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Philosophy 2396 A—Bioethics

Andrew Sneddon

Desmarais 8144; Ext. 3668

asneddon@uottawa.ca

Office Hours: Mon 1000-1200, or by appointment or chance

Bioethical problems are moral problems arising in medical contexts. This course has several purposes:

1] To introduce students to an array of bioethical issues.

2] To facilitate successful decisions about these and related issues by examining the structure of these and related problems.

3] To introduce students to moral philosophy through the study of medical ethics.

Many bioethical problems share a structure. They often involve joint decision-making about something that can significantly affect the course of a particular life. Moreover, typically one of the decision makers has the problem while the other has the knowledge, experience, and power in dealing with such problems. This course is going to introduce students to bioethics by making this structure of bioethical problems thematic. We will directly examine patient-physician relationships and guidelines for joint-decision making within such relationships. We will examine more familiar bioethical issues working from this basis.

Texts:
-A package of readings (CP), available at Morisset Reprographic Services.
-Readings in Biomedical Ethics (RBE), ed. Eike-Henner W. Kluge; available at Agora Books

Evaluation: 

Assessment will be based on one in-class test, one essay and a final examination.

-Test: The test is worth 25%. It will be held on Thursday, October 15
-Essay: The essay is worth 35%. It should be 7-9 typed, double-spaced pages in length. Due date: 
Thursday, November 12. Topics will be distributed in class. 
-The final exam is worth 40%. It will be held during the regular exam period.
Students are expected to attend lectures, to do all assigned reading in advance of class meetings, to catch up on lecture material if you miss a class, and to complete assignments on time.  Late work will be excused on medical grounds only.  This requires written confirmation from your health practitioner.  This holds for medical emergencies involving other members of your family also. The penalty for unexcused lateness is 5% per day that the department is open (i.e., not including weekends and holidays).
University education is adult education. For philosophy, this means that the bulk of the learning is done through reading. Classes are aids to understanding, not necessarily the primary sources of the information that you will learn about. Here is what this means for practical purposes: a course is 1/5 of a full-time program of studies. A full-time week of work is, roughly, 40 hours. 1/5 of 40 is 8 hours, which is roughly what I allot as the reasonable weekly amount of time to expect from average students in order to understand the material. 3 hours are spent in class. Presumably weeks requiring studying or writing require more hours of work than quieter weeks, so, to keep things fair, subtract a couple of hours from a quiet week to bank for busier weeks. This means that it is reasonable to expect to spend 3 hours on this course outside of the classroom in a normal, quiet week. This goes for average students and average topics; some people will be able to spend less time on the material and understand it while others will need to spend more time on it. Some topics will require more work, some less. Regardless of these details, it is a good rule of thumb to think that you should be spending at least as many hours on this course outside the classroom every week as are scheduled for classroom instruction.
Provisional Schedule & Reading List (subject to change)
Week One--Introduction
Thursday, September 10: 
Introduction to the course; Introduction to Arguments
Week Two-Intro Continued
Monday, September 14: 
1] Kluge, Chapter 1 (RBE; this reading is recommended, not required; you will not be directly tested on this material)
Thursday, September 17: 
Intro Continued
Week Three—Defining “Health” and “Disease”
Monday, September 21:
1] WHO Preamble (RBE)
2] Daniel Callahan: “The WHO Definition of Health” (RBE)
Thursday, September 24: 
1] W. Miller Brown: “On Defining ‘Disease’” (RBE)

Week Four—Patient-Physician Relationships
Monday, September 28:
 1] Robert M. Veatch: “Models for Ethical Medicine in a Revolutionary Age” (CP)
Thursday, October 1:
1] James F. Childress & Mark Siegler: “Metaphors and Models of Doctor-Patient Relationships: Their Implications for Autonomy” (RBE)
Week Five—Proxy Decision-Making
Monday, October 5:
1] “Re S.D.” (RBE)
2] “Eve v. Mrs. E.” (RBE)
Thursday, October 8:
1] Eike-Henner W. Kluge: “After ‘Eve’: Whither Proxy-Decision Making?” (RBE)
Week Six—TEST
Thursday October 15: 
*IN-CLASS TEST
Week Seven—Research on Human and Nonhuman Subjects
Monday, October 19:
1] Franklin G. Miller & Howard Brody: “A Critique of Clinical Equipoise” (CP)

