EXAM TOPICS
War and Terrorism
War is morally wrong when there was not a compelling reason to start it
Is war ever the right thing to do?
	- If doing so causes less suffering than there would be if there were no war
	-To defend one’s country (but “defend” might be subjective)

Utilitarian view: war can sometimes be a necessary evil. Even though it causes suffering, it helps us to achieve a greater amount of utility than would be the case if we didn’t fight.
Deontological view: to rule out war on the grounds that one should never cause any suffering at all
Pacifism: an ethic of non violence, usually based on a deontological moral framework (virtue theory)
Satyagraha: Gandhi’s pacifism is “doing nothing”. Using quietism for activist purposes and used for courage. It is non violent civil disobedience by refusing to obey unjust laws, refusing to cooperate or pay taxes, exposing to violence to shame others into moral behavior. 
How does it work: peacefully breaking laws will put everyone in jail and the prisons will over flow. The state has to pay for everyone to stay there which convince them to change the law. It also sways your opponents to your side by displaying non violent courage. 
Ward Churchill
· Against Gandhi and says that pacifism is immoral because it colludes with oppressors and justifies cowardice. 
· Sonderkommando 12: Special units of Jews who were put in charge of such tasks as disposing of bodies, in exchange for comforts. Every few months, they would be killed and replaced. The 12th group revolted and killed a handful of guards and blew up an oven. 
· Churchill says that they did the right thing. They were going to die anyways. They delayed and prevented the killing of some others. If more groups did this, less Jews would have died. 
· Sometimes violence, including killing others, might be a necessary evil on utilitarian grounds. 
· Con: He does not consider the deontological view that hurting and killing others could be intrinsically wrong
· There might be good grounds to fight back when we’re being attacked. The law recognizes individual self defense as an excuse for violence. 
War is good for some businesses such as arms manufacturers and military outfitters etc. 
It is important to distinguish between the reasons behind war and the behavior of officers and soldiers fighting in the war. Know the difference between “support out troops” and “be uncritical of our troops”. 
War technology: It is considered immoral to use weapons causing more harm than is needed to disable a soldier from fighting. Some technologies are widely condemned because they do help in the war. For example, land mines can be stepped on by civilians. 
Terrorism: Targeting civilian populations. The justification for bombing and invading included the claim that the Taliban government had a relationship with Al Qaeda (the group responsible for 9/11). The Karzai government (good) is against the Taliban remnants because of the claim that the Taliban government had a relationship with Al Qaeda. This is a clear case of the actions of a nongovernmental group prompting the overthrow of a government. It seems that the actions of terrorist groups can serve as a pretext for immoral wars against other counties. 
The word terrorism is used to describe anyone who takes up arms against a dominant group. This clouds the issue whether there can be morally legitimate revolutions. What is the population in question doesn’t have other means- is terrorism justified?
Joseph Boyle
· Can there be a just war on terror? There can be but within strict limits.
· A war is just if it’s waged under proper authority, waged for a just cause, and waged with the right intention. 
· Terrorism: any person or group performs a terrorist act when they intentionally harm someone that have no right to harm to get a person or group to choose differently than they would otherwise would. 
· Terrorism itself does not constitute just warfare. Its aim is not defensive so it fails the second condition. 
· Proper authority: if waged by a legitimate sovereign for the good of its populace
· Just cause: if waged to defend the polity against terror
· Right intention: if waged to promote peace
Douglas Lackey
· Preventive force: force used against a person who might to an evil act.
· Pre emptive force: force used against a person who will do an evil act.
· Responsive force: force used against someone who has already perpetrated an evil act.
· Argues that preventive and pre emptive are not the same
· How do we know someone is going to do something bad? Intelligence gathering is not a perfect process- there are too many variables.
· Do we arrest people for thoughts they have about committing crimes or for merely intending to commit crimes?
