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Introduction

Hi, and welcome to this third session of a busines
ethics tutorial T oddikee yo finish taking you
throughthe basic theory of how to makational
choices and therefore ethical choices 1 6 m
beginby finishing up some of themifications of
the generalizatioprinciple which | talked about in
the last session Namel y, talkabomt ¢
fiduciary duty andnoral agency Then |
take you through the other two conditions for
making ethicathoices So here wego.

Fiduciary Duty

What is fiduciary dutg IveryGnsportant
concept in business A F i abmesfriora they 0
Latin word forloyalty, andit refers to being loyal to
the interest of the owners of the business; that is,
the stockholdersFore x a mp | nmea, membfer of
the board of directorsr atop executive oa

b usi neswnedbl stackdolderthen Ihave
an agreement with them s ah agéncy agreement
which means that make decisions on their behalf
and heycompensate mir that

We havea notionin popular culture here in the U.S
that business eits is all about fiduciary duty, and
t h esnathdg else td. You simply have to
maximize profits fotheownersandt h es nathéng
else to think about

Actually, the first questionn business ethias
always what is the ethical action for tlmevnersof

the businesd Suppose, for e

hn Hooker
ss, Carnegie Mellon University
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Fiduciary duty
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Condition for rational choice:
— Be consistentwith your goals
+ Condition forrational choice:
negy coantthwith who you are
going to
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Fiduciary duty
A fiduciary obligation is based on a promise
to owners (stockholders).
— Specifically, an agency ! .

agreement.
There is more to business
ethics than fiduciary duty.
— Many people run their own business.

— Applies primarily to directors
and top executives.

(@)
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Fiduciary duty

The prior question for business ethics:
— What are the ethical duties of the owners?
If a decisionis ethical for the owners...

— ltis normally ethical for fiduciaries to carry
it out.

If a decisionis unethical forthe owners...

— Arefiduciaries obligated to carry it out on
their behalf?

— This is a promise-keeping issue.

x ampl e, that
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running a businesand | wouldike to shutdowna factory in llinois andmove it to Metnam |

say this is my fiduciary dutypecause the lab@ cheapet h e r e s prcitalde for thed

business However, | first have to ashat if the owners of the businessre sitting at my

desk,running their own busing® Suppose the stdulders were heractually making the

decisions themselvedNould it be ethical fothemto do tha? I so, then fine, | can do it on

their behalf, and perhapsiadve an obligation to dib on their behalf On the other handsuppse

it  w oheéthdcalfor the stockholders to shut down tlaetorylike that l 6m not maki
judgment,bus u p p 0 s e tibda ethiwabDo I hdve &n obligation to do it on their behalf

when itis unethical fothemto do it? l'tds Pt so cl ear,

| & artually goromise keepind i | e mm @romisedhéowreers of the business to take good

care of their business exchange for my compensatiomWell, suppose that promise entails

doing something that would hmethical fothemto da Am | obligated to keep the promise?

| think the lesson here is thtlte prior questions alwayswhat isethicalfor the owners of the
businessbecause they are resysible for the business |l 6m going to address
mo st mgoingtol olodk & eéthical ra un@thicabf the owners of the business

Moral Agency

| would like to move to another issue thaklpped e 5
overin the last sessionl startedwith the Moral agency
assumptiorthat people act for a reas@nd| Why must actions have reasons?
derived everything from thathé reason has to be g;j-]g way to distinguish action from mere
consistentandtherdore has to be generalizable, — Alnsect's behavior is explained ﬁ
and so forth. Why did | start with that assumption? 2V hoaseandefectandso /i
There is a deep reason. andcsm rw@)fmg to — Human actions are moral agents when their
i A ! - behavior can also be plausibly explained as based

come back tat, | think | shouldsay something on reasons.

b t -t Ethics can be applied to complex robots, beings
apout It. from another planet.

