Ethics 2075 Final Review

International Sweatshops

Alexander Sager – “The Rana Plaza Collapse”

The Race to the bottom:
· Positive and negative aspects
· Positive; when western companies place orders in Bangladesh, they fuel local manufacturers and create jobs, when there normally would not be any
· Negative; it is in fact a race to the bottom, western are companies chasing cheap labour, which results in the local manufacturers cutting corners wherever possible to reduce costs to them (i.e. so that they can offer the lowest prices to the western companies)
· Only one policy; just ship on time, which forces workers to work even harder without being compensated for longer and more shifts


Pietra Rivoli – “Labour Standards in the Global Economy”

Perversity Thesis;
· Suppose that all activists are well intended, they want workers to have better working conditions
· There is still a problem with the argument of paying a living wage
· A living wage standard requires corporations to pay more money, which results in an increase in layoffs in order to save money
· This is particularly bad because there is no social safety net (i.e. welfare) for the workers who cannot/do not work and have been laid off
· Perversity comes from even though the intention of activists is good in nature, it will bring more harm than good to these extremely poor people who will lose their jobs, creating a moral tragedy for those workers

Race to the Bottom; race to see who can offer the cheapest labour to foreign companies looking to produce their products in the developing country
· Positive;
· Provides jobs, enriches countries where the investments from MNC’s
· Negative;
· Bottoming out the 4 aspects of labour (wages, health & safety, etc.)
· Bottoming out can, and usually does, lead to exploitation
· Need traction: from activists to economists have many laws creating a better life for all
· Child labour laws
· Health and safety
· Minimum wage laws

· Rivoli advocates for the MIDDLE GROUND
· The development of progressive labour standards in developed countries arose from sweatshops existing, and activists advocating for better regulations around them
· The race has been effective in providing employment to the poorest, which raises living standards in the most extreme scenarios of poverty
· The reaction to the race (i.e. activists) has expanded our common conception of the inalienable rights of workers
· Middle ground comes from the hope that history repeats itself, and that those developing nations will eventually climb out of poverty due to these sweatshops creating jobs and the standard of living rising as a result

Sweatshop debate in broader context;
· Activists; believe there should be a living wage standard
· Economists; believe the market standard should determine the working wage


Ian Maitland – “The Great Non-debate over International Sweatshops”

Maitland agrees that there are bad things going on, but still argues FOR sweatshops

International division of labour;
· Product design
· All money for research and development being spent in America
· Network of contractors; following from Rivoli, often run sweatshops
· Wages and wage practice
· Health and safety
· Freedom of association
· Captive and child labour
· All happen in developing countries, NEVER home base
· Economists (libertarians) believe that market standard determines the 4 sections
· Activists believe that there should be a living wage standard

Morality Play;
· Exploiters; 
· Multinational corporations
· Exploited;
· Labourers in developing world
· This is sensationalism according to Maitland
· Activism forces consumers hand, they will always side with the vulnerable, not the powerful
· Exploiters exploiting the exploited is the wrong way to view it he says




Labour Standards;
1. Home Country Standards
· No one ever argues for this wage, disincentivizes outsourcing labour, makes it just as expensive as doing business at home (i.e. no one would ever outsource labour when they could keep jobs at home for the same price)
2. Living wage
· Need to improve on market outcomes, pay better then local firms
· Unclear how much more one firm needs to pay
· Wage should be enough to allow worker to live with dignity (many views on what dignity means)
· DeGeorge says better to have no job than a job that pays less than a living wage
· Maitland says not the case
3. Classical liberal (market wage) standard
· Maitland says it is ethically acceptable if it is freely chosen by the informed workers

Painful trade-offs (follow numbers) 
· Formal sector
· Those in informal sector come to this formal sector to work in sweatshops (2)
· Costs rise in formal sector due to pressure from critics imposing living wage standards (3)
· This become expensive, corporations will order elsewhere, resulting in unemployment (4)
· People the go back into informal sector (5)
· Informal sector
· Sector with high unemployment (1)
· Since people come back into the sector when costs go up, a downward pressure arises (6)
· Moral tragedy as there is no bottom to how low wages can go (7)


Denis Arnold – “Philosophical Foundations: Moral Reasoning, Human Rights, and Global Labour Practices”

The Moral Manager
· New definition of manger; responsible for the application and performance of knowledge
· No longer just telling people what to do, and having subordinates answer to your demands
· Knowledge of departments within organization, but also knowledge of ethics is important as well
· “Right against right”; aka take care of stockholders AGAINST stakeholders (i.e. labourers in offshore factory)
· Owe something to stockholders as well as those affected by actions taken by company
· Balance between business side and morality side, knowledge is robust, captures all in and outside of the firm

