PHIL 1550
MIDTERM TOPICS

Abortion Topics
Abortion: The intentional removal of a fetus from a women’s womb at her un-coerced request, before the fetus has come to term, resulting in the death of the fetus.
Loaded Language: carries assumption (i.e. biases, smuggles in evaluations)
Anti-Abortion Position:
	1. Killing an innocent human being is wrong
	2. A fetus is an innocent human being
	3. Killing a fetus is wrong
Immoral vs. Indecent
Thompson (Pro Choice)
· Attacks premise #1
· Does not talk about if the fetus is a “human person” from the moment of conception
· Attacks what situations where killing a human being is right (not wrong)
· Being attached to other humans without consent to keep them alive (not morally wrong to disconnect and eventually kill them?)
· Violinist analogy: if you wake up connected to an unconscious famous violinist against your will. You have to remain in bed with him for nine months, at which point he will wake up healthy. 
· This is a “thought analogy”
· While it would be generous to do this for the violinist, it is not morally wrong (since you did not give consent)
· This argument works perfectly for rape.  While it is indecent to abort a fetus, it is not immoral.
Warren (Pro Choice)
· Attacks premise #2
· Attacks what is technically considered an “innocent human being”
· Genetically human: person in coma is genetically human
· Morally human: person in coma is not in the moral community (no personality)
· Criteria for Personhood: 
1. Sentience (conscience experiences, pleasure/pain)
2. Emotionality (capacity to feel happy/ sad…) 
3. Reason (ability to solve problems present)
4. Moral judgment (know right from wrong and act accordingly)
5. Capacity to communicate (make voice heard)
6. Self awareness (know that you are a person in space and time)
· A person does not necessarily have to have all of these criteria but the more they have, the more they are considered a person (species does not affect criteria)
· Is a fetus a person? It is “marginally a person”, potentially a person. The mother is an actualized person (more important) and therefore mother > fetus. 
· The fetus’ rights are “not relevant” compared to the mothers. 
· A cancerous mass is also biologically human, but it wouldn’t be a problem to destroy it.
· Is someone does not fit the personhood criteria (dementia, intellectually impaired) can you kill them?
· Once the infant is born, it is no longer poses any serious threat to the woman’s health. 
· The personhood criteria broadens our moral community (chimps and dogs)
· She believes that neither abortion nor infanticides are obviously forms of murder. 
Marquis (Pro Life)
· Ignores the cases where keeping the baby may kill the mother’s life or rape cases.
· What is it about killing that makes it wrong? Killing imposes on you a premature death; it deprives you of a future life (the most important “thing”). 
· It is the loss of future conscious experiences.
· A “Future Like Ours”: if it is wrong to deprive you of a future conscious life of value by killing you, then by analog it is wrong to deprive another entity of a similar.
· Since the fetus has potential it therefore has a future
· The mother will still have a future even if it is a bad one, while the fetus looses theirs completely.
· Does the fetus even value its future? (spectrum from zygote-baby, spectrum from bald-hair)

