
Egoism

Refers to the role of self-interest in decision-making

Myth of Gyges: Classic story about human nature that argues for selfishness (Plato)
· “If there was a ring that made you invisible (even to the Gods), then morality wouldn’t exist”  Power corrupts: unless there were consequences, people would do whatever they wanted
· We behave in a certain way because we are afraid of the consequences
· 4 main points
· Better to be an evil person that everyone thinks is good, than a good person who everyone thinks is evil
· People admire successful bad people over unsuccessful good people
· Religion actually encourages evil because it allows people to be cleansed of their sins by performing rituals and going on pilgrimages. Designed to help evil people – not good people
· Only frightened and weak people choose the just life
· 5th point that is not as important: Give this ring to both bad and good men and eventually both will become bad
Ayn Rana (20th, Russian/American)
· Believes you can do whatever you want, but you just need to watch out for punishment
· Ethical egoism  normative  choosing out of self-interest
Thomas Hobbes (17th English)
· Claims that we are naturally guided by our self-interest
· Psychological Egoism: claim that whether we know it or not, we do things to make ourselves feel good (do things out of our own self-interest)
· This means that choice doesn’t play a role in our actions, for always doing what makes us feel good means there is no free-will
· No free-will means not morality
· Non-normative (we don’t have a choice), psychological egoism (technically non-normative)
Socrates 
· Justice is necessary for individual and state to function and that our actions aren’t based on reward/punishment but on an internal feeling of empathy
· Human nature to seek peace of mind, that is not satisfied by the selfish life (along with human motivation), is based on empathy (a good emotion)
· 4 Values to be the best person
· Wisdom, Justice, Fortitude (moral courage), and Temperance (self-control)
David Hume (18th Scottish)
· Argues Socrates place about egoism
· Believes one should not and we are not empathetic creatures and that we are supposed to care only about issues and people closer to us more then we do to strangers
· If we are guided by empathy than we are guided by our relationships with others and our emotional contacts. Empathy is governed by space/time
· Not shame to not care about issues and people who lie outside our emotional lives
· The Third Man: farther people are from us in relationships, the more closer they are to being just numbers to us. If you don’t know someone, than you don’t care
Joseph Butler (18th English)
· Believes we do things out of obligation (ex: keeping our promises)
· You help people only to feel good. The selfish person wouldn’t feel good when helping other people (wouldn’t want to help in the first place)
Adam Smith (Wealth of Nations)
· Everyone should seek their own self-interest
· Friends with Hume, and adopted much of his theory
Richard Dawkins (1970’s)
· Biologically we are all selfish. Our genes are made for us to be selfish –has no morals, just wants to survive “The Selfish Gene”
· This argues for self-interest demonstrated by the Prisoners Dilemma game
· Path to success is to do to others what they do to you
Robert Loudon

· Criticizes virtue ethics
· Doesn’t tell you want to do, only works in the long term, separates actions from people. Actions are evil in themselves
Emotional/Empathy vs. Reason: we are governed by emotions but believe everyone else should be governed by reason. But we are all governed by what is close to us
Selfishness vs Self-interest: 

· self-interest is guided by our emotional nature. 
· Selfishness misses other important aspects of human beings and is very rare. This person has no empathy not should they care about anyone but themselves
Ethical Egoism: no logical argument to convince someone otherwise – tell them not to be a coward. Even an insane person cares about something. Complete selfishness is very rare
Virtue Ethics: 2 subcategories1) core-ethics: feminist ethics, women more caring than men 2) narrative ethics: we all have our story – tell us how we live and who we are
· Respect someone by respecting their story
· Virtue is for yourself and for otherss
· Morals are learned from life experiences (like learning to play an instrument)
· Becoming a good person is taught through practice
· Golden median is Courage  no one can teach you. You can only learn to get there. If you want to be courageous, do courageous things
· Relativism problem: no universal standard for what is virtuous
· Bystander Effect: forces that act upon us that make us do things that we normally wouldn’t do. We do what everyone else does
Virtue Ethics -the egoist, divine command theorist, the consequentialist, and deontologist all propose basic moral principles that are designed to tell us what to do in morally puzzling situations. 
-virtue ethics believe that something important is missing in modern ethical theories that focus on what we ought to do. They believe that we should be equally concerned, or even centrally concerned, with the question of what character traits we ought to develop in ourselves. 