Moral Point of View
· Suppliers; both located in an emerging society
· Supplier A: bid is 20% more than Supplier B
· A is ethical in paying/taking care of its workers, while B is not and therefore can charge less
· Supplier A employees avoid conditions of overall poverty, while Supplier B employees live in extreme poverty
· Which should you choose?
· Arnold says activists go with A, unique opportunity to promote human and labour rights
· Arnold says managers go with B, going with A places company at competitive disadvantage
· Opposing sides result in disagreement
· Empirical disagreement; disagreement that can be resolved by getting more data on the issue
· Normative disagreement; conflicting moral stances, thinking morally trumps everything, where economists says no it doesn’t
· Can potentially be solved by looking at the moral point of view
· Appeal to the three criteria as a moral manager, it is required;
· Rationality
· Universality
· Impartiality
· Arnold says not siding with activists because he is an activist, but because he is objective
· Arnold says both activists and managers need to take the opposing side into consideration
· Assumptions for choosing A
· One cannot assume that supplier A is more costly
· Costs of Supplier A are necessary condition of doing business


Denis Arnold – “Working Conditions: Safety and Sweatshops”

The Libertarian View
· If there is a right to occupational health and safety, then many places in developing countries will have to shut down as they will not be able to meet these criteria, meaning that there are less places to work, and therefore less jobs available
· Libertarians believe that if you are okay with working in unsafe conditions that option should be available for you to work in
· Counter; working in these horrific conditions violates basic human rights
The Reasonable Person Standard (from US Department of Labor)
· Is standard that a fair and informed member of relevant community believes is needed
· Arnold says is insufficient
· Varies from country to country
· In developed country it is relatively high, while developing country is relatively low
· People in desperate situations will subject themselves to anything
· Circumstances coerce them because they leave people to accept as reasonable the conditions that they HAVE to work in
· Arnold doesn’t want the reasonable person standard to shift from place to place
· Suggests making it a right
· Are rights context specific? They shouldn’t be
· Need to ask about universalization, not trying to universalize the low end of the reasonable acceptance policy
· Use Kant’s Pragmatic Contradiction Test (i.e. decide what occupational health and safety standards you are willing to accept before accepting the job)

More Sweatshops Needed?
· If there are less sweatshops, there are less available jobs
· Taking them away means less people working
· If worker consents than there is no issue, as it is better than having no job at all (back to Maitland)
· Arnold counter; libertarians say workers are free to choose low wages and poor conditions, although these workers are exposed to such horrible conditions that it would be better to have no job after all (i.e. workers being susceptible to long term respiratory disease in China)
· Corporations should lose some profit in order to force suppliers to step up their standards (they would still make more money than if manufacturing at home)

Responsibility
· Views
· Local manufacturer is responsible, MNC is not (Libertarian)
· Naïve
· MNC is only placing order
· MNC is responsible; local manufacturer not (Arnold)
· Valid
· MNC has power (power imbalance)
· Power creates causality
· Dictating; quality, design, delivery date
· Oversupply of local manufacturers, race to the bottom, competing with each other to get MNC’s orders
· All takes place in export processing zones, local governments set low standards for this zone
Mine Example!!!!!

Matt Zwolinski – “Sweatshops, Choice, and Exploitation”

1. Autonomy; exercising choice
· Respect choice one makes and respect someone as autonomous person
· No right to violate autonomy
· Generates claim against interference
2. Preference; evincing choice
· Consequences
· Very few options for those working in sweatshops
· Work, or not have a job are only 2 outcomes
· They prefer to work, but not in a place that pays low and is unhealthy
· But they still have to work or their situation will be worse

Core Argument; (The Argument)
1. Most sweatshop workers choose to accept the conditions of their employment, even if their choice is made from a severely constrained set of options
2. The fact that they choose the conditions of their employment from within a constrained set of options is strong evidence that they view it as their most preferred option (within the set)
3. The fact that they view it as their most preferred option is strong evidence that we will harm them by taking that option away
4. It is also plausible that sweatshop workers’ choice to accept the conditions of their employment is sufficiently autonomous that taking the option of sweatshop labour away from them would be a violation of their autonomy
5. All else being equal, it is wrong to harm people or to violate their autonomy
6. Therefore, all else being equal, it is wrong to take away the option of sweatshop labour from workers who would otherwise choose to engage in it
In other words;
· As terrible as sweatshops are, they still provide a working option for those who live in high poverty areas
· It is wrong to take away option for those to work in sweatshops because if we do then they do not have a choice in the first place
· Both autonomous and preferential choices are taken away without their consent
· The one who is against sweatshops has burden of taking away sweatshops, they are interfering with both versions of choice

