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ETHICAL THEORIES

4

We have now seen the foundations of ethical thinking and of business 
 decision‐making. We have looked at some of the decision‐making strate-
gies which businesses use to strive to maximize their profits. We have also 
seen a challenge to those business decision‐making strategies in Edward 
Freeman’s Stakeholder Theory (StakeT). As discussed in Chapter 2, StakeT 
argues that profit maximization should not be the only thing that busi-
nesses consider when deciding what to do. StakeT offered an alternative 
rationale for making business decisions: decision makers should examine 
the interests of each of the parties who are affected by their decisions. They 
should seek to act in a way that maximizes the value of all of these interests, 
not just those of shareholders.

Freeman’s solution to the problem he presents is intriguing. But it is not 
the end of our story about improving business decision‐making. In fact, it 
is only the beginning. Whereas CBA’s standard for decision‐making is 
profit maximization, and StakeT’s standard for decision‐making is (what 
we might call) stakeholder‐interest maximization, ethical theories show-
case other values as determining what a decision‐maker should do. Most 
importantly, they set standards for decision‐making: offering strategies by 
which decision‐makers can evaluate whether their decisions are ethically 
right or wrong.

These standards take the form of certain ethical values, or guidelines 
for what is (ultimately) important in life. Ethical values inform people about 
what actions they should take, what kind of people they should be, 
and  in  what kind of world they should seek to live. In this chapter, we 
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will   examine several ethical theories, which will set different standards 
( highlighting  distinctive ethical values) for making ethical decisions. The 
values relate to some of the characteristics of human beings that we dis-
cussed in Chapter 1, which make people capable of acting ethically in the 
first place: people’s abilities to make choices, to experience benefits and 
harms, to be moved by their consciences. The various ethical theories will 
offer decision‐making strategies for securing their distinctive ethical values. 
In this sense, ethical theory A pursues value A and ethical theory B pursues 
value B. The problem for us is that theory A may neglect value B and vice 
versa—but value A and value B might both be worth pursuing.

In the Preface to this book, we examined some of the differences between 
ethics and science in order better to understand what ethics is. The same 
strategy is useful here, so as to understand more clearly what ethical theo-
ries are. Both scientific and ethical theories explain phenomena in the 
world. Scientific theories explain why certain events occur: why people 
become ill when exposed to germs, what happens when you mix an acid 
and a base, why the planets in our solar system orbit around the sun. Ethical 
theories, by contrast, explain why some actions are right and others are 
wrong: why Ford should have chosen a different gas‐tank design, why 
Enron should have avoided mark‐to‐market accounting. But whereas sci-
entific theories can be tested using experiments, which affirm or falsify the 
theories, ethical theories are more difficult to confirm or falsify.

We test ethical theories by applying them to particular cases, such as the 
Ford, Walmart, B.P., and Enron cases explored in Chapter 3. As the ethical 
theories evaluate the cases, they offer guidance about what would be the 
right thing to do in the decisions the businesses faced. As we will see, these 
evaluations also provide feedback about the theories themselves: whether 
they evaluate decisions easily or only with great effort, whether their evalu-
ations agree or disagree with our intuitions about right and wrong. In this 
sense, the evaluations can be used to assess the theories themselves—and 
try to decide which ethical theories are best for evaluating case studies. 
Because people tend to have differing intuitions about right and wrong, 
though, as discussed above, these evaluations and assessments are both 
likely to be controversial. Business ethicists will probably not reach consen-
sus about ethical theories (or ethical evaluations of case studies) in the way 
that scientists will reach consensus about scientific theories.

In this chapter, we will focus on three ethical theories, associated with the 
philosophers Aristotle, Bentham, Mill, and Kant. (Bentham and Mill develop 
two versions of a single ethical theory.) Each of these decision‐making 
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strategies highlights distinctive ethical values. Aristotle focuses on virtue, 
Bentham and Mill focus on utility, and Kant focuses on duty. We do not have 
a single decision‐making strategy that encompasses all of these ethically 
important concerns.

Not only do we lack a single decision‐making strategy that includes three 
key ethical values, there might be other relevant concerns that are neglected 
by the three major ethical theories. After presenting the main views, we 
investigate some of these other concerns, as set forth in natural law theory, 
contract theory, care ethics, and feminism. Because it is possible that no 
single theory will include all of the ethical values that are relevant to par-
ticular cases, we may sometimes have to choose between them. Sometimes 
the ethical theories recommend different actions from one another, moreo-
ver, and we must decide which of these actions we prefer, all things consid-
ered. So we will discuss the strengths of each decision‐making strategy and 
then some potential problems with each of the strategies.

The Three Major Ethical Theories

We begin with utility: Bentham, Mill, and a third interpretation. Then, we 
discuss Kant’s duty‐based view. Finally, we consider Aristotle’s virtue‐based 
view. Each of these ethical theories offers a deep and wide‐ranging perspec-
tive on what is the right thing to do, what kind of person you should strive 
to be, in what kind of world it is right to live, and many other topics. In 
introducing these ethical theories for the purpose of understanding ethical 
issues in business and ethically evaluating business ethics cases, our cover-
age of the deeper and more wide‐ranging topics will, of necessity, be some-
what limited. We will focus, instead, on how to use the theories in an applied 
sense: to investigate particular problems in specific circumstances.

Our narrow and applied focus does not imply, though, that the deeper and 
more wide‐ranging aspects of the ethical theories are unimportant. The 
material covered in this volume will allow students to understand the ethical 
aspects of business decision‐making and use ethical theories to evaluate 
questions about what is the right thing to do in business. A more thorough 
appreciation of the ethical theories, though, would help you to apply the ethi-
cal theories even more effectively. As such, students are encouraged to 
explore the references to this chapter (including Bentham’s, Mill’s, Kant’s, and 
Aristotle’s original writings and some of the major scholars who have written 
about their views) along with the ethics textbook in this series, This Is Ethics.
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One more caveat before we begin. Each of the ethical theories offers its 
own standard for ethical decision‐making, which differs from that of cost‐
benefit analysis (CBA), discussed above. There are two aspects of the CBA 
decision‐making procedure, though, that we will continue using when apply-
ing our ethical theories. In CBA we began by (1) making a list of all possible 
decisions. Then, we performed CBA on all of these possible decisions. In 
doing our ethical evaluations, we will also begin by considering the possible 
decisions that a business could make. Instead of performing CBA, though, we 
will perform utilitarian, Kantian, or virtue‐ethics evaluations of each possible 
decision. One other aspect of the CBA procedure could also be useful in our 
ethical evaluations: step (5), sensitivity analysis. In the same way that CBA 
decision‐makers want to assess how confident they are of CBA’s recommen-
dations, ethical decision‐makers should consider how confident we are of our 
utilitarian, Kantian, and virtue‐ethics recommendations. In this sense, even 
as we examine different decision‐making rationales from CBA, we can retain 
some of CBA’s strengths as a decision‐making procedure.

