Teaching assistant both omar and sardar 
Lecture 1					                                                 September 5, 12
· What is business? Whenever you offer a product or service to another, does not matter if you are successful or not
· Historically there where no ethics because people would do what they needed to do in order to survive but people found it easier to work together and one person makes one thing and the other and than you trade
· Ethics and business come together you cannot have without the other they have always been together the reason they have become separated is because what
· Utilitarianism the greatest good for the greatest number
· Ethics is just what should I do NOT about what can I do therefore ethics is not about the law as the law tells us what you cant and can do but ethics is not this ethics is always about should
· Morals is similar to ethics but in the class we are going to use them interchangeably
· Two big theories in ethics that are based on actions and are unresolved: 
· 1.consequentialism you determine whether a action is good or evil based on the consequences of that action this is kind of wrong because it means that the ends justify the means, argument based on feeling what is the best good and the best feelings and that is utilitarianism as the greatest good for everyone/ wants are our 
· 2.Deontology (Kantian ethics)says that it is not about the consequences it is about the right thing being done there is a right and a wrong and there is no such thing as doing the wrong things for the right reasons the argument here is that its not about being happy it is about being rights which is the reasons and logic theory (the right thing to do means also like human rights) rights are things based on logic whether you want them or not is irrelevant RIGHTS ARE NOT WANTS/ here we also have justice and equality this theory has problems to as you have tough choices to make is when you say that you don’t care about consequences you will just do whatever is right/ kant says that you have to do what is right because you will never really know the consequences as they are in the future ex/ murderer asking you where his victim is and you tell him
· Is Ought Fallacy put forward by a philosopher called David Hume who said that you cannot derive an ought which is a value from a fact and facts are dealt with traditionally by science and when we talk about facts we are dealing with values and he argued that you cannot logically derive a value from a fact and example is that in esthetics the philosophy of beauty it is not derived from facts the example is a sunset facts about sunset is scientific and has nothing to do with its beauty
· Immoral does not mean amoral
· When you say amoral it means that it’s a decision that has nothing to do with morals where immoral means something that is wrong and you do something against morals
· Milton Friedman was a consequentialist
· Virtue ethicsA third theory is says that we cannot solve this problems so lets not look as action lets just look at character it is not about the action it is about what is a honorable person, morality is not about actions its about people
· Golden Ruledo to others what you would want them to do to you
· A lot of people say that the golden rule is the foundation for morals and ethics but there is a problem with this that is not logical because we don’t live in a world where if you always do good things than good things will happen to you and vice versa – does not satisfy the necessary or sufficient conditions (meaning the I a is true…)
· What is the power of the golden rule if its not logical? 
· Do to others what they do to you (not the golden rule similar but different) this is logical and has logic behind it
· However the golden rule is very popular and this is not reason or logic it is because of emotion and for some people it may be fear and this is a problem hopefully this is not the case and it is hopefully about empathy which is the feelings that we have for other people that we understand what its like to be another person and treating them in that good way
· Empathy is not universal
· Natural does not mean nature it means natural rights
· Big Philosophical question: What is the meaning of life? Is it money will you do anything and everything for money no philosopher has said that the meaning of life is money or material things but this is because there are so many other things that are very valuable
· Business and Family big problem is when someone says look I just work here but they know that the company is doing things that hey don’t agree with
· Hannah Armendt the banality of evil is her book and she argued that evil is happening by good normal people/ saying that normal people get caught up in this system and they create evil that wayà how do people get caught up in this system? (example the Nazi’s who seem to be these monsters who in fact are not monsters)
· Meaning of Life Epictetus and Epicurus had two very different views on the meaning of life
· 1.Epictetus thought that you are not happy in life until you embrace some sort of system religion army business (saying like you have to get with the program
· 2.Epicurus said that you need to go find yourself in the world and said that three things where very important: friends, money to satisfy your needs, and freedom, also says that all that really matters is happiness
· Business is usually started by Epicurus but turns into Epictetus
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· The main dilemma in ethics is what should I do? Should I do what is right or that which will be for the greatest good 
· 2 main theories: 
· consequentialismthat you decide if actions are right or wrong based on the consequences 
· deontologyis that you do what you believe is right not what the consequneces are this is about duty and reason you do what reason tells you or what duty tells you regardless of the consequnces/deon=greek=duty/DO WHAT REASON TELLS YOU REGARDLESS OF THE CONSEQUENCES 
CONSEQUENTIALISM 
· Plato was for consequncentialism in 4thbc greek and he wrote dialogues where socretes was the hero and he wrote dialogues that go like his: you should keep your word,don’t steal,and says that these look like two goof duties that you should by but gives a exemple saying that ok you go to joe and ask him for his knife and promise him that you will give him his knife tomorrow so the problem becomes like this what happens when joe becomes sick and he becomes crazy joe so plato asks the question should I give the knife to a crazy person?even though I said I should keep my word and not keep his property but I should not give the knife to a crazy person because he can hurt himself with it so the consequences outweigh the 
· Epicurus says that the meaning of life is happiness so he is on this side as well because 
· Aristotle-Eudimonia, Human Flourishing-Hapiness 
All Under Heaven Is Good 
Bentham 
· Most people when given the argument go with consequentialism 
· And this philosophy about the consequentialism reappeared during the enlightenments early 1700,late 1800 and we had philosopers that cared about the political ways about this they said yes plato and epicurus was correct but only looked at themselves and than they wanted to expand it and look at it from the political realm so the first person to look at this was: Jeremy Bentham who said that yes consequences govern our actions as there are only two things which govern our actions which are pain and pleasure as we seek pleasure and avoid pain and this is our guide to life so therefore this is the foundation of morals WE DO WHAT WILL BRING US PLEASURE AND AVIOD THAT WHICH BRINGS OUR PAIN, he says that the greatest pleasure is happiness so what is the greatest happiness well you cant determine that exactly because eeveryone has a different happiness so the greatest happiness is one the CREATES THE GREATEST HAPPINESS FRO THE GREATEST NUMBER OF PEOPLE CALLED UTILITARTIANISM
· Utilitarianismcomes from utilityusefull 
· So the whole brand of political and moral philosophy is utilitarianism and bentham was the founder this is very simple but the simplicity of this brings problems as well 
· So simplicity of utilitarianism means that the end justifies the means so you have no minority rights or anythings meaning that you can hurt some little people and that will be ok and bentham agrees with this 
· Should you sacrifice a human life to safe others? Should you kill one person to save 5 others? Bentham would say yes this is ok 
· Consequentialism is based on wants not rights! Wants and rights aren’t the same thing they are actually really different 
· Bentham argues that there are no such things as rights they are just wants 
· Bentham includes animals in pain and pleasure because they also have them and therefore for bentham ANIMALS HAVE THE SAME MORAL STATUS AS HUMANS 
John Stuart Mill 19th English 
· Also a utilitarian 
· Agrees with bentham on utilitarianism but says that bentham makes the mistake of being a hedonist (hedonist is the idea that the meaning of life is just to seek pleasure all the time) and exemple of a hedonist is Lindsay lohan as she parties all the time 
· Bentham is sort of a hedonist
· Mill says that something is wrong with that type of person because if you are just doing that one thing all the time than you don’t live a full life and mill disagrees on this because he says that there is a difference between quality over quantity saying that quality is equal if not more important than the quantity and that quality is intellectual happiness 
· His argument is just is it not true that some happy makes you more happy than others (is reading a book better than partying and he wants to say yes this is true because he is an intellectual 
· He wants to say that it is better to be an unhappy human than a happy pig mill says that if you have this choice than you would choose the unhappy person for the reason that you have these intellectual capacities and its better to have these and be sad than to be a happy pig 
· He says that humans will choose the unhappy person because they have this sense of dignity
· Either we are guided by our base pleasures or not which is what bentham is saying but mills main argument is no because our intellectual pleasures are better 
· He says that anyone who chooses to be a pig does so out of weakness of character 
· He also say that people of weak character choose the nearer pleasure of the one in the distance in other words people will choose to be the happy pig because hwta will make me happy know rather than what will make me happy in the long term 
· The problem with mill is that he says the only person that will choose the pig is one who suffers from present bias (procrastination…) is wrong because we all have this present bias 
· He says that happiness is not an abstract idea meaning that he is arguing against medival philosophers that say that there is an ultimate happiness in the end and he says something that contradicts what he said before s he says that all happiness can be equal and once you experience it you know what it is and he doesn’t believe that there is an ultimate happiness so he says that if you like money and power than that is good and that is moral, the only problem is if these things that make you happy violate the Utilitarian Principle
· When you create the greatest happiness you have to do that even if you are not going to be one of them so he tries to bring the self back and make it more benelovent 
John Rawls  20th century American 
· The last of the great political philosphers wrote the book a theory of justice 
· Most famous for trying to bridge the gap between the consequentialist and the deotological and he does this with the rule of utilitariansom 
· Any utilitarian society in order for it to function at all must have hidden rules not talking about the laws but the rules that are integral he says that  if utilitarians say that they just have the one rile that the greatest happiness for the most he says that this is not really true as we have other things that are going on too 
· For exemple you have sports and you have to win and there need to be rules in order to win 
· An exemple he gives are promises saying if we have promises and promises can only be good and taken seriously if everyone agress that they cannot be broken saying that lets say we agree the utilitarian principle that this is the right thing to do you cant say that the promises are good if you can agree the utilitarian principle of majority but we have to have a rule that everyone has to follow the promises saying that we have these hidden rules 
· And when we talk about these rules we talk about duties or obligations and we see these in deotology 
· We have an act utilitarianismmil, bentham…
Peter Singer 20th Australian 
· Became famous because he wrote the book on animal rights and obviously he focused a lot on bentham 
· Recently he became popular with the obligations for charity for itilitarianism he believes that if you look at how it works you are obligated to give money to charity the poor 
· If the goal is the greatest happy for the number than you are obligated to make any insignificant sacrifices in order to achieve that goal so if you have extra money that you don’t need and he believes that most people in the west do than you are obligated as a utilitarian to give it to the deserving poor  the deserving pooor are the ones that are willing to self improve 
· People put up arguments against giving money to the poor and they are 
· I don’t know those people singer says that just because the person you help is unknowable is not an excuse because for the same reason that hurting unknowable is not an excuse 
· There is no guarantee that my money will help him, not being certain whethere your money will help or not is also no excuse 
· If I didn’t exist the poor will still be there and he says the fact is that you do exist so there is no reason to pretend and he says that by ignoring someone it is just as bad as hurting someone ex/ you see someone drowning and you ignore them typa thing 
· So singer is the one that brings obligations into this 
· So this sets up the argument for charity 
Robert Nozick 
· A criic of utilitarianism and his argument is a existensial argument which is essentialy that feelings aren’t everything after all utilitarian and consequentialist always talk about feelings but nozick wants to say that this is not true andhe puts forward the thought experiment called the expoeriance machine which we can call the virtual reality machine and if you can create the machine that creates a virtual pardise people will choose to live in the real world than in this world because he claims it is more important to be a certain way than to feel a certain way 
· Should you sacrifice an innocent human life in order to save other?
