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[bookmark: _Toc459633403][bookmark: _Toc461869517][bookmark: _Ref469900102][bookmark: _Toc29212179]Introduction to Critical Reasoning About Ethics
You may find that some of the material in this course contradicts, or seems to contradict, what you learn in other courses. 
 This is in part because most business classes focus on what is, whereas business ethics focuses on what ought to be. Ethics is fundamentally evaluative.  Understanding current practice, legal constraints, and theoretical frameworks for doing business effectively in the world as you find it provides the basis for minimal success in business. Unfortunately, business practices that are normal or standard and legal may nevertheless be unethical, and it may take a great deal of work to identify, articulate, and address the problem.   In business ethics we focus on your role in making the business world better than you find it.  You might think of this as strategic planning for your working community. If you distinguish clearly between the way things are done and the potentially better ways things could be done, most of the apparent contradictions should disappear.
  Another reason the content of this course may appear to contradict what you learn elsewhere is that business ethics is extremely context-sensitive, as is ethics in general.  There are always contingencies, tradeoffs, unknowns, and other complications that must be factored into your plans.  Everything you learn elsewhere is relevant information that bears on how you ought to do business.  When and how to use what you’ve learned requires critical reflection and good judgment. Ideas that work well in one context might be disastrous in another. 

Many standard arguments and persuasive strategies are regularly used in business.  Some of this rhetoric involves sound reasoning, but persuasive rhetoric is often deeply unsound. These unsound arguments are often very hard to identify and address effectively, especially on the fly.  The arguments we cover in the course will provide you with a basic repertory, but they are only the tip of the iceberg. People are constantly inventing new arguments and applying them in novel ways and contexts.  The business world changes all the time, and your career may not take the path you expect.  It just isn’t possible to anticipate all the arguments you will need.  
Consequently business ethics is a skill development class, like a language class or a logic class.  You will need to practice and develop the skills you need to make progress with respect to the sorts of difficult issues you are likely to face both as a future leader and simply as a human being with a working life. 




[bookmark: _Toc29212180]How should I study for this class?
[bookmark: _Toc522368991][bookmark: _Toc20990816]Some classes are “memorize and regurgitate” classes, meaning that the primary aim of the course is for you to acquire information about something.  If you’re in construction, for example, you might need to know a lot about building codes and health and safety regulations.  If your aim is to memorize, then “going over the material” many times is a fairly effective way to study.  
This class is not one of those classes. You will learn some terminology and you will be expected to remember pertinent facts about the cases we discuss, but as I said in the last section, the primary aim of this course is to develop your ability to critically reason about ethics. “Going over the material” won’t be adequate.  Instead you’ll need to practice critically reasoning about the material, i.e. you’ll need to try to put arguments in standard form and use the method of reflection.

[bookmark: _Toc29212181]Arguments in Standard Form
An argument is an articulated piece of reasoning – a set of reasons for a conclusion.  A sales pitch is a kind of argument.  A project proposal is a kind of argument.  A loan application is a kind of argument. A budget meeting is an argument, even when everyone agrees! Business practice is full of arguments.  
Ethical considerations are salient to every one of these arguments.  Most of the time the ethical considerations aren’t stated or made explicit as such.  They’re unexamined background assumptions that we presume “go without saying”.  Unfortunately, failure to explicitly reflect on the ethical considerations salient to our decisions contributes to a lot of unethical decisions. By making the ethical considerations explicit, we can reveal biases, rationalizations, and other problems – and we can correct them.  
One of the best ways to reveal the structure of our reasoning and improve it is to put it in standard argument form, as I have done here:
Ethics concerns the good in all its forms, especially those the forms that concern conduct.
Professionalism entails good business practice.
Ethical business practice is constitutive of professionalism. (by 1 and 2) 
Getting caught unprepared severely undermines your competence and jeopardizes your work. 
4 is an ethical matter (by 3).
Good arguments are our best weapon against exploitation, injustice, abuse, corruption, and bad outcomes.  
Business ethics is highly context sensitive. (6 isn’t easy)
 Professionalism requires ethical work.
An argument in standard form is a numbered list of claims.  The last claim is the conclusion.  The other claims should all be reasons, i.e. premises, that support the conclusion.  
When you’re analyzing an argument that someone else made, e.g. an argument from one of the cases we cover, begin by trying to identify the conclusion or thesis.  What do they want you to believe or do? Then try to identify on what grounds you’re meant to believe it or do it.  Why should you?  The answer to this question yields the premises or reasons.  
Notice that in the example above, the claims are ordered and some are justified by reference to prior claims.  In other words, the example has an argument substructure.  Those sub-arguments need to be assessed, too.
How do we assess an argument in standard form?  First ask yourself whether the premises are true.  This can be complicated, as we’ll see when we talk about honesty.  Second, ask whether the inferences are valid.  Whenever some claim is supposed to follow from prior claims, does it?  Are the reasons adequate?  Finally, step back from the details of the argument and ask yourself whether you’ve missed the forest for the trees.  Maybe the argument isn’t really showing the whole picture.  Maybe there’s been a context shift somewhere in there.  Maybe you didn’t get the argument structure quite right. Use the method of reflection to critically analyze what’s going on.
If you’re trying to make an argument from scratch, don’t start with the conclusion!  Even if you’re applying for a bank loan, starting with the conclusion will likely lead you to beg the question.  Maybe a bank loan is the wrong move.  Start with the reasons.  What’s your context?  What reasons do you have to do anything?  Which of those reasons are bad ones?  (Toss those out.) Whose help do you need?  What’s the best way to accomplish what you need to do? When you’ve worked out some good reasons for a plan, you have an argument.  Keep working on it until you have the best reasons for the best plan. Then you’re ready to write up your pitch or proposal.