Utility‐based ethics

Bentham’s utilitarianism According to Jeremy Bentham, the right thing to 
do is whatever will create the most utility overall. This is because Bentham 
thinks that utility is the best thing possible. What is so great about utility? 
Well, look at the definition of the term. Utility refers to anything that is use-
ful. So utility helps you to accomplish your goals, whatever those happen to 
be. Bentham thought that all people have one ultimate goal: to be happy. 
For this reason, his view is typically called hedonic utilitarianism, as he 
understands utility in terms of happiness. According to Bentham, then, the 
right thing to do is whatever produces the greatest happiness.
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Sidebar

Is it controversial that everyone’s ultimate goal is happiness? You might 
agree with this claim but other people have not. That means that the 
claim is controversial: people have different interpretations. The fact 
that a claim is controversial, though, does not mean that everyone 
is right or that you can believe whatever you want—anything goes. 
Rather, it just means that the issue has not been settled yet. Many 
issues are very difficult to resolve!
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The first thing that is important to note about utilitarianism is that the 
happiness or utility it seeks is the happiness of all of the people who are 
affected by a decision, not just the person making the decision. Bentham 
thought that what people value most is happiness. So, when they are trying 
to do the right thing, what they should try to do is maximize overall happi-
ness. They should not just try to maximize their own happiness because 
their happiness is not the most valuable thing. Happiness itself has most 
value. Overall happiness, then, is what should be maximized.

This idea about happiness has an important consequence. The right 
decision to make, for Bentham, could cause decision‐makers to be less 
happy than they would have been if they had decided to do something else. 
But the decision is still right if it makes other people happy: so long as there 
is more happiness if you add up all together the happiness that everyone is 
experiencing.

This idea of “adding happiness” is the next important thing to note about 
Bentham’s utilitarianism. When using utilitarianism to decide what to do, 
you don’t just guess what decision you think will produce the greatest over-
all happiness. Rather, Bentham offers a specific procedure, or decision‐
making strategy, to use. This decision‐making strategy is called the hedonic 
calculus. That calculus is different from the math class you take. It just 
means “calculation.” The hedonic calculus gives you a way to add up all of 
the happiness that will be caused by your decision, allowing you to decide—
by calculating—what is the right thing to do.

There are several steps to using the hedonic calculus to make a decision. 
As mentioned above, we begin by listing all of the actions that could be 
taken when facing a decision. How many actions? Well, at least two. There 
may be hundreds of other actions that you could possibly take, at least in 
theory. But you should include only the actions that are in practice possible: 
things you might likely do. As in CBA, try to aim for three to five possible 
actions on which to perform the hedonic calculus.

Next, consider all of the people who will be affected by each of the 
actions. In Sam’s decision about whether to loan Maria sub‐standard notes, 
which we looked at in Chapter 1, for example, both Sam and Maria would 
be affected by Sam’s decision. So each of them get one “vote” in the hedonic 
calculus.

The next step is to consider how happy each person who is affected by 
your decision will be as a result of your decision. This is a hard step. You have 
to assign their amount of happiness a number. That, of course, is not the way 
we are used to thinking about happiness. In order to make Bentham’s hedonic 
calculus work, though, decision‐makers must quantify happiness: they must 
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translate the amount of happiness that each person affected by their decision 
feels, as a result of their decision, into a number.

One way of quantifying happiness is using a scale of 0–10 with 10 being 
the happiest and 0 being not at all happy. Bentham does not give the scale 
himself so you have to use the scale that seems the best to you. And you have 
to use your judgment—both in choosing which scale to use and in assigning 
the numbers. The fact that you are using judgment means that your assign-
ment of numbers will be controversial. People could disagree with you about 
just how happy or unhappy they are as a result of a particular action.

Bentham does give some guidance, though, about how to estimate the 
number you assign to each person who is affected by the decision. He notes 
that there are different ways that happiness can be quantified. So, for each 
person affected by the decision, you have to consider each of the possible 
ways of quantifying their happiness. Bentham says there are seven ways to 
quantify happiness:

1. the intensity of the happiness;
2. the duration of the happiness;
3. the certainty of the happiness;
4. the remoteness of the happiness;
5. the repeatability of the happiness;
6. the purity of the happiness;
7. the extent of the happiness.

The intensity of the happiness means: how powerful is your feeling? Are 
you all smiles, bouncing up and down, unable to contain your glee (maybe 
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Sidebar Exercise

Consider these questions about the controversial nature of those 
numbers. Is there any way to assign numbers for the hedonic calculus 
in a way that is less controversial? Is there any way to assign numbers 
for the hedonic calculus in a way that is uncontroversial? And, finally: 
Is the controversial status of the numeric values that decision‐makers 
assign to happiness in the hedonic calculus a serious problem for util-
itarianism, or only a minor problem?
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a “10”) or more mildly happy (a “5”)? The duration of the happiness refers 
to how long the happiness lasts. Happiness that lasts for a longer time is 
more valuable on Bentham’s calculus. That is because happiness that lasts 
longer is more happiness and, in Bentham’s view, the amount of happiness is 
the most important thing, ethically speaking. As such, longer‐lasting hap-
piness receives a higher numeric value. The certainty of the happiness, in 
turn, refers to how confident you, the decision‐maker, are that the happi-
ness will actually result from your action. Remember that in utilitarianism 
we are evaluating actions based on their consequences: how much happi-
ness will be produced by the action. The decision‐maker may be more or 
less confident that the happiness will, in fact, result.

Decision‐makers must also evaluate the remoteness of the happiness: is 
this feeling produced immediately upon acting or does it take some time for 
the feeling to emerge? Usually we experience the feeling right away but 
sometimes—say, after a very difficult and stressful examination—we do not 
feel happy until we have had a chance to relax and recover. Bentham also 
instructs decision‐makers to consider the purity of their happiness: whether 
it is a straightforward happiness or whether it is mixed with other feelings, 
such as guilt or envy. Finally, decision‐makers consider the extent of the 
happiness, or what number of people experience the particular kind of 
happiness calculated by the previous six factors.

