Plato, Phaedo 

-Socrates in executed by hemlock 
-He argues for two major points: 
1) The true philosopher has nothing to fear from death 
2) The soul is immortal/indestructible

How Philosophy prepares us for death 
-The ideal or true philosopher is not concerned with material matters or physical pleasures
-The philosopher “frees the soul from association with the body as much as possible” (65a)
-Our senses foul us- the body does not help us see the truth 
-The soul gets us closest to seeing things right 

Death is not bad for a philosopher 
-All your life you’ve been preparing 
-Death represents final separation from the body, which has been the philosophers main concern during life
-Death is a sort of purification for the philosopher 
-Philosopher aims to be in a state as close to death as possible and should not resent death when it arrives
-Service to the gods (reason for not just killing yourself)- ethics of suicide- Athenian law was divinely inspired 

But if the soul is not immortal and dies along with the body, none of this applies. Plato needs to prove that the soul will be around and will be able to do all of the great things death promises, otherwise philosophers should fear death. 

Four arguments for the immortality of the soul 

The argument from opposites:
P3) All things have opposites 
P2) Things come to be from opposite states (become awake from being asleep)
P3) For all these ways of coming to be, there are opposite processes
P4) Death is the opposite way of life
P5) There is a process of becoming dead from becoming alive
C) There is also a process of becoming alive from death

If there were no process of moving from opposite to opposite, the world would eventually be homogenous. IF there were no waking up from sleeping, all things would be asleep. If there were no coming to life from death, everything would eventually be dead. 

But will there not be a time when everything is dead? 

From this argument we do not get that souls are immortal. 

The argument from recollection:
Offers an explanation for knowledge that is not gained through sense perception. We recall ideas, which we have never been taught and could not be taught. We must have learned before birth because we could not have learned these things at birth since we would have been learning and forgetting at the same time.  Recollection is when we experience (through senses) thing A and it causes us to think of thing B. when we see equal things, some beautiful, some just, ect., we recollect a mere perfect form of quality in which that object partakes (the form). In this way we move from generals to particulars. We could not recollect the forms if we had never experienced them, as they are not sensible, we have not seen them since birth. We must therefore, have interacted with the forms before birth.

The first two arguments only establish that there was a living soul before birth. 
The final two arguments are needed to establish that the soul is not the type of thing that can be destroyed and this exists after death. 

Affinity Argument:
P1) there are two kinds of existence: the visible realm (sense perception) and the invisible realm (forms that are grasped and understood from the soul)
P2) those things in the latter realm are non-composite, indestructible, and deathless
P3) the soul is more like those things in the latter realm, the body more like the former
C) the soul is deathless and indestructible, while the body is capable of being destroyed

The Final Argument: 
P1) something can never remain itself and become opposite to its own nature or something it contains (it is contrary to the nature of snow to be hot; coldness is a necessary feature of snow) 
P2) the soul always brings life wherever it goes (life is the feature of the soul) 
C) the soul cannot emit death
C2) the soul is deathless and thus immaterial 
 
Perry and Davis 

Perry’s 3 accounts for surviving death
1) Identity of the souls is not sufficient 
2) Apparent continuity of memory is not sufficient
3) Multiple copies argument 

The claims being argued against are claims that survival of death is possible, not certain. 

Identity of the soul
-You are fundamentally your soul
-First suggestion from Miller: the mind/soul survives death 
-It is possible that the soul survives death and exists in some heavenly realm after death
-Since the soul is you, you survive death 

Rejection of this possibility
-We don’t see souls; we see bodies 
-We have no way to know that the body we see contains the same soul that it did the last time we saw it
-In that case, we wouldn’t know who the people we encounter actually are since their souls would have been snapped. But this is absurd because we are clearly able to recognize people around us and judge that they are the same people we previously saw 

Continuity of memory 
· Miller’s second attempt: identity consists in the continuity of memory/consciousness
· Continuing consciousness- sum of experiences

Memory and survival 
It is possible that there is someone in heaven after you die who has your memories and your experiences. This person would be you. 