Deontology
Kant 18th century 
· Said that there is such a thing as justice,rights and equality 
· Problem he saw was tat id feelings are what guide morals actions than justice cannot exist 
· He is allabout reason
· So he says that morals should be based on reason 
· The notion of rights is raditionally found in religion as technically speaking we don’t really have a right to live 
· Kant was religious and he lived in an enlightenment when people wanted to put religion away so he had to find a way to use reason to put natural rights that weren’t as the same as the ones from religion 
· What are natural rights?-->natural does not mean nature it means the natural way of things 
· Kant believes in natural righst although he is very religious but the natural rights are based strictly in human nature 
· His argument is that morals can only exist if 2 things exist 1.freedom and 2.reason why is that because you haveto have freedom of choice in order to have morals because morals is all abou choosing things 
· So he believes that humans have free will and reson 
· So why is reason important well we need to have reason in order o make the right choice 
· So his argument is that morals only exists because human exists because we are the only ones that have morality and because we have these morals than we have human and natural rights because we are here 
· Categorical imperative what he means by this is that If you allow reason to focus on this fact than we can form deductive laws about morality 
· Whereas consequentailists don’t because consequentialists are always in the future and you can never be certain because you are being inductive and you can never be crtain of the consequences of you actions and you get a hypothetical imperative which is not good enough 
· He has two main rules that he believes are deduced through the facts of human nature/morality:
· Reason is logic is math 
· Act so that your personal maz which is your belief can be a universal law and says that that is deductive certain morality 
· So you reason out that if you believe that you wlll accept a world that everyone is doing what you are doing than it is a universal law 
· Second is that since all human are intrinsincly moral then they can never been used as means but only as ends why because morality is its own end. So morality exists becauseit does and there is no consequence for it so you cant use it as a means to a end and therefore you cant use humans as a means to a ends so that you never treat peopke as means but always as ends in other words you never have the ends justify the means at least not when you have people involved 
· Do what is right regardless of the consequences 
· And there is a problem here ex?lies  one must always tell the truth so you see a kid run behind a corner to hide from a child molester and than the molester asks you where he is so what do you do kant says that you have to tell the truth because you don’t know for sure what will they say 
· IMPORTANT CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE AND THE 2 PRTS OF IT 
· 
Thomas Payne 
· Righst of man meaningt hat there are natural rights so that even if there is no god we still have some natural right ssuch as to live… 
· 
Movie Notes The Examined Life 
· If the benefits are alrge enough can things be justified? Malaysia says that the big dam is a good thing because it will help them economically 30 villages evacuated, and rainforest will be destroyed so therefore naturally it would cause damage but it could greatly help the country economically so what shall they do is the question 
· Talked about bentham made to be a lawyer and came from that family but chose a different think 
· Bentham worked on utilitarian theory and he really developed it he was a child of enlightenment and he says that we have to resolve issues all on reason was greatly against keeping things because of authority he was all about reason and customs so we have to think about not taking authority…if we reason how do we come on a decision about the bakum dam?you predict the facts as far as possible on everyone involved both now and the future and animals as well and than estimate what will bring the most happiness if it comes to the economicly than you would say yes but not everyone wants to live in the main city Bentham has his body preserved in university collage in London as he wanted to get his body preserved 
· Second great figure was mill whose father was a follower of bentham so he put his son mill through a very rigorous educational path as he learned greek at 3 latin at 5 and he was a strong follower of bentham and at 20 had a crisis and he conceived that there was more to life than just being happy, argues that there are higher and lower pleasure 
· Difficult problem in comparing the happiness of other people as we cant make these comparisons but you sometimes can make some comparisons (ex sending 1 child to vacay or the other to a school)
· Swedith turbio totuj views utilitarianism as a simple pproject he replies that utilitarianism gives a more moral answers than any other theories
· The dam one mcgill professor says that the downside is much harder to figure out than the up side being like if you remove them what happens to their moral and so on and so on so there are things we cant measure 
· Groge Edward moore ideal utilitariam arguing tha there are othe rintrinsinc good other than pain and pleasure such as arts…
· Arnest nest norweigen says that nature holds a value of its own 
· Diversity you need to looka t the kind of diversity which they value (exraw maure into a pristine river) 
· One might expect a util to want the damn but instead it calls attenition to gains and sacrifices of one thing 
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· lord of the rings is a retelling of a story called the myth of gyges 
· Egoismnotion of self interest, questions of self interest which involve decisions 
· Self interest and selfishness are not the same thing 
· In ethics there is the debate over choice without choice there is nothing right or wrong 
· So the psychological altruisn and egoism are non normative which means that there are no choices 
· Normative there are choices 
· Ethical egoism says that there is a choice and that we have a choice and that we should choose our self interest and selfishness 
· Psychological ehoism and altrusism have no proof and that is a problem bcause they become useless as you cant prove or disprove them 
· Myth of gyges 
· Myth of gyges is that if we can turn inviseible which we do by a magic ring than morality will not exist  this makes an assumption about human nature that we are all naturally selfish and evil and we only do good out of fear of punishment asking the question are human beings goverened on a reward and punishment basis
· Written by plato in his dialogues where the hero is always socretes and plato writes the Republic in which he has the characters discuss selfishness with unjust and evil 
· Has a dialogue where you have two students arguing for selfishness to their teacher Socretes, we have Glaucon and Thrachymachus and they say that you should be selfish for 4 reasons 1.it is better to be an evil person that everyone who thinks is good than a good person that everyone thinks is evil 2. We all to some extent admire the successful bad man but despise the unsuccessful good man 3. Religion,Hellenism, it actually supports the selfish evil person by putting loop holes in the law that allows such a person to get away with it and the way the do this is that all you have to do is just perfork some ritual pilgramige etc and you will be clensed  so its like a system that allows you to perfrom al there evil things and they will be fine 4.only the frightened and weak people choose the just life whicho goes back to the myth of gyges 
· So the argument is that ok we are than no different than a dog if we are goverened bu a reward punishment basis so we are as dogs 
· Soretes responds by saying 1.humans require a peace of mind that does not permit them to be all selfish saying that there is just something in us which does not allow us to do all this stuff becauwe we wouldn’t feel good we wouldn’t sleep at night aka a guilty conscious  (Destoyevskywrite book Crime and Punishment where the main character raskolnokov who ends justifies the means and murders a miser and he gets away with killing someone but it bothers them and they cant get away with it because of the guilt) 2. Says that we do not act out of reward and punishment it is that we instead act out of empathy and he says that we are guided bu feelings towards other human beings and how does he know this? He makes the whole battle of empathy: emotions vs reason which is the argument are we guided by emotions that reason or do we care about things because we deduce it through reason or because we are connected emotionally to them? And for most people it is about empathy and emotion 
· David Hume (18th century scotish) 
· Says that yes we are guided by empathy but empathy has rules 
· And says that empathy is goverened and controlled y our relations in space and time and what he means is that hings that are closest to us in our sense of who we are are more important than those things that are farther away, 
· He asks can human beings function with perfect equal empathy for all? But we don’t care for all †hink about it we kinda treat people as numbers and business is always accused of doing this as people always say that BUSINESS TREATS PEOPLE AS NUMBERS but is this a fair criticism? We all do this is what humes say 
· The Third Man movie about a criminal who went to Europe after ww2 and what he does is sell bad medicine to children hospitals and he makes money but children are dieing because ehe is giving them all this bad medicine 1.says that there is no proof 2.says that the govt treats people bad too so its fine…  he is in a ferris wheel with a reformer asking look at all those little dots if I offered you a million dollars for the dots how many would you take? Ironey is that he should kill his friend as he will inform of him but he wont because he is close to his friend…(so if you press a button and one person dies and you get a million dollars would you push it yes or no?)
