Short Answer Questions: Unit 3
TOPIC #1: ABORTION

	“When does a fetus because a person or a human being?” is the common question asked when debating abortion. But both Marquis and Judith Jarvis Thompson believe it’s the wrong question to be asking ourselves when we want to come to a logical conclusion.

Marquis
· States that we need to figure out what makes killing wrong, to come to a conclusion.
· He starts by saying:
· Killing an Adult human being is wrong
· But what makes it wrong?
· It causes the person who is killed to lose the most valuable thing which they now possess.
· Deprives the killed person of the future; any possible projects, relationships or activities they might engage in.
· Compare what makes it wrong to what supposedly makes abortion wrong.

Marquis Verdict: Abortion is morally impermissible; it is on the same level as killing a human being. You deprive them of everything that they may experience and that is morally wrong.

Objection 1: Fetuses can’t value anything because they don’t possess the capabilities to do so.
Response 1: My future can be valuable to me even though I may not value it at the present moment.

Objection 2: Doesn’t this make contraception and abstention from sex, also seriously immoral?
Response 2: His response isn’t that we must MAXIMIZE the number of futures. In all seriousness there needs to be a subject whose future is being saved. Contraception doesn’t allow for a subject to exist because the fetus and egg haven’t met yet.

Judith Jarvis Thomson

For the sake of the argument, Thomson supposes the fetus is a person.
· The fetus’s right to life may trump the mother’s right to bodily autonomy. But if the mother’s life is in danger then her right to life in addition to her bodily autonomy should trump.
· Does this mean the mother should carry out her own abortion? Seeing as a doctor would be a third party. Thomson replies by saying the fetus and the mother are not equal seeing as they are not two tenants in a house. The mother is the owner; she may do with it as she pleases.
1. Fetus is a person
2. All persons have a right to life
3. Fetus has a right to life
4. The right to life is weightier than bodily autonomy 
5. So abortion is morally impermissible
· This becomes problematic in the case of rape, in which those who believe rape is the only exception to abortion being morally impermissible. Which means that “People have a right to life only if they didn’t come into existence by rape”
· Does this mean rape babies have less right to life?
· Example of the violinist; it would be nice if you stayed with him. But it’s not NECESSARY. He’s just a moocher. Don’t get the “right to life” confused with the “right to sustain life at any cost”

Thomson Verdict: Abortion is morally permissible in many cases, even if the fetus is a person and has a right to life. Because a right to life is not the same as a RIGHT TO SUSTAIN LIFE AT ALL COSTS

SIMILARITIES BETWEEN THE TWO: They both share the belief that a “right to life” is often confused with “a right to sustain life at any cost” which is often quite cumbersome on those who must undergo the pain of holding onto the violinist for 9 months.




TOPIC # 2: WORLD FAMINE AND OBLIGATION

	“Should we as human beings aid those who are left in famine because of the place in which they live, are we morally obliged to do so?”

Peter Singer
1. Suffering, death, lack of medical care, food and shelter are all very bad things.
2. The moderate principle states that if it is in our power to prevent something very bad from happening, without sacrificing anything morally significant, we ought to do it because of morality.
3. Luxuries are not morally significant
4. We could have donated the money to aid agencies, which would allow for prevention of suffering and dying due to lack of food, shelter, etc.

Conclusion: Therefore, morally Peter Singer believes that people should do this.

· Society normally associates charity with doing something right, but not doing charity as a not necessarily bad thing. Singer disagrees, and states that it is wrong to spend money on luxuries when we could save other people’s lives.

Objection 1: Giving money to relief doesn’t aid the root problems in regards to poverty, thereby not doing something actually morally significant.
Reply 1: When we give money to a charitable organization, we do it in the hope that they are seeking to address the root problems of the issue at hand.
· Singer brings in the STRONG PRINCIPLE so, he said “If it is within our power to prevent something bad, WITHOUT THEREBY SACRIFICING ANYTHING OF COMPARABLE MORAL IMPORTANCE, we ought, morally, to do it.”
· By accepting this we put ourselves in a situation where we must give to the point of being equivalent to those who we are giving to, but hovering just slightly above them.
·  [ASK ABOUT THE SHALLOW POND EXAMPLE]





· It seems almost absurd to think that the Strong Principle is valid, but it does promote one good idea. Moral Equality, which is the idea that everyone matters equally.
· According to Moral Importance, this is all that should matter. In the example of sending your children to a summer camp as opposed to saving starving children; it seems that camp appears morally insignificant in comparison.
· However, this would only word in an OVERLY IDEAL situation, but unfortunately when people think intuitively for themselves and their own families Singer’s Strong principle doesn’t have the same validity it has when looking at it through unbiased eyes.