Phew! That is a lot of factors. In order to figure out how these quantifi-
cations can maximize overall happiness, it can be helpful to use a spread-
sheet table, like Table 4.1. Let us test out our hedonic calculus by posing a 
simple ethical question. A college student, Fred, is in need of money to buy 
some beverages for a party this weekend. His possible actions are: put the 
beverages on his credit card and pay it back later, lie to his parents that he 
needs more money for books so that they will provide the money, and skip 
the party. The parties affected by the decision include Fred, Fred’s friends, 
and Fred’s parents. Let’s say that Fred has ten friends who will be affected 
by the decision.

Try filling in Table 4.1 to figure out how much utility Fred would create 
by using his credit card to purchase beverages for the weekend party. First, 
estimate what quantity of happiness Fred, Fred’s friends, and Fred’s parents 
experience for each of the first six categories: intensity through purity. 
Then, sum those numbers. Multiply the sum by the “extent” of the happi-
ness: by one for Fred, by ten for Fred’s friends, and by two for Fred’s par-
ents. Next, add the three numbers in the “extent” row. This sum is the total 
happiness created by the action.
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Next, perform the same calculations for each of the other two possible 
actions:

Action 2: Lie to parents
Action 3: Skip party

Whichever possible action has the highest numerical value is the one that 
utilitarianism recommends.

Sounds easy enough. But which of the three actions actually creates the 
most happiness overall? Paying for the beverages with a credit card would 
create happiness now but unhappiness later (when the credit card bill is 
due). Lying to his parents would create a lot of happiness, if no one found 
out. Fred’s parents might even be happy about it because they would think 
that he was more studious than he actually is. Skipping the party might 
seem to create the least amount of happiness.

Now, this may seem like a complicated way of making a decision. But 
remember: ethics is hard. It is hard to answer these questions but it is very 
important to get the answers right. So it is worth it to put some time and 
effort into answering the questions well.

What you have just done—using an ethical theory, utilitarianism, to 
analyze a question about what to do—is one of the key methods of doing 
philosophy. But it is not the end of the philosophical process. As noted 
above, opinions about what to do are controversial. People disagree with 
them. Understanding those disagreements is the next important philo-
sophical method to cover. We can call this method: raising an objection. 
Raising an objection to the ethical evaluation that we have just done will 
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Table 4.1 Action 1: Use credit card

Fred Fred’s friends Fred’s parents

Intensity
Duration +
Certainty +
Remoteness +
Repeatability +
Purity +
Sum:
Extent × 1 × 10 × 2
TOTAL:
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help us to understand what about the evaluation is controversial. It will 
also help us to see possible weaknesses in the evaluation. Considering these 
aspects of our evaluations will help us to improve our abilities both to fig-
ure out what is the right thing to do and to discuss our (controversial) 
conclusions with others.

One philosopher who was active very soon after Bentham published his 
account was John Stuart Mill. Mill was both very influenced by, and very 
critical of, Bentham’s ideas. You might even call Mill a philosophical fren-
emy of Bentham. Mill was also a utilitarian. He worried, though, that on 
Bentham’s account, utilitarianism made some very immoral recommenda-
tions about what is the right thing to do. For example, Mill thought that 
honesty and justice were more important, ethically speaking, than a physi-
cal feeling of pleasure, and that the utilitarian calculus should recognize this 
importance. In the example we examined above, though, it looked like the 
action that would create the most happiness overall was the one in which 
Fred lied to his parents to gain some extra money for the party beverages.

Mill’s utilitarianism On Mill’s version of utilitarianism, the aim is not as 
simple as happiness maximization. We might call Mill a non‐hedonic utili-
tarian, in the sense that he thinks that something other than mere (physi-
cal) happiness is the most valuable thing, ethically speaking. On Mill’s 
account, decision‐makers must ensure that their decisions protect certain 
extremely valuable ethical ideals. As a utilitarian, Mill does think that these 
ideals create utility. It is just a more important kind of utility than, for 
example, the happiness Fred experiences from partying with his ten friends. 
To distinguish these more‐valuable and less‐valuable kinds of utility, Mill 
uses the concepts of higher pleasures and lower pleasures. Higher pleasures 
always trump lower pleasures: they must always count for more, quantita-
tively, in Mill’s utilitarian calculus.

So how do we know what are these higher and lower pleasures? Mill 
provides a list. The higher pleasures are pleasures of the intellect and noble 
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Sidebar Exercise

Responding to an objection. How could Bentham respond to Mill’s 
objections? In particular, would Bentham’s utilitarian calculus recog-
nize the importance of honesty and justice? Why or why not?
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feelings. These include things like reading a book and doing volunteer 
work. Lower pleasures are pleasures of the body and animal feelings. People 
experience lower pleasures when they do things like eat a hamburger or get 
a massage.

Now, you might say: hamburgers are pretty tasty. I like massages. But 
reading? Volunteering? Those things are work, not pleasurable at all. These 
are valid concerns. And we do not need to accept uncritically Mill’s lists of 
the higher and lower pleasures. In fact, though, he thinks that if we have 
experience of both the higher and lower pleasures, and we reflect on our 
experiences, we will agree with him.

Here is what Mill has in mind. A hamburger tastes good and a massage 
feels nice. But they do not involve the elevated pleasures of reading a pro-
vocative book: which inspires us to consider an interesting topic in a new or 
insightful way. Similarly, volunteering may be hard work but it uplifts us. 
We know that we are doing something morally good and we also feel good 
about it.

Mill thinks that any person who has experience of both the higher pleas-
ures and the lower pleasures will support the priority that he has given to 
higher pleasures. Now, it is true that someone who has only experienced the 
lower pleasures, such as a child, might prefer lower pleasures over the 
higher pleasures. Mill thinks that people like this are not good judges of 
which kind of pleasure is more valuable, however. To be able to judge which 
is better, higher pleasures or lower pleasures, he thinks that judges must 
have experienced both kinds of pleasures. Only then will they be able to 
give an opinion on the matter that others must take seriously.
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Sidebar Exercise

What action does Mill’s account of higher and lower pleasures advise 
for Fred’s decision about whether to lie to his parents to obtain money 
for socialization? Although Mill criticizes Bentham’s account, he does 
not offer a revised form of the utilitarian calculus to make his recom-
mendations. So let us attempt to do it for him.

