Lec 1
VALUES -> prescriptive (ie. Johnny should not lie)
FACTS ->. Descriptive (ie. Johnny is lying)
*Morality is not the same thing as the law
Ethical Theories: Lec 2 –Jan 11th
1) Introductory remarks
2) Utilitarianism/Condequentialism
3) 4 Essential characteristics
4) Act  + Rule utilitarianism
5) Deontological /Kantian moral theories

Gonna focus on: 1) Utilitarianism
2) Deontological/Kantiansm
3) Virtue Ethics 

Utilitariansm: Jeremy Bentham (1748-1832)
-J.S. Stuart Mill (1806 – 1875) (fought for equal rights like the ability to vote)
-based moral theory was the desire for happiness/pleasure
-Produce acts/consequences that produce most happiness for everyone and least pain. 
-Look at consequences before acting
· “Act X is right if, and only if, X maximizes everyone’s happiness, pleasure and desire/interests”
· 1) PRINCIPLE OF UTILITY: Maximizing the Good
-like a balancing act: between good and bad (benefit and harm)
-CAN LEAD TO IMMORAL ACTS
-(ie. Enslaving small group to benefit larger group of people (more happiness, less harm)
· Supererogatory: Any act that is morally praiseworthy, but not obligatory because it is too costly. (ie. Mother Teresa: save her life to help others) (ie. Throwing yourself in front of a car to save someone and sacrificing yourself)
· Obligatory: Morally praiseworthy acts that you must do to be a good moral agent.
(ie. Seeing a child drowning (not much harm will be done to you if you rescue them))
· Criticism of Utility:  (ie. Having lots of money, but devoting most of time and money to others. This means that you must live a minimal lifestyle, much like what Ghandi did.  Perhaps morality is too demanding when it comes to maximizing the good?)


· 2)  THEORY OF VALUE: STANDARD OF GOODNESS
-heobonist: is what Bentham was. Believed that one thing is pleasurable for all
-value pluralism: variety of things that are good that will maximize good. (ie. Family, friendship, knowledge, demographic participation, rational capacities..)
-intrinsically:  for their own sake. May/may not create pleasure. (ie. Family is valued for its intrinsic properties)
· 3) CONEQUENTIALISM 
-Only consequences matter. (ie. Killing, lying, stealing -> like stealing food in order to feed family -> more good than bad -> Utility)
-Can lead to IMMORAL acts
-THOUGHT EXPIERMENT: 5 significantly important people are bed-ridden in the hospital. You are the doctor, and a vagabond walks in with all his essential organs to save the 5 people. But in order to do that you must kill said vagabond. Do you kill him?
-Intentions/motivations don’t matter in utilitarianism, as long as good> bad.
· 4) IMPARTIALISM
· Cannot put the good/well being of some over others (ie. Yourself over others)
-“Everyone’s good counts equally”
-(ie. Utilitarian wouldn’t allow own child’s wellbeing over others. If Johnny down the street is studying to become a doctor, and your child wants to become an entrepreneur....A utilitarian would allow for a parent to pay Johnny’s tuition over their own child. )
Ethical theories    Lec 3: Jan 14th
1) Act and Rule utilitarianism
2) Deontological theories
3) Kant’s theory
4) Duty + Reason
5) Categorical + hypothetical imperatives
6) Universalizability and Respect for Autonomy

1) Act and Rule utilitarianism
*Act X is morally right if, and only if, it maximizes good consequences while minimizing bad consequences. (analyzing the situation)
-(ie. Harvesting the organs of a random guy to save the lives of 5 other great guys) 

*Social/Rule/Practice R is morally right if and only if R maximizes good/benefit, and minimizes harm.
*(ie. Innocent people should not be harmed) 
-Prevents anxiety, creates structure
· Primafacie obligations: “at first glance”. General obligation to follow a moral rule, that can be broken based on situation. 
-ie. “DO NOT KILL”. But what about euthanasia?  Or “DO NOT LIE” But what if it could save a life?
-Must discern when to break these rules... as a utilitarian, we must analyze which acts would max the good while min the bad. 

2) Deontological Theories
*Act X is morally right if, and only if, it is in accordance with an intrinsically right rule.
-Intrinsically right/valuable = Right for its own sake, or due to its intrinsic properties. Ie. Going to university to expand your mind/knowledge. 

-instrumental value: When we value something as a means to some other goal. ie. Going to the dentist with means to have healthy teeth. Going to university to get better social standing, or as a means to get a better job. 
-You are acting as a deontologist if you kill the guy and harvest his organs, because this would be a situation where killing would benefit. Or if you torture someone for information that can stop a time bomb. 
- You turn to your intrinsically right rules to judge these situations. 