[bookmark: _Toc29212182]The Method of Reflection
The “method of reflection” is a version of the Socratic method that you can practice on your own. These days it is also called “active learning” or “self-quizzing”.
Ask yourself questions as you first work through the material and really try to answer those questions.  
Ask questions in class, at least to yourself, as we work through the material. 
Make a point of actually asking questions in class when you can’t answer them for yourself. Other people probably have similar questions. It doesn’t make you look stupid to ask.  It demonstrates engagement – you’re working the method.
Work with other students, asking and answering each other’s questions about the material. (Your fellow students will come up with questions you wouldn’t have considered.)
Answer the exercise questions provided. 
Check your answers and learn from your mistakes!  If you don’t understand the answer provided, come to office hours. 
Ask yourself variations of the exercise questions and see how your answer must vary to fit the new context.  
Think up new questions over parts of the material that aren’t covered by the exercises.  



Q: What kinds of questions should you be asking and answering? 
A: The questions that help you make an argument in standard form, assess it, and improve or debunk it.
Why?
How?
What if …?
What follows?
Is this inference valid?
When, or under what conditions, is that actually true?
What are the background assumptions that make this plausible?
What reasons could she have had?
What common ground can we use as premises here?
Is this a good reason or is it a rationalization? 
Is there another way to look at this?
What alternatives have we not considered?
What’s the best example of this? What’s a good example of a borderline case?
Are there any counterexamples?
How does this apply to…?
Is this really the same thing as?
What does that really mean?
Is there a grain of truth in this bad argument that could be developed into a better argument? 

Whenever you ask a “why” question, the answer is a reason, i.e. a premise.  The method of reflection is the method for constructing and evaluating arguments.  
The lectures and discussions in class will exemplify and demonstrate the method.  I will do a lot of explaining, but I will also ponder in front of you so that you can get the hang of how it’s done.  What I do in class is what you should be trying to do when you read the material and study.  Ponder with me in class.  Don’t be passive.  Look at the text or the notes and start asking questions.  When you get stumped, ask for help!
Every time you answer your own question, you are practicing your reasoning skills.  This is how you study for any skills class.  Practice! In order to answer your own questions, you will need to make distinctions, determine scope, make inferences, identify fallacies, and all the other activities on the list from the syllabus.

[bookmark: _Toc522368982][bookmark: _Toc20990753][bookmark: _Toc21607637]

[bookmark: _Toc29212183]What does a business ethics course entail?
Our goal is to lay the groundwork for helping you develop critical reasoning and articulation skills for professional life, i.e. for writing policy, memos, proposals, reports, and other work documents in which you need to make a compelling argument about what to do, clearly and concisely. I will call these inferences to the best plan (IBPs). Inferences to the best plan are often labeled as a “proposal” with a “rationale”  - or by other labels that are specific to your profession.
The prerequisite course you have already taken (Critical Reasoning or Introduction to Logic) was an introductory general course focused on the soundness of arguments, especially the validity of argument forms. This course, Phil 306, is a more advanced problem solving course focused on the soundness of ethical arguments, especially ethical arguments most relevant to workplace and professional contexts. 
[bookmark: _Toc16876827][bookmark: _Toc17103991][bookmark: _Toc17104130][bookmark: _Toc20990754][bookmark: _Toc21607638][bookmark: _Toc29212184]Specific Approach
Theory vs Practice: Approaches to business ethics are often categorized as “case-based” or “theory-based”.  If we spend all our time thinking about specific cases, we’ll lose the forest for the trees - you won’t get a very good big picture or overview of business ethics, and the semester will seem piecemeal.  If we spend all our time on theory, it will instead be very difficult to apply theory to real life concrete practice.  So we’ll try to split the difference.  
The Spectacular and the Mundane: You may be very interested in the ethical disasters that make headlines. We will cover a few of these.  For our purposes, however, the headline cases are not the most useful ones because it is often very difficult to see yourself in the position of a catastrophic ethical failure.  You may think you’ll never have that job. You may think you’d never sink so low.  You think of yourself as a basically decent person.  That will never happen to you. Well, that’s what Madoff thought, too. So many of our cases will involve mundane, everyday problems rather than the spectacular ones.
Broad scope: Even if you do pretty well in your life from an ethical perspective, there is always room for improvement.  More importantly, when others’ livelihood, safety, and well-being are on the line, winging it just isn’t good enough.  In order to help you learn to be and do your best, we will focus primarily on issues and forms of argument that are relevant to a wide variety of workplaces. 
The process:
[bookmark: _Toc29212185]Consciousness raising 
Ignorance is not bliss. It’s negligence. You can’t prevent or solve the problem if you’re oblivious to it. Awareness and attention are basic competencies.
[bookmark: _Toc29212186]Evaluative articulation 
If you can put a name to it and apply concepts to what you’re seeing and experiencing, you can’t recognize the problem for what it is and deal with it.  Master the vocabulary and the argument forms. Keep talking to people. 
[bookmark: _Toc29212187]Critical reasoning
This is the engineering problem: Given all the relevant considerations, construct a good inference to the best plan (IBP). 
[bookmark: _Toc29212188]Communication
All that work is useless if you can’t explain it properly and recruit others to help. Communication includes the interpersonal “soft skills” that are at the foundation of leadership. 
[bookmark: _Toc522368984][bookmark: _Toc29212189]What is Ethics? 
Ethics concerns the good.  Its domain is the evaluative.  Since there are all kinds and degrees of good, and we unavoidably engage in all sorts of evaluations, it’s useful to break up the domain into a set of considerations that mostly cover the bases.
[bookmark: _Toc29212190]Dimensions of Ethical[footnoteRef:1] Evaluation [1:  For the purposes of this class we will use “ethical” and “moral” interchangeably unless the material we’re using makes a distinction. “Ethics” is the common and most accepted term in business, so we will usually prefer it.] 