-ex. Dr.Jones is an expert and you give her your moral dilemma virtue ethics says not to! It is important for you to forge your own moral character by grappling with your own moral dilemmas. We would miss out on the internal development we need to become wise or virtuous persons. There is more to our moral live than just following the rules, because rules are impersonal. 
-Michael Stocker: he argues that these theories necessitate moral schizophrenia. According to virtue ethics problems can avoided if we start not with a set of rules or theories, but by developing worthy character traits in ourselves. But the process requires experience, thought, and effort which leads to wisdom. 
-in the past during Plato & Aristotle they were concerned with the development of good character. Where as currently we are concerned with abstract moral theories that tell us what we ought to do. 
-Nichomachean Ethics: formed by Aristotle that holds that virtues are those qualities that allow us to achieve a state of eudaimonia, or human flourishing. A certain amount of luck and well-structured political community are also needed to achieve this state. Eudaimonia is tied to living rationally.
-Intellectual virtues enable us to think rationally. Practical wisdom is an intellectual virtue, but it is needed for the exercise of every moral virtue. To exercise a moral virtue, we must find the mean between 2 extremes of defect and excess. Ex. cowardice—courage—rashness / suffering injustice—justice—doing injustice. 
-There are no rules or formulas for finding the mean, and we cannot determine where the mean is to be found independent of the circumstances of which it occurs. 
-Judgment is indispensable and practical wisdom enables us to judge correctly. 
-Moral virtues are acquired through habitual action and practice. It does not provide us with overarching rules or principles that tell us what we ought to do. 
Problem with virtue ethics: without moral theory to fall back on, some of these dilemmas may prove insoluble to us, no matter how developed are our virtues. Ex. Jehovah’s Witness refusing blood transfusion what should the physician do? 
-2 approaches to respond to challenges: 1) to limit the scope of virtue ethics by saying that the study of character should supplement the ethical theories we have previously considered rather than replace them. 2) To make the stronger claim that virtue ethics should replace the standard modern approaches to ethical theory, and then attempt to answer these challenges from within the framework of a theory of virtue. 
Plato: Classic argument for selfishness is the myth gyges. Glaucon and Thracymachus are arguing selfishness to Socrates. they make certain points to prove about the world being egotistical. 1) Give 2 invisibility rings to a good man and a bad man, and they will eventually both turn them bad. 2) it is better to be an evil man who everyone thinks is good, than a good man that everyone thinks is evil. 3) we all admire the successful bad man over the unsuccessful good man. 4) Loop hole in religious law. Hellenism. If you perform certain rituals you will be cleansed. Religion was invited for evil people to alleviate their conscious. 5) only the frightened and weak people choose the just life. 
Socrates responds: Justice is necessary for the individual and the state of the function.  To live a selfish life is not feasible. We require a certain peace of mind in life. Our actions are not based on reward/punishment, they are based on an internal feeling (empathy). 
Empathy as a challenge to selfishness. We are designed to be self-interested but not selfish. 
Robert B. Louden:
-contemporary textbook typologies of ethics still tend to divide the terrain of normative ethical theory into teleological and deontological. They both have a common focus on acts as opposed to qualities of agents. It answers: What I ought to do? It starts with a primary irreducible element and then proceed to introduce secondary derivative concepts which are defined in terms of their relations to the beginning element. 
-utilitarian: a right that is advantageous to the society should be maintained and virtue is to give a net increase .
-deontologist: certain acts are simply inherently right. The good that we are to promote is right action for its own sake-duty for duty’s sake. 
-virtue theorists focus on good and bad agents rather than on right and wrong acts. 
-the central question for virtual ethics is rather: “What sort of person ought I be?” 
-virtue theory is not a problem-oriented or quandary approach to ethics: it speaks of rules and principles of action only in a derivative matter (too vague & unhelpful) for persons who have not yet acquired the requisite moral insight and sensitivity.  
-virtual ethics, however, since its conceptual scheme is rooted in notion of the good person, is unable to assess correctly the occasional tragic outcomes of human action. 
-within society there are “barriers to action” ex. taking away an innocent life, sexual relation are to be regarded not simply as bad but as intolerable. 
-morality can invoke the aid of law in such cases but when we ask why there is law against intolerable things. 
-people’s moral characters may sometimes change. If we do not use them often it is like not practicing enough a sport. However, we do not just lose them, but we can lose certain sensitivity. 