· Hobbes (17th English) 
· Writes the leviathan where he says that human beings are naturally seekers of their self interest and says that we are psychological egoism which is that even if you choose to do something which may seem to be done for others you are just seeking your self interest (you volunteer not for others but for yourself) 
· Psychological altruism opposite of psychological altruism hihc says that even if you are doing something for yourself you are actually doing it for someone else 
· He says that morals and ethics require choice 
· James Rachels
· Self interest can allow for someone to help others whereas selfishness 
· He says that a selfish person only cares about themselves. 
· So the whole arguemnnt that you are just being selfish for giving charity is actually wrong and he says that selfishness is very very rare because it is very hard to find someone who cares about no one in the world 
· And he says that selfishness is actually another word for cowardness 
· And so what is courage and courage is some sort of self sacrifice 
· If you find someone who is selfish all you can do is avoid that erson and isolate them from the society 
· Ayn Randwrote novels which seemed to argue for selfishness 
· Selfishness in business is NOT the path to success when you look at all the disasters they occurred because of selfish business people 
· Adam Smith Book and Richard Dawkins wrote books that people love to misread 
· Adam Smith (wealth of nations) 
· The best society is when all people seek their own self interest 
· He wrote this great big book and the publisher saud that he has to  split his book into two 1.theoru of moral sentiments and 2.wealth of nations 
· And you were supposed to read them together and you have to read book 1 first but unfortunetly people didn’t read the first one andthey don’t understand that he is NOT arguing for selfishness he is instead writing about cooperatibe self interest 
· Richrd Dawkins 
· The selfish gene was the book he wrote 
· And he argues that genes just like to self deprecate 
· Right wingers though that the selfish gene means survival of the best and fittest but he says that no this is not what im saying im actually taliing about elf copperation 
· Wasn’t about selfishness as nature is not selfish and there are many examples of this in nature wjere we see reciprocal altruisn 
· Cooperatibe self interest 
· And he explains the game theory which is about the study of strategy and chess is a type of strategy and people think that life is like chess  but they say that this is not true because of the prisoners dilemma and they find that people when they play this game it is a game of trust and over time they realize that they should work together 
· He then talks about the moral contest 1. Golden rule (do to tothers as you would have them do on to you) 2.tit for tat do to others what they do to you 3.be selfish  in this contest the one who won was 2 that tit for tat it showed people who do this succeed the most!! 
Virtue Ethics 
· Instead of actions lets focus on the people themselves 
· No what to 
· We should talk about character what makes a good person so when we talk about character we need to talk about virtue 
· Plato/scoretes have their four virtues: 1. Wisdom 2.justice 3,fortitude(moral courage) 4.temperance (moderation and self control) 
· Looks at both the person and the state 
· Aristotle (4th dentury bc greek) 
· Says that there are other virtues that these 4 are not enough 
· So when we talk about moral theory we talk about Aristotle 
· This is the main guy we go to when it comes to virtue ethics and he says that the virtue which we see lies between 2 extremes  it is not a question about choosing this or that 
· Says that we have foolishness on one side than courage in the middle and than cowardice on the other side and he says that the goal is to aim for the center 
· But the problem is that we do not have riles telling us how to do this and morality cannot be taughtit has to be learnt though practice like learning to play the piano 
· To be a courageous person you have to learn to do courageous things 
· He says that interllectual virtues van be taught and practical wisdom but  you can never learn how to be courageous 
· We call the whole idea of the approach to morals as virtue ethics 
· Eadomoniahuman flourishing 
·  Golden mean you want to be nice but you don’t want to be taken advantage off 
· virtue ethics it only looks at the persin in the longer term it is not help in the short term which means that is has no advice to fobe concerning the immediate moral crisis 
· Robert Louden 
· Some vices of virtue ethics 
· Main problem is that it doesn’t tell you what to do 
· Some types of actions are considered evil in themselves it has nothing to do with the type of person that commits them as there are somethings that are just wrong and everybody does it 
· Another problem with it is how do we know whether someone is a virtous person? 
· We can only judge people by their actions 
· There is also a relativistic problem which is that different people and different cultures have different virtues no universal standard or understanding of what certain virtues are 
· Virtues eithics seems to the natural way in which we act 
· Virtue ethics also has a love hate relationship with psychology as it asks questions about the mind and so on and so one the only problem with psychology is that it has some evidence that contradicts some of the founding principles of cirtue ethics mainly do courageous people do courageous things etc 
· Problem is that good people that are courageous will do bad things because of authority 
· The bystander effect when you are in a brig corwd you are less likely to help because you think that other people will help 
· Obeying authoritytalks about the crazy person who came into a town and got it up and running because people believe when someone in authority says something by other people 
· Stanley milgram 
· There are other subcategories which are 1.care thics meaning that women are more caring than men 2.narrative ethics saying that your life is a story and that yoru life effects you meaning that your life always effects you!! 
Movie notes 
· Advantage of virtue ethics is that it starts in a natural way which iwe think about our life and the advantage is that people do think about their life as a whole 
· It is most important to be ___ by knowing our own natures and to figure out what it takes to perfect those natures 
· Youdiomiahapiness 
· Human flourishing a complex form of human activity which has different part sthat doesn’t total form of activity that includes all the human functions that is needed for functioning 
· Greeks thought more about what made for a worthwile life with an individual 
· We acquire virtue by doing virtous acts 
· Modern psychology because it sees reason and emotion as closly aligned 
· Care ethics see personal relationships as the prime arena for ethical behavior 
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· Video bystander effect if you ress nice you get help faster  if not it takes longer, we are all interested in what the group is doing 
· Ashe test The line test that looks at conformity 
· Both of these look at decisions and beliefs 
· Thought experiment imagine you and whole group of people believe in this one thing and than imagine that the next morning everyone stops believing it so will this bother you?yes or no if it does even slightly than you don’t believe in it you care about the group 
· There are counterexamples though video: a guy on the new york subway had a seizure on the train platform so a man jumped down and held him and the man underneath the traintracks while the train passed on top of them both survivedthis act was courageous and self sacrifice, but does this mean that what we know about everyone else is wrong? We don’t know as many people would never actually do this 
· There is additional data about human behavior that shows that we don’t just follow what the group says that we actually can be courageous video children voluntarily helping reach the clothing pin, and chimps do the same thing they pass things to help when they are out f reach suggesting that this trait goes back to our ancestors, with chimps they help in reaching tasks while human children help in many other ways therefore showing how it evolved 
· So this shows that we actually have the instinct to help which shows that we are not naturally selfish well at least at that young age and than something happens when we start thinking about the group and the group identity and this is just a reality and this will always happen 
· Nietzche
· Says ya something went wrong because we were individuals but than we stopped thinking about our identity and thought about the group 
· This has problems as do we do something because we want to or because others are doing it 
· The Divine Command Theory is the person who says I know what good and bad is and what is good and evil because the religious authority tells me so 
· There is a big debate with this theory with regard to what the command with the question being what are you supposed to obey and this is the big question in religious philosophy is who to obey? Asking in the medieval era the middle ages, fall of Rome 4th century to rebirth of Europe/renaissance (they don’t ask if god exists that it a more recent theory) and at this time we have a lot of religious philosophy especially from the middle east 
· Big topic in religious at this time 4th century is who to obey? What role does reason play in religious faith? Not does god exist because they all believe in him 
· Some people say that your first duty is to obey 
· Reading with Abraham he says that whatever you say boss as he talks to an angel 
· Some say yes we should obey but what does that mean? Some people say that to obey is to use your given ability to think and question (meaning that since we got the ability to think isn’t that what we are supposed to use and obey?)
· This debate even goes back to Plato and Socretes
· Plato dialogue Euthyphro: The hero which is socretes goes around bothering people asking them are you really sure that you know what you know and asking them questions that they should know but they don’t really know, he goes and asks Euthyphro who is a religious scholar asking what it is to be good? (euphyro so convinced) Socretes goes to religious scholar Euthyphro asking what does it mean to be good/pious what does pious mean? And the answer given is to be pious is to be good and why is it good is because god likes pious and because god says that it is good here comes the problem is something good and that is why god does that thing as god is good or is something good because god does that?Problem is that if youbelieve this that good looses its meaning and therefore what god does is good makes the theory might is right than. So socretes wants to question this as he says tat if god says that something is good he must have a reason or else he is irrational and socretes says that god is not crazy he is rational so he questions Euthyphro and what ends up happening is having a circular definitions where euthyphro saying piety/pious is good because it is part of justice and socretes says what part of justice? Justice is made up of many thinks,courage,honesty… so what makes piety different from courageous and euthyphro says piety is pious  so when you push this all you get is god says so euthyphro final arguent is that god wants people to pray for exemple so that he can return that peity for favours (in other words the believer is in a trade agreement with god, the problem with this is that od doesn’t need anything so why would you pray for him for him to return something so the argument that he needs your prayers to return stuff is wrong! So why does god say that you should pray it cant be because he needs your prayers it must be because he likes it and why does he like it because it is good which brings us to the beginning we cant really figure out what good is 
· Good is to any meaning it must stand alone as a term in itself in other words good must be good and that is why god is good 
· Reason works with faith, philosophy tries to separate these things with reason and religion 
· 399 BC day socretes was executed 
· Ibn Rushd/ Averroes-12thcentury in Arab spain 
· known as a translator, the main source for Aristotle 
· believed that you need reason in order to interpret religion 
· he says that if you just believe and follow you are like a puppet 
· St.Thomas Aquinas 13century rome  
· Is the official philosopher of roman Catholicism 
· says that reason and faith compliment each other how? In christianty he thought that reason proved gods existence and faith provides the explanations for the things that reason cannot prove for exemple we have the trinity 
· so for him these two things go together 
·  he says no its not just obey and it is just think and obey 
· Spinoza 17th century Holland 
· Says that it must be the case that reason is involved because humans are the ones that interpret this stuff 
· He said that prophets use their imagination when interpreting Gods work 
· Imagination in his time meant the whole mind which is like a nation of images 
· Saying that gods word is only half gods and half of the prophets mind 
· This got him on  trouble because it sounded like he was saying that the prophet was just making stuff up but he wasn’t saying this he was saying that dignified version of prophet is no to have an empty headed prophet saying that in order to make dignified you must use reason to make sense 
· So he says that reason is automatically involved 
· Kant 18th century german 
· Very religious and doesn’t like the idea that we just obey so he says that if we just obey than this is non-autonomous 
· Says that reason and will are what make us moral beings and ultimately the children of god 
· And this ishow he derives his moral theory where you wantto have roight and wrong and deotological
· Main thing for kant is that he wants to restore the true sense of justice 
· He doesn’t like the idea that morality is based on feelings because for him if morality is based on feeling that justice does not exist because happiness can justify all kinds of chaos and unjustness in the world 
· Not a utilitarian does not believe that id it feels good it is good 
· So he is bringing this strict thing where he says that there is a definite right and wrong and you will never have the end justifies the means 
· For kant the word justice is meaningless if you say that sometimes it is right to do the wrong thing 
· So kant wants to restore the notion of right ad wrong good and bad….