(Definition of Ethics as Common-Sense Pluralism)

· Evaluate Consequences – evaluate the benefits and harms to everyone and everything that may be affected, i.e. to the “patients” of the action. This is a patient-centered dimension of ethical evaluation. 
· Ethical Theory: Consequentialism and utilitarianism are ethical theories that define ethics in terms of the consequences of actions. 
· Slogan: The right thing to do is to maximize the value of outcomes.
· Hazards[footnoteRef:2]: Maximizing profit at the expense of human welfare. Ignoring intentions. [2:  Each theory is subject to many hazards.  These are only examples to illustrate potential limitations of the theories.] 


· Evaluate Responsibilities – evaluate obligations, fiduciary duties, etc. This is an agent-centered dimension of ethical evaluation. Focus on intentions is also central to this dimension of ethical evaluation.
· [bookmark: _Toc459633404]Ethical Theory: Deontology/Kantian ethics defines ethics in terms of good will, autonomy, dignity, moral necessity, and whether an action was done from duty. 
· Slogan: We are morally required to satisfy our obligations.
· Hazards: Blindly following orders is a dereliction of moral duty that is often rationalized as fulfilling one’s duty. “The road to hell is paved with good intentions.”

· Evaluate Rights – evaluate whether and to what degree human rights to liberty, bodily integrity, privacy, etc. are violated or respected. Human rights, i.e. ethical rights, are sometimes also legal rights.   
· [bookmark: _Toc459633405]Ethical Theory: Liberal ethics defines ethics primarily in terms of liberties, i.e. claim rights that entitle a person to be treated in a particular way by other individuals or by the state. 
· Slogan: We are morally entitled to freedom and respect.
· Hazards: Constantly making claims against others is divisive and it subjectively devalues the rights of others in comparison to one’s own. Legal/moral equivocation.

· Evaluate Character – evaluate the person via virtues like industry, honesty, justice, temperance, etc. 
· [bookmark: _Toc459633406]Ethical Theory: Virtue ethics defines ethics in terms of the kind of persons we should be, rather than particular actions we should perform or avoid (actions can be “out of character”). 
· Slogan: We ought to be good people.
· Hazards: Narrow focus on character can lead to extremes of self-centeredness, e.g. self-righteousness, or to despair. Essentialism (false belief that character is immutable).

· Evaluate Relationships - partnership, collegiality, friendship, family, etc. 
· [bookmark: _Toc459633407]Ethical Theory: Care ethics defines ethics in terms of relationships between people, sometimes in community or for whole groups. 
· Slogan: Good relationships are the foundation of worth in human life.
· Hazards: Narrow focus on relationships (partiality to one’s own) can undermine the impartiality required to sustain cooperative impersonal relationships in a global civilization or a business. Can lead to extreme altruistic requirements.

· [bookmark: _Toc469922633][bookmark: _Toc469922784][bookmark: _Toc469925312][bookmark: _Toc470084165][bookmark: _Toc478538871][bookmark: _Toc459633408][bookmark: _Toc461869518][bookmark: _Toc461869671][bookmark: _Toc461869924][bookmark: _Toc461885184][bookmark: _Toc469922634][bookmark: _Toc469922785][bookmark: _Toc469925313][bookmark: _Toc470084166] Our ethical theory for the course will be Common-Sense Pluralism: Ethics concerns everything above and more.  Ethics concerns how to live good lives, build healthy communities, and help the world flourish. How each dimension matters is highly context-sensitive, and sometimes they conflict. This is why critical reflection and good judgment are so important. Common-Sense Pluralism will be our default ethical theory.  

1. Slogan: Everything matters. 
2. Hazards: Being unable to sort out what is salient, unavoidable tradeoffs, and uncertainties can be paralyzing.



[bookmark: _Toc488928229][bookmark: _Toc488928452]
Business Ethics	8	WSU (Castro)

[bookmark: _Toc29212191]Four Moral Principles
These four moral imperatives will structure the course.  You’re all familiar with them.  
1. Do no harm.
1. Treat people with respect.
1. Be fair.
1. Be honest.