-if the moral virtues are acquired habits rather than innate gifts, it is possible that once can lose relative proficiency in these habits. 
-occasional lies, across or selfishness which can cause backsliding and is bound to lead to self-deception. 
-we do not seem to be able to know with any degree of certainty who is really virtuous and who is vicious. 
-externalist: try to infer character by observing conduct. 
-Plato argued that attempts to characterize dikaiosune in terms of an agent's conduct are misguided and place emphasis in the wrong place. It is a harmonious relationship between the three parts of the soul: the way he acts within himself, really concerned with himself and his inner parts. 
Self-respect and integrity are traits which do have a significant impact on what we do. 
-it is not the substance of an agent’s action which is the focus of moral appraisal. 
-Greeks use to think that being virtuous entailed good motives/intentions and also doing the right thing. However, this view has evolved. Even if we believe that doing what is actually right involves more than only having good motive or intention. It matter more how you do it. 
-product-end: result or outcome of action which is distinct from the activity that produces it. 
-activity-ends: are inherent features of virtuous action. 
-it is one thing to do what is right without the best disposition, it is another not to do what is right at all
-our world lacks the sort of moral cohesiveness and value unity which traditional virtue theorists saw aw prerequisites of a viable moral community. 
-there exists no single scale by means of which disparate moral considerations can always be measured, added, and balanced. 
Justice

· Concept of justice has a:
· Formal element: generally agreed upon, an action or policy or institution, like cases are treated in similar manner, same rules apply (how do you determine similarity?)
· Substantive element
· Ex: organ transplants. First come? Highest Bidder? Most law-abiding citizen?
· Allocations of justice should be made with set of rules established in advances and made available to public. Democratic society, majority should agree to rules
· Substantive theory on justice: 
· Egalitarian  ppl have equal intrinsic worth and ought to be treated equal
· People posses rational autonomy, have capacity to determine own values and life plans, all equally the subjects of our own lives
· John Rawls and Robert Nozick agree that ppl have equal moral status and ought to be treated with equal concern and respect
· Inegalitarian  intrinsic worth of a person varies according to one or more personal characteristics and moral merit, so not all owed equal respect or concern
· Distribution of wealth and income  does justice say we need to distribute equally?
· Rawls believes we should secure basic rights and liberties and ensure office positions are made available in fair opportunity, then wealth and income should be distributed equally, unless inequality would be more advantageous
· Nozick believes that wealth and income should not be distributed. Each person is entitled to his own property he acquired through voluntary transactions
· Each theory fails to secure benefits
· Rawls doesn’t establish opportunities for individuals to make their life better
· Nozick doesn’t establish minimal decent level of security for all
John Rawls – A Theory of Justice (original situation is when ppl have veil of ignorance)
· Guiding idea is that the principles of justice for the basic structure of society are the object of the original agreement
· Principles are to regulate further agreements, specify kinds of social cooperation, help free and rational ppl further their own interests
· Justice as fairness  conveys the idea that the principles of justice re agreed to in an initial situation that is fair, doesn’t mean that justice and fairness are the same
· Begins to regulate all subsequent criticism and reform of institutions, and chooses a constitution and legislature to enact laws
· When social institutions satisfy these principles those engages in them say they are cooperating on term which they have agreed upon
· Recognition of original principles means public acceptance and correspondence of them
· Members are autonomous and obligations are self-imposed
· Main task: determine which principles of justice would be chosen in original position and describe situation in detail to formulate problem which is presented
· 2 different principles in initial situation
· Requires equality in assignment of basic rights and duties
· Social and economic inequalities are just only if they result in compensating benefits for everyone (especially to those who are least advantaged)
· 2 key aspects of justice as fairness
· An interpretation of the initial situation and of the problem of choice are posed there
· Set of principles which would be agreed to
· Justice as fairness  => contract theory, but not a complete one