1. Decide what are the pleasures involved for each person affected by 
each of Fred’s possible decisions: Action 1 (Credit Card), Action 2 
(Lie to Parents), and Action 3 (Skip Party).
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Other interpretations: rule utilitarianism There is another strategy for 
people who think that maximizing happiness should be the ultimate end of 
ethics but are dissatisfied with Bentham’s apparent tolerance for lying and 
injustice that maximizes happiness. That decision‐making strategy is know 
as rule utilitarianism. When we are discussing rule utilitarianism, we con-
trast it with act utilitarianism. (By contrast, when we speak of Bentham’s 
utilitarianism, we typically contrast it with Mill’s utilitarianism.)

In act utilitarianism, decision‐makers evaluate what action would maxi-
mize utility overall: considering just the action at the moment the decision 
is made and nothing about how the action relates to other actions. So, when 
we performed the hedonistic calculus and higher‐and‐lower‐pleasures cal-
culus on Fred’s decision, we considered only his possible actions at that 
moment. Our ethical evaluations, though we did not realize it at the time, 
were act utilitarian.
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2. Decide which of these pleasures are higher and lower using Mill’s 
criteria. A chart to help you think about this has been offered in 
Table 4.2. We can call it the “Higher‐and‐Lower‐Pleasure Calculus.”

3. Calculate which action best furthers the higher pleasures.

Is the recommended action the same as in the hedonic calculus?

Table 4.2 Higher and lower pleasures

Fred Fred’s friends Fred’s parents

Higher pleasures
Lower pleasures

Sidebar Exercise

Raising objections. Does Mill’s version of utilitarianism avoid the 
problems he raised with Bentham’s utilitarianism? What objec-
tions could you raise to Mill’s form of utilitarianism? How might he 
respond?



60 Ethical Theories 

When you perform a rule utilitarian evaluation, by contrast, you think 
about the action as being an instance of a general rule. Rule utilitarianism 
asks: which rule, generally followed, would produce the greatest amount of 
happiness? It instructs decision‐makers to act in accordance with whatever 
rule would maximize happiness if it were generally followed. Rules, on our 
understanding, explain which actions lead to which ends, or outcomes. So, 
for the “Credit Card” action, the rule might be: To address the problem that 
I lack money for weekend entertainment, I charge the entertainment to my 
credit card. For the “Lie to Parents” action, the rule might be: To address the 
problem that I lack money for weekend entertainment, I tell my parents 
that I need to buy schoolbooks so they will give me some money. For the 
“Skip Party” action, the rule might be: To address the problem that I lack 
money for weekend entertainment, I skip the weekend entertainment. If 
everyone followed one of these rules whenever they lacked money for 
weekend entertainment, which rule would produce the greatest happiness, 
overall?

The first thing that you might want to ask about this decision‐making 
strategy is: why should it matter what everyone else does? The answer to 
this question is somewhat profound. Rule utilitarianism is a powerful ethi-
cal decision‐making strategy because it draws on the idea of people follow-
ing ethical norms. Norms are unwritten rules that help to guide people as 
they decide what to do. For example, there is an ethical norm that people, 
generally speaking, tell the truth. You do not have to question whether 
every person who says anything to you is lying—because people generally 
tell the truth. Similarly, if a friend asks you to do them a favor that does not 
create a large burden for you, they expect you to do it. People generally 
assist others when they can.

What rule utilitarianism investigates, then, is: what would be the most 
beneficial ethical norms to have in society. That is, its standard for right 
actions. It is a deep and difficult standard. Rule utilitarianism demands far 
more of decision‐makers than act utilitarianism’s standard of what would 
create the most utility in the particular situation in which the decision is 
made. Because ethical norms are very important in shaping how people act, 
however, rule utilitarianism is potentially more powerful—and more 
 interesting—than act utilitarianism.

The second thing you might want to ask is: are we talking about Bentham’s 
hedonic utilitarianism or Mill’s higher‐and‐lower‐pleasures utilitarianism? 
The answer here is that you can use whichever form seems more promising 
to you, based on your consideration of the two views.
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Let us begin by doing a short exploration of how to answer Fred’s ques-
tion about what to do using Benthamite rule utilitarianism. We can do the 
calculation for “Action 3: Skip Party” together. First, we need our rule: To 
address the problem that I lack money for weekend entertainment, I skip 
the weekend entertainment. Next, we consider what would happen if every-
one followed this rule. Obviously, people would engage in less weekend 
entertainment. What are some possibly upsides and downsides of this rule 
being a general ethical norm in society?

Kant’s duty‐based ethics

We might want to have a better account of what exactly is unethical about 
lying and other intuitively wrongful actions. For such an account, we can 
turn to an ethical theory associated with the philosopher Immanuel Kant. 
Whereas Bentham and Mill base their views on utility, Kant believes that 
the most important ethical value is duty. For Kant, the standard for ethical 
action is not maximizing happiness but, rather, acting in accordance with 
one’s duties. Like utilitarianism, the Kantian standard has some intuitive 
appeal: it is easy to see why Kant thinks that it is right to fulfill one’s duties. 
A duty, after all, is something we are required to do—thus, it seems obvious 
that we should do our duties.
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Sidebar Exercise

Try considering the question of what Fred should do using rule utili-
tarianism of the Millian variety. What does Millian rule utilitarianism 
recommend that Fred should do?

Sidebar Exercise

Raising objections. Does rule utilitarianism avoid any of the problems 
we noted with act utilitarianism? What objections could you raise to 
rule utilitarianism? How might a rule utilitarian respond? Of the var-
ious kinds of rule utilitarianism we have examined, which seems the 
most useful for answering ethical questions?
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It is not so obvious, though, what are people’s particular duties. In the 
case discussed above, for example, Fred might be confused whether his 
duty is to get beverages for his friends, to refrain from lying to his parents, 
or to skip the party. Although duties are hard to determine in particular 
circumstances, Kant thought that there is one basic duty that is straightfor-
ward to understand. That is the duty to act in accordance with rules. This 
duty is so important that Kant calls it the categorical imperative. The name 
of this duty means that the basic duty to follow rules is an absolute (i.e., 
categorical) command (i.e., imperative)—no exceptions!