· He says that once you do what is right you are obligated through your reason which is given  to you by god to do what is right regardless of the consequnces 
· Consequences are always in the future thus they are unknowable so you may know a good belief about the conseuqnces of something must be but you don’t know it as to kant the morality is not about proboblities it is about a certain sense of justice 
· For kant you always do what is right regardless of the consequncess 
· We have the consequentailists, than the virtue ethicists and than we have Kantian ethics 
· A lot hinges on kant as there really is no such thing as justice,rights and equality as kant is the only one who defines these 
· Kant Movie (son of sadler had 9 siblings father sent im through school and university, he was a tutor and than lecturer and he tried to get university students to stand on their own two feat, never tried more than 10 miles from where he was born but kept in close touch with intellectuals across Europe, study physics math, mineralogy and favorite subject geography, for dinner invited people over that were great intellectuals, loved science and newton) people should choose for themselves, kant urged that people should depend on themselves and look to the light of their own reason to dicover what morality really means, argued that we cannot prove the existence of god through reason yet it is reasonable to believe in god through faith and saying that, freeom or automity Is to control our desires through reason, opposes non autonomous ethics meaning one where people don’t give the law to themselves yet it is given by other authority, right and wrong comes through reason,moral good lies within ourselves, there is nothing good without qualification except good will, a good will is good simply in virtue of its willing therefore goodness lies within itself, to act through reason is how everyone should act and we should all follow the rules we all think we should follow, universal is a rule that applies to everyone, while maxim is those that only 1 person follows CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE act only on the maxims that you would want to become a universal rule , we all should believe and follow the same things, we think of ethics to be in line with principles so when we see someone being very good we say that they have good principles, kant wants to bring the categorical imperative to things that people would never think off like imagine that this one man is extremely talented but wastes his talent on just being idle would it be ok if he opts out of this talent and what kant says is would he want everyone to waste their talents probably not because than what so therefore it is wrong to waste talent, what is dignity is to choose for yourself what your values are and what you will do with them, part2 of categorical imperative act a certain way that you will never use humans or animals and means rather than ends meaning that you should value peoples interest as to themselves meaning that you will only do helfull things to them but you have to understand that they are a person of their own jusgement of what Is good and bad for them and therefore we should consent to people as they want to be treated, his theories have been criticized asking that are we truly free, the world is complex so what is maximum to complex, others say that the self is shaped by social circumstances, kants disregard for consequnces are very glaring example of the murderer,not to tell the lie was commandable according to kant the rules don’t clash his ultra optimism, 
· What do people when they say justice? 
· Some people sya that is not fair but what does fairness actually mean? 
· Traditionally a sense of justice means that each person deserves their due and the question here is what do they deserve and what is their due 
· So when it comes to like superman and wonderwomen they want to help the good person and give the bad person what they deserve and this is a type of justice called compensatory justice meaning that if they have been wrong something must be done to commend that wrong 
· Saying that people deserve to be justly compensated after having been wrong and if this doesn’t happen people say that tis is not fair and its not really just 
· There is also distributive justice which says that a just society is one where there is equal opportunity for all. Equality 
· Kant believes in distributive justice and equality 
· The two people we will look at will be rawls and nozick and they are both egalitarian and they both believe in equality 
· Phrase they are eual in their diffrences and they are equally different 
· Aristotle was a consequntialist who defines justive on human terms and its function he says that people are defined by their function and it was the function that decided whether or not they were equal so what does this equality mean? 
· Aristotle talks about the water wheel saying that everything plays it part the wheel and the little nail so if this is equality for aritotle based on the function than it’s the same thing for society so he says that the king and the slave are equal because we need to have a leader and someone must do the work and therefore he says that if they do their best the world works the best therefore they are all equal 
· Inegaliatarianism is when you look at himan equality as based on the facts, os you look at facts and people are not equal 
· Is/ought fallacy david hume 18th century saying that you cannot derive values from facts  and kant and hume want to say that humans are of equal value 
·  Kant we are all equal because w eall have reason and moral and free wills and because of the categorical imerative its never treat peole as means… equal woth regardless of the consequences so he says that we should never use people as the are not means to an end they are always ends this is egalitarianism equal regardless of differences 
· Rawl was a rule utilitarianism who isn’t realy a utilitarianism he is more Kantian and he wants to make this more Kantian, deotologist, 1970 theory of justice that you can have justice in capitalism how? The viel of ignorance which is like the blindfold saying that I we are going to sit around and think about what is a just society we will have to ignore all differences color belief… babies in heaven argument imagine that we are all a bunch a rational babies about to be born and we get to choose the type of world we are born into but not where this world will be and he says that if we get to choose this people would choose a world that is very equal and with this there would be equal distribution of both rights and goods so we have equal distributions of rights and goods and we can theoretically create this just world, so he says that we can have ths distribution 
· Nozick and rawl agree on much but equal distribution if goods, where rawls says that we if we have money should help the poor argument being that no one should be allowed to hoard wealth in a society. So that those who have more than they have acquired should give the excess to those who need it most (says this comes deotologically ) a main criticism is that rawl tends to underestimate the element of huan risk as he is not much of a gambler 
· Main criticsm from nozick who was also an egalitarianism who say sthat this is an unjust system because in a just society everyone is entiled to the products or money that they have legally earned and nobody has the right to take that away from them, not fair that if you are hard worker and talented and smart it is not just to take that away to a lazy person 
· Both of these people nozick and rawls says that’s not fair so who is correct 
· Rawls although a deotologist he lpoks at the overall picture 
· Nozick is saying that you are creating a world that has no ambition as why should you work hard if you have to share your stuff with other people (kinda see this with communist countries) why strive to be better than you are why would you do that and what do you think about that 
· Equal distribution of marks/grades? 
Lecture 5                                                                                         October 10, 12
· What is morals? It just a cultures way of doing things. 
· Question is do I have the right to judge another? When we tak about judging and values it is usually based on power, if you have cultural values its because someone is power took over and said this is right and wrong and this is good or bad 
· Power cultural values are usually a product of conquest, a lot of cultures are like this whoever has the power gets to decide what is right and wrong and this is usually not a moral theory as it is that the might is right 
· However there is this idea that we are not allowed to apose our values on someone else, in starttrek they claim that they are superior you have to prove that you are morally superior from other people but the question is how are you morallt superior than someone else and why? 
· What is moral relativism google!!!!!!!!!!!!!
· Moral relativism is not a moral theory on itself it instead affects the other moral theories. There are three main moral theories 1.consequentailism (how many people and how many people need to be happy where will you draw the line) 2. Virtue ethics (problem is that not all people and cultures share common virtues…) 3.Kantian (if moral relativism than Kantian philosophy has to be wrong because kant was completely against moreal relativism) 
· Moral relativism says that you will tolerate and accept what someone else is doing even though you are against it
· Morals is a universal standard which comes through reason and the categorical imperative 
· Case study (2 big questions with moral relativism) 
· Am I allowed to judge another’s cultures morals? 
· And if I do judge it as wrong should I do something about it? 
· 2 paradoxes involving moral relativism is that if its taken to its extreme it becomes impossible if you say that a culture can have its own values and than you should extend it to the individuals so when you say that each individual can do what is iright and wrong and act about it… so what is the borderline? So paradox is that you cant reduce it to individuals is that it cannot function 
· examples how are children treated? 
· Movie Notes little boy working herding sheep, legislation about children labour and slavery and in places like where the movie takes place talks about how it is normal for children of all ages to work because of their duty to their family, kid that works loves school, kid would rathergo to school and not work but he has this sense of freedom and he says that he has this freddom and community and there are benefits in his life which we westerners don’t see because he is working to benefit himself and his family  than talks about the fishing town in which the kids that work there work for masters and have been bought by people –fishing festival place of recruitment where the literally buy boys they tell them that hey will go to school live with the master and work and go to school in Ghana there is a law that you have to be 15 but in Ghana boys are still openly bought and sold into labour—kids excited to go but they aren’t aware about the dangers and the long hours and the hard work and the fatalities – mother wants toi have 1 million cedis for her child but however the guy only has 400,000 cedis and if the work goes well than they will get more the 400,00 is about 25 punds which is enough water for family of 6 for 3 months that child is know the masters, from their pint of view this is more of a apprenticeship than it is slavery the real question and test is how the children are treated bu their masters? – the masters whip the children and give them lashes when they make a mistake to teach them to concentrate 
· Movie Discussion do we think we have a right to judge it? Because that is slavery, 
· William Sumner 
· Who was an anthropologist 
· His argument was that there is no universal moral standard 
· He is a cultural relativist and his reasoning is very simple he says that as an anthropologist he goes around and says that he goes around and sees all the different cultures with different values and stuff and he finds that they are all pragmatic and they all work so they do what works for their society 
·  When we talk about relativism it is not just in space across cultures it is about space and time meaning that there is no such thing as amoral standard across time. 