It has to do with the way that we distinguish
behavior from action Suppose, for exampl#hatl leave ny bedroom window open onvearm

night A mosquitobuzzesn my window and bites me. Dowant to hold thenosquito

responsible for that acti@nProbably not, becausgsquitoes are the products of chstry and

biology i1 tds instinct,h6 abourglamalkstbymyepen winddwpseesey pp os e
wallet on the nigtdtand,quietly climbs into the windowandsteals mywallet. Do Ilwant to hold

the burglar responsible for thatc t i on ? We tend to satthe yes, of
burglaib actionsare determineds much by chemistry and biologys t he mosqguwi t 006 s.
the difference between the burgéard the mosquif®

Over the centuries iVestern civilization, we havdeveloped the theory to explain that

difference Thedifference is that the burgl@ractioncanalsobe explainedsthe result of

ratiocination. That is to say, the burglar fourdsongo climbthrough that windovandsteal

mywal | et . Heldoke d lavie to haye nicé bofile of Jack &niels whiskeyand

if I could steal his walldtcouldgot o t he | i gquor store and get it.



This is how we distinguishoral agents that is, peoplevho make free decisiorisfrom
mosquitoes.] twhsy revetnosquitoesThe actions omoral agentsanbe explainedsthe
resultof deliberationas theresult of reasons theadduce for it. Tiey may not be good reasons
but weoughtto be able to attribute reasons to tr@amehow. Tis is what makes us huams
moral agentsandthis is why the reasadior our actionhas to be coherent and consisteAn
inconsistent reasonisnotareagsonbecause it doesnodt make

exampleto make sense as a reason

Yo u daotuaflyhave to be humato be a moral agengs long as/our behaviorcan be
explainedon the basis of reasan¥ery soonfor example, will have in our households,
particularly elderly householgsobotsthat do the housework for us. Thésses the issyeo
you have to be nice to your roBoDo youhave to teat it like amoral ager? Once you start
expl aining y o usaresoltoiahe tobBtrabiandlesandi deliberatioonce you
start thinking about the robos aomeane who makes decisions basedeasonsyou have a
moral agent in your housét& a matter of howou regard or explain the actionstbéagent.

sense

This notion of agency igmportant h ethicsbecause

Tepper

SEHGOL OF BUSINESS

itd Bconsistent adhirrational to destroy agency

T h e r brigstorybehind thivutno matter who
we areorwhatwe do  w et daitame8s we are
agentsand can make freghoices incansistent
to destroy agenclyecause if | hava good reason to
dest oy s o me ageney it showdde® an
equally good reason to destroy my agefisy
similar circumstancés We find it to be unethical to

destroy agencyYou can do that in many ways.
Murderis destruction of agengws isthrowing

Moral agency

Fundamental obligation: respectagency.

— Rules out murder, coercion,
slavery, mental incapacitation,
denial of cognitive
development.

Except perhaps for purpose
of presemnving agency.
| can't rationally consent to

loss of agency. no matter
what my purposes.

Tepper School of Businss

someone in jail for no rean coercion serious bodily injuryrefusal to allow soone to
develop their cognitive capabilitiesnd so forth We will come back to this in @uple of our

cases

The Utilitarian Test

N o wm godng to move oto the two final conditiongor making a rational choiceThe first
oneis to be consistenwvith your goals It begins with the premiseery similar tothe one | used

for the first principle: wheryou do somethingyou

doitasameanstoanend Tsls@neteirg you L(ﬂ)cl
have in mind aa goal. Ultimate goals

An action is a means to an end.
| often ask my Students ﬁy\Me you in class — You want to achieve some goal or state of affairs.
today? 6 fABecause youdre| ggih “Lﬂlh:ﬁ:,;yc B e
ASo what, it have aj|qui z. Want t
good grade on the qui z.0 nWhy?o N Be c q
want a good grade in the course. o A Wh
wantagod grade in the course?o0 nBecause
want a good GPA. OO i Wi a_good GPA?O( -

qgui z.
0O ma
A US e

do
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ABecause | want a job at Gol dman Sachs. 0 A Wh
because | want to be successful and wagRPohy. o
AAhé Let me think about that Il want to driv
Cod. o AWhy do you want a summer home on Cape
guess. | 6m not sure that will work, but | wa
Atsomepaityouhave t o deci dehateven $alfi ¢ 16,5 gaingy th cad tbat . wW
utility. T hat 0 svhich theresis thel mebns¥ou may have several ends, but you must

have at least one. The utilitarian principle sayake up youmindwhattheendiswh at it 0s

all fori and stick to it Vewmrding wvith that

Wheredoesthis gad? Letds say hpappiness i s mypsen(d.