The rules in accordance with which one must act are similar to the ones 
we discussed above with respect to rule utilitarianism. They are the ethical 
norms that underwrite society. Kant felt that ethical norms make society 
possible in the first place. We could not have society if we did not have a 
system of ethical norms that help people to get along with one another and 
use their intellects to figure out what to do. So, it is very important to follow 
these rules. It might even be irrational not to follow the rules—because 
society would not be possible without them. In focusing on the norms that 
underlie actions, rather than individual actions, Kantian ethics has some-
thing in common with rule utilitarianism. As will become clear, though, 
Kant’s view is very different from rule utilitarianism in almost every other 
respect.

Let us briefly survey those differences before investigating how to use 
Kantian ethics. The most important difference between Kantian ethics and 
utilitarianism is the standard the viewpoints offer for right actions. For 
utilitarianism, the right thing to do is whatever maximizes utility. For Kant, 
the right thing to do is conform to the categorical imperative: the ethical 
norms that make social interactions possible. Unlike utilitarians, who base 
their ethical theory on people’s capacities to experience benefits and harms, 
Kant holds that the distinguishing ethical characteristic is people’s abilities 
to choose what they do (or, as Kant would say, people’s rational capacities). 
Kant’s strategy for ethical decision‐making does not, then, consider what 
will create the most happiness. Rather, he requires that people’s actions 
meet certain rational standards. This means that more than one action in a 
particular circumstance can be ethical, according to Kant’s decision‐mak-
ing strategy. Utilitarianism picks out what is the best thing to do and says 
that this is the (only!) ethical thing to do. Kantian ethics, by contrast, 
requires that people’s actions conform to the categorical imperative—which 
many possible actions could do. Kantian ethics doesn’t say which of those 
possible actions people must do. That choice is up to the decision maker. 
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Kant also does not require that people try to maximize duty fulfillment: 
remaining always on the lookout for additional duties to perform in the 
way that utilitarians must always seek additional sources of utility. In this 
sense, the categorical imperative is a somewhat less demanding ethical 
theory than utilitarianism.

Now that we have clarified some of Kantian ethics’ differences from util-
itarianism, the next step is to figure out how to apply Kantian ethics to 
questions about what to do, such as the one Fred faces (or the ones Ford, 
Walmart, B.P., and Enron faced in Chapter 3). As noted above, the basis of 
Kantian ethics is the categorical imperative, or the idea that people should 
act in accordance with ethical norms. Because the categorical imperative is 
very general, it can be difficult to apply to particular circumstances. To 
guide individual actions in particular circumstances, then, Kantian ethics 
offers several tests by which decision makers can determine whether their 
actions meet Kantian standards. These tests are known as formulas. They 
are similar to mathematical formulas in the sense that they use variables 
and can be applied to specific questions. In this book, we focus on two of 
Kant’s formulas: the formula of universal law (FUL) and the formula of 
humanity (FH). We define these formulas below, after setting out some key 
background information in the next paragraph.

That key background information is how to formulate a possible action 
so that we can test whether it is ethical, according to the Kantian standard. 
This is the first step in using Kant’s tests. The form in which we are to 
evaluate an action is called the action’s maxim. A maxim is a general rule, 
similar to what we evaluated in our discussion of rule utilitarianism. As in 
our rule utilitarian evaluations, general rules describe actions that are to be 
performed in order to gain certain ends (or outcomes). Kant scholar 
Christine Korsgaard offers a useful form for the maxim, which we adapt to 
our purposes here. The maxim includes both the action itself (call this “A” 
for action) and the end (“E”) that it seeks. So a maxim is written as:

In order to E, I A.

In this sentence, E and A are like the variables you use in math problems. 
We can fill in E and A with particular ends and actions. In the example 
discussed above, for example, E1 = Address the problem that I lack money 
for weekend entertainment. One possible action is A1 = Tell my parents that 
I need money to buy schoolbooks so they will give me some money. Call 
this maxim M1: In order to address the problem that I lack money for 
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weekend entertainment, I tell my parents that I need to buy schoolbooks so 
they will give me some money.

As noted above, the Kantian decision‐making strategy tests whether (the 
maxim underwriting) an action meets certain rational standards. Now that 
we have a maxim to test, we can use Kant’s ideas to evaluate whether it 
would be ethical to lie to your parents to get some money to socialize with 
friends. We begin with the first test, FUL. FUL inquires whether it is pos-
sible for everyone to gain the end specified by the maxim by performing the 
action specified by the maxim: that is, if it is possible for the maxim to be an 
ethical norm or (in Kant’s phrasing) to be a universal law for society. If a 
person can only gain the end specified by the maxim when other people act 
differently, then it is not possible for the maxim to be a universal law. In that 
case, the maxim fails the test. Failing the FUL test indicates that people who 
wish to perform the action specified by the maxim to reach the end speci-
fied by the maxim are making themselves exceptions to a moral standard 
that they think that people generally should uphold—just not them in this 
particular circumstance.

Take M1, above. What if this maxim were a universal law? Being a “uni-
versal law,” in Kant’s sense, means that this would be a norm of behavior: 
something that you expect from other people. Currently, there is a norm of 
truth‐telling. When someone tells you something, whatever it is, you have a 
natural expectation that what they say will be the truth. Think about these 
universal laws, or norms, in the following way:

UL: People tend to tell the truth.

So, when people’s children tell them that they need money for schoolbooks, 
the parents believe them.

Now, consider what would happen if M1 were a universal law.

M1 as UL: Children tend to tell their parents that they need money for 
schoolbooks when they are trying to get money for weekend entertainment.

A1: I ask my parents for money for schoolbooks.

When this A1 is performed with M1 as a universal law, it will fail to be effec-
tive. The parents will recognize that the child’s aim in requesting money for 
schoolbooks is to secure money for socialization—and they will, recognizing 
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the deception, fail to provide the requested funds. This failure of M1 upon 
universalization shows that, in so acting, actors try to benefit from a norm 
by making themselves exceptions to that rule, so that they can extract ben-
efit for themselves.

Another standard is set by the “formula of humanity” (FH). The formula 
of humanity asks whether the maxim shows respect for the humanity of all 
of the people who are affected by the maxim. Kant understands humanity 
in terms of the distinctive mental and physical characteristics of human 
beings. They include the characteristics of human beings that make them 
able to answer ethical questions, as discussed above. Most important among 
these, for Kant, is people’s rational decision‐making abilities: the intellec-
tual functions by which people decide what is the right thing to do and 
choose to act in that manner. Kant specifies that respecting a person’s 
humanity involves treating humanity as an end in itself rather than as a mere 
means to something else. Treating something as a mere means is that we use 
it as a tool to serve our own ends. For example, food is a means of gaining 
energy. It is a mere tool in the sense that we simply use it in order to secure 
our own ends. We literally consume food. FH notes that it is unethical to 
treat people as though they exist merely to serve us. Rather, in treating them 
ethically, we are to respect that they have ends of their own. We are also to 
respect the abilities by which they pursue their ends.