· Pre emptive force diverts evil; the attack by the bad state was coming so by attacking first were taking the evil that would have been done to us and diverting it to them
· Preventive force creates evil; there is no coming conflict but were nonetheless causing casualties
· It is worse to create evil than to divert it
Charles R. Beitz
· Humanitarian intervention is the threat or use of force by a state
· It is not a defensive measure
· Going to war to defend the innocence of another state is justifiable
· Five conditions: 1. Should have a just and humanitarian purpose
 	 	2. Should be supported by competent international authority
  		3. Should be the last resort
  		4. There should be a reasonable chance of success
  		5. The limitations of the jus in bello apply (don’t do it if there will be a number 
  		    of civilian casualties
· If a H.I. meets all five criteria then it is just. 
William J. Hawk
· Since war is immoral, the burden of proof should be on the proponent of war and not on the pacifist
· A person who would be praised for promoting non violence in peacetime is often considered a traitor for doing so in wartime
· Being consistent, it is bad for someone to value peace in peacetime but puts it on the back burner during wartime
· Anti war pacifism: activism against a particular conflict
· Personal pacifism: a non violent personal ethic based on the sanctity of human life
· Activism, not quietism

World Hunger
Doing/allowing: actively doing something is morally different than just allowing the same thing to happen (killing someone is different than letting someone die)
We should be held accountable for what happens to people far away from us. Does this mean that moral duties depend on physical proximity?
Do we contribute to hunger? We use a large amount of global resources, so we actually are in some respects responsible for the hunger of others.
“If you just throw money at the problem, you don’t get to the root causes, therefore I will do nothing”. To what extent are we duty bound to help others? 
Peter Singer
· If it is in our power to prevent something bad from happening, without sacrificing anything of comparable moral importance, we have to do it.
· We have duties to prevent greater moral evils
· Utilitarianism
· We take all who suffer into account when weighing what counts as a greater moral evil
· Analogy: child drowning in a pond- would it be morally acceptable to allow the child to die just to save your shoes? No, our shoes are less important than the child’s life. What about buying shoes vs. donating the money? Is it the same case?
· He says that we have a duty to save a child from dying from hunger across the world, amounts to discrimination based on a morally irrelevant factor. 
· If we can do good without impairing something of comparable or greater value, we should do it
John Arthur
· Against Singer
· The greater moral evil principle isn’t the only thing to consider
· People are entitles to get and keep what they have earned
· It would be nice for a person to give away most of their income to the needy
· The ideal social moral code is one which wins public support, is workable and is practical
· The best code would be one which encourages but does not force or in any way assume altruistic behavior
· By giving people the right to keep their property, yet praising those who do not exercise the right but help others instead, we have found a good balance
Thomas Pogge
· Resource using countries pay a dividend on resource extraction to help eradicate systematic poverty
· If we violate a positive duty, we don’t do something we should. If we violate a negative duty, we do something we shouldn’t
· Were not being altruistic when we give aid to poor countries or our own poor. Were righting a wrong we’ve committed
· Those who make more extensive use of our planets resources should compensate those who use very little
· Global Resources Dividend (GRD): they should be required to share a small part of the value of any resources they decide to use or sell
· GRD’s should also be easy understand and apply, keep overall costs low, have only a small impact on the price of goods used for basic needs, be focused on resources uses
· “What can we do to eradicate global poverty at the roots?”
Holmes Rolsten
· There can be situations when feeding the hungry is short sighted, or even unethical
· Looking at the overall good
· We do not empirically value feeding the hungry as an absolute good
· Nature can be a higher value than feeding the hungry under certain conditions
· Sometimes people have to die from hunger to preserve natural integrity
· Nature has to sometimes be put before people
· The distribution of the world’s resources is skewed. 
· Good-better-best fallacy: it’s good to feed one person, it’s better to feed more people, is it best to feed everyone?
· Feeding everyone will erode their food supply
· Should we expect people who are starving to voluntarily starve to death for the environment
· Parfits Paradox: future civilization cannot blame us for ruining the environment because they would not exist if we did not wrong the environment

Economic Justice
Some people have large amounts of money; some people have very little or none
Maybe economic justice is something that doesn’t exist; maybe the current state of things is all wrong. Perhaps the truth is somewhere in between.