· Society is not to accept any form of gov’t but to accept certain moral principles
· Contract view holds that certain principles are accepted in initial situation 
· Theory of justice is part of rational choice. If principles are outcome of agreement then citizens have knowledge of principles others follow
Original Position and Justification
· Initial situation makes sure fundamental agreements that are reached are fair
· Justification is settled by working out a problem of deliberation and to see which principles would be rational to each situation  connects theory of justice with theory or rational choice
· In rational decision making there is a definite answer if you know the beliefs and interest of the parties
· Circumstances are presented in different ways so different principles are accepted
· Particular inclinations and aspirations with personal conception of good, do not affect the principles adopted in original state
· Principles of justice as those which rational ppl are concerned to advance interest and consent to equals when non are known to be advantaged
· When principles match considered convictions of justice but some discrepancies arise, we either modify the account of initial situation or revise existing judgments
· Principles of justice are justified bc they agree to initial situation of equality
Two principles of Justice
1. Each person is to have equal rights to most extensive basic liberty compatible with similar liberty for others
· Certain sorts of rules apply to everyone equally and that they allow the most extensive liberty compatible with a like liberty for all
2. Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they both are reasonably expected to be to everyone’s advantage and are attached to positions and offices open to all
· Each person benefits from permissible inequalities in the basic structure. Each man is reasonably defined by his own structure
· Govern all assignments of rights and duties and to regulate the distribution of social and economic advantages
· Social structure divided into 2 parts (first principle for 1st and second principle for 2nd)
· Distinguish between aspect of social system and define and secure equal liberties of citizens
· These liberties are all required to be equal by the first principle
· Second principle applies to distribution of income and wealth (making use of different authorities and responsibilities). Must be consistent with equal liberties of citizenship and opportunity
· Social values are to be equally distributed unless it is not to everyone advantage
· Injustice is then inequalities that are not to the benefit of all
· Right and liberties described by principles are those that are defined by the public rules on basic structure
· Expectations are connected: raising prospects of one man a position means we increase/decrease the prospects of another man in another position
The Reasoning leading to the 2 principles
· Maximin rule: rank the alternatives by their worst outcome and adopt the alternative with the least worst outcome.
· Veil of ignorance doesn’t violate because absence of information is not misinformation
· Not suitable for uncertain decisions but attractive in situations with special features
· Gain-and-loss Table: represents gains and losses for a situation where the gain depends on the individuals decision and the circumstances (g=f  (d,c))
· 3 chief features
1. Takes no account for the likelihood of possible circumstances, most natural choice would seem to be to compute the expectation of monetary gain for each decision
2. The person choosing has a conception of the good such that he cares very little for what h might gain above the minimum that he can
3. We can assume that other conceptions of justice may lead to instituions that the parties would find tolerable
Robert Nozick – The Entitlement Theory
· Minimal state is the most extensive state that can be justified
· Distributive justice  most ppl presume that something or mechanism uses some principle or criteria to give out supplies.
· There is no central authority to distribution
· So new holding arise out of voluntary exchanges and actions of persons
· 3 major principles of justice in holdings
1. Original acquisition of holdings  the appropriation of unheld things
a. Including situation of how unheld things are held, thing that are held due to processes
2. Concerns the transfer of holdings  what processes may a person transfer holding to another?
a. Voluntary exchange and gift/fraud
b. 3 definitions
i. A person who acquires in accordance with the principle is entitled to that holding
ii. A person who acquires in accordance with the principle of transfer from someone else, is entitled to that holding
iii. No on is entitled to hold except by applications of 1 & 2
3. The refraction of injustice in holdings

a. If the past hasn’t changed the future in ways what ought to be done to rectify these injustices?