Animal Rights Topics

Human Centric: Considering the humans point of view 

· A pet is someone’s property; if you injure the pet, you injure the owner as well
· Extinction of species can affect the ecosystem
· Indirect: duties to animals themselves
· Direct: duties to the owner/larger human community
· Supports not eating meat: eating meat contributes to an irrational usage of world’s food resources, massive pollution by factory farming.
· We all do certain things, and perhaps we’ve done them for a long time; this does not guarantee that those things are moral. 
Animal Centric: Considering the animals point of view
· Eating animals, exploiting their labor and experimenting on them is bad because it negatively affects both the animals in question and the human beings
Singer (Animal Liberation)
· Humans and non humans are all equal
· Factually unequal: looking physically, men are superior than women
· Morally unequal: looking at moral considerations
· Discrimination based on something uncontrollable is morally irrelevant and arbitrary
· Therefore an animal cannot control how it is born (speciesism) 
· They have sentience (have and satisfy their preferences)
· Preference ululation; doesn’t matter what you like
· Analogy to racism, homophobia, sexism
· Most animals count in Warren’s characteristics of personhood
· Singer is very consistent
Fox (Certain animals deserve moral consideration)
· Most animals are disqualified from the membership in the moral community
· They do not belong in the moral community because they lack autonomy, a certain degree of intelligence, ability to communicate with us etc.
· Having rights implies that you also have duties
· Animals cannot control themselves
· If a wolf kills a child, did it make a morally bad choice or was it just acting on instinct?
· There are good reasons to protect the wolf but they cannot be framed as “rights”
· Animals have no moral agency
· Autonomy: independence or freedom
· Certain human beings lack autonomy and therefore are disqualified from the moral community
· “Acceptable” speciesism
Frey (Like Singer but disagrees that all animals are equal)
· Believes that animals count the same ways as humans in certain morally significant ways
· Suffering and happiness of animals should be taken into account
· There is more to what makes them valuable
· Frey’s formula using intuition: 
1. Animal life has some value
2. Not all animal life has the same value
3. Human life is more valuable than animal life
· “Lives of less richness has less value”, where richness is a complex of relatively higher conscious functions
· Values human richness over animal sentience. Says that humans and animals share the capacity to suffer and enjoy, he also says that this basic capacity is too small for a sole criteria of value
· Frey is not a speciesist. Animal testing and the consumption of meet are acceptable because it is for the greater good 
· Humans who lack richness of life can also be used for purposes of the greater good
Regan (Categorically abolitionist; more hardcore)

· Animals have inherent value: they have value in themselves (a dogs value is independent of the reasons that the owner may value it)
· Because they have interests and “experiencing subjects of life”
· Money Thought Experiment: Your aunt will leave you money when she dies and you plan to donate the money. Singer says that it would be ok to kill her because it would be for the greater good (utilitarianism). Regan says it would be wrong to kill her because your aunt has individual value
· Animal ethics is a matter of principle
· Rights only belong to those who can articulate and defend them
Environment Topics
Human Centric View: Humans are the only morally important beings (nature is only stuff to use). In the book of Genesis, God created the earth for our use. Nature is raw material. Problems: Even if those in power could guarantee all other rights while destroying the planet, they still would be destroying one of our fundamental rights. 
Nature Centric View: We are only an element among many in a system that precedes us and makes our existence possible. Nature is more morally important than humans. Problems: Nature should take its course. This point of view would approve of letting people starve, limiting reproductive rights etc.
Quietism: Stance of inaction, governments suspending basic liberties in the name of saving the earth. 
Pretext for racism and neo-colonialism: Developing countries use cheaper materials to stay afloat, these tend to be more environmentally costly. They are then looked down upon and told to clean up their act.
Other Moderate Views: Humans are caretakers of the natural world, not its rulers. 
Social Ecology: ecology rooted in social justice and radically democratic regional practices. It is an ecologically minded view, while being based on grass roots participation. 
Isn’t it possible that skyscrapers are natural in the way that a beaver dam is natural? But just because something is natural doesn’t mean that it is good (cancer, death etc). 
Leopold (Land Ethic)
· The Land Ethic: enlarges the boundaries of the community to include soils, waters, plants and animals. 
· We should enlarge our moral community to include non human nature. 
· Uses a biotic pyramid looking at the multiple food chains. Love, respect, and admiration for land, and a high regard for its value. 
· Refers to intrinsic/inherent value. 
· A thing is right when it tends to preserve the stability of the biotic community. It is wrong when it tends to do otherwise. 
· “Think like the mountain” 
· Humankind is no longer the conqueror of the land community, but rather a plain member of it.
Schmidtz (Cost Benefit Analysis: CBA)
· CBA: a form of instrumental reason, weighs the costs of a course of action against its benefits.
· Like looking at the pros and cons of a situation
· Cynical CBA’s are when the outcome is “bad” (cutting down trees, being rude to people). They can be used to justify doing something wrong by finding a party that it benefits. Mostly takes money into account.
· Using it responsibly can be useful

Hill (Virtue Theory)

· Anecdote: You buy a house with a beautiful yard and then pave the yard over. Even though it is legal, it is still repulsive to some. 
· “What sort of person would do a thing like that?” They displayed a lack of humility and gratitude for nature etc”
· Virtues: good qualities in someone’s character
· Vices: bad qualities in someone’s character
· Hill suggests that it is not wrong to censure the person.  The point is not to say that all anti-environmentalists are defective, but to see that those who value such virtues have reason to promote the love of nature.
· 