[bookmark: _Toc522368988][bookmark: _Ref479164165]
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[bookmark: _Toc29212192]The Ethical Definition of Business
Now that you know what ethics involves, what’s a business?  The definition we’ll use in this class is a functional definition, meaning that we’re defining the thing in terms of its purpose, aim, or goal.
You might be tempted to assume that profit is the purpose of business, after all, that’s what the rhetoric you’ve heard all your life keeps insisting. Among the many problems with that definition of business, we’ll highlight two.
1. Profit is neither necessary nor sufficient for the existence of a business.  Lots of businesses break even or lose money for many years.  Some of these businesses end up failing while others just keep operating at a perpetual loss, sometimes because owners and investors “believe in” the product or service the business provides. They’re still businesses. Profit is not a defining characteristic of business.
2. Profit is a prominent source of unethical behavior.  Profit has historically been used to rationalize both large scale depraved behavior and widespread petty corruption. Profit is a dangerous criterion to add to our definition.
If we can’t use profit to define business, where do we start?  A taxonomic approach to definition locates the definiendum (the thing to be defined) in an organization chart, as below.
 Religious
Charities
School
Business
Institution 
(formal, semi-permanent)
Government
Organization
(people cooperating for some purpose)
Informal
Temporary

 A business is an organization that is instituted for the purpose of ….?
Schools are for education.  Charities are for aiding those in need.  What’s a business for? Trade and Exchange!  A business provides a good, either a good product or a good service, in exchange for something, e.g. labor or money or some other good. Sustainability is part of the definition of an institution (semi-permanence), so financial sustainability is definitional of business but profit and growth are not.   
· (simplest definition) Businesses are institutions of trade.

Ethics is essential to business because 
we have to sustainably cooperate with people to do business at all.

[bookmark: _Toc29212193]Characteristics of Ethical Arguments 
Ethical arguments are 
evaluative 
objective 
practical
inductive 
[bookmark: _Toc17103998][bookmark: _Toc20990761][bookmark: _Toc21607645][bookmark: _Toc29212194]Evaluative 
1. In ethical arguments what we aim to determine is the value of a course of action – its good rather than its truth. 
2. At least one of the premises must therefore be an evaluative judgment that provides reason to make a further evaluative judgment or claim, i.e. the conclusion. You can’t reach an evaluative conclusion like “we ought to offer this product at a lower price point” if you don’t have an evaluative premise.  Our evaluative premises are often implicit, meaning that we don’t actually state them or even consciously think them.  In order to assess evaluative arguments, then, you need to make those implicit premises explicit – foreground the background assumptions.  
[bookmark: _Toc459633413][bookmark: _Toc17104138]Evaluative assertions
1. Pistachio ice cream is yummy. (non-moral opinion; personal preference)	
2. Torturing one’s children for fun is wrong. (moral judgment - claim to universality and necessity)	
3. Wearing white after Labor Day is passé. (arbitrary/historically contingent thus weak social norm)
[bookmark: _Toc459633414][bookmark: _Toc17104139]Factual claims
1. Ice cream is a dairy product. (very ordinary classificatory or taxonomic claim)
2. Torturing one’s children for fun is illegal. (report of legal fact)
3. Fashion experts claim that belts ought to match shoes. (report of testimony)

[bookmark: _Toc20990762][bookmark: _Toc21607646][bookmark: _Toc29212195]Objective 
In order for an ethical argument to be persuasive, then, the ethical premises should be common ground – evaluative judgments that all stakeholders would agree are reasonable or compelling. Such premises are sometimes called intersubjectively valid or objective, particularly when we expect agreement to be nearly universal. Health and safety are universal values. We disagree about the details of how to promote them.  
Notice that when we’re talking about factual premises, even universal agreement doesn’t guarantee that those assertions or claims are true. People make mistakes.  Sometimes we’re really good at selling those mistakes to other people.  
It may take a lot of work to get from local intersubjective validity to scientific objectivity, which is really the best we humans can do. We perpetually face lots of unknowns and harbor misconceptions.  Nevertheless, you don’t get to “disagree” with facts.  
1. Facts are truths.  Your opinion and wishes are not relevant (unless the fact is about wishes).  
2. Premises are claims.  Factual claims present information as fact.  Premises can be false.  If you suspect a premise is false, the burden of proof is on you to provide evidence. 
If you’re dealing with a hypothetical case, you must take the premises as given and just focus on what would follow.  I will ask you to take treat some of our real world cases hypothetically, not because the facts don’t matter, but because our goal is to practice making inferences to the best plan.  Showing these premises to be false would obviate the exercise. Our question is how you could solve that kind of problem. 
When we’re talking about values rather than facts, many people find themselves at sea.  How do we evaluate values? Easy.  We investigate.  We critically reflect.  We discuss and argue and try to gain insight.  One difference between factual investigation and evaluative investigation is the role of moral sentiments like pride and shame.  
1. Moral sentiments are defeasible evidence of moral value.  
Moral sentiments like the outrage you feel when you’re being treated unfairly is not conclusive evidence.  I might feel entitled to the promotion because I’ve been here longest and “it’s my turn”, then feel outrage or betrayal when someone else gets “my job”.  That feeling is pretty much the same feeling I’d have had if I had actually been entitled to the job.  The evidential value of the feeling can be completely defeated upon investigation of whether I was actually entitled to the job and why I didn’t get it. If I’m lazy and incompetent and I spend my days sabotaging my coworkers, I don’t deserve a promotion no matter how long I’ve been here.
[bookmark: _Toc20990763][bookmark: _Toc21607647][bookmark: _Toc29212196]Practical
Ethics in the broadest sense is about what’s good.  In the narrower sense ethics is essentially action-guiding, i.e. practical.  In other words, ethics concerns conduct.  We’re not interested in whether something is good merely in the abstract as some intellectual novelty.  We’re interested in how to live well, how to do the right thing, how to develop good character, how to build and maintain healthy relationships, what projects we ought to pursue or forego, etc.  
2. If your argument doesn’t end with an action item of some sort, it isn’t a complete ethical argument.