It means thak think happiness is intrinsically T

valuable not valuable as a means to something | Utilitarianism

else, butvaluabl i n i tsel f. I 1 . Eubpodk bahappinebsibintheRaly gooli N B N
happinesss good and ifhappiness is goodhen an ultimate goal.

anyone should have inmyself or someone else. In :gﬁ:;"n{;"‘e shouldhave i,

fact, if | have a chance to make someone else Let's call the ultimate goal utility. -E-

happy | should do it becauseébklieve happiness is I should try to create as much

gOOd utility as | can. D

Many people r econ¥ihced byhis line of S ——

argument, so let maut it adifferent way Let me

ask you, whatdéds wrong |with causing ﬁ{lﬁ_g@ple pai

Sometimes we cause people pain, such as shot i

" N The underl¥ing argument
the arm, so fuhey3@Kahot he

g\l\gy |ts it wrong for me to cause someone pain?

becaus a\{oicﬂgte@tesr patn o, the f_utureBut_ Because | regard pain as bad.
wh & Wrﬁng WlthcaUSIng people gratUItOUS pall’]’> — Maybe one of my ultimate goals is to avoid pain.
What 6s wrong with t hat|, Bgifgapishad tienpopneshouisyfferitmg y p e
. —,ﬁthat else Wltmian 0 say pain is bad? .
generalizabl e, wh o Kk nolws_ % ey oW&nksoha psnoud @l r §ason i
wrong maybe thatl think thatpain isinherently causing painfor anyone.
bad |t 6s ] u gding o BVD'i(dE, EXbe'ph g Thﬁsagleﬁ.?esforhappiness(positiveutility).
to avoid greater pain tHature, for myself or .
someone elseT h & thedonly reasonthink of for e L T T
whyls houl dndét harm pmople—anrd——catse trlhm___,qm_'“r.
gratuitously. So if pain is badno one should suffer b S
it. The underlying argument

But maybe | am interested only in my

| 6 m g @pplythat daroe argumetd positive happiness. |
utity, to happiness. dift 0s foRETSTATEHTEE W m
you reject my argument about happinessy o u g r e dstncton

— But 1 don't claim this.

1%

nt . S

gOing tOhavetO rejeCF myargumenabOUt pain’ . —ASO the distinction is arbitrary and therefore
and expl ai rswrongto coreeuprahdy |i t QGmational

slap someone in the fat@ no reason You have

to explainthattomeSo | 6 m going [to accept this

Tepper School of Business » William Larimer Meflon, Founder
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|  may s athink hafipihess is gogdut |

happen to be interested only in my own happiness lﬂzp%
My happiness i s no grdntf|fWiltadgantest anyone el geds,
butlonlycarmebout mine. 0 T| h- arite WiiGrian tesBolbwé: O N a | i flo
can make some distinction between my happiness - g;pee;';od“ﬁilfgoose an action that maximizes net
and your s, b uarbitrarilydayingd t|. l 6m just
that | care only about my happinessutBf i t [6 s
arbitrary t hereds no reason for it; thatods what
fiarbitraryo means. It h esnceréason forjt 1 t|06 s
irrational.
That leads to thatilitarian test You should —
choose an actiothat maximizes total net utilitipr lepper
everyone concernedyeryonet affects. Measuring utility
Otherwise  yrenincansistent _ _
o All this assumes there is some way to measure
the utility of an outcome.

Measuring Utlllty How do you measure happiness?
Now somepeople worry about whether you can
measure utility Actually, shat & hard as you
might think. How do you measure happin@sn
most case;ommonsense willsuffice, but if you
want to know, there is a theory calletlity g it f s -l i . e
theory For exampleif you want to measure e

. . . pper
utility against income or wealth, you cdo that e
witha utility curve. T h eMgaduring utiiitys ual | y concave
C ur v e ss;onetorthe slide &Go as you get o Calibrate a utility function. ..
wealthier,eachnewdollar is worth lessthan the ﬁjuacf::ﬂg?hg;eh@;“r:’efm example.
previous, because the curve is conca¥eu can '
actually build one of these curves for yoursatid .
we can build one for everyone |l wondt go
how to do it,but youcando it. §£O:tuallyt nét Concave utility curve
so hard to measure utility