It is worthwhile spending a moment on this point, to make sure that 
Kant’s intent is clear. FH does not prohibit us from using people as means to 
what we want. When a barista prepares a drink you have requested, he or 
she serves as a means to fulfilling your desires. Crucially, though, the barista 
is not a mere means. Baristas are paid for their work and you might add a 
tip to the tip jar to thank your barista for a job well done. If the barista were 
your unpaid slave, by contrast, you would use her as a mere means in the 
way that Kantian ethics prohibits.

Now, to apply FH to Fred’s question. When using FH to evaluate a pos-
sible action, it is helpful to make a list of all the people who are affected by 
the maxim, so as to consider whether in so acting the actor would show 
respect for humanity. In this way, FH involves some of the same kind of 
work that we did in evaluating the decision using utilitarianism. This 
work is called analysis: breaking a problem down into smaller parts so it is 
easier to solve.

In M1, the following people are affected: Fred, Fred’s friends, and Fred’s 
parents. Fred is acting to serve his own end. He is also acting to serve 
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(what he assumes to be) his friends’ ends: socializing with each other and 
with Fred. But what about Fred’s parents? In lying to them to get some 
money to serve his ends, Fred appear to be using them as a means to his 
end: they provide the cash that he needs. As discussed above, it is not ethi-
cally prohibited to use someone as a means. If a friend volunteers to lend 
Fred some money, for example, the friend is a means to his end of purchas-
ing beverages for the party. The friend is not a mere means, though, in the 
sense that Fred respects the friend as someone to whom he will owe money 
and someone he is obliged to pay back. But Fred’s parents’ humanity 
includes their abilities to decide what to do with their money. In lying to 
his parents, then, Fred treats their humanity as a mere means to his end. 
He does not respect their abilities to make up their minds for themselves 
about what to do with their money. Rather, he manipulates that ability to 
serve his own ends.

Kant’s strategy for solving ethical dilemmas is very promising. Like 
Bentham’s and Mill’s theories, though, it has its problems. In the first place, 
using FUL and FH to answer business ethics problems may seem to involve 
a lot of subjective judgment. For example, different people will formulate 
maxims to be tested in different ways. The way the maxim is formulated 
might seem to determine whether the maxim passes Kant’s tests, even when 
the maxims describe the very same actions. Consider maxim M1, above, for 
example. Fred might have formulated that maxim as: in order to address the 
problem that I lack money for weekend entertainment, I ask my parents to 
give me some money. This maxim, unlike M1, appears universalizable.
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Sidebar Exercise

Consider the following case, discussed by business ethicist Norman 
Bowie. General Motors had a practice of demanding that its suppliers 
reduce their prices after contracts had already been negotiated. Bowie 
asks: does this practice meet the standard of FUL?

According to Bowie’s analysis, the practice fails FUL’s standard. If 
everyone knew that contracts could be broken, then no one would sign 
contracts in the first place. Bowie notes, though, that businesses often 
break contracts with their suppliers. Business people still make con-
tracts with one another. How would you explain this discrepancy?
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Second, FH’s evaluations might seem to depend on how you define 
“humanity” and different people do this differently. We discussed a variety 
of human characteristics in Chapter 1: having a conscience, being able to 
experience benefits and harms, being able to make choices. As noted above, 
there are many controversies in thinking about ethics. The point of using 
ethical theories to address ethical problems, though, is supposed to be to 
reduce controversies. But if the very theory means different things to differ-
ent people, this seems to defeat the purpose in certain respects.

Remember how, after completing your utilitarian calculations, you 
might have felt that utilitarianism is too hard to use? Although that’s still a 
mark against it, we can now see that the hard‐to‐use problem is not decisive 
against utilitarianism. It is difficult to use Kantian ethics as well. Like many 
activities that are worth doing, it appears that ethical evaluations will be 
challenging for us to complete.

Aristotle’s virtue‐based ethics

One philosopher who might offer a more intuitive (i.e., easier to use) view 
of ethics is the ancient Greek philosopher, Aristotle. We shall turn to his 
view next, to understand both what insights it brings to answering questions 
about ethics in business as well as the distinctive problems it encounters.

Aristotle was writing before Kant, Bentham, and Mill—and deeply influ-
enced all of them. As a way of introducing his view, we will first explain how 
it differs from, and resembles, those of his successors. Unlike Bentham and 
Mill, who think that the most important thing was happiness, and Kant, 
whose primary concern is duty, Aristotle focuses on virtue. His ethical 
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Sidebar Exercise

How would Kant respond to this objection?

Sidebar Exercise

How would Kant respond to this objection?
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theory seeks to assure both that people act virtuously and that they are 
always striving to be more virtuous. In this sense, his view is more like 
Bentham’s and Mill’s than like Kant’s: he requires that people continually try 
to reach the best possible solution to dilemmas. As noted in the previous 
section, FUL and FH, by contrast, require only that actions meet certain 
rational standards.

Aristotle’s view resembles Kant’s more than Bentham or Mill’s, though, 
in that he is concerned about the process by which an individual decides 
what to do. For Kant, actions are ethical if they meet certain rational stand-
ards: the maxim underlying the action is universalizable and does not treat 
humanity as a mere means. Bentham and Mill, by contrast, focus on the end 
result of that process of deciding‐what‐to‐do: how much happiness the 
action creates. Aristotle does not require particular end results but, rather, 
that people model their actions on those of virtuous people and strive 
always to become more virtuous.

Unlike either Kantian ethics or utilitarianism, Aristotle does not directly 
address the question: what action should I do? Rather, he is concerned with 
what virtue is and what it means to be a virtuous person. He thinks that 
once people succeed in becoming virtuous, they will simply do virtuous 
things. This is why Aristotle’s ethical view is often called virtue ethics.