Two-stage rejection 
· Distinguish between apparent and actual memory 
· Someone who appears to remember the things I’ve done but has not actually done them is not identical to me 
· If the heavenly person only appears to have my memories then that person is not me. They must actually have my memories. 

The Problem 
· Must say then that the heavenly person has to be the same person who experiences the memories 
· This is circular
· The person in heaven has my memories because they are me 
· The person in heaven is me because they have my memories

If I have any doubts about whether or not I survive death I will have the same doubts about whether or not the thing that exists after death actually has my memories and thus is actually me. 

Another crack at memory 
Miller: what’s you is a thing that shares your memories and has its memories caused in the appropriate way. God creates the heavenly being with your memories because they were your memories at death. This preserves the proper casual relationship. 
The problem: competition
If god could create one being with my memories then he could surly create two. If there are two and they are both identical with me this would mean they are identical to each other so these two people would be one person. This is absurd.

The only way out of this problem would be to insist that identity is only preserved as long as there is no competition. This is absurd and has the consequence that you cease to be identical to yourself if another version of you is created. 

Davis
· Argues for temporary disembodiment view of resurrection/identity
· Humans are neither souls or bodies, they are a conjunction
· Rejects platonic theory of the soul 

Temporary disembodiment and survival 
To survive death, the parts of my body must at some point after death, be recombined with the soul. Otherwise it is a replica. 
 
Think of the thought experiment with computer parts. It can either be identical or the same. A thing that is like me but composed of different parts than my actual ones will much like the computer that was given up on and make up of similar pieces, not be me. 

Problems with this view
1. Extremely difficult for God to find scattered parts of me 
2. Constitute parts of me will be/ were constitute parts of other people 
3. The parts of me are always changing such that there are no constitute parts of me 

Davis’s rejection of Perry
· On Perry’s first point: this slides between a metaphysical and epistemological point
· We cannot use identity of the souls as evidence for personal identity (epistemological) 
· It does not follow that identity of the souls is not what personal identity consists in (metaphysical point)










What is death? Pojman and McMahan on Brain Death and Human Death

Pojman’s argument
There are 4 kinds of death we can consider
1) Loss of soul
2) Cardiopulmonary 
3) Whole brain death 
4) Neocortical brain death 

What matters for death?
What is value to us is our consciousness. If that is permanently done then we are dead in any relevant sense. A hunk of flesh is not me. It is not relevant whether the body still functions in some way. Neocortical brain death represents the permanent loss of consciousness for humans, and so it enough to constitute death. 

Personal or biological death? 
Pojman admits that we can thing of the body as being alive even when neocortical brain death (and this death of person) has occurred so we may need both. 

McMahan 
· Agrees, argues that personal death and the biological death of an organism can be separate events
· The person can die while the organism lives on or the organism can die while the person lives on 

We are not identical with our organism 
· If we are not identical with our organism then we begin to exist when the organism does, and cease to exist when it does
· This leads to a host of counter intuitive and problematic conclusions
· There seems to be clear times when our organism is alive but we want to say that we are not

Death and mental continuity 
· If death is “the irreversible loss of the capacity for consciousness”, we need a solid sense of what is involved in the ceasing to exist/ continuing to exist of the mind
· Preliminary answer: continued existence of mind rests in there being enough of the brain/cerebral hemisphere still functioning to allow the possibility of consciousness
· This can be cached out but it’s a question of neuroscience
· As long as there is enough brain for consciousness you continue to exist 

Personal identity 
· McMahan is not arguing that what is necessary for the survival is the continuity/integrity of certain neurological processes of the brain 
· It would follow that Alzheimer’s patients would die long before the irreversible loss of consciousness 
· Would also mean that an entirely new mind in such individuals

McMahan’s ultimate view 
· In branching/fission cases, identity is not preserved, original ceases to exist, otherwise the two people would be identical which is absurd
· What we need for survival then, is the survival of the parts of the brain which allow for consciousness without branching 
· Continuity of the mind account- the mind is certainly only able to work when it continues and works

What is death?
· We don’t need whole brain death 
· The brain can still be alive when the cerebral hemisphere is dead but the person/capacity for consciousness are not preserved
· Whole brain death only arises when we confuse personal and biological death 
· This view does not amount to biological death, only personal death is necessarily brought about by permanent 

What is the new conception? It allows us to think a person is dead even when their body is alive. 

