        PHL 345: Business Ethics (4 Credits) MW 3 – 4:50 p.m., C101 Wonders Hall

Instructor:  Prof. James Roper (roper@msu.edu)







Phone:  699-5141(H), 517-927-2408 (Cell)


    Office: 510 S. Kedzie Hall

Office Hours: MW, 5:15-6:15 p.m. (& by appt.)

     Web:  philosophy.msu.edu
TEXT:
(1) Manuel Velasquez, Business Ethics: Concepts and Cases, 7th Ed.

   
(2) I will distribute a number of my papers.  There will also be film clips.
DESCRIPTION: This course was originally designed for juniors and seniors in business or related programs, but many others may find it useful and even important.  (See below.)  There are four broad educational objectives. First, we will learn to identify the ethical dimensions of business practice—with special emphasis on the role of the large corporation.  Second, we will learn enough about ethical theory to conduct an ethical inquiry into a problem in order to reach an ethically justifiable resolution.  Third, we will bring theory and practice together by studying the ethical dimensions of business relationships with employees, consumers, government, the environment, the law, and society as a whole.  Fourth, special emphasis will be placed on learning to express one's thoughts on these matters in a clear and well-argued manner.  
A SPECIAL FEATURE of the course is a novel approach to case studies.  The class will be divided into four-person groups.  These groups will be further divided into two 2-person teams, which will debate each other regarding selected cases in a way that parallels intercollegiate "values" debate.  The class will include sufficient instruction in this approach to cases to enable students to engage in this educationally valuable exercise.  Students will, for example, learn a special form of note taking called "flowing" to keep track of the arguments presented in the debates.  (Because we will not involve ourselves in debate theory except in the most minimal sense, the time spent learning to "debate" will not be greater than the time usually required to learn any worthwhile approach to doing case studies.)  
PREREQUISITES:  The only prerequisite for PHL 345 is that students have achieved at least junior standing.  I believe that upper level students in business and business related programs will find a course which focuses specifically on the ethical aspects of business practice to be of obvious relevance in today's increasingly complex business environment.  Because of the socially pervasive nature of many of the topics covered, the course should also be of interest to non-business students—especially pre-law students, students in labor and industrial relations, and any student going into a profession that requires him or her to interact with the business community.  Students in the social sciences will find this normative approach to business ethics an essential complement to the empirical study of “values.”  Indeed, any student who expects to participate in the decision making processes of this country must have an understanding of the elements of this course because of the enormous role business, especially large corporations, play in our political life.  The new reality of the relationship between government and, especially, large corporations is examined in detail in some of my papers, which will help us frame our discussions and debates.
GRADING AND ASSIGNMENTS:  Students (usually in groups of four) will participate in a case presentation in the form of a debate in front of the class.  This will involve writing a short position paper and doing some research.  There will be two in-class examinations, which include both essay and multiple choice/true-false questions.  There will also be 8 to 12 "pop" quizzes on the reading assignment for the day.  Any student who carefully reads the assignments should do well on these quizzes.  (I will collect many "flows," on a random basis, which will count as pop quizzes.)  The lowest quiz grade (including flow grades) will be dropped in computing a student's quiz/flow average.  This average will count 25% of the final grade.  The two examinations will each count 25%, and the debate will count 25% of the final grade.  Where a student's final average falls between two grades, I look at class participation, progress, etc. to determine the grade.  I use the following scale for calculating grades:  90-100 (4), 85-89 (3.5), 80-84 (3), 75-79 (2.5), 70-74 (2), 65-69 (1.5), 60-64 (1), below 60 (0).  I “round up” grades but I do not round grades to the tenth place.  For example, an 84.45 counts as an 84.4, which does not round to an 85.  It follows that 84.45 is recorded as a 3.0.  On the other hand, an 84.5 would be rounded up to an 85, which is a 3.5.  In the debates, 4.0 is a 95 on the 0 - 100 scale.  4.0- is a 90.  3.5+ is an 89.  And so on.  (4.0+ is 100.)  I follow University guidelines regarding academic dishonesty.  See the appropriate URL.  Students who miss exams or quizzes may be excused for University approved activities, religious holidays, and illness.  Appropriate documentation is required beforehand, except in the case of illness, where documentation may be provided (soon) after the event.  Students who miss the final exam because of illness must inform the instructor of this immediately.  
INSTRUCTIONAL MODEL:  I designed this course so that students need to attend class and do assignments regularly to perform satisfactorily.  Classes consist of (usually short) lectures, student debates, and/or class discussion.  There may be videos.  Late assignments will be accepted only in unusual circumstances.  (NOTE: This is not a "lecture course."  I believe most of the reading material is sufficiently clear that it should be an affront to serious students for me simply to rehash it.  Most class time is spent exploring the interface between the theoretical aspects of the text and the world of business practice through debates and discussions—which will also be covered on the exams.  Class time will also be spent on my papers, which will be distributed by e-mail.  These usually will require some explanation.  

PRELIMINARY SYLLABUS:  Note that this is subject to change as conditions warrant.  (For example, I may assign some additional articles, by others and/or myself—and possibly additional films or speakers.  I may rearrange the scheduled debates.)
Aug.  31
Introduction to the Course.  Discussion of “class debates” and 

cases.  Tentative selection of cases.  I’ll give you some time in 
class to think about this before deciding.  Very brief treatment 
of informal logic.  (See handout at end of syllabus.)  Short “Special Topics” clip from film “Inside Job.” 
Sept. 
5

LABOR DAY – NO CLASS
7

Velasquez, pp 4-8., 1.1 [The Nature of Bus. Ethics] and 1.2 [Ethical 

Issues in Business].  (Read Velasquez’ footnotes pp. 458ff. for ALL Vel. readings; also read ON THE EDGE cases associated with sections.)    Some comments on the debates.
12               Velasquez, 1.3 [Moral Dev. & Reasoning]. (Review 1.1, 1.2 and 
class 
notes.)  Wide Reflective Equil. and “The Public Philosophy of Business.”  “Is Business a Game?” (E-mailed Roper paper.)  Schedule debate discussions.

