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[bookmark: fn-3]“National (or State) lotteries are often justified on the grounds that they raise money for social programs, especially those that target the neediest members of society. However, the poorest members of society tend to spend (and, by design lose) the most on lottery tickets. Some lottery proceeds fund programs that benefit everyone, not just the poor. Often lottery money is being systematically redistributed upward—from lottery players to Olympic athletes and opera groups, for example.”  

Questions

1. How is the lottery an example of the utilitarian monster?
2. How can you set yourself up to argue in favour of or against the ethical existence of the lottery in terms of monetised utilitarianism?
3. Lotteries are about money and about fun—that is, even for the losers, there’s a benefit in the thrill of watching the numbers turn up. Could the case be made that, from a hedonistic utilitarian standpoint, the lottery is ethically recommendable because it serves the welfare not only of the winner but also of the millions of losers?
4. One of my concerns is that the lottery tends to redistribute money from the poor toward the rich.
· Does a utilitarian necessarily consider this redistribution unethical?
· What kinds of things would a utilitarian have to look into to decide whether the inverse Robin Hooding is necessarily a bad thing?
5. The national lotteries run by Camelot is really run by Parliament, and I am not a big fan. 50% goes to the prize fund, 28% to good causes or as I prefer to say a stealth tax constituted to support public spending. In addition 12% as tax to the government, for Camelot 4.5% to cover operating costs and 0.5% profit. These lotteries are “a tax on idiocy” meaning, presumably, that people are just throwing their money away every time they buy a ticket. An argument in favour of egoism as an ethical stance is that no one knows what makes each of us happy better than each of us. So, it follows, we should all just try to get what we want and leave other people alone. How can this view of egoism be fashioned to respond to the idea that the lottery is a tax on idiocy?


Working at American Apparel
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Dov Charney is an American immigrant success story, but he’s not exactly a “Give me your tired, your poor” kind of immigrant. He’s a Canadian who came to America to attend an expensive private university.
He ended up founding American Apparel (AA), a clothing manufacturer producing trendy t-shirts and basics selling mainly to a young, edgy crowd.
Based in Los Angeles, their factory is among the biggest clothes-making operations in the nation. It employs almost five thousand workers. Those workers are well known for a number of reasons:
· Just having workers sets AA apart. Nearly all US clothing manufacturers outsource their cutting and sewing to poor countries. From Mexico to China, you can find factories paying locals fifty cents an hour to do the same kind of work they do at AA. The difference is the sewers working in Los Angeles typically get around fifteen dollars an hour. That’s not a lot in Southern California, but it’s enough to make them—according to AA—the best paid garment workers in the world.
· The workers don’t report to bosses so much as each other. They organize as independent teams paid a base wage of eight dollars an hour. On top of that they receive a bonus depending on how much they produce. So they get together, set their own targets, and go for them. This liberating of the workforce led to nearly a tripling of output and was matched by about a doubling of wages.
· The company features a generous stock options program to help workers buy shares in the enterprise.
· On its own initiative, the company provides basic health-care services through a clinic tucked into a factory corner. It provides bikes to employees, helping them zip through the downtown traffic morass without adding pollution to the infamous city smog. There are free telephones in the factory for employees to use to call family members at home.
· Many of those employees’ family members are in other countries; AA has a very large immigrant workforce.
· Many of those immigrants are in the country illegally, which partially explains why the company has been on the forefront of amnesty campaigns, organizing public rallies and media events of all kinds for the undocumented. Called Legalize LA, the campaign’s title references the fact that a tremendous number of Southern Californians outside AA are also illegal immigrants.
· In 2009, the federal government indicated to AA that 1,800 of its workers were using Social Security numbers and other identifying documents that had been purchased, stolen, or just plain invented. In any case, they didn’t match up. The company was forced to fire the employees.


Questions


1. Workers at Charney’s America Apparel are the highest-paid mass-production sewers in the world.
· In terms of Charney’s duties to the self, what ethical case can be made in favor of this high pay?
· In terms of Charney’s duties to others, what ethical case can be made in favour of this high pay?
· Are these wages fair? Why or why not?
2. In terms of duties—Kant’s categorical imperative—which is more recommendable: keeping the AA plant where and how it is, or moving it to Mexico and cutting the workers’ wages in half? Why is the decision you’ve made the better of the two?
A few factors to consider:
· In Mexico, the workers’ real pay in terms of local buying power would be much higher, even though the actual amount is less than what they receive here.
· Many of the workers are illegal immigrants from Mexico; their legal situation would obviously be remedied and proximity to family would increase.
· The national Mexican economy would benefit more from AA’s presence than does the US economy.
3. Kant’s categorical imperative requires that others be treated as ends and never as means.
· In what way could the argument be made that the employees at AA are being treated as means, and therefore Charney’s plant is unethical no matter how high his salaries may be?
· Besides high pay, the company provides workers with considerable freedom to set their own work pace and schedule. The company also provides a stock purchase program. Do either or both of these factors alleviate the charge that the workers are treated as means and not ends? Why or why not?
4. Eighteen hundred of AA’s five thousand workers were using false papers and Social Security numbers to get their job. Charney knew all about that but chose to overlook it.
· Leaving the law aside, how can that overlooking be justified ethically?
· Leaving the law aside, how can Kant be used to cast that action as ethically wrong in terms of lying? In terms of stealing? In terms of using people as means instead of ends?
· Charney and AA support illegal immigrants in two ways: by giving them jobs and by organizing popular protests in favour of their legalization. Ethically, are these two activities recommendable or not? Or is one recommendable and the other not?
5. Assuming it’s wrong for illegal immigrants to be working in America, who deserves the sterner ethical reprobation, Charney or the illegal workers? Explain in ethical terms.
6. The basic and natural rights of mainstream rights theory include the following:
· Life
· Freedom
· Free speech
· Religious expression
· The pursuit of happiness
· Possessions and the fruits of our work
· How can these rights be mustered to support Charney’s hiring and keeping workers he knows are in the country illegally?
· How can these rights be mustered to ethically denounce Charney for hiring and keeping workers he knows are in the country illegally?
· Thinking about those workers, do these rights give them an ethical license to use false Social Security numbers and identifying documents? Why or why not?
7. Charney sleeps in a million-dollar beach house. Is this fair?
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