2] Peter Singer: “All Animals are Equal” (CP)
3] “Animal Experimentation” (CP)
4] Carl Cohen: “The Case for the Use of Animals in Biomedical Research” (CP)
Thursday, October 22:
1] Tom Regan: “Empty Cages: Animal Rights and Vivisection” (CP)
2] R. G. Frey: “Animals and Their Medical Use” (CP) 
Week Eight—Euthanasia and Physician-Assisted Suicide

Monday, November 2:
1] Margaret Battin: “Euthanasia: The Way We Do It, the Way They Do It” (CP) 
2] James Rachels: “Active and Passive Euthanasia” (RBE)
Thursday, November 5:
1] Daniel Callahan: “When Self-Determination Runs Amok” (CP) 
2] Andrew Sneddon: “Recentreing Debate About Physician Assisted Suicide” (CP)
Week Nine—Abortion

Monday, November 9:
1] Alister Browne & Bill Sullivan: “Abortion in Canada” (CP)
Thursday, November 12: *ESSAY DUE*
1] John T. Noonan, Jr.: “An Almost Absolute Value in History” (CP)

2] Mary Anne Warren: “On The Moral and Legal Status of Abortion” (CP)
Week Ten—Abortion

Monday, November 16:
1] Judith Jarvis Thomson: “A Defense of Abortion” (CP)
Thursday, November 19:
1] Don Marquis: “An Argument that Abortion is Wrong” (CP)

2] Susan Sherwin: “Abortion Through a Feminist Ethics Lens” (RBE)

Week Eleven—Genethics

Monday, November 23:
1] Jonathan Glover: “Questions about Some Uses of Genetic Engineering” (CP)
2] David B. Resnik: “The Moral Significance of the Therapy-Enhancement Distinction in Human Genetics” (RBE)

Thursday, November 26:
1] Sara Goering: “Gene Therapies and the Pursuit of a Better Human” (CP)
2] Andrew Sneddon: “Rawlsian Decision-Making and Genetic Engineering” (CP)

Week Twelve—Stem Cell Research; Cloning
Monday, November 30:
1] John A Robertson: “Ethics and Policy in Embryonic Stem Cell Research” (RBE)
2] Ronnie Zoe Hawkins: “Stem Cell Research and Respect for Life” (CP)

Thursday, December 3:
1] George J. Annas: from “Why We Should Ban Human Cloning” (CP)

2] John A. Robertson: from “Human Cloning and the Challenge of Regulation” (CP)

3] Francoise Baylis: “Human Cloning: Three Mistakes and an Alternative” (RBE)

Week Thirteen—Review and Catch-Up
Monday, December 7: Review and Catch-Up
Wednesday, December 9: The university has a Monday schedule on this day, so we have a class: Review and Catch-Up
Writing Philosophy Essays

These notes may provide some guidance about writing papers for philosophy courses. Let us say first that, while we do not expect every student to be a gifted writer, we do expect every student to be able to say clearly what s/he means. We believe that what you actually say is the measure of what you think. There may be a real sense in which what you "really mean" is distinct from what you say or write, but that meaning is not accessible to us. We must literally take you at your word, and assess your claims and arguments on the basis of what you put on paper for us to read. 

Acquiring a reasonable degree of competence in writing means acquiring intellectual discipline. This discipline includes the practice of such general intellectual virtues as respect for evidence, scrupulousness in argument, and the courage to be clearly wrong rather than vaguely right. 

Part 1: Organization 

1) Organize your ideas before you begin to write. This immediately puts you ahead of the game because it means you must have thought about a topic sufficiently to have ideas. Prepare some kind of tentative outline or sketch that starts with a statement of your thesis, that is, a generalization that includes the major points you expect to discuss or for which you intend to offer support by means of an argument. Then jot down these major points in the order you expect to discuss them. Think of your outline as a flexible table of contents. You may add points as you develop your argument; conversely, you may find that some of your initial ideas become irrelevant as you proceed. If you are answering a question from the instructor, make sure that your essay actually answers this question. Many poor marks are received because an essay that is admirable in other ways does not answer the assigned question.

2) Begin your writing by constructing a first paragraph that tells the reader exactly what you propose to do. You may decide not to include this paragraph in the final version of your paper, but once you have constructed such a paragraph you will be much more likely to carry out your task in a clear and clearly organized manner. 

3) Do what you have promised to do and do so systematically. If your intentions change as you develop your ideas, revise your first paragraph accordingly.

4)   End your paper with a brief summary of your main points. 

Part II: Argument 

1) A philosophical essay is principally an extended argument even if you see your immediate task as exposition, interpretation, analysis or criticism. There must be something statable that you want to claim or argue for, and you must give reasons for thinking that your claim, hypothesis, theory or view is preferable to its competitors, or why it is at least as acceptable as any of them. 