OBJECTIONS
· Distance: Distance is no longer an issue in today’s society
· Do other people’s actions affect the amount I should do? The example of the three children drowning in a pond applies to this scenario.

John Arthur

· He prefers to use logical reasoning to answer these questions as opposed to an overly moral sense of duty brought on by singer.

Verdict: People are morally required to “help when there is no substantial cost to themselves”
Sacrificing shouldn’t result in significant reduction to their happiness, or their family’s happiness.

If what is at stake is trivial, such as a dirty shirt then one’s property rights are overridden by the suffering which can be prevented, therefore we are morally obliged to help.

In this sense he is adopting the Strong Principle and making changes to it in order to create a more understandable and reasonable definition of the Strong Principle and the Moderate Principle.

He wants not a significant amount of moral significance to be placed on this. If we don’t have any proper grounds to fight this then Singer is somewhat right, in the sense that we don’t have any grounds to say we SHOULDN’T help those.

TOPIC #3:  THE USE OF ANIMALS IN BIOMEDICAL RESEARCH
	“The use of animals in research violates the rights of the animals themselves, specifically their right to not be subject to cruel and unusual punishment. It imposes unnecessary suffering amongst sentient creatures, in a situation which it is not necessary.”
Carl Cohen
His aim was to show that these views are incorrect.
His first point was to prove that claims, or potential claims to rights were something which was common within a community of moral agents.

However, this should primarily be restricted to those who are human, claims Cohen.

1. This is because one has rights as a moral agent; this comes from exercising and responding to moral claims, to lay down general morals. Animals can’t do this.
2. Though animals don’t have RIGHTS per say, we as humans do have moral obligation towards them to treat them properly in our dealings. Rights entail obligations, but many things which we ought to do are not necessarily tied to one’s entitlements.
3. Cohen’s duty to aid strangers is a familiar example of not having any particular duty to aid animals.

Our obligation to animals is that we must treat them humanely, however, it is not to treat them as if they are humans or even as if they are holders of that right.

Objection #1: If having rights depends on moral capabilities, then older people, cripples, the senile etc. who are not mentally present, should they be considered people without rights?
Rebuttal #1: This is a mistake because they’re treating moral presence as some sort of feature by which we must judge whether someone is to be deemed a human being. What matters is NOT whether you as an individual currently possess the relevant moral capabilities, but whether members who you are of a part of normally possess them.

Objection #2: The features of moral relevance- rationality, interdependence, and love – are not exhibited by human beings alone.
Rebuttal #2: Membership in a community of moral agents is what is necessary to have “rights”, not the ability or reason or communicate or to care for one’s young. Moral Agents have the ability to respond to moral claims of others, and to apply general moral rules. Hence why animals aren’t thought of having committed “crimes” per say. He also states, that if we were to take into account moral differences in a scenario where we didn’t favour humans; dogs and humans would be equal in terms of pain.



SINGER VS COHEN: 
· Singer calls out Cohen as being a speciesist, because he places importance on the fact that we are humans rather than the fact that we are all sentient beings. 
· Cohen states that racism and sexism don’t have any rational basis upon their arguments; therefore making a comparison between the three would be irrational. 
· Singer would probably respond by saying that PAIN specifically should be weighed the same because they do not differ amongst sentient beings.
· BY ACCEPTING COHEN’S POINT we would be accepting that humans possess a different moral status than other animals.

NORCROSS ARGUMENT [ON EATING MEAT]

“Freds Basment” – He must severely mutilate puppies so he can enjoy chocolate. Which he finds to be a necessity in this case and his life would be impoverished without it.

His behaviour is clearly immoral because his reason doesn’t justify the act of suffering on puppies.
For the same reason eating factory farmed meat is also wrong, because they undergo similar conditions so that people are able to eat meat. (95% of Canadian meat is from a factory farm)

Objection #1: Others are doing the dirty work?
Rebuttal #1: What if Fred hired someone to mutilate the puppies for him, would he be less in the wrong?