Feldman and Lucretius 

Feldman
· Death is a mystery
· What does it mean when we say something dies?
· There is a corresponding concept of obscurity to life as well as death

Biological concept of death
· There is only one concept of life applicable to every living thing
· A person dies at a time if his or her brain ceases to engage in discernable electrical activity at the time- unacceptable criterion of death 

The standard analysis of death
· Death is the (perhaps permanent, perhaps irreversible) cessation of life
· Feldman disagrees with this
· The standard analysis is incompatible with suspended animation 

Suspended Animation 
· Case one: a man is sick and it is suspected that the cure will come out in a decade so they freeze him until the cure comes out, thaws out, goes on with his life
· The above case refutes the concept of death that you die when you cease to live 
· Suspended animation is a state that excludes both life and death 
· Internal changes have to take place in suspended animation, external ones don’t matter

When we say something has biologically died, we do not mean that it has ceased to live. 

We cannot formulate a fully satisfactory account of what death it. 

Lucretius 
· When the body has died the soul too has perished
· Death is nothing to us and does not affect us in the least now that the nature of the mind is understood to be mortal 
· There is nothing to fear in death- it can’t hurt us because we are not around after we die to experience the harm
· It is a mistake to fear death
· How can something be bad for us if we don’t experience it?
· The same eternal death awaits, one who dies today will remain dead no less long than one who perished before you


Nagel and Silverstein: The Evil of Death

Nagel
· Argues against the idea that death cannot be considered bad
· Deprivation account for badness of death
· Life is good, and we can regard it as a loss
· Nagel is not concerned with whether or not we can survive death 
· Concerned with whether or not a person’s death can be bad for someone who is not them 
· Life is “empathetically positive”
· If death is bad it can not be because of any positive qualities, it doesn’t have any 
· Nagel doesn’t care about surviving death because if some conscious thing survives death then what has occurred is not which we are concerned 
· Nagel cares about permanent death 
· Life is good
· There are events that make our lives better or worse
· If we set these experiences aside we are left with the constitutive elements of human life
· These things are “formidable benefits in themselves”
· The value of life applies to more than just survival of an organism 
· More life is better than less life 


Locating the badness of death 
· It is not the case that more death is worse than less death 
· Death is a negative state- loss, lack, privation 
· Badness of death has to come from lack of more life 
· Dying is not the problem, our only problem with dying is that it ends in death 
· Badness of death also does not come from worries about an extended period of nonexistence- were okay with cryogenic freezing
· Badness of death comes from deprivation of possible occurences

Problems
· Not clear anything can be bad without it being unpleasant
· It is not clear that badness of death can be assigned to a subject 
· Why is it bad to die if it is not bad to not yet be born?
· Imagine someone being mocked by their friends but doesn’t know, this isn’t bad for someone who hasn’t experienced it
· An evil doesn’t need to be experienced as an evil in order for it to be bad
· We can understand good and bad occurences as happening to a person located in a particular point in time, but do not need to think of those occurring at a particular place in time 
· Laid out by example of the intelligent person who suffers a traumatic brain injury
· The person who is currently living the life of a contended infant is not necessarily fortunate 
· It is not bad, take into account the possibilities that are now cut off
· Why isn’t it bad to have never been born?
· There is no subject experiencing the loss whenever you are born, it doesn’t represent a period of time when you could have been 

Death is bad for the person who could have done more things. 

He undermines himself by saying its natural for humans to die because if it’s natural, how is it bad?