Economic Justice: poor have help, status quo, just taxation, equal opportunity
Capitalism: A capitalist has money, spends that money to produce goods or services, and sells those goods and services to make back their money (plus more money). They create heeds, waste and lower quality products. 
Free Market: The “invisible hand” of the market evens everything out if left to itself. 
Marxism: showing how capitalism really works. Profits are generated in large part by exploiting the workers who make the products. The workers create value above and beyond what it costs the capitalist to pay them. 
The people working in sweat shops don’t revolt against the system because the super exploitation of foreign workers gives them cheaper cars, cell phones, and flat screen TV’s etc.
Capitalism is crisis ridden. One way of ensuring that people keep buying things is planned obsolescence. Historically, however, capitalists have also tried to find foreign markets to offload their surplus and stay afloat. Things will turn out in the long run if we keep the basic system in place; that it’s ultimately workable to let market norms that have power to define human existence for the future.
Economic Imperialism: the only way to expand one’s markets is by economic blackmail or by forcing the country’s market open through military incursion and occupation. 
Is inheritance unfair? Perhaps if capitalism only rewarded merit and initiative, it would be the fair system that free market proponents say it could be. But capitalism rewards accidents of birth and discriminates against accidents of birth. Acquitting startup capital has been a largely immoral enterprise. 
Communism: workers are the ones who do all the work and create all the value; capitalists merely use their startup capital to get rich off the back of the workers
State Capitalism: a form of capitalism in which the state took the place of the employer. 
Slavoj Zizek
· Communist terms without succumbing to utopianism, that is, without assuming that things will turn out for the best and that history is on our side. 
· Four contemporary crises: Social/economic, environmental, biogenetic and apartheid
· It is possible to solve the first three crises while keeping various forms of apartheid in place. 
· But there can be an approach to all four crises that insists in the conceptual priority of the forth one (apartheid must be abolished in all areas of vital human importance)
· There will be a social/environmental/biogenetic apocalypse; then work backwards to what we could have done to prevent it. 
· Communism today should concern itself not with building a future utopia, but with stopping our headlong slide into future destruction.
· This approach is said to be dangerous. And if capitalism is the only alternative, can it be made workable?
John Rawls
· We all come together to choose the society in which we want to live. You do not know what position you will start in. This is the veil of ignorance. With the veil of ignorance, it would be a pretty big gamble to wish for full libertarian property rights, we might end up poor. It would be the most rational to choose a society in which certain goods are assured to the people who will get the sort end of the stick. 
· Two principles of justice: 
1. each person is to have equal rights to the most extensive basic liberty compatible with a similar liberty to others
2. Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both reasonably expected to be to everyone’s advantage and attached to positions and offices open to all
· If the original position, from behind the veil of ignorance, it would be most rational to choose principles of justice tending to offset gross inequalities, give chances to the disadvantaged, and ensure that the most advantaged benefit the least advantaged, then we can ask what kind of society we have now and see how it measured up. 
Robert Nozick
· A holding is just if it was justly acquired, it was justly transferred or it results from a rectification of injustice in holdings. 
· Whatever arises from a just situation by just steps is itself just
· End state view of justice: a given distribution as unjust given a disparity; therefore it would be unjust that the ant has more. 
· Should not look at the end state (how much money they have at a certain time)
· The historical growth conditions are more important
· Con: far back enough, everyone got their money in a bad way
· The Wilt Chamberlain Argument: if he charges a payment of 25 cents on every admission which goes directly to him. If the fans agree to paying this-was this an unjust way of earning money?