3) Kant’s theory
· Kant: 1724-1804, thought that desires and interest were too inconsistent. Different people have different desires. They weren’t very informative in terms of reasoning out what was right and wrong.

4) Duty + Reason
· DUTY: To act, or fulfill obligation out of respect. (ie. Visiting your grandparents when you’d rather to hang out with your friends) (ie#2: going to war, but you don’t wanna die or eat crappy food, but you go out of your sense of duty and for your country) Motivation doesn’t matter. 
-Must be directed towards moral law.
· REASON: moral law

5)  Categorical + Hypothetical imperative
· Categorical: absolutely or without exception
· Imperative: must do
· Hypothetical Imperative: If I want to achieve X then i must do Y. (ie. If I want to become a doctor, I must go to medical school) -> does not contradict Kant’s theory because they involve an individuals desires
· Kant believes that REASON is universal, regardless of desires, interests, community, etc. 

6) Universalizability and Respect for Autonomy
Universalizability Test: You have to ask yourself whether the maxim that motivates your action can be a universal law without contradiction. 
-Act only according to that maxim (reason for acting) by which you can at the same will that it become a universal law without contradiction. (ie. By not undermining its own ability to function)
-(ie. Lying  is contradictive and cannot be universalized. Everybody would know you’re lying, and if everyone lies, everyone would know everyone is lying.... so therefore no lies would exist. )
-(ie. Stealing wouldn’t work either. If everyone stole all the time, private property wouldn’t exist. Everything is stolen all the time.)
-(ie. Imagine you were hiding Jews from the Nazis.. and they come asking your door asking if you’re hiding any Jews, Kant’s theory would support you ratting them out. Because lying is not universalized. You did the morally right thing, according to Kant’s theory. You followed the moral law. )
· CRITICISM: What if you are required to kill OR lie?  Both are not universilized so that’s the dilemma.  
· Naxi example: should act on utilitarian principles
· Doctor/bagabon example: should act on deontological theory
2nd formulation of the categorical imperative; RESPECT FOR AUTONOMY 
· When we interact with others, we must treat them primarily as ends to themselves, and never solely as needs. 
· Ends to themselves: Intrinsically valuable 
· Means : instrumentally valuable (ie. Bus driver as means to get you to school)
·  Slavery is a good example. People in this situation are treated as a means. And their value as moral agents is ignored. 
· People have GOALS and are RATIONAL:
· GOALS: Things become valuable because of goals. (ie. value of a doctor if there is no one to cure) Human beings bring desires into the universe. They are the bearers of value. 
· **RATIONAL: Humans are free to make choices and to guide their choices by reasoning.
-Humans are the bearers of moral law. 
-(ie. Asking for consent)





Ethical Theories: Jan 18th
1) Term paper instructions
2) Virtuous exemplars and virtuous traits
3) Motivational structure
4) Respect for Autonomy
5) Descriptive account
6) Prescriptive account

Term Paper: 8-10 pages: double spaced
1) Introduction – one paragraph. Argue a particular thesis. “I will argue is abortion is morally permissible...” -> refer to authors.  You can use personal pronouns. Don’t: Include too much information in the intro.  Worth 5% of total mark. 
2) Summary – Should be vast majority of paper. Summarize arguments that authors are considering, as clearly and accurately as possible. Both side of debate. Assume reader knows nothing, explain technical terms thoroughly. 
-Looking for: To the extent you include relevant information as opposed to irrelevant information
-Create natural flow of arguments  (ie. A paragraph for each argument.. .etc)
-Worth 70% of total mark

3)  Critical Reflection – Worth 20% - Reflect the authors you considered
-Multiple layers of analysis: Rebutting criticism
-4 sources: 2 -> from course pack, 2-> other source (NOT INTERNET!)
-Format for citing: MLA, or APA (include page numbers)
-Learn how to footnote!  (2 pages, aprox)

4) Conclusion : Worth 5%- 

-You can merge your summary and critical reflection together.. kinda. 
-Personal experiences can be used... but won’t be as effective
-Title Page: Title at the top, name, student number