14 

Lecture on Class Debates. Roper debate article (on syllabus).  Begin 



FILM: “The Corporation.”  Roper, “Covenant”, Ch. 1.
19
Review Roper debatearticle, other material. Finish “The 
Corporation.” Roper, “Covenant”, Review Ch. 1.
21 

Velasquez, 1.4 [Moral Responsibility and Blame].  CASES FOR 

DISCUSSION [end of Ch. 1.] Roper, “Covenant”, Ch. 2. Clip from film “Fair Game.”  (Illustrates importance of “framing.”)

26

Velasquez, Intro., 2.1 [Utilitarianism].  Roper, Review Ch. 2.

28

Velasquez, 2.2 [Rights & Duties].  Roper, “Covenant”, Ch. 3.
Oct.
3

Velasquez, 2.3 [Justice and Fairness].

5

Velasquez, 2.4, 2.5 [Care; Integration; WRE, again].  Roper, 

“Covenant”, Review Ch. 3.

10

Velasquez, 2.6, 2.7 [Virtue; Unconscious].  CASES FOR 
DISCUSSION.  
12

Velasquez, Intro., 3.1, 3.2, 3.3 [Locke; Smith; Ricardo].  
17

Velasquez, 3.4, 3.5 [Marx; Conclusion]. CASES FOR DISCUSSION.



Roper, “Covenant,” Ch. 4. DEBATE: 
The GM Bailout (See V.)
         19 
Velasquez, Intro, 4.1, 4.2 [Perfect; Monopoly].  Handout 1st Exam. 


Review Roper, “Covenant,” Ch. 4.
24
Velasquez, 4.3, 4.4 [Olig.; Publ. Pol.].  Computer Memory & Oracle.  
CASES FOR DISCUSSION.  

DEBATE: Intel’s ‘Rebates’ (see V).
26
Velasquez, Intro. 5.1, 5.2 [Pollution..; Ethics of...]. DEBATE: Gas or 

Grouse
31
FIRST EXAMINATION 
Nov.
2       

Velasquez, 5.3 [Ethics of Depl. Res.].  Exporting Poison Case. 

CASES FOR DISCUSSION.  Roper, “Covenant”, Ch. 5.  

7

Velasquez, Intro, 6.1-6.4 [Markets; Contracts; Due Care; Social 

Costs].  DEBATE:  China Drug Trials
9                 Velasquez, 6.5, 6.6 [Advertising Ethics; Consumer Privacy].  CASES FOR DISCUSSION.  Roper, “Covenant”, Review Ch. 5.    
14               Velasquez, Intro., 7.1-7.3 [Job Discrim.: Nature, Extent, Utility…].

Roper
, “Covenant”, Ch. 6.   

16

Velasquez, 7.4 [Affirmative Action].  CASES FOR DISCUSSION.




DEBATE: Tobacco & Advertising
21

Velasquez, Review 7.4 [Aff. Act.].  DEBATE: Wal-Mart’s Women                                           
23               Film: “The End of 
Poverty?”  Roper, “Ponzi Schemes…” (E-mailed)  
28               Velasquez, Intro., 8.1 [Rat. Org.].  DEBATE: Becton Dickinson 

Needle Sticks
30 

Velasquez, 8.2 [Pol. Org.]. Roper, “Covenant”, Ch. 8.    Handout 2nd 
Exam.  DEBATE: Death at Massey Energy
Dec.
5

Velasquez, 8.3 [Org.Politics; Caring Org.].  CASES FOR 
DISCUSSION.  Concluding remarks.  (Discuss 2nd Exam.)

7

SECOND EXAM (Note: Second Midterm; NOT a Final Exam)
Dec.   12 (Mon.)
(3 - 5) No Final Exam, but I will be in the regular classroom to discuss your grade, course issues, the course itself, etc.  I will also return and discuss the 2nd Exam with you.  
OTHER CASES: 
Exxon Mobil et al in Guinea;

Slavery in the Cho. Business; 

Health insurance (general). 
SOME BRIEF REMARKS ON LOGIC

An argument is a sequence of sentences divided into one or more premises and a conclusion, which the premises allege to support.   

· An argument is (deductively) valid IF AND ONLY IF it is impossible for its premises all to be true and its conclusion to be false.

· For example:  
All humans are mortal.  IS VALID.
All mortals are human.     IS NOT. 

 Socrates is a human.                           Socrates is a human.    

Therefore, Soc. is mortal.                    Therefore, Soc. is mortal.                                                               

· Note that we separate the question of the truth or falsity of the premises of an argument from the question of whether the argument is valid.  In other words, a valid argument—an argument in which the premises cannot all be true and the conclusion false—may have one or more false premises.  The point will be clear when we examine the “hypothetical” nature of the definition of “validity”.

· If an argument is BOTH valid AND has all true premises, we call it “sound”.

· A “logical language” of the sort the standard view refers to is an axiomatic system (see the handout attached to the syllabus) that is designed to represent various logical relationships among the sentences of the logical language.

· Ordinary language (or ordinary scientific language) is supposed to be inter-translatable with the logical language—at least those parts of ordinary language which the standard view recognizes as cognitively meaningful.

SEE ROPER DEBATE ARTICLE ATTACHED TO THIS SYLLABUS (BELOW)

SEEM FORD PINTO CASE DESCRIPTION (ALSO ATTACHED)
4
1

