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It is surprising that without much consciousness, we are constantly questioning the world in a metaphysical sense and with epistemology there is some evidence collected to explain the occurrences in the world. What really surprises me is that even through the scientific method is commonly attributed with epistemology, the theory of knowledge, there is really no concrete answer for ethical questions such as “How do you know what is right and wrong?”. The Manhattan project, discussed in class, highlighted how scientists had the skill to make atomic bombs but the concern was about if it was the right thing to do. There is always this contrast between science and ethical issues and it seems like that difference is still a lasting concern today. This makes me question; Is ethics just one big opinion with no real evidence to prove it right or wrong? 
As discussed, the norms of science are to provide a controlled environment and obtain true results that can be retested to show the same conclusion. 
· Different for moral norms where they can have normative dominance (another instance where there is no concrete answer why one norm has the ability to dominate another), impartiality, reasonableness and universality
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Universality of human rights has changed over the centuries from a strict difference between nobles and servants to a growing emphasis on equality in Canada and other countries.
· It is still unclear to me what the difference between universality and impartiality is. From the discussion in class, that while universality means that certain moral norms apply to everyone, impartiality means that certain groups may be except from certain moral norms.
What really stands out is the concept of an absolute principle, which applies without expectations, and prima facie, which allows for certain expectations. 
· One common principle that physicians follow is the principle of “don’t do unnecessary harm”. Although this principle is an absolute principle, there could be counter examples out there. One such example is physician assisted death. Is it ethical to not grant death to a suffering patient? Would this not be considered unnecessary harm? What is uncertain here is the definition of harm and its implications in the health care setting.
· The topic of ethics is therefore very complicated with no one right answer. It really depends on the generation and human mentalities of the time
As discussed, there has been great changes from slavery and residential schools in the past to most acceptance of all cultures because ethics today now values moral norms of impartiality. While reading, I was unable to distinguish the major difference between the moral principles of nonmaleficence and beneficence. The discussion in class clarified that while non-maleficence revolves around the notion of avoid hurting, beneficence means to actively help. Due to this difference, nonmaleficence becomes a duty of each individual since it is an action that can be controlled by only the individual. On the other hand, beneficence is not a required duty because there is no specific obligation to help others. As the book highlights, the notion of helping others is a supererogatory action which is above and beyond duty and not a required action, whereas the notion of not harming others is an obligatory action. With these principles laid out, the basis of ethics becomes more predictable. 
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