Objection #2: Ignorance, most customers don’t know about the suffering that is going on?
Rebuttal #2: Those who are totally ignorant might have an excuse, ignorance is lessening. Those meat eaters who read this are morally wrong.

Objection #3: They are puppies
Rebuttal #3: Intelligence is relevant; however, they are on the same level. Cuteness? Not relevant in the slightest.

COMPARISON: NORCROSS TO COHEN IN REGARDS TO MEAT

Since humans have a higher moral being, does that make it okay for us to kill and torture animals for gustatory pleasure?
Marginal Cases Objection: According to Cohen, this wouldn`t suffice because he believes that moral status wouldn`t be based on whether or not the person possesses the relevant capacity as long as they are from the same group.
Norcross thinks this is wrong because the presence of a feature in humans no longer matter, only whether or not the presence is a normal occurrence.


UNITS 1 & 2

Normative Claims – Are ones about how things ought to be. This covers Morality as a whole.
Normative Epistemic Claims: Claims made about what one should believe, and how they ought to reason.
Prudential Claims: Things made about your, self interest
Descriptive Claims – A claim about what is the case. 
Ex) Barack Obama is the President of the United States of America. 
It’s seen as more of a fact rather than a debatable case. Can still be refuted. 

UTILITARIANISM: An act is right if and only if it brings about the greatest total amount of happiness, or utility, out of all the actions available to the agent.

· Consequentialism: An act is right if and only if it produces the best consequences out of all the acts available to the agent. If and only if the total good produced minus the total bad produced is no lower than it would be for any other action available.
· Hedonism: The goodness of consequences is determined by how much happiness is produced, where “By happiness is intended pleasure and the absence of pain”

Objections to Utilitarianism

1. Doctrine Worthy of Swine: An objection to Utilitarianism’s hedonistic conception of “good” States that if we reduce ourselves to mere physical pleasures of the brain and the body there is nothing more to us, as there is nothing more to pigs. 
Rebuttal: This assumes that the pleasures are only bodily, but there are higher intellectual pleasures of imagination and creativity.
2. Too high for humanity: It’s a bit too much to expect people will always act for the need to benefit the general interests of society.
Rebuttal: According to Mill, whether your act is right or wrong does not depend on motive. 
3. No time to calculate: There is no time to calculate prior to acting, whether the act will create the greatest amount of general happiness available to the agent.
Rebuttal: Mill states that logically, the Criterion of Right is what’s used to calculate whether the action done produced the greatest total amount of good. But the decision making procedure is the way one is supposed to act when wanting to figure out the right thing.

	KANTIANISM: Whether an act is permissible or not depends on its maxim – the intention to do and why. Mens Rea and the Actus Reus.

	THE TEST OF KANTIANISM
1. Formulate A Maxim
2. Imagine the world where everyone acts on that maxim
3. Is it possible for such a world to exist?
UNIT #2

Psychological Egoism: The doctrine that the only thing anyone is capable of desiring or pursuing ultimately is their own self-interest. PEOPLE ARE INNATELY SELFISH.

Argument #1: Every action of mine is prompted by motives or desires or impulses which are my motives and not somebody else’s. This fact might be expressed by saying that whenever I act I am always pursuing my own ends to satisfy my own desires.

Critique #1: The argument that acts are selfish because you do it out of some selfish reason to benefit yourself is a circular argument that doesn’t have a proper basis.

Argument #2: Whenever one gets what one is trying to achieve, they get pleasure from it, therefore the goal of the action is always one’s own pleasure.

Critique #2: P1 is not always true, because you might not achieve pleasure every time. Your goal could be incredibly depressing.



Moral Skepticism
1. [bookmark: _GoBack]Moral Nihilism: There are no moral truths, because there is no such thing as right and wrong. Error theory which states that by making moral judgements we are making a mistake. Non-cognitivism it’s not that we’re making a mistake, but rather we aren’t even trying to saying morality should be true to begin with.

2. Subjectivism: We each create our own moral reality, and the truth of moral judgements answer to our own tastes and beliefs.  
3. Relativism: It is our culture or our society which decides what is right and wrong, because morality is a social construct.