· Virtue Ethics
-Utilitarian: consequences
-Deontologist: intrinsically right rules
-The Virtue Ethicist rejects the idea of consequences and intrinsically right rules and value VIRTUES. 
-VIRTUOUS EXEMPLARS: Ultimately try to emulate the life of these exemplars. (ie. Martin Luther King Jr., Ghandi, Mother Teresa) 
· Virtuous Character Trait: Are psychological dispositions that endure from moment to moment  and influence perceptions, reasoning, and choices.  (ie. Courage, compassion, sincerity, benevolence...etc.) 
-Part of someone’s psychological makeup. We have to become virtuous.
-We come to have virtues through habit
-We act upon these traits without thinking about it, they impact our actions without us being aware of it. (ie. Courage is virtue, and is contrasted by COWERDICE and RASHNESS. A person who exhibits COWERDICE is someone who is very fearful, and overestimates danger. Someone who exhibits RASHNESS by do things too quickly, underestimates the dangers involved. 
· Motivational Structure: Not simply disposed but also motivated. You have to approve/want to be virtuous. (ie. Saving someone’s life because they owe you money, not because you are concerned for their life)
· Utilitarians don’t care about motivations at all, and are often described as OUTPUTDRIVEN. 
· Virtue Ethics is INPUTDRIVEN -> Variety of motivations
· Deontologist: Duty
· (ie. You’re going visit your friend at the hospital. They are really glad you’re there for him/her. You say that you’re not there because you care for them, but more out of duty and respect for them)
· Phronesis - Practical Wisdom
· Virtue ethicists recognize that virtues vary from individual to individual (ie. Pregnant woman vs. Firefighter walking past a burning building)  Courage for both would be different 
· Act X is morally right if and only if it is what a virtuous agent would characteristically do in the situation.  can depend on cultural background or if you’re secular


Principle of Autonomy – main deontological  principle
-Auto (self), Nomos (rule, governance)
-Initially used to describe the self-rule of Greek cities
-(ie. Privacy, Freedom of Will..)
-Personal rule of self, which means to engage in individual autonomous choices and at act in accordance with a self-chosen plan 
· Benefit and autonomy (conflict) (ie. Health care = benefit, so we should have health care because it will max good. However in the states, they have a strong belief in autonomy (individual liberty)  don’t want money taken away from them to be put into a public pool)
· Prim Faciel  At face value: (ie. Dexter kills bad guys....)
Autonomy/Euthanasia – Jan 21st  (note: exam NOT CUMULATIVE! :D)
1) Descriptive account of autonomy
2) Prescriptive account of autonomy
3) Important distinctions concerning euthanasia
4) Identifying the main motivation for euthanasia
5) No moral difference between killing and letting die 

1) 
Personal Rule of self, which means to engage in autonomous choices and act in accord with a self-chosen plan
a) INTENTIONALITY: The ability to act on the basis of reason, or on purpose.  Acts are either intentional or unintentional.
- Could be controlled by psychological mechanisms that we are not aware of (ie. Addiction to smoking, or want to be accepted by a group)
b) UNDERSTANDING: The ability to comprehend the reasons why one acts and the consequences of one’s choices  (ie. Diagnosed with liver cancer, doctor only gives you one option (20% paralysis)... and leaves out the other 3 (0% paralysis) 
-in order to be autonomous, you need to be understanding of all the choices, before you were to decide what to do. Some even say that children are not autonomous ...
-more or less understanding depending
c) LIBERTY: The ability to act independently of controlling forces, freedom. 
-more or less liberty depending on the situation 
-You could be persuaded/influenced by others

2) Prescriptive: What we should do to respect the autonomy of others
· Negative obligations (obligation to not interfere)
-Autonomous obligations should not be subject to controlling constraints by others 
-We can override this obligation when we consider prima facie (face value)
-ie. Dexter
-Utiliarianism: when someone is going to harm someone, it’s morally ok to stop said person from doing so????
· Positive obligations 
-Autonomous action or agency should be initiated, encouraged, and facilitated. 
-ie. Doctors giving you ALL treatment options, and explaining such in a way that you can understand  respects your autonomy

3) Euthanasia:  A good, quiet, and easy death. 
· *Passive euthanasia: Death caused by withholding treatment, or not engaging in heroic measures in order to allow someone to die.  (ie. Taking off life support)
-“Letting nature take its course”  that’s why it’s okay :D
· *Active euthanasia:  Death is caused in an individual through direct means or interference (ie. Lethal injection)
-Involves “killing”  that’s why it’s bad D:
· *Assisted suicide: The act of killing oneself with the assistance of another who provides knowledge, means; or both. 
· Voluntary: Consent, Involuntary: No Consent  not respecting the autonomy of the individual 
· James Rachels: Active euthanasia is more morally permissible, than passive euthanasia. 
Euthanasia: Jan 25th
1) James Rachels (for)
2) Motivation for euthanasia
3) No moral difference between killing and letting die
4) Morally responsible for not acting
5) Daniel Callahan(Against)
6) Self-Determination (ie. Respect for autonomy)
7) Benefit callopes into autonomy