[bookmark: _Toc20990764][bookmark: _Toc21607648][bookmark: _Toc29212197]Inductive
In Phil 105 or 125 you learned that deductively sound arguments guarantee the truth of their conclusions because deductive validity guarantees that the truth of the true premises will carry through to the conclusion.  Inductive arguments, as we use the term, include all arguments that purport to provide evidence or reasons favoring the truth of a conclusion without guaranteeing its truth.  Uncertainty is an unavoidable part of life.  If you’re making a sales pitch, trying to convince your partners that it’s time to expand, you’re making an inductive argument.  No matter how good your inductive argument is, it’s always possible that things will go awry because you couldn’t possibly know everything that could impact how things unfold.  
Ethical arguments are inductive, even though we sometimes pretend they’re deductive.  In order to make a genuinely deductive ethical argument, we would need a strictly universal evaluative premise.  Something like “do no harm” might initially seem to be a strictly universal moral imperative…until you really think about it.  Aren’t you harming people when you take their money in exchange for your service? Is surgery immoral?  Moral principles are extremely context-sensitive in application.  The true ones have a kind of vagueness built in – the word or imperative doesn’t tell the whole story.  You have to unpack it.  Ethical arguments that look deductive on the surface almost always turn out to be inductive once you drill down into the meanings of the terms and the contextual what-ifs of application. 
Inductive arguments can be invalidated by new evidence.

[bookmark: _Toc461885190][bookmark: _Toc461869929][bookmark: _Toc461869676][bookmark: _Toc461869523][bookmark: _Toc459633415][bookmark: _Toc488928454][bookmark: _Toc488928231][bookmark: _Toc469922792][bookmark: _Toc29212198]Argument Forms
[bookmark: _Ref479164261][bookmark: _Ref469900055][bookmark: _Toc459633416]The next few pages list some inference forms and fallacies.  Don’t try to memorize them.  Think about why the argument is valid or invalid when it is.  Think about when you might to see it, and how you should respond when you do. Use the method of reflection to learn them.

[bookmark: _Toc21607650][bookmark: _Toc29212199]IBE and IBP
In Phil 105/125 you may have learned about inferences to the best explanation (IBE), which are very commonly used in science and data analysis contexts.  The analog of the IBE for evaluative contexts is an inference to the best plan (IBP) because ethics is a practical domain:  Ethics concerns conduct.  
Ethical arguments are meant to help us determine what we ought to do and to recruit others by making the reasons explicit.  
The conclusion of an ethical argument will consequently propose a course of action (sometimes only implicitly). All decision-making involves inference to the best plan.  In business ethics we explicitly include considerations of justice, fairness, respect, honesty, duty, responsibility, etc. in business contexts.

IBE	IBP
1. <data to be explained>	1. <decision-making context>
2. <possible explanations>	2. <possible courses of action>  
3. Best Explanation	3. Best Plan
[bookmark: _Toc459633417]

[bookmark: _Toc17375282][bookmark: _Toc19092478][bookmark: _Toc20990767][bookmark: _Toc21607651][bookmark: _Toc29212200]Examples of Inductive Inferences for Ethics
Appeal to Emotion (inductively valid)
In non-evaluative arguments, appeal to emotion is a fallacy of irrelevance. However, moral sentiments are defeasible evidence of responsibility, wrongdoing, etc.  Some emotions are highly relevant, e.g. shame, but emotions are not always reliable moral indicators (thus the “defeasible” qualification).  I can be ashamed of something I ought not be ashamed of, e.g. setting the curve in a class. The ‘Wall Street Journal’ test involves an appeal to emotion – would you be embarrassed if the whole world knew? 

Appeal to Fairness (often decisive when adequately specified) 
A standard appeal to unfairness rests on two premises: 
· something significant is unequal or inequitable, and 
· this inequality involves undeserved harm or benefit.  
For example, it is not unfair that I make less money than you if your work merits higher pay.  On the other hand, if you got a raise by fooling the boss into thinking you’re working much harder than the rest of us, the pay inequity is unfair. If the inequality is trivial, e.g. you make a penny more than I do, appeal to unfairness will likely backfire. We’ll discuss fairness in much more detail later.
Our four ethical imperatives provide four very general forms of argument.  We’ll explore these in business contexts through the semester.
[bookmark: _Toc488928455][bookmark: _Toc488928232][bookmark: _Toc469922793][bookmark: _Toc459633418][bookmark: _Toc29212201]Ethical Fallacies to avoid
Most of these are fallacies of weak considerations. They’re often relevant but how decisive they are is exaggerated.  The fallacy occurs when the weak consideration is used as if it were decisive.

