nasty results, but it treats everyone fairly so maybe it should be justified? 
Agreeing to an job means you are agreeing to become an at will employee 

Due Process: in firing you must give good reasons, follow proper procedure and there needs to be an opportunity to appeal.  
Who is due process meant to protect? Both bad and good employees, if you are an employee you are protected by this act. 
Due process a means to protect good employees? Why would a good employee ever get fired? Several reasons why good employees are fired, they could feel threatened or could be attracted to them. 

Richard Epstein : In defense of Contract at Will  

Proprietary rights: 
Employers have rights over their money, so they are allowed to not pay for certain types of labor.  

Equal defense: 
EAW allows employers or employees to terminate a contract whenever they please. This right alone should be protected. 
This grants power to the employee as well as the employers, and it would be counter productive of a firm to fire all their employees because that would result in a loss of money as its expensive to re hire new workers and train them. 

Voluntary adoption: 
Employees are well aware of the disadvantages of EAW when they sign them, so EAW contracts must exist because people keep agreeing to them so they must be effective? There must be some sort of mutual benefit between the workers and employers. 
 
Over regulation:  Freedom of contract is an aspect of freedom in general, so employers should be allowed to do hat they please in contracts.  Contract  making should be protected by freedom like freedom of speech is.  So it isn’t fair the government should interfere with employee relations because that isn’t true freedom. As we wouldn’t accept this interference in a marriage contract why should we accept this in employment contracts. 
 
Due rights inefficiency: 
Engaging in due process termination requires legal and administrative costs, in turn these can hinder the efficiency of the corporation. This inefficiency will affect other aspects of the corporation, especially the employees where the burden will be felt the heaviest. EAW works in favor of both the employees and employers. 



Due process works to protect the less well off person in n agreement which would be the employee.

[bookmark: _WNSectionTitle_5][bookmark: _WNTabType_4]	10/21/13 11:21 AM
Employers agree to these contracts for things like employees that steal, they want to be able to let these people go without having to go through a hole judicial process. Also a employee that is able to quit whenever they want is actually to their benefit. 

Systematic Oppression: 
75% of inmates are visible minorities. 25% of visible minorities is the general population. 
 

Whistleblowing: telling on your employer who is violating of a rule, law or regulation. Abusing authority, endangering the publics health or safety and wasting company funds and poor management. 
Do you have a moral obligation to say something? Or DO you have a duty to remain loyal to your employee no matter what.
Will it be harmful to yourself or the business? Things one must consider
Were taught from young to not be a tattletale, we are taught from young that to expose wrongs of others isn’t right. 
Interesting because, we are always taught to tell the truth, so it’s a conflicting set of ideas children are taught that to tell the truth but don’t expose the wrong doings of others.  
We teach this because we don’t want children to experience the negative connotations of being a tattletale. ?? 

Adults who whistle blow are in it for fame or heroism? Or doing it for the right reasons. 
By telling the truth you hope to bring some sort of change 

Internal Whistleblowing: going through channels through your business 
External Whistleblowing: using a media outlet to report what’s going on , or an external authority. for example. People usually have an issue with this. 
Whistleblowers believe you do have a duty to be loyal and confidential to an extent , if a company violates a belief they hold which may harm the greater good they feel they have a duty to tell. They no longer have their employers best interest at heart. 

People Fear whistleblowing for the retaliation that employers can bring. Lawyers and court cases, also the fear of not being able to get another job. Alienation from friends and family for reasons like not being able to provide for them or them having an issue for doing that. 
Whistleblowing generally isn’t in your rational self interest. Persecution of whistleblowers is a huge issue around the world. 
Maybe their own self beliefs triumphs their employees. 
Two self interest, short term and long term. Short terms tend to overpower long term self interest. 

De George; Are you morally obligated to tell the public if something is going on? Are you a bad person or at fault if you have information that could protect someone and didn’t share it. 
Or should you remain loyal and respect the chain of command, so you should never go public with info that can harm the employers.   

In some cases whistleblowing is permissible  but not morally required. SO you decided to do it and it’s the right thing but it wasn’t necessary. 
  
You must make sure the things you whistle on are actually very serious and worth it. 
3 conditions for whistleblowing to be morally permissible: However, just because its morally permissible to do so in these conditions, you’re not morally obligated to do so. 
1. 


If you know that whistleblowing will only bring harm to yourself then it isn’t morally required. 
Or if you are the victim, you are not morally obligated to whistle.  
The need for moral heroes shows a defective society and defective corporations. More important to change the legal systems (external auditors) against these corporations rather than heaping the moral obligation to whistle onto employees.  

Larner: the argument based on loyalty doesn’t work for him. 
If you are loyal to someone does that mean you never report on their wrong doings? 
He believes if someone you are loyal to is doing something wrong you should speak up about that.. That is a part of being loyal, looking out for their best interest. 
Out of loyalty you are required to blow the whistle on him. 
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