A TREATISE IN ETHICS
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1. Introduction

The word `Ethics’ has apparently originated in the Greek language, from the Greek term `Ethos’, which means `character’
 in the original language. It is supposed to be a moral value attached to the upbringing of a person inside of a certain culture: it should be learned from someone else therefore, either via direct example, or theoretical teaching, as the usual educational system goes.

The purpose of the learning of Ethics is creating a more elegant, convenient, pleasant society, with the vast majority of its members satisfied with it, as it is the basics for democracy
 (government for the people, by the people).

Some connect the word exclusively to the professional praxis. This is, however, a very limited, minimalist, point of view.

Reducing Ethics to professional praxis is the same as expecting two teams of usual Brazilian soccer to perform well in a boxed court for saloon Brazilian soccer: stupid enough to even be considered in the realm of Logic
.

Basically, the same rules governing Ethics seem to govern social relationships:

a) Respect for duties of ours, as well as others;

b) Respect for social laws, of any sort (including formal laws);

c) Equality of all participants before everyone else, in terms of clarity of procedures of all involved towards the other members;

d) Always performing extraordinary effort to achieve top social welfare via that relationship, formed at a social level.

Besides, there are several levels and varied types/classes of social relationships. 

Amongst those, we find:

1) Work relationships: formed with intents of inspiring kindness and love for others (learning how to exchange goods: service provision of quality for what is going to make our lives bearable – food, accommodation, etc., that is, learning that doing our best, in what we are best doing, to someone else, makes the whole society, represented by our employer, so satisfied at a point of them `allowing’ us to hold comfort, health, etc., which is compatible, or should be (most basic principle of the social equity devised by Karl Marx – see `The capital’), according to God, society in a democratic way, etc., with our level of effort to serve others with excellence.

2) Love relationships: formed with intents of developing inner qualities which lead to a better understanding of society in general. Basically, by learning how to inspire, feed, and keep, the love, respect, friendship, mateship, attraction, admiration, of hardest partner ever, preferably someone who is top different in all (other gender, as also is the advice from the Bible), one develops understanding and spirituality at a point of being united to others who have learned that as well, forming spiritual bonds which go far beyond what is animal, and create a strong and solid society who may then present itself as a unique set of moral values, producing unique identity, as well as individuality, at the same time that it produces group homogeneity.

3) Family relationships: weakest sort of relationships that exist, they are forced/imposed upon us, giving us no freedom to grow, or exist, that is, if there are any intents with such, it must be about developing a tolerance sort of attitude towards others who are, in principle, fully incompatible with us, once they were not our natural choice of people. The intents, in this sort of relationship, are beyond our own personality and, therefore, are a level (at least) further (see our work on the Sorites once more to understand why we cannot, possibly, write with accuracy, or wisdom enough, about something which is not passive of full assessment by us).

4) Absence of relationship: sex bonds/casual animal interaction, repetitive work where conversation is not allowed, etc. The intents of this sort of relationship can only be developing perception (external), attention to detail, as well as physical management.

In each one of the above situations, there is only one way in which all members, or vast majority, of any society, may feel happy with those relationships occurring. This one way is named ethical way, and it is the only logical way, then, for Logic is all based on optimization of reasoning in terms of the global intent. 

The part of Science/Philosophy dealing with this only logical way is named Ethics.

To be able to write about what Ethics would involve, in what regards each one of the items above, we should treat them apart, as we shall now do. However, if Ethics is making logical decisions in terms of the intent, with optimized outcome for majority of the involved, and still in harmony with the social justification of the existence of the relationship, one can see that whenever the intents are similar, so are the guiding principles of behavior of every member involved in that relationship, if ever acting as expected (with respect to the Ethos).

Of course there is a line of argumentation in which the political decisions have nothing to do with the morale of the individuals, or should not. However, it is clearly logically conflicting assuming that the two perspectives could ever go opposite ways. If there is democracy in government, it is assumed the social welfare is in democracy, once this system allows the vast majority of society to change the rules as they wish. If the social welfare is in democracy, the happiness of the vast majority is sought, not the happiness of all, individually, but the happiness of those dominating the thought of the society as a whole only. The happiness of the individual, whose thought is opposite to the majority, has to be disregarded for the sake of the welfare of the whole society, therefore. Otherwise, it cannot be logical to support democracy. 

If the system is chosen to be monarchy, the happiness in focus is that of the leaders, so that individual happiness cannot matter, ever, for instance.