[bookmark: _Toc17104006][bookmark: _Toc17104147][bookmark: _Toc17375284][bookmark: _Toc19092480][bookmark: _Toc20990769][bookmark: _Toc21607653][bookmark: _Toc22728769][bookmark: _Toc29212202]Appeal to legality  (Legal ≠ Ethical)
Legal standards often attempt to enforce a moral minimum but they can be morally flawed, e.g. slavery might be legal. The moral standard may be much higher, or very different, from the legal standard. Moral/legal equivocation is very common.
[bookmark: _Toc17104007][bookmark: _Toc17104148][bookmark: _Toc17375285][bookmark: _Toc19092481][bookmark: _Toc20990770][bookmark: _Toc21607654][bookmark: _Toc22728770][bookmark: _Toc29212203]Appeal to “reality” (Ought ≠ Is)
Insisting that “the real world is as it is” in order to imply that there is nothing we can do to improve things is a cop out. (This is a futility argument.) Ethics is fundamentally practical – it’s about what we ought to do to make things better.  The world we live in is highly imperfect, but there’s quite a lot we can do about it.
[bookmark: _Toc17104008][bookmark: _Toc17104149][bookmark: _Toc17375286][bookmark: _Toc19092482][bookmark: _Toc20990771][bookmark: _Toc21607655][bookmark: _Toc22728771][bookmark: _Toc29212204]Blaming the victim 
Both a logical fallacy and a deep moral wrong. Sometimes there is no one to blame; sometimes it is pointless to do so.  Blaming a victim who doesn’t deserve it compounds the wrong.
[bookmark: _Toc17104009][bookmark: _Toc17104150][bookmark: _Toc17375287][bookmark: _Toc19092483][bookmark: _Toc20990772][bookmark: _Toc21607656][bookmark: _Toc22728772][bookmark: _Toc29212205]Blaming the messenger
Genetic or ad hominem fallacy; unfair. (Again both an ethical fallacy and an ethical wrong.) Sometimes the messenger actually is the perpetrator, in which case blame may be warranted but mitigated by their fessing up and trying to make amends.
[bookmark: _Toc17104010][bookmark: _Toc17104151][bookmark: _Toc17375288][bookmark: _Toc19092484][bookmark: _Toc20990773][bookmark: _Toc21607657][bookmark: _Toc22728773][bookmark: _Toc29212206]Naturalistic fallacy  (Natural ≠ Good) (Artificial ≠ Bad)
Death, cancer, and vices are natural. Music and language are artificial. Whether something is natural or artificial doesn’t determine whether it’s good. The natural/artificial distinction and the good/bad distinction cut across each other.
[bookmark: _Toc17104011][bookmark: _Toc17104152][bookmark: _Toc17375289][bookmark: _Toc19092485][bookmark: _Toc20990774][bookmark: _Toc21607658][bookmark: _Toc22728774][bookmark: _Toc29212207]Appeal to standard practice (Normal ≠ Good)
Appeal to tradition or popularity is a fallacy. Appeal to standard practice is part of this family. Standard business practice can be corrupt or depraved.  Sometimes people appeal to “best practice” as if it’s decisive, when the behavior they’re describing is normal rather than best by the salient standards of conduct.

[bookmark: _Toc17104012][bookmark: _Toc17104153][bookmark: _Toc17375290][bookmark: _Toc19092486][bookmark: _Toc20990775][bookmark: _Toc21607659][bookmark: _Toc22728775][bookmark: _Toc29212208]Appeal to profit (Profitable ≠ Good)
“It makes money” does not determine whether it’s ethically permissible – as we’ve discussed, profit is neither a necessary nor a sufficient ethical justification. Profit is a good consequence, so it counts. It just isn’t a decisive consideration on its own. Trafficking children might yield high profits, but there is no ethical defense of this “business model”.

[bookmark: _Toc17104013][bookmark: _Toc17104154][bookmark: _Toc17375291][bookmark: _Toc19092487][bookmark: _Toc20990776][bookmark: _Toc21607660][bookmark: _Toc22728776][bookmark: _Toc29212209]Appeal to consumer perception (Perception ≠ Reality)
Consumer perception is a fancy term for popular opinion.  Consumers may be badly informed, highly biased, irrational, and self-destructive.  Our concern is whether something is really ethical or not, not whether people think it’s ethical. The reasons for the perception and whether the perception is correct must be evaluated.

Fallacies Continued
[bookmark: _Toc17104014][bookmark: _Toc17104155][bookmark: _Toc17375292][bookmark: _Toc19092488][bookmark: _Toc20990777][bookmark: _Toc21607661][bookmark: _Toc22728777][bookmark: _Toc29212210]Appeal to consumer demand
The mere fact that there’s a market for something does not determine whether it’s ethical to supply the demand.  There is always a market for vices (e.g. methamphetamine, tobacco, etc.).  The question “Will it sell?” is a very different question from “Is it morally permissible to sell it?”

[bookmark: _Toc17104015][bookmark: _Toc17104156][bookmark: _Toc17375293][bookmark: _Toc19092489][bookmark: _Toc20990778][bookmark: _Toc21607662][bookmark: _Toc22728778][bookmark: _Toc29212211]Shortsightedness or tunnel vision
Focusing too narrowly on immediate or personal concerns at the expense of more “distant” concerns like long term impact on the company. Failure of wisdom.