What policies do The Argument oppose?
· Bans and Boycotts;
· A legal ban on sweatshops results in all options for work being taken away, no choice for workers
· Legal Regulation
· The more you regulate, the higher the cost which could result in MNE moving, removing the option for work
· Voluntary Self-Regulation
· Same reasons as Legal Regulation as the voluntary regulation would be industry wide, which forces individual firms to comply
Arnolds Argument (against Zwolinski)
· Argument based on rights
· Rights of freedom (negative) and well being (positive)
· Rights good for workers, lift standards and prevent horrible outcomes

Coercion by Poverty
· People in desperate situations, they are forced to choose something that they really don’t want to choose
· False sense of choice
· Zwolinski says this is false, if you have a job then some of that coercion is lifted

Gives MNC an excuse to pay low wages and have poor safety etc. as Zwolinski says “at least they created the job” no matter how horrible, so they look like good people for providing these crappy jobs

Can’t blame MNC’s for helping out and doing something (i.e. providing job), while at home we don’t get blamed for doing nothing (i.e. not giving out extra money) [although only providing those jobs to make boat loads of money]


Marion Young – “Responsibility and Global Labour Justice”

Liability model
· Collection of agents, if a group of those agents is harmed then you hold the agent(s) who caused the harm accountable
· Young says is not enough
· Backwards looking, caused harm in the past, then we hold them accountable

Political Model (Social Connection)
· Consumers – retailers – wholesalers – local manufacturers – labourers
· All socially connected
· Forward looking
· If you are unaware of structural process above, you are still responsible, is objective
· If you do nothing you are just as responsible as those who are providing low wages and poor working conditions
· More specifically what you fail to prevent
· Collective responsibility
· Responsibility needs to take form of something political






The Environment

Norman Bowie – “Morality, Money, and Motor Cars”

Central Question; does business have a special obligation to protect the environment?
Bowie says NO, only need to comply with environmental legislation, and give consumers what they want (1st point)

If you have special knowledge of what you are doing, then you are obligated more to mitigate environmental crisis

· Harm

I. Avoid Harm: moral minimum, no right to impose harm on others/animals
· How can we justify production of automobiles? LAKE ANALOGY
II. Prevent Harm: 4 conditions must be met; capability, need, proximity, last resort
III. Do Good: make contributions to society or to help solve problems

Lake Analogy;
· Polluting the lake does not harm humans, therefore you are avoiding harm
· False; as you pollute the lake you are harming a resource that in turn harms humans
Cars; are a good producing instrument
a) Ought implies can (competitive reality), only do what you can (i.e. if you have no money then no expectation to donate), cannot expect manufacturer to produce optimally safe car when there are people who prefer unsafe cars anyways because it is more affordable
b) Social consensus; we know cars pollute badly, but most people are okay with the trade-off as the car gives us more convenience and better quality of life for that pollution, view accepted by the general population

Consumer preferences; businesses give consumers what they want
· Products
· Unfriendly products; more popular as consumers value the products convenience over environmentally friendly alternatives (i.e. disposable diapers)
· Friendly products; have public good characteristics, people want everyone else to use friendly products and incur the costs, but do not want to do the same. This leads to tragedy of the commons, everyone will reason the same way and no one will use friendly products, which results in market failure (people using unfriendly products are benefiting, environment is being affected in a negative way)
· Bowie says state needs to legislate against market failure



Political – legislation, up to legislation to keep businesses good (2nd point)
· Political interference; businesses shouldn’t play any role in weakening legislation regarding environmental concerns
· Elect politicians who will enact environmentally protective laws and legislation

Consumers do bear more responsibility, should just fix behaviour, should align behaviour to demand friendly products from businesses, who simply are providing what consumers want

Obligations of businesses:
1. Comply with the law
2. Not interfere in political process (as it interferes with preferences of consumer)

Objections; only valid in democratic society


Denis Arnold – “Business, Ethics, and Global Climate Change”

Objections to Bowie (above)