2) Do not mistake mere assertions, however plausible they seem to you, for arguments. 

3) Do not expect the reader to fill in the gaps in your argument. Lay out your argument step by step. One of the most common weaknesses of student papers is the failure to give a clear account of the argument(s) supporting the claim(s) made in the papers. 

4) Anticipate and meet obvious objections to your claims. You cannot expect to make much of a case if you show yourself to be unaware of the apparent weaknesses of, or counter-arguments to, your position. 

Part III: Style 

1) This above all: write simply. Avoid jargon and long words used for their supposed philosophical weight. You should know that the use of the first person singular pronoun, I, is acceptable to and even preferred by most of us. Do not strain after a spurious impersonality, as you are then more likely to produce a wooden or flabby essay than a crisp and engaged one. Do not attempt to bury your uncertainties in equivocation. Use no word or phrase of whose meaning you are not certain. 

2) Be as clear as possible. Incoherent paragraphs and long, unwieldy sentences in the passive account for most unclear writing. A coherent paragraph is devoted to explaining or developing a single idea, most often introduced by a topic sentence. A short sentence in the active voice makes your point quickly and efficiently. Do not expect labyrinthine paragraphs and convoluted syntax to bolster up an insecure thesis or to hide a weakness in your argument. 

3) Be precise. Avoid using any word that does not say exactly what you mean to say. Look up in a good dictionary every word about which you have the slightest doubt. A thesaurus can also be of help in choosing exactly the word needed to express a subtle point or distinction. Remember, your readers know only what you write, not what you really had in mind. You must make your ideas available by putting them into words. 

4) Be as brief as is consistent with being clear. If you know precisely what you want to say, you should be able to say it concisely. 

A final thought: Many teachers of philosophy find that the most interesting papers to read, and the ones they think most highly of, are those that take clear and clearly argued positions on philosophical or scholarly issues. You should not hesitate, then, to take a position, even a position contrary to that of your instructors, and to argue vigorously for it. 

-Adapted From the McGill University Philosophy Department website
University of Ottawa—ACADEMIC FRAUD


Definition
1. Academic fraud is an act by a student that may result in a false academic evaluation of that student or of another student. Without limiting the generality of this definition, academic fraud occurs when a student commits any of the following offences:
a) commits plagiarism or cheating of any kind; (to obtain more information on plagiarism and how to avoid it, consult our Web site at www.uottawa.ca/plagiarism.pdf).
b) submits a work of which the student is not the author, in whole or in part (except for duly cited quotations or references). Such work may include an academic paper, an essay, a test, an exam, a research report, and a thesis, whether written, oral, or in another form;
c) presents research data that has been falsified or concocted in any way;
d) attributes a purported statement of fact or reference to a source that has been concocted;
e) submits the same piece of work or significant part thereof for more than one course, or a thesis or other work that has already been submitted elsewhere, without written authorization of the professors concerned and/or of the academic unit concerned;
f) falsifies an academic evaluation, misrepresents an academic evaluation, uses a forged or falsified academic record or supporting document, or facilitates the use of a falsified academic record or supporting document;

g) undertakes any other action for the purpose of falsifying an academic evaluation.

Sanctions
2. A student who has committed or attempted to commit academic fraud, or who has been a party to academic fraud, is subject to one or more of the following sanctions:

a) the mark of F or zero for the work concerned;

b) the mark of F or zero for the course concerned;

c) the mark F or zero for the course concerned and the loss of all or part of the credits for the academic year concerned and/or an additional requirement of 3 to 30 credits added to the student’s program of studies. The courses for which credits were withdrawn remain in the student’s file; they are included in the grade point average and must be repeated or replaced by other courses at the discretion of the Faculty;

d) suspension from the program or from the Faculty, for at least one session and at most three academic years;

e) expulsion from the Faculty;

f) expulsion from the University of Ottawa for at least three years, it being understood that three years after being expelled, the student concerned may ask the Senate committee for the study of individual cases to review his or her case, with the possibility, where applicable, of having the notice of expulsion withdrawn from the student’s transcript. If the student reapplies for admission, the regular admission process shall apply;

g) cancellation or revocation of a degree, diploma or certificate where the offence relates to the eligibility to receive such degree, diploma or certificate, and was discovered or determined after its award;

h) inclusion of the following statement in the student’s academic transcript: “Sanction pursuant to contravention of the University regulations on fraud.”