[bookmark: _Toc17104017][bookmark: _Toc17104158][bookmark: _Toc17375295][bookmark: _Toc19092491][bookmark: _Toc20990780][bookmark: _Toc21607664][bookmark: _Toc22728780][bookmark: _Toc29212212]Argument from unacceptable consequences
This is a form of denial.  “That can’t be true because the consequences would be unacceptable if it were”. E.g., "Global climate change cannot be caused by human activity, because if it were, switching to non-polluting energy sources would bankrupt American industry." Denial and retaliation are natural (but immoral) responses to accusations of wrongdoing – it’s personally less painful to deny and defend than to face horrors or accept responsibility.  But we can’t make any progress if we refuse to admit there’s a problem.

[bookmark: _Toc17104018][bookmark: _Toc17104159][bookmark: _Toc17375296][bookmark: _Toc19092492][bookmark: _Toc20990781][bookmark: _Toc21607665][bookmark: _Toc22728781][bookmark: _Toc29212213]Appeal to (pseudo) ethical authority
There are no ethical authorities.  Ok, that’s not entirely true.  There are ethical authorities, but ethical responsibility is inalienable, which means that you can’t ever just take it on someone else’s authority that you’re doing the right/wrong thing.  “Just following orders” is a sure path to calamity (cf. Milgram Experiment).  Ethical authorities are really just people who have a lot of experience doing critical reasoning about the good and articulating it for others.  The expert judgment of a professional carries weight, but it doesn’t get you off the hook. Your behavior is your responsibility.
[bookmark: _Toc17375297][bookmark: _Toc19092493][bookmark: _Toc20990782][bookmark: _Toc21607666][bookmark: _Toc22728782][bookmark: _Toc29212214]Fallacies of Personalization
1. Never, ever use the phrase “I feel” in an ethical argument. A personal feeling makes no claim against your audience. It doesn’t qualify as a premise or a compelling reason for anyone but you. It’s not about you!  I feel it’s wrong.
2. Only use the phrase “I think” when it’s important in that context to signal that you’re hesitant about the claim or when you need to signal respect for your opponents. Don’t hedge without reason. 
3. Assert!  A clear assertion of an evaluative judgment makes a claim to universality and necessity, thus it entails a claim that your audience must agree. Of course if you don’t cite good reasons you’ll beg the question, so be sure to complete the argument.  State specifically what kind of wrong it is (e.g. dishonest, abusive, etc.) and explain why.
· Failure to disclose this would be dishonest…
· Putting off the replacements creates an unsafe environment…


[bookmark: _Toc29212215]Rationalizations and Responses
As the Fraud Triangle video from Kelly Pope explains, a rationalization is an argument or piece of reasoning that appears to justify unethical behavior.  Most of us have a sense of shame or a conscience that prevents us from knowingly doing wrong, even when there are great temptations.  Rationalizations are psychological tricks that circumvent shame and conscience, thus enabling us to give in to temptations.  Self-deception can be extraordinarily powerful, and rationalizations always initially appear to be sound reasoning.  In this section we’ll examine some rationalizations that you’re likely to encounter in workplace contexts.
Rationalizations are unsound.
Rationales may be either sound or unsound.
[bookmark: _Toc29212216]Dirty Hands[footnoteRef:3] [3:  This argument is drawn from Simon Blackburn’s Ethics: A Very Short Introduction.] 

 In the argument below, suppose that 
· “it” is unethical or possibly so (e.g. fraud, WMD research, nepotism) 
· there is “pressure” or some incentive to do it (e.g. you’ll get a higher commission or you won’t get fired)
· there is an opportunity to do it – you might not suffer negative personal consequences. 
In other words, assume there is a conflict of interest between what ethics seems to demand and what self-interest seems to demand. 

[bookmark: _Toc17375300][bookmark: _Toc19092496][bookmark: _Toc20990785][bookmark: _Toc21607669][bookmark: _Toc22728785][bookmark: _Toc29212217]Dirty hands rationalization (opportunism)   
· If I don’t do it, someone else will.
· Empirical Claim: It will be done. 
· Consequentialism claim: It doesn’t ethically matter who does it.
· It’s no worse if I do it than if someone else does it.
· Therefore, it’s ok (ethically permissible) for me to do it.
· Given that it will happen, there are no ethical grounds for my refusing to do it.
· Fact: I’ll get to keep my job.
· Judgment: It’s unreasonable to expect me to sacrifice my self-interest by refraining from doing it.
· Conclusion: I ought to do it.

[bookmark: _Toc17375301][bookmark: _Toc19092497][bookmark: _Toc20990786][bookmark: _Toc21607670][bookmark: _Toc22728786][bookmark: _Toc29212218]Dirty hands rationalization (bandwagon)
· Everybody’s doing it. 
· Empirical Claim: The consequences are unavoidable.
· Consequentialism claim: It doesn’t ethically matter who does it.
· Therefore, it’s ok (ethically permissible) for me to do it.
· Fact: It pays well.
· Judgment: It’s unreasonable to expect me to sacrifice my self-interest by refraining from doing it.
· Conclusion: I ought to do it.
Notice that when people use dirty hands rationalizations, 1 and 2 may turn out to be either true or false.  Maybe no one else would do it.  Maybe it’s not the norm.  But sometimes those premises are true.
The crux, then, is 3 – the claim that only the outcome matters.  This premise is false, and this argument is one of the reasons why commonsense pluralism is our background ethical theory.