Only in Anarchy one may find room to think that each group of individuals in a society has individual distinct rights to personal happiness, that is, if ever living in Anarchy (which has to then be a political choice), a person whose intents clearly diverge from majority of society could have their actions justified morally, and only then, taking into consideration the political systems available. Even so, for their actions and choices to be justified, they should be relating to their equals, for relationship with other sort of thinkers would lead to unhappiness of at least one individual involved, which cannot fit Anarchy either.

In any hypothesis, one must notice that the direction chosen by a society must always have to do with happiness of all of its members, in more similar proportion, or vast majority, once, otherwise, it is best for the individual to live on their own. The matter of sacrificing any piece of their happiness for anything else must have to do with the self-improvement reached via interaction with other members. However, if the vast majority of the members of a certain society is not happy, there is no way they will even wish to contribute to the improvement of the situation, not mattering in what regards, of someone else. Self-happiness is a pre-requisite for the appearance of will of making others happier, or more satisfied.

2. We now develop the subject, regarding types of relationships, a bit further.

a) Ethics at work
Work relationships are bound only by mutual respect.

The intents of this sort of relationship are developing tolerance, patience, negotiation, and mediation skills, so that a group of totally (99% of natural likelihood) heterogeneous individuals seem to be a unit without major conflicts. The rationale which justifies the existence of families, rather than `raisers’ and `procreators’, is of doubtful logic, so is that of mixing people up, of different backgrounds and mental choices, in a work environment. Ideally, people should work only with similar fellows in what regards social and moral choices. However, as family relationships, it is the hardest environment a person can ever be at, where people are forced around them, externally imposed upon them, and yet they have absolutely nothing (more than likely) in common which is not an absurdly forced, externally imposed, function (in the case of families, surname).

There is not much going on here, apart from the mutual obligation of not obstructing the outcome of the other and still getting our own outcome from it.
b) Ethics in love relationships:

If both parties are able to identify/feel that they live in 4 (absence of relationship), there is equality and, then, chance for love to occasionally show up. 
Families are actually unethical relationships per se because they are always unfair/uneven with the individual, once he/she could never really choose anything. The only way to make the `institution’ family an ethical place is allowing adults (as defined legally: able to exert all civil acts with due responsibility) to swap as they please (names, surnames, parents, siblings, etc).

Basically, the only fair rule would be: don’t like your blood sister? – Get another one!

Because of the vagueness of existing/living, a person should be allowed to swap relatives as many times as they like, things becoming fair if it is all informed socially. 

Love relationships, however, do not suffer from the element `absence of choice’. In them, there is no excuse for a person to be unhappy, so that even uttering that to someone else should sound a bit insane (if you are unhappy, first of all, why do you persist in the relationship?).
If a love relationship is formed, the individuals hold mutual obligation to improve, self-analyze, and sort every problem out before going to social environments. It is simply not polite to share our love relationship problems with other people, especially strangers.
It might be tolerable to share our problems with an external party if that party may influence the other person involved at a level of them modifying their attitude, for instance. But, for it to be ethical with our partner, the partner must be told that such was done by the moment it is done (as soon as possible). Sharing things which were not shared with the other party of the couple with a third party is seen as worst betrayal of all. On the other hand, once things obey same rules as for work, it is OK if it is time to ask for help and everything which could be tried in the couple, as a closed unit, has already been tried by at least one of the parties involved.

3. Breach of Ethics

BREACH OF ETHICS, in each one of the previously mentioned modalities, should be better stated as `someone is playing irrationally/illogically’, and that besets our equality principle: We must stop them.

When a breach of Ethics occurs, lots of confusion appear. Similar to classical logic robots, the social system crashes if there are no external authorities who actually `police’ all that.

As the level goes down, to simpler relationships, the number of inspecting bodies tends to zero. 

Some professions (most) don’t even hold ethical bodies yet, imagine what is out of the scope of `professions’…it is natural to think that the first society decides on system of management (democracy/not), to then have their laws for State and, after several other laws, for individuals, as well as objects, the intended discourse is settled, in terms of society supported principles.

Society expects that professional X first tries to improve the service provision quality of professional Y speaking to the own professional Y. That could be called principle of `loyalty’ of the professional class. Only upon refusal of Y to listen and improve his/her performance standards, and only then, it could be said ethical to depreciate their image in public. 

However, even doing so, to be 100% ethical, X would have to logically prove that Y is doing the wrong thing and always be able to sign their own name under that criticism. That because X will wish things this way when it is their turn.