Now, let us turn to Aristotle’s view itself. We begin by investigating how 
people can become virtuous. There are three main ways that people can 
become virtuous, for Aristotle. The first is by engaging in continual reflec-
tions on the nature of virtue. Following this strategy, a person is always 
trying to cultivate a more virtuous character: by what they do, which 
authors they read, with whom they associate. The second is by choosing a 
virtuous role model, on whose behavior the person can pattern their own. 
Aristotle had a special name for the virtuous person, one whose actions all 
other actions should be based: the phronimos. Contemporary people using 
Aristotle’s ideas to answer ethical questions can choose a particular ethical 
role model, someone like Martin Luther King, Jr. or Aung San Suu Kyi, 
whom they regard as being, or having been, very ethical.

The third way is by attempting to cultivate specific virtues. How do you 
know what are the specific virtues? Well, one way is by taking Aristotle’s 
word for it. In his ethical writing, Aristotle lists a number of personal 
characteristics that he considers virtuous. These include: courage, temper-
ance, magnanimity, patience, friendliness, and truthfulness. You can culti-
vate these virtues by trying to demonstrate them in your actions. For 
example, you might decide to focus on a different virtue every week. In the 
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week that you focused on patience, then, you might try to be patient 
whenever you had an opportunity to. You could also try to notice and 
appreciate when other people took the time to be patient, even when it was 
inconvenient for them.

Another way of knowing what are the virtues is following a strategy that 
Aristotle recommends. Aristotle felt that every virtue was a middle point 
between two vices. This view is sometime called Aristotle’s doctrine of the 
mean. So, courage is the middle point, or mean, between recklessness and 
cowardice. Friendliness is the mean between brown‐nosing and being 
standoffish. This quality of being in the middle of two extremes reflects 
another one of Aristotle’s ideas about the virtuous person. Virtuous people 
are able to use their judgment to determine the appropriate way to act: 
neither too much of one thing, nor too much of another.

Aristotle’s doctrine of the mean is a helpful strategy for figuring out what 
the virtues are. We should not make too much of this strategy, however. It 
is not a hard‐and‐fast rule, like utilitarianism’s insistence that we must 
always maximize utility or Kant’s demand that people always follow the 
categorical imperative. The doctrine‐of‐the‐mean strategy is more like a 
rule of thumb. It is helpful in guiding people toward the virtues. It does not, 
however, simply pop out a virtue when you apply two vices. There will 
never be computational software that tells you what is the virtuous thing 
to do: no virtue ethics app. What is virtuous differs from circumstance to 
circumstance. Virtuous people, though, are very good at examining their 
circumstances to determine what is the virtuous thing to do in them.
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Sidebar Exercise

What are some other ways in which you can try to cultivate particular 
virtues?

Sidebar Exercise

Based on your study of ethics so far, do you agree that there will never 
be an ethics app? Why or why not?
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Some business ethicists have examined Aristotelian ethics to determine 
what the virtues are that they think he would have specified for business 
decision‐making. There were, of course, businesses in Aristotle’s time. 
These businesses were nothing like the large corporations on which busi-
ness ethics questions focus, however. So it is impossible to say, for sure, 
what virtues Aristotle himself would have recommended for business. Still, 
it is interesting and helpful to think about how Aristotelian scholars, who 
are interested in business ethics, interpret his view.

One such scholar, Robert Solomon, argues that there are six main busi-
ness virtues: community, excellence, role identity, integrity, judgment, and 
holism. The virtue of community helps business people to see that their 
interests in the business are closely aligned with the business itself. For exam-
ple, if the business fails, they will be out of a job. If they own the business’s 
stock, they will lose all of the money they have invested. This virtue is based 
on Aristotle’s idea that “to live the good life one must live in a great city.”

Excellence means that virtuous business people must do more than sim-
ply follow the rules. They must always aim proactively to be better and 
more virtuous business people. Role identity acknowledges that people play 
different roles in their life and different roles have different virtues. Personal 
characteristics that are a virtue in one role might not be virtuous in other 
roles. Business people are also private citizens who have personal obliga-
tions to their families, friends, and associations. It might not be virtuous to 
use their business roles to fulfill these obligations, however.
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Sidebar Exercise

Consider Fred’s decision from the standpoint of virtue ethics. What 
virtues do each of his possible actions show? Which action is the most 
virtuous, in your view? What would a virtuous person do in Fred’s 
circumstances?

Sidebar Exercise

Compare Aristotle’s claim about role identity with Milton Friedman’s claim 
that businesses should not act for social objectives (though individual 
people may act for social objectives). Do you think that Friedman would 
agree with Aristotle’s claim about role identity? Why or why not?
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Integrity is the virtue that helps to unite these disparate obligations. 
Upholding the virtue of integrity helps business people to ensure that they 
meet ethical standards in all of their activities. They can never exempt 
themselves from ethical standards that they would recognize in other parts 
of their life or to which they hold other people. Judgment is the virtue that 
allows business people to look at all aspects of the situations about which 
they must make decisions, always striving to act in ways that respond to all 
of the concerns that they face. Holism, finally, draws on both integrity and 
judgment to summarize the ways in which virtuous business people make 
decisions. They consider all aspects of the situation. Their decisions are 
informed by all aspects of who they are. They always strive to make the very 
best decisions, all things considered.
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Sidebar Exercise

Pick two virtues and discuss the extent to which Ford’s decision to 
continue selling the flawed Pinto did, or did not, reflect these virtues.

Sidebar Exercise

Analyze Solomon’s six virtues using Aristotle’s doctrine‐of‐the‐mean 
strategy for determining what the virtues are. What are the two 
extremes on either end of each of Solomon’s six virtues? Do you see 
any of these vices in the actions of the businesses we examined in 
Chapter 3?

Sidebar Exercise

How does virtue ethics compare to Kantianism and utilitarianism as 
a strategy for making ethical decisions in business? Think about one 
reason to prefer Kantianism to virtue ethics and one reason to prefer 
virtue ethics to Kantianism. Then, think of one reason to prefer util-
itarianism to virtue ethics and one reason to prefer virtue ethics to 
utilitarianism.
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Other Bases for Ethics

We have looked at ethical ideals concerning happiness, duty, and virtue. We 
saw that these ethical ideals did not always recommend the same course of 
action. Each one, though, highlights something ethically important in a 
decision.

In closing this chapter, we might ask: but aren’t there other ethically 
significant ideals? Indeed, there are. Business ethicists have written about a 
number of additional ethical theories, each of which spotlights a distinc-
tive ideal. None of these other ethical theories have been as influential as 
the three on which we have focused, however. Moreover, none of them 
offers as clear a decision‐making procedure as the three on which we have 
focused. For these reasons, we will not examine any of the other theories in 
great depth.