[bookmark: _Toc17375302][bookmark: _Toc20990787][bookmark: _Toc21607671][bookmark: _Toc22728787][bookmark: _Toc29212219]Clean hands response
· I have a moral obligation to keep my own hands clean, i.e. to conduct myself well.
a. I may not be able to prevent others from exploiting an unethical opportunity, but that “can’t” doesn’t get me off the hook.  
b. Tu quoque is a fallacy.

· It is not unreasonable to demand that I keep my own hands clean (except perhaps in really extraordinary circumstances).
[bookmark: _Toc459633487]

[bookmark: _Toc17375303][bookmark: _Toc19092499][bookmark: _Toc20990788][bookmark: _Toc21607672][bookmark: _Toc22728788][bookmark: _Toc29212220]Reminders and Lessons
1. We cannot determine what we ought to do from what people actually do. 
· People do behave badly.
· Some people will refuse to do what they ought, but they still ought.  “Won’t” is no excuse.
· It does matter whether I’m the one who does it.  Consequences are only one of the dimensions of ethical evaluation. One’s character, intentions, relationships, etc. all matter too.
· You can only control your own conduct, but you can, and ought to, influence other people well.  E.g. I may have an obligation to campaign against anyone doing it.  Foregoing the wrong myself may not be enough. We can’t settle for being bystanders.


[bookmark: _Toc29212221]Appeals to Futility
In addition to the dirty hands rationalizations, there are many other ways people appeal to futility in order to rationalize misconduct.

[bookmark: _Toc459633482][bookmark: _Toc17375305][bookmark: _Toc19092501][bookmark: _Toc20990790][bookmark: _Toc21607674][bookmark: _Toc22728790][bookmark: _Toc29212222]Typical futility appeals
Sorry, but it’s just not in the budget…
I wish I had a magic wand…
That’s just not the way the real world works…
We do business in the real world, not some fantasy land…
You’re not going to solve the world’s problems overnight…
You’re just a kid from Wichita. What can you do?
It’s just human nature to …
[bookmark: _Toc459633483]
[bookmark: _Toc17375306][bookmark: _Toc19092502][bookmark: _Toc20990791][bookmark: _Toc21607675][bookmark: _Toc22728791][bookmark: _Toc29212223]Some Responses
Budget: A budget is a moral document[footnoteRef:4]. It reflects our choices and our priorities as we move forward.  To deny that we can change the budget to better reflect what matters most is to hypocritically deny that we are ethically responsible for our decisions as professionals.  We’re not that kind of company. As difficult as it may be, we have no choice but to find a way to meet our obligations here… (This is a hard line response.) [4:  This quote from Martin Luther King, Jr.is well known and widely repeated.] 

Magic wand/overnight: I never said it would be easy.  This is going to take a lot of hard work and commitment, but the whole department is on board and we have a plan…(This is a more conciliatory response.)
Real world: The business world is a world of our making.  This is our company, our industry, and these changes are long overdue.  Let’s be a real industry leader…PR campaign…professional organizations…(This is an inspirational response.)
Authority: I may just be a kid from Wichita, but I’ve done the research.  (handing it over) Experts agree…feasibility study…pilot program….(This is an appeal to expert authority.)
Human Nature: Human nature is highly plastic.  We grow and adapt, and when we work at it we make progress.  It is possible and desirable to cultivate integrity and resist temptation.  It is possible to genuinely care about others, to work for common goals, and build strong communities.  That’s what human nature is like at its best.  We can’t let ourselves be defined by our worst tendencies. (What would you call this one?)

[bookmark: _Toc469922664]

Each of these futility rationalizations ultimately has the same basic logical form (which is valid but unsound), and the same very basic solution works for each.
1. Ought implies can. [If I ought to do X, then it must be possible for me to do X. I can’t be required to do the impossible.]
2. I can’t. [or we can’t or it can’t be done]
a. There’s nothing I ought to do here. [by modus tollens on 1, 2]
If we tidy up the wording, this is a deductively valid argument.  It’s unsound whenever premise 2 is false.  All the roadblocks to ethics are similar in that they somehow involve a false or exaggerated impossibility claim.  
For every roadblock of this form, the reply should be a “we can” of some sort: We can do X, and here’s how. (Don’t forget to propose a plan!)

(anti)Futility Exercises
Think about the times someone has frustrated you by appealing to futility, then state, as best you can remember, what they said.
Describe a workplace scenario in which someone might use this appeal to futility to avoid dealing with a real ethical problem. 
Come up with a good response – one that is professional and respectful but potentially effective in engaging your interlocutor with the problem.


Keep in mind: 
Persistence is a virtue when you’re right and it’s important. Sometimes the newbie or the outsider sees more clearly than the old guard. 
It’s also a virtue to know how to pick your battles and when to let it go. Sometimes you don’t have all the info.  You might be the one who doesn’t get it.
What to do?  Reason!  Talk to people!  Maybe this isn’t the time to discuss it but you can find time later.  If you ask in a manner that demonstrates you sincerely want to understand, rather than asking like a Terrier who’s ready to kill the rat, you might be able to make some progress.
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