Ethics is then also well defined by the Bible: do not do to others what you do not wish upon you.

The professional who does not support someone who complaints about Y but has already listened to the person complaining, discussed that with Y, confirmed the complainer was right, and Y does not care, therefore breaching the ethical expected behavior for the class, would also be breaching Ethics, once he/she has to do their best to improve, as well as keep, the reliability of all his/her category of professionals, in a homogeneous way, otherwise going against the welfare of the majority of society.

The same way, a professional who observes another of their class harming a third party and does not denounce it to someone higher hierarchically, but still inside of their class board of professionals, is being fully unethical. 

To go further, if the highest authority belonging to that group of professionals still does not do the right thing towards society in general, the professional is also unethical if not denouncing to at least one authority outside of their profession (everything inside of reasonable constraints, of course: given the professional could have done it). Every member of society, employed or not, owes obvious duty of care towards others, and this is, obviously, another definition encompassed by that of the word Ethics.

In what regards love, Ethics reduces to equality: equal rights. 

This way, someone claiming to have a love relationship (and this claim might be silent, such as appearing in public displaying affection) owes duty of transparency and loyalty to their partner (at least).

Coming back to 1, 2, 3, 4, number 1 involves the Ethos of work. Some tend to confound that with `silence’ about shortage of integrity. However, Ethics has to do with `being good to society’, not with supporting `evil’ (of a few) against it.

Ethics is supporting professionalism, defined differently for each profession.

If professional X, for instance, publicly depreciates professional Y, but they do not belong to the same profession, some could utter this is ethical. 

However, this is not a good procedure (and, therefore, not elegant). Professional X, to be accepted as professional, must hold full evidence of having gone through the whole process for their own class before publicly depreciating Y, that is: first communicate with Y and try to get them to fix it, improve it, etc. Only after professional Y’s last professional instance was reached, yet no improvement of outcome for X, in what regards the complaint was reached, they are allowed to publicly depreciate Y.

4 is an interesting cloudy level: The mathematical probability of an individual getting `obstructed’ in their personal outcome in 4 is absurdly high.

In fact, the figures of AIDS are very large, for instance. The likelihood of a person getting `obstructed’ in their personal outcome in 1 is lowest as possible, however, so that a logical individual would always first care about their jobs and work relationships in order to loose less in life, rather than their love/sex relationships.

An individual with several limitations would be the dumbest if not choosing to stick only to 1, as several people do, especially hard workers. Simpler relationships (involving less demands, or lower in human activity demands) should be always put before others. Notice that 4 is not simpler, and will never equate work. 4 is far more complex, once little is known of the other person involved in the relationship and the much which is unknown may easily lead the other party to jail, for instance, lifetime damage to their health, or death (possible still to pronounce themselves, psychopaths).
There is also the trust bond. A `come and go’ sexual partner may `steal’ things which are material (lowest level of injury) as well as defaming the individual in high proportions, or making him/her vulnerable to enemies quite easily.

The effort of hiding substantial information and pieces of oneself from another, especially in an activity which can only be truly pleasant and involving if made with trust, is far more consuming than simply letting go, with no fear of unwanted pregnancy, entrapment by the other party of any sort, or betrayal of trust which may even degenerate into life loss. 

A more talented/diversified individual could wish (and afford) wishing themselves in 4. 
But if that individual is really a high level thinker, would he/she not prefer more pleasure with less risk, would that not be the top logical choice?

However, on the top of that, there is also the growth side of things. Evolution should be a must, and it is a desired social value (so far). This way, an individual who limits themselves to relationships of level 4 is failing to society in general, once its democratic chosen values are not being observed.

In 4, Ethics is simply not obstructing, once more.

Therefore, family and absence of relationship are very similar situations, or what is ethical about them.

However, there are more rules involved in a family, especially regarding roles, so that it is the same as 4, as well as others are, but encompasses far more. For instance, it could never be ethical that a father, with duty of care towards the son, rapes this son sexually: nothing which harms a single member of society, in any sense, can be other thing which is not totally unethical. 

From bottom to top, ethical responsibilities only grow.

One could think that love relationships demand more items of Ethics than work.