· There is no such thing as moral progress 
· There is no such things as mpral progress because change does not necessarily mean progress 
· What happens if a culture starts to kill another culture and therefore if you kill that other culture than do you draw the line?? 
· Movie Video 2 Notes 
· India largest number of child slaves, 50,000 in zari industry,bonded labour illegal although it is not enforced at all, bonded lanour liberation front fighting against this 26000 released by this liberation front, 
· Exploitation, people say that the economic conditions in that place is so poor that they cannot get better things but when you say this its like yes they are poor in the towns however in the place that the kids work they are heavily heavily heavily exploited so this argument is not true and not good because how can you possibly be getting 1600 for a dress but the kids just get 10cents a day so someone is making lots and lots of money 
· Slavery=exploitation which means treating people as property
· Issue with moral relativism is that there has to be some sort of limit and some sort of boundary  
· 2 questions can you judge another culture and if you judge them as wrong should you do something about them 
· William Shaw 
· He believes there is a universal standard for morals 
· Says that there are trhee ways people try to have these universal morals and fails 
· 1.naturalismutilitarianism (bentham) that we have these natural ways that we feel and are, according to the naturalism theories we all naturally seek pleasure and avoid pain so why isn’t this a universal standard? Violates the is/ought fallacy (which said that you cannot derive values from facts)
· 2.intuitionsim simply says that we just simply know right from wrong the idea that humans know right from wrong, however though peoples intuitions vary 
· emotivism we all feel the same way about what is right an wrong. Human beings base their morals on how they feel about things – we base our morals on our actions—we don’t all feel the same way about certain things problem with emotivism is that it bypasses judgement as if emotions are what guide us than there is no place for judgement because judgement is done by reason 
· he says that the one that can be used an a universal standard id that universal standard can be amade using reason which is kant . we shoulf be able to rationally seek compromises and reason out our differences  very optimistic and brings us to the debate about are people rational beings or are they emotional beings 
· moral relativists to some extent seem polite 
· but the question is should you tolerate everything? At what point do you say that you wont tolerate things 
· William sumner 
· Argument that the whole idea of morals itself is a cultural product which means that philosophers who argue for a universal standard have forgotten where morals and philosophy comes from 
· Is a moral relativist 
· Movie 
· moral relativist that there is no single true morality there are many different types and possible moralities 
· values and belief vary from culture to culture and from time to time 
· thin line between what is cultural and what is moral 
· moral relativism the view that there is no single correct morality tha there are different morality this plus the view that we ought to accept other peoples morality 
· exemple of the cows bleeding 
· dworkin good that we have differnet cultures and analogies because it makes the world and literature more interesting but we cant value differeies in culture without… when he sees genocide he finds it very wrong and when he thinks about the other countries customs he says are irrelevant when he asks himself that their moral standard should be blah blah blah no, one of the things he is often accused of is universal principles how about the following rule never shock people by having in a way inconsistent with their culture is it universal or particularistic it is both ,so unhelpfull to classify them as these 2 
· it encourages open mindness and tolerance but the extreme is that it allows for acions to occur that we believe are deeply wrong 
· for motivist statements and ethics are like that 
· according to motivists moral statesments have wo main functions they express emotions and offer guidance for people considering what to do for example if you say killing is wrong it like saying killing ughh gross and like saying don’t do it 
· and expression of emotion is not true or dales its an analysis of moral judgement according to motvism it is not appropriate to say that a moral utterance is true or false right or wrong only on facts
· paradox involving MR- Reduction 
· paradox that dworkin mentions with moral relativism that says never judge another cultures moral values and their claim is that they are against universal moral standards never judhe
· should I judge another culture? Should I do somethings about 
· we have to pr else it means we don’t really believe in our own morals 
· Midterm 40 marks it will be 20 question majority being multiple choice and perhaps a few short answer questions exam must be done in pen 
Lecture 6 MIDTERM 
Lecture 7 October 31, 2012 – missed class get notes 
Lecture 7 Notes 
Whistleblowing – informing 
· breach of loyalty in the business context for the greater good 
· consequentialist element 
Infamous informer – some people left the room, some people did not clap, some people gave a standing ovation 
· Elia Kazan
1950s McCarthy – looking for communist’s and he would ruin their lives 
· took people to jail for refusing to answer
· Elia identified and named many communists
· Their lives were ruined, not allowed to work in Hollywood 
· Thought he was doing the right thing for the greater good 
Breach of Loyalty – virtue, rights 
Product Safety – whistleblower outed Toyota for their sticks pedals, someone also came forward for the Ford Pinto  (secretly in a memo) Pinto has a bad gas tank, would blow up  - known as the Ford Memo
Wikileaks – Julian Assange
· anonymous whistleblowing 
Informing 
· people want information but they do not want to be know for leaking information or anything
XL Foods – unsanitary condition – no one blew the whistle but they probably knew
· everyone want to know the info but no one wants to be in relation with the whistleblower
What is a world without trust and loyalty?
Do you owe loyalty to a company?
Loyalty is usually a one way street
· willing to lay you off
· company is loyal to making money not their employees
Consequences to whistleblowing
· no consequences with the wikileaks 
Retribution
· always bad consequences for whistleblowers
Brave – they have to be brave 
· they make themselves known
· stand up for what they believe in against the crowd
Do we want to live in a world of informers?	
· cant trust anyone
Whistleblowing – in line with the idea of the referee 
· judges what is right and wrong
· can you become a referee?
· On a team – no, are you a team when you’re in business
· How do you see yourself at work, do you owe the company loyalty? Why?
· Work life vs. private life?

John Leotine – Alaska Airlines
· if his intent was to save lives then this was right
· he could no longer work in the industry at all or the government 
· told on the airline for they poor maintenance 
· plane crashed and he was the one who said to replace the part – they overrode that and never replaced the price 
Product Safety – is it possible to have a 100% safe product? 
Statistical argument – is .01% unsafe % rate acceptable?
Do you care about yourself and your family?
· if not it doesn’t matter you cannot complain
Can complain – if you believe in a 100% safe product and you care about yourself and your family 
Value of a human life 
Treating people as numbers – Alaska Airlines was doing this
· don’t we treat ourselves as numbers?
“You can’t put a dollar value on human life”
“human life is sacred” 
	-If we believed this we would be very very cautious
	- it is risky to cross the street – we still do it 
		- lights working, people driving are paying attention 
Very safe intersections
· very expensive
· are we willing to pay for it? – mainly no 
· when we say no we wont pay for it- we put a dollar value on our own life 
“I am willing to accept this amout of risk of my safety at this cost” 
John Liotine – was not effecting anyways
· no guarantee that any good will come from whistleblowing 
· mostly never any real change – “the public have a short memory”
· no one will remember or care about XL foods in a year or so 
· most companies do not go bankrupt, things usually go back to business as usual 
Traitor – usually always involve money
· selling gov. secrets for money, is this good? 
· Should you go for the money or for the loyalty 
Patriotism – do you owe loyal to your country? 
Is there a difference between being a whistleblower and a traitor?
READ ------ Sissela Bok, Ronald Duska
Bok – you do owe loyalty to a company 
· they have hired you, invited you in, did not force you 
· employer rights to confidentiality? 
· Believes it is a breach of trust when you are whistleblowing therefor it is unethical 
· There may be times when you have to do it but should you?
· Utilitarian point – look at all the consequences 
· Will more people be made happier than will suffer?
· Believes it is unethical to be an informer 
· 3 things to consider
· Weigh the pros and cons in a serious way 
· Consider alternative ways first 
· Make sure your information is accurate and you have the right intentions 
Mill – you put the greater good ahead of your own self-interest
· where do you draw the line on your own self interest? 
Kant – would you want informing to become a universal law?
· no , no one would trust anyone
Are you using people as a means to an end? 
Trust, Secrets, Privacy, Freedom
Companies look out for themselves and use people as a means to maximize their own profit 
Virtue Ethics – what is the intent of this person? What sort of person are they and why are they doing this?
Informers could do this because they have a psychological disorder and they want to 
	-could also be mad at their boss
Ronald Duska – you don’t owe loyalty to a company
· the company exists to make money and they hire you in that process
· would be like being loyal to a machine
· you work there to make money
· it is strictly a financial relationship 
· not a good workplace 
1) there has to be a clear harm to society
2) you have to be close to the information
3) you have to have a chance of success
4) it should be a last resort 
Retaliation
ON THE WATERFRONT  - movie about when someone decided to become an informer 
Product Safety – animals 
Animal Rights 
· beliefs based on culture and moral relativism 
Vivisection – testing on animals
Animal cruelty – laws in Canada 
· but Canada kills more animals that a lot of other countries because of testing that is done on them
· contradiction – allowed to happen in a lab but you are put in jail if you are in the real world
Business – we want safe products
· BUT is all animal research necessary? 