It is important, though, to touch on some other important ethical theo-
ries, for at least two reasons. First, looking at the other ethical theories helps 
to bring out the idea that ethical decision‐making is complicated and there 
may be many significant features of the situations decision‐makers face. 
Second, it is important to realize that these three ethical theories are not all 
there is to ethics. Ethics is a very rich discipline, which offers many ideals to 
consider and many ways to make decisions. Part of becoming good at ethi-
cal decision‐making is being aware of all of these complexities. In this final 
section, we will cover four additional ethical ideas: (1) natural law theory; 
(2) contract theory; (3) ethics of care; and (4) feminist ethics. You can think 
of this section as offering a jumping‐off point for considering what other 
values may be important to include in ethical deliberation. Although our 
treatment of these theories in this book is abbreviated, there is much addi-
tional information available. Consult this chapter’s reference and further 
reading list for other readings about these ethical theories.

Natural law theory

Natural law theory specifies that right actions are based on human beings’ 
natural purposes. One important natural law theorist, Aquinas, thought 
that natural purposes include: preserving life and health, seeking knowl-
edge, and cultivating cooperative social relationships. Whenever there is a 
choice between serving human beings’ natural purposes and not serving 
those purposes, natural law theory advises decision‐makers to serve human 
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purposes. Natural law theory draws upon the human capacity to experience 
benefits and burdens. Like Mill’s utilitarianism, it focuses on distinctively 
human benefits and burdens. Like Kantian ethics, it highlights the impor-
tance of humanity to ethics.

To get an idea of how to apply natural law ideas to ethical issues in busi-
ness, consider the Ford Pinto case. That business ethics dilemma pitted the 
desire for profits against human lives. Because preserving life is a more 
natural human purpose than pursuing profits, natural law theory would 
recommend that Ford take steps to preserve human life.

When using natural law theory to reflect on ethical issues in business, 
you can start by considering these four human purposes. How does the 
possible business action affect the natural human purpose of preserving life 
and health? Does the business action contribute to seeking knowledge or 
interfere with this natural human purpose? Does it help people to form and 
nurture social cooperation or hinder social relationships? Although these 
answers do not provide determinate guidelines in the manner of utilitarian-
ism, Kantian ethics, and virtue ethics, they can add to our reflections of 
ethical matters in business.

Contract theory

Contract theory claims that the right thing to do is what everyone who is 
affected by the decision can agree to. Contract theory is based on the idea 
of writing a contract, which is an agreement between one or more parties. 
The key thing about contract theory, as an ethical theory, is that people have 
to be able to agree to an action from the position of anyone who is affected 
by the action—not just their own position. Contract theory thus involves a 
hypothetical agreement, rather than an actual one. Its standard for right 

4.73

4.74

4.75

Sidebar Exercise

What other insights can natural law theory offer to the Pinto case? 
Does the Pinto case engage questions about pursuing knowledge and 
maintaining human relationships? How do these considerations help 
us to decide what would be the right thing to do in this case?
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action is that everyone who is affected by the action must be able to agree, 
in principle, to that action. Contract theory is based on the human ability to 
make choices. It resembles Kantian ethics in its focus on respecting the 
choices that people could rationally make.

To explore applying contract theory to a business ethics case, try consid-
ering Walmart’s decision to pay its employees low wages. In order to ethi-
cally evaluate that decision using contract theory, you must consider whether 
everyone affected by the decision could consent to the decision, including 
the Walmart executives, the Walmart workers, and Walmart customers 
(who might pay higher prices). If the executive would not agree to the pay 
rate from the perspective of the employee, then it would be unethical to 
impose that pay rate on workers.

Ethics of care

Third, ethics of care offers the insight that people have special obligations 
to close friends, family members, and others we care for. These relation-
ships are the bases of ethics and enjoy special priority when making deci-
sions about what to do. In this focus, the ethics of care specifically counters 
utilitarianism and Kantian ethics, which insist that ethical decision‐making 
should be dispassionate. In using utilitarian ethics, decision‐makers are 
supposed to think merely of maximizing overall happiness, not of their own 
happiness or the happiness of those for whom they care. According to 
Kantian ethics, the ethically important thing is whether actions meet 
rational standards and respect humanity, not how they influence people’s 
relationships. Ethics of care draws upon the human capacity to experience 
benefits and harms but in a rather different way from utilitarianism and 
natural law theory.

Consider the B.P. case. In evaluating B.P.’s decision to use cheap cement 
to build the risky, deep‐sea Macondo well, ethics of care would direct B.P. to 
consider how this well would affect people’s relationships with one another. 
Some important relationships that were destroyed by this decision are those 
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Sidebar Exercise

Are Walmart’s low wages ethical according to contract theory? Why 
or why not?
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between workers who lost their lives and their family members. Other rela-
tionships less seriously disrupted include tourists whose family vacations 
on the Gulf of Mexico became impossible due to pollution. Ethics of care 
would note that it is ethically important to support, rather than disrupt, 
those relationships.

Feminist ethics

Feminist ethics is focused on advancing women’s interests and correcting 
injustices inflicted on women through social oppression. Feminist ethics 
is not only concerned with women’s interests, though. Feminists focus on 
all victims of oppression. They claim that it is especially important to 
avoid oppression and to treat all human beings as equals. These goals—
eliminating oppression and treating all people as equals—enjoy special 
priority in ethical decision‐making, for feminists. Care ethics is some-
times taken to be a special version of feminist ethics, in the sense that it 
highlights characteristics that have typically been associated with women 
and have been undervalued by society. Feminist ethics draws upon the 
human capacity to experience benefits and harms, along with the capacity 
to make choices.

In the Enron case, feminist ethics would focus on how the Enron execu-
tives’ selfish decisions impact women in the company as well as lower‐
income workers. It could criticize Enron executives’ stereotypically male 
and macho behavior.
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Sidebar Exercise

Based on these considerations, would the ethics of care advise B.P. to 
take more safety precautions when constructing its Macondo Prospect 
well? Why or why not?

Sidebar Exercise

How would feminist ethics evaluate the Enron case? Do you agree 
with this evaluation? Why or why not?
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Sidebar Exercise

First, evaluate each of the four foundational college student case 
studies using all seven of the ethical theories. Next, evaluate each of 
the four foundational business ethics cases using all seven of the ethi-
cal theories. Do some of the ethical theories seem better able to handle 
some of the cases than others? Why? Do any of the ethical theories 
appeal to you more than the others? Why?
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