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Case Summary
	The study case is about “Hot Coffee at McDonald’s”. It is about how seventy-nine-year-old Stella Liebeck who successfully sued the McDonald’s company after she was burned by a spilled cup of hot coffee that she had bough at the drive-through window of her local McDonald’s. The jury awarded her 160,000 dollars in compensatory damages and a whopping 2.7 million dollars in punitive damages. This case received nationwide attention and a lot of criticism until those who examined facts more closely learned that the Liebeck case was more complicated that it first appeared. Liebeck was hospitalized for a week because of third-degree burns on her thighs and buttocks, so serious that she required skin grafting and it left permanent scars. She requested for 10,000 dollars for medical expenses and McDonald’s refused claiming that their coffee wasn’t unreasonably hot and that Liebeck was responsible for her injuries. The jury however saw it differently because the coffee was served at 180-190-degree Fahrenheit and they persuaded that the coffee’s temperature is both undrinkable and very dangerous. Before this accident, the company had received a lot of complaints about burns from its coffee and had put a warning label and designed a tighter lid but ironically, Liebeck got injured trying to open the lid. The jury’s judgement was intended to warn other fast-food chains to prevent similar accidents in the future.
	Different stakeholders were affected by the ruling of this case. First and foremost, the victim, Stella Liebeck was affected both negatively and positively. Negatively, she got burned and underwent a lot of pain and suffering, positively she was compensated generously by the McDonald’s company. Secondly, the company suffered in the hands of the media, their customers and also in the hands of the courts. They were charged a huge amount for the accident which they had tried to warn their customers. Serving the coffee at that temperature was for the sake of the customers welfare to avoid serving lukewarm coffee. The third stakeholder affected by the issues of this case were the jury because they got a fair amount of cash from this case.
Kantian Ethics Theory
	According to Kant, all actions are absolutely prohibited, that includes murder, theft, even if they would bring about more happiness than sorrow and before one acts, they should ask themselves the following questions; can I will that everyone acts as I want to act and if the answer is no then we must not perform the action. The second question is, does the action respect the goals of human beings or it is merely using them for my own selfish need and if the answer is no then the action must not be performed. The first element of Kantian ethics is; deontological meaning it is a duty based ethical system hence it focuses on an agent’s ability to abide by maxims formulated by the Categorical Imperative. The second element is rationality, Kant believes that al humans are reasonable and use their reason to determine whether an action is morally permissible or not. The third is universalism, once an action us determined as morally permissible or impermissible this judgement should be universalized to everyone. (Baron, 2018)
Application
	Kantians ethics states that you should always treats others as if they were as much of a man or woman as you are. In our case, McDonald’s did not want to compensate Stella for her injuries and the jury made them do so because she deserved to be treated with dignity and intrinsic worth as everyone would want to be treated.
Utilitarianism Ethics Theory
Utilitarianism is a consequence-based theory and it can best be explained as an effort to provide an answer to the question “what should a man do?” and its answer is that he should act so as to produce the best consequences possible. The elements of utilitarianism are as follows; universalism; meaning it holds that morality is universal and that the same moral standards apply to all people and all situations. Consequentialism, it holds that what matters, morally speaking, are the consequences of actions. Welfarism, what is good is the welfare of all people and good consequences are those which increase the well-being of all people. Aggregation, its conception of individual goods allows them to be summed up into a single measure of overall good. Maximization, whatever is good, it is best to have as much of that good as possible. (Bronsther, 2017)
Application
McDonald’s as company should have first looked at the consequences of their super-hot coffee to everyone not the benefit of being nicely hot for the customers. They ought to have considered that as hot as they served it, it would have caused accidents. Also, denying Sheila the compensation she deserved was against the Utilitarianism ethics as it was not morally permissible to do so.
Question Two: In serving such hot coffee, McDonald’s did not act in a morally responsible way as the damage that would occur out of that hot coffee is more than the benefits. They should have warned their customers more and but the can and lid in a way that is impossible to spill.
Question Three: Serving such hot coffee affects their responsibilities such that they should ensure the coffee can be carried without spilling or can be opened without spilling. It also becomes their responsibility to warn their customers more. Even if they serve coffee to millions, few hundred complaints is still important because every customer matter and the complaints of the few represents the complaints of many more who are not able to do so.
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