Utilitarian vs. Generalization Test

How about Jennifer? dtrember he? She is the studengotthihods

greatjob offerin New York Gty but hadalready signed to worfor someone elseShe gave the
ar g u meon know | Bowld create more utilitworking atthejob I like in New York Gty
than | <coul d wor king at t he gvermnetheightooand t
obligationto break my contract in Cleveland and go to NewKk? d_ e t & sthagsheavould
create more utility in New drk. Thatmeanshat breaking her contthand going to Newr ork
satisfies the utilitarian testit absolutely does That s great. The
generalization test. You havepass all the tests

onl

0 (

k e

y



more utility than their second choice hire.
— She personally will be happier at Glamour.

Tepper School of Business = William Lariver Mellon

r_l—ém. Té ..... -,.\m..:
Jennifer’s job Jennifer’s job
Jennifer might reason: So signing with Glamour
— Someone else will create as much utility at Midwest passes the utilitarian test.
as she would.
— Her unique qualifications for Glamour will create mm

But... it must satisfy the
other two conditions of
rational choice.

— It has already failed the
generalization test.

Ho we v e rs,anothdr ssueeré Dongt these epper
two testscome into conflic? t It tsul that o
Jennifercan actually creatsmoreutility working Jennifer’s job

att he j ob s he brealysgsingtob e ¢ gtngieGlanguh e 0

satisfy thecustomersn New York, while she "jvrjf;ﬁ; ote utlty than

would be borednd unproductive in Cleveland? — Doesn't this create an GLAMOUR
Doesndt that greater uti$o9gry give her

to work in New York, whereas thgeneralization
testgives her ambligationto work with the
company shsigned with?

— Duoesn't Jennifer have
conflicting obligations?
- No...

Ly ——

Actually,no, t $in® coeflict Neither

principal overrides the otheandthe reason is

Tesier
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this. Theutilitarian test saythat Ihave to choose
theactionthat maximizesitility, but what |
choosehas to be aaction To be a action,jt

has tosatisfythe other conditions for rational
choice So ifgoing to New Yorkviolatesthe

Utilitarian test (clarified)

One should choose an action that maximizes
net expected utility and meets the other
conditions for rational choice.

— An option that fails another condition is not an
action.

generalization test, |{then itos really
| just tal kendtexarbisingt tlhat . | 6 m M=
agency b e c a s soeoherdnteratiandle for Q’Z_Z.@
whatl Mdoing 1 t s just behajior, somethrtng
l'i ke a twitch, or a m [
notreallyahumaa ct i on i dohetefite red6 s —no TG
rationale So theestfor utility only requires us ppa

to maximize dility subject to the condition that
the actiorobeys all teotherr ul e s . notS o
required togo to New York to satisfy that
condition

Thesame thing goe®r stealinga watch in the
department storetalkedabout. | could probably
increase utilityoy shopliftingawatch The store
isinsureda n d tuwnisRitdwhile 1 get a new

Stealing the watch

\éfegllng alwafeh may actually increase overall

utility. )

— The shop is insured against
theft anyway.

But theft fails the

generalization test.

— Also violates the law,
normally ungeneralizable.

Tepper School of Business » William Larimer Meflon, Founder
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watch My gainis probably greater than theirloss That 6s fine, 1t passes
it doesndt pass Yohhavetppasetmemhbli zati on test.

Satisficing

nnnnnnnnnnnn

Some people ask, whatyibu card tell how to e
maximize utility? Y o u tgredictihe Lack of knowledge

consequences ofstyebutyoua ¢ t Whetifi dgn'tknowhaif nyciutfity @ill result?
dondt have to be omnis s ghpfifiaran testdggeptipae g h av e t o

only rationality.

\ 4

X4

be rational You have to say|  Niknolidbenbtbe ukeasbnbble to belide hatiyO [N @ | |y
believethat no otheraction would create great action maximizes Ullily, oiven the evidence.