However, working is loving every member of society as yourself and loving a partner is loving just one person. It is a sort of `equivocated Islamic proposal (they say the real one is faithfulness, not several partners for a male)’, where one must hold same amount of love, at the same level, for each fellow and participant in the work relationship. This way, at work, one has got far more moral/ethical obligations, once it is same contract, but with several different people, on the top of the contract established with the employer. And the outcome could never, and should never, be sexual, unless the person is also in the love relationship, for relationships of level 4 at work will depreciate the whole class of individuals, in principle, that being never a top logical choice and, therefore, equating those individuals to lowest sort of level of thinkers.
The sexual duty with the partner gets easily overcome by the amount of repetition of all other duties with co-workers, clients, and society in general.

This way, the effort a person makes to work has to be the highest.

Seen the right way, loving is quite easy and pleasant, and also provides the person who is in it with best logical outcome ever.

Still in those regards, some people like hiring detectives to follow their partners before taking on responsibility in the relationship. Such a thing would be OK for a relationship of level 4, for instance, where things cannot, ever, progress to level 2, at least according to the decision of one of the parties, even if after a time they both seem to engage in 2 (looks like). Of course, in human actions, there is also confusional social behavior. Things do change all the time, and a couple starting in 2 may go and come from 4, as they please. However, no couple who has been in 4 after being in 2 can ever remain in 2, what means they are socially doomed to stop existing as a couple, and anyone betting on 2 would simply be wasting their time in those regards, for it will never remain there.

The ethical bodies supervising love relationships are:

a) Family of both parties;

b) Friends of both parties;

c) Institutions in general: legal, mental, religious, etc (from visits to psychiatrists to visits to religious leader in common).

Therefore, it is less bodies than for 1, which includes all the above plus the usual ethical body (if any), as well as the state organizations. That is logical, considering the complexity mentioned above in what regards the own sort of relationship.
As for 3, there are institutions (only), same as in 2.

In what regards 4, there is the Union and the legal institution, besides the boss, if any (that is, a few only of the institutions of 3 and, perhaps, one authority; usually only the direct manager/supervisor), as for work.

This way, Ethics is there to preserve safety and welfare of the community in general, not for distant moral reasons, as some want to state.

Some also think that, for instance, a professional from profession X having an affair with another is ethical if nobody knows about it. No! It is ethical only if everyone of their profession, sharing the same environment, knows about it. Why?

Reliability of the body of professionals: if they are all going to pretend, and agree to, that nothing is going on, to the usual partners of the involved, then it may be moral for that particular part/professional class of society and, therefore, ethical, once we are then talking about work ethics, professional ethics (it is still not ethical with the partners, with the own relationship, with society towards the couple, but free from shortage of ethics for the professional body itself).

However, if a single member disagrees, once that is the public position assumed by vast majority of society in general, it is unethical that the couple persists in the affair decision: either they finish all, apologizing to partners, telling the truth (social obligation/morality), or they leave the jobs immediately (may come back once breach is over).

Some have the courage of stating, these days, that, for instance, a `lecturer’/`researcher’ is `allowed’ to either not put forward, in a clear way, to their students/graduates what their parameters for evaluation are, so that they may discuss them, or having sexual/love interest in their students/graduates.

This is the most basic principle of the unethical behavior, however. Equality of educational information (regarding system) is mandatory between students/graduates and lecturers/supervisors for an ethical development of a course, any course. On the other hand, the duty of a lecturer/supervisor towards the students/graduates is the same as that held by parents towards children and, therefore, cannot, ever, include a personal interest in them, which is not accepted by society in general as good/desired/intended (refer to term Pedagogy at this stage, as defined in the dictionary).

A researcher/lecturer who feels the wrong way about a student, like the perverted parent, must immediately attend psychiatric/psychological/support sessions, to, as the duty of the Psychologist also demands, getting rid of the inadequate feeling, or distortion, of the temporary authority they are entitled to over someone else, in a very reduced scope of human life, limited by every social rule that there is.

A student/apprentice may, indeed, distort reality of events and, for shortage of social life, or variety of interest, and, therefore, clear psychological disturbance, of some sort, feel vulnerable to that sort of connection level with an authority. 

However, like the parent, the priest, the psychologist, it is the duty of the authority to `teach’ the student/apprentice why that is inadequate, unless the student/apprentice, after going through the process of learning and being effectively placed in their professions, still feels that way towards them, case in which they may then have a new conversation on the subject and something may happen between them as sexual/love partners of some sort.

Anything away from this reasoning can only be classified as an extreme breach of the ethical duty of the professional towards the apprentice/student.

The situation just described may also be easily compared to that of `daddy’ having any sort of physical bond with `fellow from school’: daughter thinks it is the same as father being unable to help her (becomes a fellow as well). Yet, father is far older, and only subject socially approved to perform that role. That generates at least psychological harm, which is extreme, for the daughter and, therefore, it cannot be seen as ethical. 