1. Absence of Democracy
a. Only valid in democratic society, if democracy is absent then entire argument becomes conceptually incoherent
b. One world, if a nation has low environmental standards, then you affect more than just your nations population, you affect surrounding nations, animals, air, water, etc. even if the preferences of those nations were to have cleaner environment and less pollution and they do not pollute to the same extent, or at all, unfair distribution. Should have to take into consideration the preferences of all rather than just the preferences of some (aka rich nations). Preferences of those in other nations are compromised, and future generation who are not yet born to formulate opinion
2. Roles of Consumers
a. Most consumer lack an understanding of the cause of climate change or its likely harm to their welfare and the welfare of future generations. Consumers should know more because their activities have distributable effects on others who have no say (back to democratic aspect). Bowie contradicts himself when he says businesses have sophisticated knowledge on environmental impact, therefore claiming that they do in fact have special obligation to protect the environment
b. Advertising works; businesses can market and advertise to consumers and influence consumer preferences, therefore can influence consumers to want/desire environmentally friendly products, as opposed to the unfriendly more convenient alternatives


3. Consumer Choice
a. Consumer preferences are not always satisfied by businesses. For example, for those who are concerned with Global Climate Change and emission, there are waiting lists for Hybrid Electric Vehicles
b. Consumers often have little or no influence with regard to environmental practices of businesses. For example, those concerned with the emission produced to create energy are often forced to get their power supply from a coal burning plant, even though they do not wish to, and you cannot choose who you are purchasing power from.
4. Harm to Others
a. The preference satisfaction of current citizens cannot itself justify the harm to others around the globe, or those who will come in future generations
5. Responsibility for the Past
a. A basic principle of justice holds that it is unfair to require others to pay for the costs of benefits one has secured for oneself without their uncoerced consent. Those who enjoy the benefits as a result from burning fossil fuels, and contribute to GHG emission, should have to pay more for these benefits than those who do not enjoy the benefits


Joseph DesJardins – “Sustainability: Business’s New Environmental Obligation”

Economy; needs to grow, could not exist without biosphere, large population to feed, people of western hemisphere have obligation to help grow economy of developing worlds

Pillars of sustainable society
1. Economics; move away from growth model to a development model
a. Significant increase in economic efficiency brought about by design changes inspired by biological processes
b. Should be based on principle of biomimicry in which wastes of the production cycle are recycled back into a closed loop (by-products are themselves the resources for new productivity)
2. Ecology; resources going into the production process should be used only at the rate at which they can be replenished by the productive capacity of the biosphere (by-products and wastes should be generated no faster than the earths capacity to absorb them)
3. Ethics; 


Paul Hawkin – “Natural Capitalism: The Next Industrial Revolution”

Utopia described is sustainable society in words of DesJardins (Above)

Biosphere IS natural capital

Natural Capital is life supporting systems

There is no known alternative to natures carbon cycle service

Industrial capitalism
· Extraction; raw materials introduced (stage left, enter nature)
· Production; manufacturing processes
· Distribution; waste externalities (stage right)

Increasing populations are being added to the mix, only amplifying them further

Assumptions; p 281

Natural Capitalism
1. Radical resource productivity; using resources more effectively has 3 significant benefits
a. It slows resource depletion at one end of value chain
b. Lowers pollution at the other end
c. Provides basis to increase worldwide employment with meaningful jobs
2. Biomimicry
a. Reducing the wasteful throughput of materials can be accomplished by redesigning industrial systems on biological lines that change the nature of industrial processes and materials, enabling the constant reuse of materials in continuous closed cycles
3. Service and flow economy
a. Change the relationship between producer and consumer from economy of goods and purchases to one of services and flow
4. Investing in natural capital
a. Reinvestments in sustaining, restoring, and expanding stocks of natural capital, so that biosphere can produce more abundant ecosystems services and natural resources


Global Justice and the Poor

Thomas Pogge – “Eradicating Systematic Poverty”

Singer Paper Intro:
"if it is not our power to prevent something bad from happening, without thereby sacrificing anything of comparable moral significance, we ought, morally, to do it"
 
"…,without thereby sacrificing anything of comparable moral significance,…" don’t donate so much as to put you or your family in jeopardy (don’t starve yourself to prevent others from starving)
 
Drowning Child Analogy; almost every rational person would save the drowning child, despite the circumstances (ie. ruining clothes, missing job interview, etc.)
Agreeing that rescuing the child makes argument for rest of paper, people around the world are dying, we should help them if we can afford to (ie. don’t go to the movies, donate the $50)
Singer says proximity doesn’t matter, shouldn’t matter how close the poverty is to you, or far; take perspective of morality
 
Assumption that dying of hunger is a bad thing (aka starving is bad)
 
Help people who are in absolute poverty, not those who have some help (aka donate to Africa rather than a mission home in London)
 