. . ~ — But | must make a reasonable = = ==
ut i | i tnygkaytOm thenotherdvandchrdo t I e efforttoresearch the issue. >

Aswhen | drive to an unfamiliar

lazy about it. have b do some research on the isspe destination.
to find out the consequences of my actiors

Tepper School of Business » Wilfiam Lari

| t 6s | itkkae fdrriievnidnbgs house f or a par t y, but |
dond know where the house is. One way to do that imin the car andrive around town

until 1 find it. |  coul dsjudtoot matiorealt , |kt ubts putrdartte eforintal t o
looking at a map oGP Ssystemandfind out where itis Ontheot her h awadtfo | dono
spencdeight hourgesearchng thelocationbefore Igo, b e ¢ a u &awe time far tha @atty

This is calledsatisficing You find an optimal balance betwessearching the issandtaking

action This is a term due tblerb Simon, my former colleaginrereat Carnegie Mellon.

Sacrificial Giving?

Th e s &sd an issue of tlewncavity of the utility ngpei
curve. Remember that as you get richer, each Charitable contributions?
successivelollar isworth lesgo you. So an extra Giving to the poor increases net utility.
$1000 is worth less to Bill Gates than to me. ~ The giftis worth more fo the poor than fo me.

— Giving most of what | have maximizes utility.

That means thdtcan takeb1000and give it tasome
very poor guyandincrease net utilitypecause he et ity gain
gains more thanlbse Doesndt that .mp at |
have an obligatioto give awayalmost everything,

to givesacrificialy, to all the poowof the world So

| will impoverishmyself, but @ lotdsttérl |
off and gain more than | lose. D&ave an
obligation to do that? Doesnodot thatlepsaepm r at
rather severg —

Uity i)

b e

Charitable contributions?

Actuallyyno, t here is no such ~dN '9I"°f9§: “on because i
. . = Ifeveryone g esacnfcwal\y ere wduld be much
not generalizable. Suppose everyone sacrificially less wealth to distribute.

We must invest in productive capacity.

ga_\_/eaway a" thel[ aSSQtSO a..S to increase Overa" . It would be impossible to achieve the purpose of the
utility ( t Is the réasofor doing it). Thent h esr € @&  acion—toincrease uiility

. . . — Avow of poverty is generalizable if there are more specific
nothing left tobuild a productive ecamy. We resons for it

c a nndestin infrastructureor ourkidsbeducation

because wedve given etverything away. Sp it d

Tepper School of Business » William Larimer Mellon, Founder




generalize Everyonewill be worse offif we —
generalize this practicbgcausave w berabld to Tepper
build the economyhat allows us to givéhings away. Charitable contributions?

On the other handnoderate generosity is perfectly

Solution: give a moderateamount.

consi stent wi t hs genemeé- asi| n Owe mhl(etourhrlr‘larylcoﬁtnlﬁtlon tﬂroujh our |
S 0 B Wl’mttWé ShOUldO. We ShOUld be work, taking care of our families, efc.
moderately generous, generous up to a point. Most

people are.

Self-interest

Regarding the issue of seilfterestpeoplesometims e
getupset about t . wésumposédtto be self
intereste@ We carstill be selfinterested most of the Iepper
time, consistent withthe utilitarianprinciple If you Self interest

think aboutit | 6 m t h esinghe besto N W h. 0gQfinterest still plays a

position totake care of myselfNo oneelse can get me  majorrole.

up in the morningindmake me go to work\We can ™ greaten: Contol over
better control utilitypy focusing on what we do their own weffare.

. — Obligati h
personally. Wdnave control over our own actions, and as one acqures

thereo6s r ealcdngo aboat bthea s mju ¢ hresPopsPiy foroters
peopl® welfareas my own. take care of myself first
becausé have control over myself

Tepper School of Business « William Larimer Melian, Fossder

However, a we get oldeand take on responsibilitiéskids, clients, studentsour actions tend
to affect other people more and mot®owe havea stronger obligation to think aboather
peopl ebs wel f-iaterest. Bostunavety) as weagow aded become more mature
ethicallyandhave the ability to take on that obligation

The same goes for a business. What should a business 12}’132
do? | tt give Bwayielvedythiag pro bono Business contributions
causesbecause if businessdisl that generallythey T

wouldn e able to attraghvestors Therte | wo Wdsihshalsits primary contribution through

be any busineds givethings away A b usi|n e gegsfyrgblecreation of valuable goods and
primary contribution is doing its jolmaking products :
and services in a responsible waBusiness creates ar
enomous amount of positive utility byoing what it

does best This is he great attraction of business. = “MelG e Eompantos shalkbiaka e Hono

. contributions — whether or not it benefits PR.
You can get a lot of good things dorieeople work .
together, t h ey 6leaen tododt well, s S B R

and they get very good @t So this is what a businestould spendhost of |ts timedoing’i
doing what it does welln a responsible wayoas to create positive utility.