A teacher with a student socially equates to inability to actually teach: psychological confusion for society in general, and absence of different paradigms of existence for that particular teacher (inability to fully understand their role).

Basically, it does mean socially declared incompetence as a teacher/supervisor/lecturer. 

Another good analogy with the above occurrence is that of the fire fighter trying to kiss a burnt victim instead of healing them. Whilst the victim agonizes in pain, the fire fighter, whose primordial task is watching over their health, cuddles her with his hands with deep affection: this is called moral displacement/emotional displacement or, simply, madness of some sort, to make it simple.

How could it make less sense?

Yet, the mad sees sense in their actions…and proceeds, what is even sadder!

The student needs learning, still unable to display their master’s skills.

Education has got same principles, not mattering the subject: several things must be learned/mastered by the student, which are common to all disciplines.

The contents actually play a minor role in all, once they all may be easily found in books/Internet. What cannot ever be found, or learned from books, is the example of righteousness/fairness, the own human example of what should be, as well as the shortest/most logical way of doing things, for several sources may be found, but the teacher/lecturer/researcher is the one who has `done it before’, with highest logical skills and, therefore, may speed up the process of learning of their students, creating social welfare for everyone else, once all everyone seems to wish for is progress for whatever was already done, not repetition.

4. Conclusion

It seems that this Treatise could be adopted by several institutions and, with it, several already existing inspecting bodies could have a document to base themselves on when analyzing conflicts, such as the higher sector postgraduate units.

Apparently, in most cases where there is harassment, there is someone willing to favor the authority doing that towards who should be seen as `customer’ in those sort of services, instead of favoring the own `customer’, what is obviously equivocated.

In adopting this Treatise, there is already progress, in terms of at least existence of written guidelines for the higher sector professionals in education/research. However, it is necessary that the higher sector evolves to a level compatible, for instance, with the class of translators, in which, all over the World, every professional is obliged to know their ethical code by heart, and be formally assessed, on those grounds, before they are ever accredited as professionals who could, possibly, `be part’ of the class, or be working in their name.

The Bible is the only best-seller which keeps on selling for so long, and that is because the language there is simple to absolutely everyone else. In it, one may clearly read that the individual must first read the law to then be passive of punishment by it.

These words are fundamental: awareness, being taught something is wrong. If you were never taught that, how can you possibly accept punishment?

On the other hand, once they are taught what to do, and sign under it, as in agreement (otherwise trying to change it, same system as with the usual laws), they may be adequately punished, as professionals of every other field who may generate lifetime injury on their `customers’, such as psychologists, doctors of every sort, engineers, etc.

From prohibition to teach/supervise for certain period of time, whilst, for instance, attending specific groups for recovery of past victims of harassment at school, to permanent prohibition, there must be some sort of punishment available which goes beyond what it has been accepted so far. 

So far, lecturers/supervisors have been injuring students all the way through, with exams/proofs of little, or none, educational best practice application, to harassment at a point of leaving the student with lifetime trauma on their abilities to learn something.

The hardest part of it is the insistence of proof by the part of the harassed/oppressed, etc.

Liar detector should be allowed absolutely everywhere and a person cannot be regarded as an adult if refusing to submit to it when accused of any breach of Ethics as well as crime, it is all absurd.

The fact that harassment, for instance, usually happens with only two people present, one of them far more logically skilled, and usually older, the `breacher’, and another with absolutely no power, or logical insight in terms of doing anything else which is not feeling astonished, oppressed, and subjected to all that, with little, or no way out, should be enough to oblige them to make use of liar detector whilst investigating such a thing.

Legal systems were created to supposedly replace guns, and equating the power of attack/reaction of the victim to that of the aggressor. If such does not happen in parallel justice, such as educational one, the victim will never have a chance.

For example, in Australia, up to the year of 2004, only an extremely small number of Court cases regarding sexism/racism/harassment were found in their databases in Melbourne, and none of them was ever gained by the victim, when the authority under accusation of breach was a university. 

In some, quite shocking, the judge started stating the victim could never be wrong, to end up awarding the university even more ways of getting away with all that, as well as further oppressing the victim, by obliging them to pay the costs.

Oh, well, if that is what they learn, they will certainly reproduce it, do not forget, it is also true that `a person takes whatever was taken from them before, and almost never they do that to the person who originally took from them’.

Keep it sane, keep it moral, keep it ethical!
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