· If it isn’t then you have a business issue 
· Testing  on animals does not mean it will be safe for humans 
· Done for legal reasons mainly – need to know what are the lethal doses, what happens in an overdose – is this legal formality really necessary? 	
· Usually done for insurance reasons
· Causes a lot of pain to animals 

Scientific view, legal view, business view – the best source for product research is humans
· if we want to find out the causes we really should experiment on humans 
· we are interested in finding the cure for cancer for ourselves not for animals 
· best way to be profitable is to use humans

People say you cant use humans – they put ethics ahead of profits 
· not morally correct to experiment on humans 

Does the morality of the point stand up to scrutiny?
· people say all human life is superior to animal life
· people may believe this but not experience the world this way
· puppy vs. child molestor? 
· Depends on the animal and the human 

We cannot experiment on human because they are superior.
· by saying this we are saying that life is a hierarchy 
· if we have this hierarchy why not have them within the human race?
· Is we believe in hierarchy then we should experiment on less valuable humans?

What is the difference between us and animals? 

READ -------- Jamesion and Regan 

unlimited use of animals – animals have no rights 
1) Cartesian argument – animals don’t feel pain 
a. Pain is mental phenomenon 
b. Body and mind exist in the universe 
c. Humans are body and mind
d. Animals are just body
e. Lets experiment on humans painlessly.
2) Might-makes-right 
a. We control the planet 
b. Why not experiment on weaker humans?
3) Animals have no souls 
a. Depends on religion
b. If that is your reason then animals should be more protected – we have souls we get to go onto a different life but animals don’t have souls and get no other life so they should be protected
c. Suffering is good for the soul so why not experiment on humans
4) The Knowledge Argument
a. Lets use humans if we truly want to discover stuff 
5) The Important Knowledge Argument
a. What about cancer or leukemia 
b. Happiness of animals shouldn’t get in the way of this but if we really care about these things we should use humans because it will find a reason faster 

PETA – never use animals 
1) never inflict pain on another being 
a. this is wrong 
b. what about medical or dental reason, they need to inflict pain to make you better 
2) Informed consent
a. They do not give you consent, it is unethical to do anything to someone who does not consent to it 
b. What about children who do not give consent? 
c. What about people who are not in the right mind and cannot make the right choices 
3) No Harm Argument 
a. Never harm anyone in the general sense 
b. As a universal rule it is not very true
i. What about self defense 
4) Innocence Argument
a. Animals are innocent we have no right to do that to innocent beings
i. Innocence and guilty go together
ii. Animals cannot be guilty so how can they be innocent?
iii. Animals and children are beyond guilt and innocence

Modified Innocent Principle – MIP  (UTILITARIAN ARGUMENT)
· you can only harm an innocent being if it saves the lives of  other innocent beings 

Trolley Problem 
· speeding trolley, 5 people on track do you kill yourself and save the other people 
· there is a fat guy there do you push him off and save the others? 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Lecture 8                                                                       November 7, 2012 
· Not looking at false advertising commercial for the moving chair 
· Not looking at offensive advertising commercial for the beer with the two ladies fighting 
· Ikea commercial for the lamp they are tugging at your emotions 
· Todays lecture is on manipulation 
· Commercial about the car is selling a life style 
· Manipulation in advertising and public relations and political messages 
· When advertising pulls at your heart strings to get you to buy stuff not because you need it but because you psychologically want it 
· Manipulation Appealing to peoples desires/emotions to get them to do things that are illogical  it makes no sense that if you want to be or are a young couple that you need to go out and buy a ford fiesta 
· So this is technically a way of brainwashing! Are you really being brainwashed by media and some people say yes and one of the main proponents of yes is the very person who invented it Edward Bernays who is largly considered as the inventor of the spin doctor he invented modern advertising, PR and a lot of the political campaigns 
· He admits that it is manipulative and that is brainwashing but he says that this is necessary and ethical 
· Berney uncle freud, unconscious desires that people wanted, berneys got invited to the peace conference and started to think if he could use propaganda for war than you could use it for peace, first experiment was the women smoking cigarettes so during a parade he had women who smoked cigarettes and the name for the cigarettes was torches of freedom,found that you can get people to act irrationally if you tug at their emotional feelings so like you will feel better about yourself if you smoke not because you need it, so you will feel better with this piece of clothing and not you need this piece of clothing, invented the term public relations  
· Pr is an attempt to control people 
· Edward berneys 
· Nephew of freud 
· Freudian psych not that popular but there are ideas that people share 
· There is this idea of negative human nature that people cannot be trusted to be free so if this is true than you must control groups of people because it is when people are in groups they behave worse example asch test…riots… so in short groups of people need to be controlled for the greater good ethical argument 
· Berneys believed that there was a manipulation occurring but he says that it was necessary for utilitarian reasons so there is a moral underpinning to it as it is consequentialist but the problem with this is that it means that you cannot be free 
· If humans have a right to freedom they must be manipulated which means that it must be violated 
· The problems is that if you are manipulating people that you are being violated as you are not free 
· Some people will say that it is better to have anarchy than to be free 
· If you agree with freuds analysis of human nature what is at stake than is that people are guided by their desires and their emotions and not their reasons and there is a major problem there and that problem is for kant kant believed people were moral because the had freedom and reason but if freud and berneys are rights well than therea re no human rights as you don’t have reason and freedom and this is just a fantasy 
· Greater good is happiness 
· Michael Philips 
· You are being manipulated 
· Believes that in one sense it does have some negative consequences 
· Because it creates a world of what john galbraith also used of the hamsters in a wheel 
· Saying that if you are being manipulated to buy things that you don’t need isn’t that a waste of human potential like you work really hard and than you just waste it on things that you do not need so therefiore its like an inefficient life like you are going through life on  treadmill 
· But he can acknowledge good consequnces have to outweigh the bad if you accept the idea of human nature if human beings actually are these bad people so we need this consumerism, or a dictatorship or a false democracy (being manipulated to buy things) people choose the false democracy 
· From utilitarian points this manipulation is justifies 
· The problems lies with other ethical theories 
· Kant has a problem with this because under manipulation it is hard to justify manipulation because we have the categorical imperative:1. Treat al maxims as law with manipulation this is very difficult you could make a argument that everyone could be manipulated 2. Treat all people as ends not means this does not pass the test manipulation is to use people and therefore 
· Virtue ethics a bit iffy because what are the virtues being what virtues are being demonstrated by the manipulators what virtues are being cultivated in the society, well definetly is not honesty, maybe wisdom??, very debatable but certainly isn’t honest, trust 
· Under these three ethical theories consequentialism justifies while Kantian not a chance and virtue maybe 
· Assuming that you are being manipulated? 
· Theodore Levit 
· Says that you are not being manipulated 
· Why do you buy things is it because you see it in a commercial when you go to a store you don’t think of this however it must work in some way but the question is how?!! Very difficult to answer but it works as billions of dollars are spent on advertisng 
· But most of this is on the subconscious 
· Old spice commercial very popular commercial the deodorant is super old it is your granpas deodorant and in the commercial it sells a lifestyle as it doesn’t talk about what it is made of or bblah blah blah but it sells a lifestyle of being the old spice man, but LEVITT says that you don’t actually believe that you will be that person he says that you don’t think this this is not what is actually going on 
· If you buy the shoes that are advertised by a famous athlete do you actually believe that you will be the famous athlete? Levitt says that you know that you wont be the famous athlete and therefore it is not manipulation so why do you buy it?!! You buy it because it makes you feel good but you are not being manipulated 
· You are buying things not because you are manipulated but you are buying them because for whatever reason not manipulation it makes you feel good and therefore there is no violation of your freedom there is no brainwashing
· So virtues? 
· Therefore kant will be fine too 
· Question is it manipulation and if it is than it is kant versus utilitarianism 
· Business is inherently consequentialist as it is after all about the bottom line and the consequentialist/utilitarian 
· Levitt is a utilitarian 
Profit Motive 
· Idea that you are getting people to buy things 
· The idea of capitalization and democracy as if thou they are linked together and are one thing politicians use it together and we hear it all the time but this is a invention made by  berneys and corporations 
· These ideas being linked together portrays the message that making money is good and the more profit is good for society 
· ADAM SMITH COPY FROM ABOVE
· Justification for the good life is for people to chase after profit the more money you make the better for society 
· Rockney Jacobsen- 
· Argues that the wuality of life is not the same things as a standard of living 
· Argues that friedman is making the mistake the quality of life is not the same as standard of living 
· Quality of life and the standard of liing and profit 
· He says that it once you reach a standard of living than you have a good quality of life 
· Argues for the epicurean argument that is a quality of life the happy life only requires 3 things friends,freedom and enough money for basic needs, he says that once you reach a quality of life more money and more money is not really needed to improve it and to make it better why do millionaires commit suicise 
· What is the value of human life? Case study of the movie flight club in which a person burns to death in the car and than the owner calculates to see if they should do a recall or not?!so in real life we have pintos and what happened was that in the US ppl drove ginormous cars that were huge gas guzzlers and the chinese decided  to make efficient cars that are gas efficient so americans didn’t know how to compete so they cut their cars in half and make the more gas efficient but dangerous as people would burn to death because in small accidents than the car would burn and doors would jam so people could not get out and they would burn to death so in the FORD MEMO that was leaked it was found that it costs only 50 million to let the people burn to death while it would take 150 million dollars to recall  so they new that there was a problem with their cars and that 200 lppl per year die because of this problem and they know it but what do they do do they make money or save lives? What would friedman say??? You cant put value on an individual life, he answers that would you be willing to may the money that it takes to put the new part into the car/ friedman mistake is the secrecy of it for friedman the idea is that people have a right to decide how much money they are willing to pay in order to protect your own life, 
· Very unlickly that we have the 100% safe product 
· Friedman says that You cant put an infinite value on a human life because you would need 100% safe product it would be soo expensive that nobody would buy it 
· Intersection example would you be willing to pay 100 dollars a litre for gas and most people will probably say no so then you are doing the same thing as ford did and therefore people don’t want to pay too much for their safety 
· Milton Friedman 
· Says that take the government out of business 
· Laissez fair capitalism is that leave corporations and business alome 
· Quality of life same as the standard of living
· Justifies the profit(standard of living)  motive because it brings about the best quality of life
Lecture 9                                                                                           November 14 
· Movie death of a business man: Famous seen where willy Louman discovers that business has no loyalty to its worker and willy loman believes that business is business but people don’t really understand what that means what that means is that there is no loyalty,justice,rewards… it means that it is just about profits… and many people don’t believe this and loman for some reason believes that business should be ethical to him 
· Todays lecture is on employee rights and wanted and employer rights and wants 
· So do workers have rights? Or are they just wants? What types of rights do people have? 