As a business becomes more matanestablished corporatioit can start thinking about pro
bonoprojects like buildingnfrastructureand schools in developing countries, and so forth. A

o



startuphasto be more seiléh, justasyoungpeople haveéo be more selfisko invest in

themselvesso that they can invest in others later.
Choosing a Career

Finally, people often ask me abdutw to choose a
career It would seempffhand that theprinciple of
utility would require me to go into a careehevre |
can dothe most good | shaild be a heart surgeon
and save lives. | should be a relief worker in the
flood plains of Bangladesh, or whatever. Wighye
are allheart surgeons and relief workaitsings

aren @gobing to work Someone has to make toilet
seats.Sowhat do we do hefe

Tepper
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Choice of career

Must | choose the career with maximum

positive impact?

— Not generalizable. »
We can't all be surgeons or g P
relief workers. } D . 14"_—-‘/
The reasons for my choice

must be mare specific than
maximizing impact.

— Subject to generalizability...

| should choose a career that | can reasonably believe
maximizes overall utility, given who | am.

Tepper School of Business » Willium Larimer Meflon, Founder

If I choose to barelief worker or heart surge@imply for the purpose of creating more utility
t h anotgeneralizable, becauseeWeryore did it simply for that reason,ev  w o tickedten 6
more utility. No one would make cars, sweep the floor, and so forth. So | musnoase
specific reasons for my career choidevant to create positive utilitgbsolutely and make a
contributioni andl can tell you thapeoplewart to make a contribution but| do it for reasons
that are peculiar to mend considemy owndesires, vision, dreams, aadilities. We canall

choosea career that makes a positive contribution

and tatteantage obur peculiarstrengths

andinteress. | t 6 s g e n e rvarything wdoks @ut poséivelg. e

Virtue Ethics

Tepper
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The final conditiorfor an ethical choice is
something called virtue ethics. t adlitle squishy
and vague, Dbsuhe desidingfadtor. m
Ithastodowiththe r i nci pl e: act
congstentwith who you are The idea ishat you

c atrdécide how to live yourlifae nl es s t |
some basis for this decision. hias to come from
somevher e, s ome re deeandwhd
we are

— An efort to find common ground on who we are as
1 er éJmeé] gings,

Virtue ethics

A rational decision can’t come from nowhere.
— It must be based on a larger understanding of our

es roie intthe@urld,
. — We can't decide what to do untl{ weﬁecédetwh%we

I Ihre an@why Wkechely.
This leads to virtue ethics.

A

why web

Tepper School of Business « William Larimer Mellon, Founder

Weré going tary to find common grounds to

Tepper
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why wedre here and who
translate this into ethics. Thisay seem a hopeless
task b u ts adtubllg aneld &ditionhere called
virtue ethics, that <co
this to you, angrou can see what you think of it

Aristotle said that wean somBmes explain how
things workteleologicaly. Thatmeanswve give

thema purpose. For example, whexplaning the

Veleological explanagon

Teleological explanation makes sense of things
by assigning them a purpose or function in a

system.
me —STe-fost DLFDOQ m Ar

Aristotle

Tepper School of Business « William Larimer Mellon, Founder
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humanb o d vy , Il mi ght s ahgast
isthere t o pump bl ood. t |
provethis, but itcertainly helg us to understand
wh againgon n t h eThéwaywe.tedl what
is the purpose of the thing is timd out whati ¢ 0
uniquelyqualified to do in that system. Kidneys

d o tpdmpblood very wel] so that must not be
why they are there, but hearts are good at it.