Silverstein: why Nagel is wrong
· Argument focuses on the badness of death based on lack of positive good
· Life-death comparison 
· Intended argument to mean life is good, death is bad-irrelevant
· To be relevant, talk about why death is bad
· X’s life is better for X than X’s death is good
· No value to assign how good life or death is
· The problem is not that the sentence is wrong, but that it is gibberish 
· Or he is begging the question because he is giving value to death
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Silverstein’s argument
· The view that death is bad is based on the assumption that the value relative to a subject has to take place in a time prior to death
· Rejects temporality
· Winds up hinging on the principle that connects with feelings
· Nagel has attempted to reject this entirely but he seems to succeed only against an extremely implausible version of it 
· How to show that temporal distances is compatible with a week form of VCF
· Problem: death is always in the future, so its not clear how our death can be said to have grief 
· Need reason to see death as grief 
· It is a mistake to think of temporally distant events as being any different from spatially distant events 

Williams and Fischer on Immortality 

Williams 
· Immortality would eventually lead to be tedious 
· For immortality to be worthwhile, the future life must be attractive to the potentially immortal individual, and the person must be identical 
· Anything that meets the former criterion fails the latter and vise-versa

Fischer 
· Immortality need not be tedious
· Distinction to be drawn between self-exhausting and repetitive desires
· Repeatable pleasures would not necessarily get tedious over the course of an immortal life, they are good every time 
· However it may not be good for everyone 

Brennan and Thompson on Abortion 

Brennan
· Explores the responses feminist philosophers have given to questions of the badness of death 
· Critical, in particular, of DABD (as seen in Nagel) and the “career self” conception of life. 
· Works only for a particular conception of life which devalues or undermines ideas traditionally valued as “feminine”, and places higher value on the “masculine” role 

The “Career Self”
· Life is viewed as some kind of unified field in which goals, projects, etc., brought together in some sort of rational life plan 
· Life, on this understanding, is some sort of focused story, growing and developing over time 
· Value/ success of life somehow connected to the “narrative unity” of the “story”

Problems
· Leads to the danger of only value one’s own projects and goals, ignoring value of others, self obsessed, since the self becomes the sole source of value 
· Focuses entirely on “experienced goods”, devaluing “inexperienced goods” entirely. 

Sketch of the Feminist Approach 
-Make the good of others an additional source of value 
-Important to distinguish: does not make witnessing/experiencing other people’s attaining of goods the thing of value
	-This would still make the self/one’s experiences 

Connection to Feminism 
-Women (traditionally) generally invest more time/effort into the projects of others than men 
-An understanding of the values of life which dismisses these investments as worthless/unrelated to what makes life valuable will systematically undermined the value of women’s lives 

Problems with this alternate approach to value 
· What we care about is still ultimately life projects
· Valuing many people’s projects diffuses the risk of our own being incomplete, but ultimately we’re still concerned about the same problems 
· Suggestion of changing focus to projects of others ultimately does not seem to help women, who are already generally engaged in such projects 

Alternatives
· Some achievements are not diminished by death (e.g., having/ having had a good character) 
· Attaining wisdom also falls under this category 
· Can consider values which are associated with being rather than doing 
· Such goods are not cut short by death. Attaining them completes the “good”

Thought Experiments 
· As we’ve discussed, thought experiments are a major part of philosophical methodology 
· In ethics, can generally be used for one of several purposes: to probe intuitions, “limit cases”, to point to a conflict in common intuitions 

Thomson: “A Defense of Abortion”
· Paper written in 1971
· Roe v. Wade, the landmark US supreme case on abortion occurred in 1973
· This decision legalized abortion in the U.S prior to this (and thus, when the paper was written) abortion was illegal under most circumstances in every state
· Was a great deal of arguing over whether exceptions should be granted for particular cases 
· Much of the debate focused on the question of whether or not fetus is a person/child/baby

Thompson 
-Regarded as the most important philosophical paper in the abortion debate 
-Rejects the idea that the question of whether or not the fetus is a person is the relevant one to the question of the permissibility of abortion 
-Thinks that- for the most part, and certainly at many stages- a fetus is not a person, but even if it were, this would not automatically mean that abortion is impermissible 