· Mike Henderson 
· Believes that there are four rights which all employees should have; and they are: 
· 1. The right to employess informationmenaing that you have the right to your employee information meaning that you can look and see your personal file that if you are being let go in the future they should let you know some time in advance… 
· 2. Right to fair pay what does this mean??? What do we mean by fair, fairness means justice and here we are talking about a type of equality so what does it mean there are different types of equality 
· 3.right not to be fired for an invalid reason once again what is invalid? Some are non controversial but there are some that aren’t
· 4.free from discrimination 
· people seem to think that if the work hard and that if they fit in than they wont be fired because they fit in 
· people are all about the work environment they  would rather work at a good environment with less money than a bad environment and mor emoeny 
· so if you don’t like your boss and don’t get along with people the money doesn’t matter well that’s what people say 
· when work environment is good and people are happy and fit in that they are more effiecient meaning higher productivity so its not have a nice work environment because it makes the employees happy but no it actually mmake sthem more efficient and productibe 
· you want to have a safe work environment but the question is how safe as there is no such thing as a 100% safe product so there is no thing as a 100% safe work environment  ship breaking in alang india this is the cost of doing business which is the occasional cost of life so do the workers have employee rights but the workers are exploited because they cant just quit and when workers ant quit than they are exploited 
· at the same time a lot of workers don’t really like many safety rules as the find that it just gets in the way 
· satety video on apple and their factories in china and how people are being exploited and the sweat shops with the people killing themselves and them putting a net on the building so that people will not jump of the building and kill themselves and than also we have people working 12,15,18 hour days man dies after working 36 hours 
· Stephen Mcguire 
· He talks about the discourse of control saying that companies like to control their employess 
· His argument that control could be bad for productivity because if you have stressed workers and a bad work environment that leads to labour problems lie strikes and stuff 
· Dimock and Tucker 
· Does an analysis of what has been the answer to discimiation and prejudice in the work place 
· Because k=nobody wants to have discrimation or prejudice in the work place so they have affirmative action  employment equity but the question is is this the answer? One thing to talk about is what is actually discrimation? Discrimination just means to choose so there is nothing wrong with discrimination 
· Say that there are three things of critisms of the argument to force people together and kill prejudices and they says that 1. People keep their prejudices and if they meet someone good they just modify their beliefs not radically change them 2.EE contributes too prejucide that when people for some reason get special treatment than people will develop resentment and than their prejudice increases 3. A lot of people who are targeted to benefit don’t want it 
· Deotological argument where we usually think about justice arguemnts ae :1.you belong to a group that was discriminated in the past therefore that is why you deserve special treatemt but the problem is that group membership THOSE WHO WILL BENEFIT ARE NOT THOSE WHO WERE DIRECTLY DISCRIMINATED AGAINST criticms if you believe that you deserve special treatment because your grndparents went through a lot of crap well than you mus say that ok if they did awfull things like killing people than you too must be punished for it 2. Group memebership alone is not proof of discrimination saying that look there are people that are members of groups that don’t face discrimination so group membership alone is not proof of discrimation 
· Distributibe hat one group deserves special treatment one argument is that 1. How do you identify people based on a group? A black women lebian in a wheel chair so what group does she fall under so if you say that a group deserves special treatement than how do you know what group she is part of exactly 2. It is not always the case that unequal distribution of goods inferred injustice but some people didn’t have unequal access due to geographical reasons 3.if we are going to distribute goods equally than how is it going to be done> by need merit,membership alone?should people who are millionaires get the special treatment the claim is that tis program employment equity is not justified 
· If you believe employee rights they have to be seen to even if they are not wanted 
· Unjust and justice and what is fair and unfair 
· Movie on equality 
· Nozicjtaxes ae legalized theift 
· Rawls--> equal distribution of gods 
· Education helath care… 
· Two types of justice 
· Distributive means you have an equlity and things are just when everything is equally distributed so goods opportunities are equally open to all 
· Compensatory means that you or any person deserves to be compensated if they have been wronged in many types of ways 
· Canadian constitutions states the everyone has the right to be free from discrimination based on race ethnicity religion gender however right after that its says that you can be discriminated on those basis if it brings about the greater good this employment equity is allowed- end justifys the means talking about utilitarianism justified primarly for that reason 
· Milton firedman thought that we need to keep goveremnt out of business 
· Things with discrimination are not always easily justifiable like what about age discrimination its just notthe same 
· Gary Wedeking 
· On mandatory retirement saying that if you reach a certain age that you must retire but there are a lot of people who don’t want to retire and don’t like to be forced to retired so is this justified 
· Believes that manadatory retirement is justified because age can be related to the job meaning that when you says its unjustified because it is not related but he says that this is related to the job as maybe they are way to old to do the job maybe it is about the economy as a whole 
· Also where are the new jobs going to come from if old people don’t retire 
· Its ok to force old people out because maybe old people got the job because they got the jobs when it was easier so they are already advantaged so yes they can be forced out because they had it easy in the past and also its ok because your time will come too 
· Already is age discrimination in other ways such as with drivers licsenses 
· Certain types of dicrimaintion are not as easy 
· Race and gender discrimination the main reason for employment equity so is it true that all types of discrimination based on those things are unjust could you find a justifiable reason? Lets say a business man or women opens a Japanese restaurant an authentic one and they go around hiring waitress no waiters and three groups apply black women white women and japanse and the first tow groups have training and experience and the last third japanses group have no training or experience but they fit what he needs so he hires them so is tis wrong? Well no not really he needed them is he a racist well racism means hatred but if we say no than he is a non hatefull racism so in employment you can make discsinions on gender and race 
· We don’t want this unjust discrimination in the workplace birds of a feather flock toether meaning that it is natural for you to go for your own group so if this is natural and not based on prejudice so than is it unnatural than to force this onto business if its natural that people privately do this than it is unnatural 
· Consequentialsist and that creates the greater good there is a theory that I you force people together it will eventually break things down over time  
· When we talk abot utilitarianism it is not about everyone being happy it is about the good must outweigh the bad 
· FINAL EXAM!! 3 HOURS GYMS C AND D – FINAL IS CUMULATIVE MEANING ON EVERYTHING! 3 SHORT ESSAY TYPE QUESTIONS WORTH 20 MARKS EACH THEORETICAL WATCH MOVIE NICE GUYS FINISH FIRST DAWKINS PRISONER DILEMNA OPEN BOOK EXAM BUT NO ELECTRONIC DEVICES PEN OR PENICIL 
· 3 QUESTION MUST BE A MINIMUM OF TWO PAGES EACH SO A SI PAGE TOTAL JUST THREE NO CHOICE 
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· Video South Park Walmart 
· Walmart moves into a community and it pretty much destroys it as it runs small business out of business and everyone must work in it because it has 
· The reason that walmart is successful beause people shop there and that is the issue 
· Humans are designed for want over should we want the easy quick pleasure 
· In the long term for people what would be important is to keep their identity but however they receive an immediate pleasure and off they go and this is the success of walmart as no one wants to see their town destroyed however it is the people who buy it 
· So today we will look at culture vs money 
· Identity powerfull psych thing as you start pusin it people are very guarded about their identity but they also like money this is the rela issue 
· So is culture for sale are there some things for sale and some things are not for sale 
· Michael Sandel argued that maybe we have gone to far in our world and society as everything is for sale know which means that if everything is for sale than there is no identity or anything that has any worth 
· Netwrok were the executive says the world is a business and everthing about nation and culture does not exist anymore all the nations and cultureal of the world are google exxon and GM 
· The real world is run by companies he is the clerk does not make the decisions but the companies call up and say remember all the money we donated ya well do this 
· So if this is the case e have to get over the idea about culture 
· CULTURE VS MONEY 
· Globalization used to be seen as western cultural influence throughout the world /controversial as people say that they don’t want to be Americanized – CHINA COMING IN AS WELL 
· This is a issue of control 
· China does not want this western influence ex banning hp books 
· Chinas involvement in Africa is a huge issue as china is influencing them greatly – African say thank you for investing and bringing all this money however we don’t want to loose our culture 
· So the question is do these people have a case I am they are shopping there! 