Aristotle appliedhis idea to human being¥Vhat
are weuniquely qualifiedo bring to thisworld,

N1 can terll
t has a purpo

Teleological explanation

The function of a thing is to do what it is

uniquely qualified to do.

— The heart’s function is to pump blood.

— Ahuman being’s function is to bring uniquely
human qualities to the world (virtues).

Courage, honor, loyalty. (applied) intelligence.
aesthetic sensibility, sophrosyne.
Otherwise, why are we here?

Tepper Schaol of Business » William Larime:

somethinghothing else can brirty He thought it
was t he v icourageangelligénces u c

h as mBIujfs

honor,andfriendship Lions and
courage; they arenlybrave b ec auste t
overcome their fearsSquirrelsd o redjay the
sunsetso far as we knoywbut wehuman beings
havea e st het i ¢ ®reeofourbirtuési t
These virtues are@hat we hmans uniquely have
Maybe t hatebege whiMa ywhehp t
we are and if so we should act consistentligh
those vitues

Wgoeveass donot have

h e #If-corﬁle@oﬁuﬁ:nomous moralagent
defines who we are.

It commits us to the rationality-based ethics
described here.

. Achoicelof ¢arégrgefineswho we are in
professional life.
— We should be true to this choice.

hat 6s
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Sometimesa choice of career, particularly in our
culture,defines who we areandwe should have
consistentlywith the mission of our career.
Otherwise, we are alienated from ourselves.

In fact, the two prior conditionsgave you the
utilitarian test and the generalization testrereally
based on our setfonceptasrational moral agents
They draw out the consequences of that self
concept and so are really special cases of virtue
ethics.

Virtue ethicsis vague but it does tell ushat if

t h esnaecoénflict of virtueswe shoulchot act
contrary to a virtue, becauti®at would beaction
contrary to who wareashuman beings Another
word for this isfintegrity. 0 I't comes
word & finteger or whole number Integity
means wholenesdf we have integrity thenwe act
in accordance with whave are. or example, if |
doublecrossa friend I dondét want
It keeps maup at nightandl donét wa
myself inthe mirror It alienates me ém myself

Integrity

The fundamental goal is integrity (wholeness).
— Actions must not alienate you from your humanity.
— You must be able to “live with” your actions.

SCHGOL OF SUSINESS

The practical content

Virtue ethics is rather vague, but it tells us:

— ltis irrational to sacrifice a virtue, except for the
sake of another virtue.

from the same

to think about

K c
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can



and splits my personality, in a way. | am losing integrity by acting against who | am as a human
being,because padf being humaiis taking care of your friends. Ifhave no friendsno

concept of friendship, thein 6 mat fully human. So integrity is nohonestyor whatever, but is

being a whole person

s Job 505 f

Jennifer’s job

Jenni fer

Let 6 s g oennifea Slke igenapted tdoreak o
. ~ Honor is a virtue.
herwordto the company in @veland That|{0sS kyouwod
violation of honor. According to Aristotle, honor ig - ;:gasd;s the only vitue atsiake, then the choice is
part of whowe are as human beings. If we have no '

Developing intellectual potential is also a virtue.

sense of honor w e 6fullghuman t S®a t|h a-tmul te new ofer
violation of her integrity Sothe virtue testis passed.

— There is a conflict of virtues.

On the otler hand, one dbur virtues is intellectual

capacity. Jennifer thinks that by going to New T
York, she can develop her rational faculties, be mpre
competent, and take advantage of her abilities. So lepper

she has aonflict of virtues. In acase likethis, we Jennifer’s job
h ave . tos rsoal@ar VEI’_dhCEfrOTB me virtue Scorecard: Take the NYC job?
test. But in somecases there is a cleasrdict. = ‘Genetalization test: il

— Utilitarian test: pass
— Virtue ethics test: conflict of virtues, therefore pass

So if weput up a scorecard fdr e n n iddcisiono S
she passes two of the tests but fails the
generalization test she goes to New adfk without
the consent of her emplagein Cleveland.

What’'s Coming

I n the next mpgomgtetakegoa s s|i QeRts | O

throggh some examples, some ma‘ell cases, Some examples from everyday life
startng with easy oneand then moving oto more
difficult business case studieSee you then
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