· Socialism is doomed either to revert to capitalism or to become tyrannical
Jonathan Wolff
· Urges us to examine whether or not we exploit others when we benefit from competition
· Wolff lists various types of competition and concludes that we value economic competition primarily because people outside the competition
· Competition is good because it is socially useful for the enterprising to have more money than the less enterprising and it is competition that keeps prices down and quality up
· We exploit the companies when we benefit from the process of economic competition
· Provide a safety net for the economic losers in our country; otherwise were exploiting them
· Since we provide no safety net for workers in other counties, we are all exploiters because we import the products
Commercial Surrogacy
If we think that a woman has the right to reproduce, then it might follow that she also has the right to technologies helping reproduction. We have the technology to implant embryos so perhaps people with fertility problems have a moral right to use it. 
Ruth Macklin
· Views family as a broad notion, not threatened by NRT’s
· Says that the common understanding of a family as a biologically related grouping on the grounds that is both too narrow and too broad
· Too narrow: it does not exhaust the legal and customary components of how many people understand the family
· Too broad: cases of surrogacy eliminates the biological part of motherhood
· Family is an amorphous notion 
· Both women are the biological mother; we can’t discover who can claim the child so we have to decided
· Chooses to reflect the ethical priority of the biological mother who has a stronger claim to the child. 
· Rephrases “real” mother” as “primary mother”
Elizabeth Anderson
· A commodity is a good that is produced, exchanged and enjoyed under market norms specific to capitalism
· To the extent that moral principles or ethical ideals preclude the application of market norms to a good, we say that the good is not a proper commodity
· It fails to value it in an appropriate way
· Slavery is a case of applying commodity status where it doesn’t belong; humans should be valued as ends, not as usable objects
· Colorizing old movies to increase sales treat them as commodities but perhaps they have taken away artistic and historical value
· Selling a woman’s womb is a form of commoditization and therefore also the children as products
· Therefore commercial surrogacy degrades both women and children
· It degrades them by failing to accord them due to respect and consideration
· A commercial surrogate is required to produce without feeling them and the industry also has a direct interest in undermining a surrogates judgments and perspective. The industry also preys upon he insecurities and emotional neediness
· Surrogacy contracts should not be enforceable/illegal and punishable

Human Cloning
Cloning creates genetically identical organisms which may turn out to be quite different from each other in terms of morphology and behavior
Cell Mass Division: splitting an embryo, for example: dividing a 2 cell embryo into two one cell embryos. Basically artificially creating twins
Nuclear Substitution: Used for Dolly the sheep. Removing the nucleus from an egg cell and replacing it with nucleus taken from the cell of another individual. The fertilized egg is implanted. 
John Harris
· The major arguments against human cloning hold no water and that we can think of some plausible benefits to the practice
· We do not feel apprehensive when natural twins are born, why should we when twins are created?
· Cell mass division wastes human potential; but this same potential is wasted whenever an embryo is not implanted
· The real ethical implication of cell mass division only involves what would happen if we disallowed it: certain women desperately wanting children would be denied them
· Cell mass division gives them another option
· Does nuclear substitution constitute an illicit instrumentallization of human life? No more than other modes of assisted reproduction, or even unassisted reproduction. If existing is in the best interests of a being then the reasons for which it can into existence are mute. 
· Cloning doesn’t impact the variability of the human genome, it merely repeats a small part of it
· We also have to ask whether PGD screening, egg and sperm donation, surrogacy, abortion and good old fashioned human choice of sexual partner do not do the same.
· Sure cloning could be used for racist purposes; but sex can be employed as rape and yet we don’t ban sex.
· Since a clone is the identical twin of its nucleus donor, it has two biological parents: the parents of the donor
Leon Kass
· Thinks cloning is wrong
· Most of us are disgusted by incest, bestiality, rape, murder and rightly so. We would find it distasteful for someone to ask us to provide a rational argument for why these things are wrong. 
· People who find it repulsive, therefore it must be wrong
· Shows an underlying moral decision on the topic
· You wouldn’t ask what is morally wrong with pedophilia- you would be looked at as an idiot
· Cloning creates serious issues of identity and individuality
· Causes utter confusion of social identity and kinship ties
· He opposes the creation of embryos strictly for research purposes but we should go ahead with cloning research on animals