· VIDEO talk about china in Africa what they did with Zimbabwe and chickens, copper and cobalt and the mines,workers and accidents… 
· If the chinese open up a company in china than do they have to hire Zambians or can they hire whoever  in the movie the chinese open the mines than there was a protest and they shot them closed it and re opened it and than hired their own people 
· Employee Rights  shrt term and long term 
· In Tanzania they were looking more at long term 
· Zambia congo and Tanzania are the three counrties that we looked at in the movie and the chinese opening companies there  SO Zambia is very short term and they are only looking at short term because they only care about protests think about it there could be social unrest and with business the whole idea is about smooth sailing (you don’t want trouble and this short term attitude 
· The Africans say we want mutual benefit where they want the country to invest and want that nations help and money but the people want to get money too and they dot want to get ripped off 
· Chinese miners might just be looking at short term like go in and make as much money as possible and leave and what happens is that people fel resentment 
· So it might be better for the business to look at long term and work with the people and help them/teach them 
· Cragg and Schwartz
· Looks at sustanaibility and justice 
· In canda issue is mining on native lands
· They say that from a point of distributive justice maybe one way to ease tensions is that benefits and costs should be equally spread out 
· Simpson 
· Ethics and multinational corporations 
· Says that there is nothing wrong with international business so long as it does not become too controlling 
· But is there such a thing as interefering to much or being way to controlling? 
· There is a lot of examples for example in the middle east it is not the government that is in the miidle east it is instead the companies 
· Lots of competition for oil and it is necessary for the odern world 
· It s about gas that swhat people think but its isn’t its all about undustry as they need oil not for gas but for products like plastic for example I smade of oil 
· It is not countries it is the companies 
· Wars in the middle east not for religion instead for the oil and big companies 
· Is war a good thing? War is a hostile take over and if you can profit from war and the defense industry people make a lot of money from war it is just a international business 
· If you look at the world as a business than you have nothing against war because than there would be no culture 
· Singh and Lakhan 
· Article on international trade with hazardeous waste 
· At the time they wrote this the major creator of hazardeous waste was the west were they go and they sell it and send it mostly to India and the argument is is it ethical for us to dump our waste in some other country? 
· There argument is that mabe it is justfiiable but it is only ethical if the countries importing the waste get a share in the benefits you can dump it as long as they get a piece of the pie 
· Jean Pasquero 
· Writes about Quebec 
· Argues that maybe Quebec provides a model that other countries can use for example how does Quebec keep its cultural identity while allowing peole in 
· 1st rule identity Preservation and you this by 2.tieing economic assertions with nationalism (meaning you never let another country becaome rich at the expense of another country) ad you do this by 3. Creating business institutions that promote francophone control- have state controlled institutions that award contracts exclusively to francophone businesses so you preserve your identity ex?hydro Quebec must be francophone to control hyrdro
· so the government has a dirext influence over business 
· how do you do this by having a consociative democracy says that quebec has this and says that business has to be upright within a social context and this is necessary because businesses are not seen as entrepreurs instead they are seen as engines to promote Quebec culture and its economy 
· 3 ways to establish consociative   1.Sociabilityhistorically it has this in its culture from views of the family and religion and business must respect that and because they have it naturally business must respect this and one way they do tha is to appreciate the value of the notion of the welfare state. 2. Coopertavism- development of co-op business that part private and part government.Desjardins Credit Union as an outlet for public projects so as a mandate they must help the culture 3. Consertationthe formulation of business froups to work with and help form govement policy 
· last thing to look at is what happens when things go wrong? Case study movie movie called Harlan County USA about a coal miner strike in Kentucky were people within the union murdering each other and complete chaos and you want to avoid that 
· NHL, Hostess fail because they cant negotiate failed negotiate happen when people want to win at all negoatiation but you need a win win situation 
· Ethics of Negotiatoin Reitz,Wall, Love 
· Tells you how to negotiate and what you shouldn’t do during negotaiation 
· Says don’t lie deceit… but this is not likely going to happen because people want to form strategies for winning like a competition this is abit more to naïve as in the real world you need to lie and bluff…. 
· Game Show Golden Balls win win situation 
· Maybe the win win situation is when you have to act unethical to get the win win situation 
· This article
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· Ethics in the pharmaceutical indisustry SPINOOLO ON VC
· Spinello article the concern for distributibve justice should be a critical factor in th equation of variables used to set prices for pharmaceuticals 
· More specifically 
· Proble, overview-> the American pharm industry has been pursueing a poicy of aggressive pricing where it charges premium prices that are too expensive for patients both new and old drugs
· AZT exemple AZT treatemt costs 6,500 a year and its for aids boroows said that its so expensive to recoup high research and high development costs 2) the drug obsolescence 
· This occurs in the U.S because of the MAerican Free Market 
· Negative impacts to the poor.elderly and chronically ill and it often results in American consumers subsidizing lower drug prices for other countries so the low prices in other countries are being picked up by the American consumer 
· 4 moral questions: 1) should the fre market determine the proce of essential good? 2)is it morally wring to char…. 
· Welcome to the jungleexamines the standard responses to high prices 1)free market response with friedman that says the only social responsibility of a business is to increase its profits and 2)
· 
· With the medical business we are looking at what is the value of human lif? As there ae ppl that cant afford the medicine so they die so the question is what is the value of human life and the argument that is made is that these companies have extremely high research costs and they want their money back! So the question is back to a human life vs money we are not just loking at the drugs but instead the whole health care system 
· The American model follows the friedman model but they have obamacare which is a joke because you pay a lot of money for insurance because who ever pays insurance pays for healthcare 
· So this is about insurance companies as they also look at profit 
· And this than comes down to a human right- KANT so do you? 
· As prices go up in Canada it is being criticized we are today having a two tiered system where money is going to determine the quality of care and this in a way has always been the case as you pay more you get etter health care but if it comes widespread and no one can afford the expensive one what will happen to the cheaper one you will habe lower quality,huge waiting times,bad machines…
· Moral good corporation will have more customers  not really true 
· Are pharmaceutical companies drug dealers? Well yes kinda because we are in the era today where drugs are pushed on us so we have drug pushing! So a way that companies get around the laws prohibiting drug pushing they is with the commercials do you feel anxiety for exam than you hae examinities…. 
· So today we have a pill popping culture 
· Movie constant gardened—John LaCarre pharmaceutical companies are willing to do anything to make money kill ppl start wars experiment on ppls 
· Drug daler bs pharmaceutical company what is the difference well the pharm companies are the king no moral difference between being a pharm company or drug dealer other than the size 
· Watching micheal moore movie on American healthcare called SICKO which discusses the American healthcare system what micheal moore doesn’t notice is the moral dilemma as it is not just about profit for the companies as what if you have a 80 year old person who has terminal cancer how much money do you spend and resouces there is a poiny and at what point do you stop 
· Utilitarian argument is the greatest good for the greatest number and its not in the best interest to use a ton of resources to keep them alive 
· Spinello makes the deotological argument 
· Kantian individual right to live 
· Gene patents is about patenting life and particularly human life (genes) and in the US the only rule we have for this is that you are not allowed to have a patent on a full human being because what we are talking about than is to allow a whole person and when you own them that is slavery so you cant own a full person but you can own some of them! 
· Genetically modiefied and you have companies that patents human gene 
· Frankefood genetically modified food and in Canada labeling is not required 
· Religious groups and environmental groups saying that there are some things that you don’t really own 
· Ownership there are not many things that you really own, what you tend to have in almost all cases is the rights to useage and this is true with land and farmers who say we own this land and a companu comes and builds a oil pipeline and builds it 
· Gene patented so image all kidneys are patented in the future than the owners can say how you can live your life with that kidney 
· Cloning of humans is illegal but that will happen in the future because if you clone a person than they become your property 
· Do you own yourself well people can actually have a patent to that 
· So the whole abortion debate is about women saying that they have the right to their own body however what if your uterus is patented by a a company than you don’t own your body 
· Micheal SIndell 
· Talks about the idea that we have gone from being a market economy to a market society and he believes that his can be very dangerous as 
· Reznik’s 
· For human gene patents 
· And one of his arguemnts is that you cant stop science and you cant stop it anyways so why try its going to happen somewhere in the world but 
· Not all og our genes are necessary for a human alone which means that we have genes that we share with animals and plants… 
· Puts forward a utilitarian argument that is because we cant stop it the good shave to outweigh the bads so one way that you can outweigh them is 4 BAD THINGS TO HAPPEN: 1)genetic testing so people can test you for insurance,job… 2) a bad thing is possible harm to future geerations as after all we are tempering with nature and we could have mutations..,3)also the loss of diversity like if you allow company to own products we 4)creation of biological weapons if they own our genes they can make weapons against us because they own us and know  us well GOOD THINGS THAT CAN HAPPEN 1)we can have human species wee nobody can ever get sick 
· So this is just the utilitarianism argument 
· Movie on Monsanto and how shitty they are and how they create pollution and do things that kill people them mutating food we eat 
· Environment is not just about pollution,loss of habitat 
· Environment is about loss of diversity and ownership the food you are getting in mexico,chile is not the same as what your parents got as its all Monsanto geneticly modified 
· Stewart and Dickey 
· Corporate responsibility 
· Wheni t comes to the environment today we have a consumer expectation where the company needs to look like they are at least jelping the environment – powerfull enviro group 
· Corps are not amoral
· Main argument is that the main goal of a business is to make as much profit as possible well id you really believe in that than you are looking at long term goals because elong term that’s were you make the most money and if you care about long term goals tha you need a healthy good environment for those long term goals and that why you care avout the environment 
· 
· 
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