A Defense of Abortion 
-Focuses on a question of what sort of rights and obligations can/do have to and against each other 
-A right against someone is some sort of right a person has that prevents someone else from behaving in a certain way, or requires them to behave in some way 
- Concludes (among other things) that there is no right against being killed. Rather, there is a right against being killed unjustly 

The Violinist 
· Walking away: Thompson thinks you have no obligation to stay attached to him, and its is morally permissible to unplug and walk away 
· Although the violinist may require your nody to stay alive, he has no right to your body 
· His right to life does not trump your right to decide what happens in and to your body 


Marquis and Sinnot-Armstrong on Abortion 

Marquis 
· Abortion is usually seriously immoral 
· Same moral category as killing an innocent adult human being
· Is it wrong to kill us?
· What primarily makes killing wrong is neither its effect on the murderer, the effect on the victims friend or the relative, but the effect on the victim 
· Deprivation account 
· When killed you are deprived of what you have now and what you may have in the future 
· Killing can be considered the worst crime because it deprives the victim of the most 
· Life that is biologically human has great moral worth 
· It is seriously wrong to kill babies because they have futures of value
· Personhood theories on the wrongness of kills do not account for babies so they must make ad hoc accounts
· This argument does not then mean that it is wrong to kill potential persons as well 
· Kant didn’t think we had direct responsibility to animals because they aren’t human 
· Discontinuation account- needs to involve value- doesn’t work
· Desire account- it is the loss of goods in one’s future- doesn’t work
· Contraception is not wrong because It does not deny a human future of value 
· Abortion is wrong 
· Since a fetus possesses property, the possession of which in adult human beings is sufficient to make killing an adult human being wrong, abortion is wrong
· It rests on the ethics of killing which is close to self-evident because the crucial morally relevant property clearly applies to fetuses and because the argument avoids equivocations on human life
· The problem with the ethics of abortion is the problem of determining the fetal property that settles this moral controversy 
· This argument is primarily based on a harm based account 

Sinnott-Armstrong 
· Criticizes Marquis of making an argument in the form of best explanation by saying it is morally wrong to kill any normal adult in normal circumstances
· He criticizes several alternative explanations by showing how they conflict with his moral intuitions about other cases 
· He argues it is morally wrong to cause the loss to the victim of the value of its future 
· He then claims that an abortion also causes the fetus to lose a valuable future so it is also morally wrong 

Equivocation
· What does Marquis mean by “loss”? One loses life… not the same as losing car keys
· You cant lose what you aint never had 
· Neutral/non moral way to talk about losses- for future of fetus (what Marquis has in mind)
· Moral loss- cant say that works in the case of abortion because it would mean you can determine loss for the fetus but you can’t until you can determine whether or not the fetus has a moral right to the means of its future 
· He would need to remove the ambiguity from the term loss 
· What a fetus needs to grow comes from someone else therefore moral explanation does not imply that abortion would be morally wrong in circumstances where the fetus lacks a right to the womb and blood that are necessary for the future 
· If moral explanation or anything like it provides the best explanation then Marquis’s kind of argument cannot show that abortion is immoral in general 

Responses
· Many people will say that a fetus does have a moral right to the means of life 
· His point is that a fetus needs to get that moral right to the means of its future in order for the moral explanation to apply and to make abortion morally wrong 
· It could also be said that causing loss is sometimes morally wrong even when the loser doesn’t have a moral right to the necessary means to avoid loss 

Morally permissible abortions will be common indeed, where Marquis says are rare cases. 
To save his argument he would need to show that a fetus has a moral right to the means it needs to gain its future or that the woman lacks a moral right to control her blood and womb or else the pregnant woman’s loss is so minor or grossly disproportionate to the fetus’s loss that it would be morally wrong for her to refuse to let it use her body, despite the disparity in right. 

Brandt and Rawls on Suicide 

Brandt

Rawls et al
Argues that assisted suicide should be legal 
Based around arguments involving  
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