b. Principle of rectification: uses historical information about previous situations and injustices done in them
· Holdings of a person are just if he is entitled to them by principles of justice or through the rectification of injustices
· Distribution is just if arises from another just distribution by legitimate means. Whatever arises from a just situation by steps is itself just
· Not all situation are align with these principles (some steal, some fraud others, or enslave others)
-Entitlement theory is historical (depends upon how it came about)
· Historical principles hold that past action can create differential elements
-Current time-slice principles of justice hold that justice of a distribution is determined by how things are distributed as judged by some structural principles 
· Most ppl don’t accept this as constituting the whole story about distributive shares
· Believe you must consider the distribution and how that distribution came about
-Relevant to ask whether someone did something so that he deserved to be punished. Most agree to the relevance of further information with regard to punishment
Patterning
· Total distributive shares vary with moral merit; no person should have a greater share more than anyone whose moral merit is greater
· The principle of distribution is patterned if it specifies that a distribution is to vary along with some natural dimensions
· If in accordance with moral merit it is a patterned historical principle
· Every principle of distributive justice is patterned  principle of entitlement is not patterned
· F.A Hayek (philosopher) argues that we cannot know enough about each person’s situation to distribute to each according to his moral merit
· In a free society there will be distribution in accordance with value rather than with moral merit
· Ppl are allowed to choose to spend upon themselves, but not upon others, those resources which they are entitled to
· D1 => distribution favored by one of the non-essential conceptions
Redistribution and Property Rights
· Distribution principles do not give the right to choose to pursue an end involving the enhancement of another’s position 
· Proponents of patterned principles of distributive justice focus on criteria for determining who is to receive holdings
· Consider the reasons for which someone should have something, and also the total picture of holdings
· Theories of distribution of goods are theories of recipient justice; ignoring any right a person might have to give something to someone
· Patterned principles of distributive justice necessitate redistributive activities
· Redistributionist’s choose to ignore the man whose pleasures are so easily attainable without extra labour
· Earlier theorists spoke of people as property in themselves and their labour  viewed ppl as having a right to decided what would become of himself and what he would do
· End-result principle of distributive justice are built into legal structure gives ppl claims to some portion of total social product
· Seizing the results of someone’s labour is equivalent to seizing hours from him and directing him to carry various activities
· Views that there are moral side constraints to action face that some goals are not achievable by morally permissible means
· Patterned conceptions of justice means clashes with moral side constraints and patterned conception of justice that presents an end state
Ethical Relativism:-evidence suggest that there is no objective or universal moral values, which means that there is no absolute right or wrong. But we have to embrace relativism of some sort.
-Anthropology: different cultures have different moral values. However, it is only descriptive in nature and it only presents to us a descriptive form of relativism. It tells us how people do behave rather than how they should. -Moral relativism: the thesis that what is right or good is determined by the relevant party. If the relevant party is an individual (individual moral relativism), which is what is right or good is determined by each individual. If relevant part is a culture- what is right/wrong is determined by each culture. Each of these there are no objective moral values, and no basic moral demands that are binding on all moral agents. 
descriptive relativism does not entail moral relativism. 
-Assume: that there are no objective moral values. Which means, moral relativism is false! Therefore, there is no single truth of the matter about morality, and individuals or cultures cannot stipulate for themselves what is right/wrong. 
-If individual/culture decides on moral standard that conflicts with objective moral values, then their standard is mistaken. 
-if we assume that there are objective moral values, descriptive relativism may still be correct HOWEVER, indiv/cultures make mistakes in thinking about and determining moral values. 
-we can hold that there are objective moral values and at the same time account for wide variation in moral standards from culture to culture. 
-descriptive relativism provides us with many examples of how people actually behave, but by itself it tells us nothing about the truth of moral relativism or the truth of thesis that there are no objective moral values. 
-in order to function as a society we need to agree on some basic moral standards. We cannot allow each person to make up their own moral code. 
-within a culture, there could be sub cultures that do not agree with moral standards which can sometimes erupt in violence or even civil wars. As a cultural moral relativist, it is sufficient if the predominant moral are held by everyone in the society. 
-But it might seem inconsistent ex. if Amy believes there’s nothing wrong with abortion but Grant says she is inconsistent because she stated that other cultures think its morally wrong. However, his statement is incorrect because:
1) it is true that it is morally wrong for persons in culture X to have abortions, and (2) it is true that it is not morally wrong for persons in culture Y to have abortions. The two statements are fully compatible with one another. Cultural moral relativist would say it is neither right/wrong to believe in abortion but it depends on the given moral framework. 
-ex. if a culture believes in slavery slavery is wrong relative to the moral code that your society accepts. 
-ex. if a person from society X doesn’t agree the slavery is right even though it is accepted within the society and cultural relativism would state that she is incorrect. Her disagreement shows that she does not understand what is morally right or wrong within her culture. To a culture that does not believe in slavery it would seem like a courageous battle to establish what is morally right. Basically, a cultural relativist might claim to agree to disagree on the issue of whether one moral framework is better than another. 
William Graham Sumner:
-the “right” way is the way which the ancestors used and which has been handed down. It is not held subject to verification by experience. The notion of right is in the folk-ways. We cannot question and it is the end of any analysis. 
-the obligation of conformable and cooperative action is far greater under ghost fear, and social sanctions are severer, because group interest is at stake. 
-may be believed that notion of right, social welfare and duty, were developed because of the fear of ghosts and other worldliness. 
