Bioethics 2396
Daniel Callahan- “The WHO definition of Health”
Health= overly general concept, such as truth, love happiness; it is misused, overused and became meaningless
However general, it is not meaningless and useless- there are important implications in how medicine is practiced.
His main objections:
1. WHO make links between health and peace
But there are no evidences that health is linked to peace. Ex) wars are waged by developed countries..etc
2. WHO’s definition is too broad and vague
Links health and happiness
Turns happiness into medical problem to be dealt with scientific means
This is absurd because:
a) Medicine hasn’t even fully understood physical illnesses
b) social injustice, economic scarcity…etc contribute more to our failure to reach social well being than mental sickness. Also  it is foolish to think that all social evils originate from bad mental and physical health
c) line between appropriate authority and responsibility are blurred. If all social evils are reduced to sickness, there is nobody responsible for anything. Sickness is rarely the responsibility of person who caught it…
Consequence for putting medical profession in charge of brining social well being:
1. send criminals to mental institutions instead of prisons
2. abuse of justice system
WHO’s definition turns health into Normative concept; health becomes the norm; it is not optional anymore
SUMMARY of criticisms:
1. health is only part of life
2. role of medicine is important but limited
3. we should resist tendency to place all criminal behaviour under notion of sickness
4. Medicine doesn’t and shouldn’t have normative power
5. Keep roles and responsibility of different professions separate and clear. Medicine saves lives, not society
6. However, spirit of WHO’s definition is very alive. But we intuitively put normative value in talking about health
7. yes, there is intimate connection between health and happiness.  But health isn’t sufficient condition but a necessary one
2 conclusion:
1. minimal health is necessary for happiness
2. but we can be happy without being in complete physical mental social wellbeing
3. some amount of disease is normal for normal social and individual functioning
4. complete well being is ideal
5. if we take who’s definition of health at face value, we demand life to be perfect
6. suggestion: keep definition as physical weel being, not complete but adaquete to prevent significant impairment of function


MILLER BROWN-“On defining disease”
Need to define concept of disease
2 approaches to define disease:
1. Objectivist
· Fit disease within theoretical context
· Define without non-scientific values, norms
· Descriptive approach, can be observed, 3rd person
· Disease= deviation from normal functioning
Boorse(prominent objectivist)
· Avoid ordinary language; avoid vagueness and ambiguity
· Bring technical language and talk about biological function
· Disease is a type of internal state which is impairment of normal functioning or limitation of function caused by environmental factors
2. Normative approach
· Looks at what we, as a culture, consider good and valuable
· Disease is what we disvalue, undesired. 
· Concept of disease is inseparable with our view of harm and benefits, because something maybe functioning normally but cause harm and vice versa
Caroline Whiteback (normative)
· Disease is psycho-physiological state that people want to avoid


ABORTION
Deals with status, rights of borderline entities
Different point of views
Roman catholic-most rigid, life starts at the moment of conception, exception is rape
Islam- moderate, life starts after first week
Others- fetus is potential human being with rights to life and safety and happiness
· ALL consider fetus as human beings therefore abortion is wrong morally and illegal
Prochoice
· Women have the right to chose and therefore should be allowed any types of abortion
· To lower abortion rate, offer free consultations, counselling, and let women be aware  oc consequences and processes and other options, and have better government child support system
Mitigated prochoice
· Even if it maybe considered morally wrong, abortion should be made legal because restricting leads to side effects such as illegal abortion, unsafe and death and injury of both women and fetuses
· Legal and moral should be kept separate
Full fledged prochoice
-denying abortion is to deny women’s right to control own body

Warren’s criticism:
· Right to control her own body- this argument is problematic and feeble because:
· It treats body as a property being separate and distinct from the person who owns it
· Properties can also change owners, focusing on body creates tension on identity
· We also have moral obligations for people who live in our property and to whom we have ownership over
· Side effets: this argument also feeble because murder is murder regardless of possible side effects for prohibiting it
· Thoughts of pregnant women being irresponsible is not adequate because abortion is traumatic experience involving emotional and physical pain. Women do not enjoy abortion as some may believe
· Even if there are cases of women being irresponsible about one’s pregnancy, there are other cases for which abortion prohibition is not worth it
· Case scenarios talked by anti-abortionists are farfetched and have no grounds in reality
· On legal side, even when women are 100 percent responsible and extra careful, they cannot be 100 percent protected against pregnancy because contractors and pills are never 100 guaranteed.
· These make abortion a legitimate option for preventing unwanted pregnancies
· If women are to enjoy freedom of sexual encounters as men do, they should have right to avoid unwanted pregnancies and safe abortion is one of them
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