 
POGGE PAPER
Singers paper dealt with positive duties (Beneficence), causal implication, would be nice to help out but not an act of injustice if you don't
Pogge paper deals with negative obligations; Venus analogy on page 291 (Justice), should be condemned if we do not help out, not celebrated if we do
· Non-interference
· Pogge says we have interfered with the poor
· The reason they are poor is because of us, our wealth comes at their expense
· We have interfered with them, therefore unjust acts, and have obligation to make amends
· We are responsible for their harm; refer to 3 grounds of injustice (p. 291)
Radical Inequality: 5 premises on page 290
(1) Worse off are very badly off in absolute terms
(2) They are also very badly off in relative terms
(3) Inequality is impervious
(4) Inequality is pervasive 
(5) Inequality is avoidable
 
Three Grounds of Injustice:
1. The effects of shared institutions; global basic institutional structure (borrowing privilege, resource privilege)
(6) Shared institutional order that is shaped by the better off and imposed on the worse off
(7) Institutional order is implicated in reproduction of radical inequality
(8) Radical inequality cannot be traced to extra social factors (i.e. genetic handicaps, natural disasters) that, as such, affect different human beings differentially
· The background institutions in place around the world were created by the rich, and imposed on the poor, often not only just benefiting the rich but harming the poor
· Nations have a right to borrow against their citizens, harvest the resources within their borders, this increases chances of corruption within government
 
1. Uncompensated exclusion from the use of natural resources
(9) The better off enjoy significant advantages in the use of a single natural resource base from whose benefits the worse off are largely, and without compensation, excluded
· The rich have exploited natural resources at a disproportional rate than the poor, and have not replenished these resources, meaning the poor will not ever be able flourish like the rich did
 
1. The effects of a common and violent history
(10) The social starting positions of the worse off and the better off have emerged from a single historical process that was pervaded by massive grievous wrongs
· Conquest and colonization are a well-documented aspect of history, and often came with mass destruction and violence
· If your starting place is marginalized, you'll never have the same forward going opportunities as those who had a better starting point
 
Moderate Proposal:
· Global Resource Dividend (GRD)
· States and their governments do not have full libertarian property rights in the natural resources of their territory (some resources were taken unjustly)
· Global poor have an inalienable stake in all limited resources (we all need access to resources to live), have a moral right (based on the ground of injustice)
· States are required to share a small amount of the profits that they get from any resources that they use or sell
· A dividend payment (GRD)
· States have obligation to take a certain percent of resources and give them to the poor
· Pogge proposes a 1% dividend
 
 
Criticisms: HAYWARD
· Would be taxing poor countries, as rich countries can add more value and make more money from their raw materials than poor countries can
· There is an ecological space, and each country has an ecological footprint
· Should redistribute based on size of foot print
 

Bribery

Thomas Dunfee and Donaldson – “Untangling the Corruption Knot”

What do you do if confronted with a context where bribery is what everyone does? Particularly if you are from the West, where bribery is strictly prohibited?
 


Consider two scenarios;
1. Competing for a bid in foreign country, you are introduced to a "consultant" who offers to help you in your client contacts
1. Developing country in Africa solicits a bid for a dam on a major river
 
Do not participate in bribery, it produces an enormous amount of harm, specifically on the marketplace
 
Microsocial norm
Authentic norm
Hyper norm
 
 
Core human values that can never be violated (transnational norms) or else contract is violated
 
Donaldson saying that in order to get a deal you must be a part of a bribing community, but you simply shouldn’t bribe, it violates all 3 norms
 
Bribery undermines the well-being of all marketplaces, want a meritocracy

Bribery creates inefficiency, undermines political and economic processes


AW Cragg – “Business, Globalization and the Logic and Ethics of Corruption”

There is a briber and a bribed, is a two-way street
 
Part 2
The Paradox of Corruption (p. 337): why does company in non-bribery involved country go and bribe in a different country
 
1st cluster; stockholder theory (Friedman)
1. Stockholder theory justifies it, stockholders want profit
1. Agency theory; manager is instrumentalized, manager loses agency and becomes a tool for the stockholders
 
2nd cluster; moral theory
· Relativism, meaning what is right in Canada might not be the same elsewhere
· Libertarianism; coercion interferes with liberty, might be able to justify bribery on these grounds
 
 



[bookmark: _GoBack]Part 3
1. Moral principles:
· Worries about honesty
· Worries about fairness
1. Corporations
1. Undermines personal integrity
· Distort judgement
· If you are involved with bribery in host country, you will bring your bribery back home
1. Bribery raises problems with politics
· Undermines the rule of law
1. Bribery raises problems with economics
1. Corrupts social relationships