-“Rights” are the rules of comrades in the in-group, in order that the peace may prevail there which is essential to the group strength. Therefore rights can never be “natural” in any sense. 
-The morality of a group is the sum of the taboos and prescriptions in the folkways by which right conduct is defined. They are historical, institutional and empirical. 
-changes in history are primarily due to changes in life conditions and therefore the folkways change. New philosophies and ethical rules are invented to try to justify new ways. 
Purpose of the Present Work:
-“Ethology” would be a convenient term for the study of manners, customs, usages, and mores, including the study of the way in which they are formed, how they grow or decay, and how they affect the interest which is their purpose to serve. 
-The Greek term”ethos” is the sum of the characteristic usages, and codes by which a group was differentiated and individualized in character from other groups.
-“Ethics” were things that pertained to the ethos and therefore the thins which were the standard of right. 
-The Romans used “mores” for customs in the notion that customs served welfare, and had traditional and mystic sanction, so that they are properly  authoritative and sacred. 
-it is most important to notice that, for the people of a time and place their own mores are always good or rather no questioning of it. 
William Shaw:
1. Ethical Relativism: what is right is what the culture says is right. What is right in one place might not seem right in another. Because the only criterion is the moral system of the society. Morality is relative to society. 
-some relativist believe it is based more on the individual, however it cant be we change our minds if we make a mistake and conform to societies moral system. Plus there would be no point in debating since whatever they believe is right and we cannot question their viewpoint. 
-What moral authority other than society can there be? The standards of a particular culture. 
 if people live with an expectation and they go contrary to it can produce bad consequences. 
-ethical relativism undermines any moral criticism of the practices of other societies as long as their actions conform to their own standards, if we criticize we are extending our standards to another culture, which makes us ethnocentric. 
-sometimes it can be wrong to say majority rules if it is a close margin 51% against abortion and 49% for it. Then technically not all of society believes in the value. 
-However, individuals get conflicting moral instructions since they overlap in several different “societies” 
-the relativist holds that there can be no non ethnocentric ground for preferring one moral code to another, that one cannot speak of moral progress. 
2. Meta-ethical Relativism: it promotes conformity and supports the moral status of status quo. However, some do not stand for this and go against the norms and are considered immoral. It could seem like the person is taking it less seriously. 
-ideally one wants values and principles that can be rationally supported, since morality is more than a matter of personal taste and few are happy simply to affirm any moral principle that strikes their fancy. 
-conflicting ethical opinions can be equally valid 
-utilitarianism by Mill’s: actions are right in proportion as they tend to promote happiness. 
-W.D. Ross list of several prima facie obligations; greatest balance over the wrong. 
-meta-ethics deals with the philosophical reflection on the nature of ethics (meaning and status of ethical terms and discourse.) There is no criterion for what is right/wrong, instead it states that in a case of conflicting basic ethical judgments there is no objectively valid, rational way of justifying one against another. 
-the belief that there is fundamental disagreement in ethical matters; indeed it would have little point without that belief. 
3. Naturalism, intuitionism, & Emotivism: naturalism-the correctness of certain normative principles is by contending that they key concepts of ethics can be analyzed or defined in empirical, descriptive or natural terms. Ex. “good” or “right” does not have uniform meaning for all ppl in our culture. Intuitionism-ethical terms cannot in principle be defined or analyzed in nonmoral, empirical terms. Terms such as “good” or “right” do not refer to factual properties, so how do we know if its right? We simply “see” or intuit that it is wrong. Emotivism- it expresses our emotions or is used to evoke an emotional response in our listeners. They are emotional ejaculations, neither true nor false. It could be that people have the same reaction, which means it does not vary from culture to culture. 
-Morality can be taught; they suppose that there is justification for what they say even if they are uncertain of their justification. We judge with our principles. 1) certain sorts of reason are countenanced by it 2) relevant standards are clear and can be applied with a reasonable claim to objectivity. 
-morality is simply there
-morality implies regulations which are thought to apply to everyone. Morality implies taking the moral point of view, respecting persons as ends, judgments accordingly 
-Moral codes must: 1) there will be some arbitrariness in the system so that there is some sort of convention 2) moral code must function in a particular cultural and historical context 3)human construction does not needs to be reconstructed from the ground up. 
 story: medical field and choosing what is the best interest for the patient considering their religious and cultural background. 