· Throat Cancer!  terminal  Doctors decide to withhold treatment from the patient because they want to end his suffering.  passive euthanasia 
-Utilitarian benefit  -done in an effort to benefit the patient 
-However, in letting the patient die, he/she will have to suffer horribly for a few more days before dying
-James Rachel argues that with active euthanasia, you are able to end the patient’s suffering more quickly, as opposed to prolonging the suffering. 
· Smith and Jones
-Smith  = killing
-Jones = letting die
-1st scenario  Smith: To gain inheritance, Drowns cousin bobby, and makes it looks like an accident.
-2nd scenario Jones: To gain inheritance, he sneaks into bathroom, ready to drown Robby, but sees Robby slip and fall. Now he doesn’t have to actually ‘kill him’. 
-In these scenarios, Smith and Jones are equally morally bad, and are judged the same. This means that there must not be any moral difference between these two acts, because they were both doing it for their own personal gain. 
-Based on consequences, not intent, because in both cases, the child dies. 
-Rachels says that this is why there would be no moral difference 

-from a medical point of view, this means that there must be no moral difference between passive and active euthanasia
· AE: The doctor does something
· PE: The doctor does nothing
-lets illness takes natural course
· Acts of omission: Situations where one refrains from acting and because of this, certain consequences follow (ie. Not saving someone from drowning)
· Self-determination: Respect for Autonomy  Callahan 
-Obligation to facilitate individual’s choice
-Callahan argues the RIGHT TO DIE (y’know, if you want...)
-But does that generate the right to kill?
Euthanasia: Jan 28th
The other TA: sardarhosseini@hotmail.com
1) Self-determination (RFA)
2) Can benefit justify active euthanasia?
3) The moral difference between killing and letting die
4) Calculating the consequences
5) Euthanasia and Medical Practice
· Self-Determination: Respect for autonomy
-Active euthanasia requires assistance by someone else
-Callahan proposes that there is a right to die, but this does not generate the right to kill
-ie. Women have the right to have children. But men do not have a corresponding right to impregnate women ( RAPE)
-ie. Slavery is wrong, even if it was consensual (according to Callahan)
-ie. Duels to the Death: morally wrong even with the consents of both men  (According to Callahan)
· If there is a right to die, this means that there is an obligation to kill, in order to respect the patient’s autonomy. 
-Problem: Is euthanasia really analogous to slavery/duels to death? When an individual chooses to die, it is ultimately THEIR choice. The doctor is not exercising power over the patient. 
· 2) Relief of unbearable suffering = benefit  Respect for autonomy (applicable for terminal illness?)
-ie. Stephan Hawkings: Nervous system is degenerated, and loses motor skills.(ALS)  On his website, he says that he is not suffering. So in his perspective, his condition is not unbearable. This is because he was never an athletic individual.. this will be different for someone who IS active. 
· We determine what “unbearable” is by our own sense of values and experiences. 
· 3) CAUSALITY – (causal responsibility) – Any situation where one thing is the cause of something else (ie. Lethal injection causes death)
-CULPABILITY – (moral responsibility) -   Any situation where some agent can be morally blameworthy or praiseworthy
· * ie. When the doctor withholds treatment, the doctor causes death.  but this is not the case (says Callahan)

· Premise 1: In situations of passive euthanasia, the disease/injury is what causes the death
· -Causality = natural world, Culpability = human construct (to assess human action)
· Facts vs Values 
· Ie. Tornado that hits a trailer park is not held morally accountable (culpability does not apply)
· Premise 2: Natural causes are not subject to moral assessment. 
· THEREFORE: According to Callahan, passive euthanasia is not subject to moral assessment.
----------------------------------------------
· Premise  1: With active euthanasia, death is the result of human agency 
· Premise 2: Human agency is subject to moral assessment. 
· THEREFORE: Active Euthanasia is subject to moral assessment. 

Euthanasia/Abortion: Feb 1st
1) Calculating the consequences
2) Euthanasia and Medical Practice
3) Abortion in Canada
4) Traditional Anti-abortion argument
5) Equivocation on the term ‘human’
6) Only persons are members of the moral community
7) Consideration of potential persons
Calculating the Consequences: (Callahan’s argument against the permission of active euthanasia) 
1) The inevitability of abuse: (ie. Involuntary active euthanasia = murder)
*Callahan believes that:
i) Abuse is inevitable with controversial laws. (ie. Patient is in coma, family is suffering... doctor euthanizes patient to end suffering because death is inevitable) (ie. In Holland, active euthanasia is permissible)
ii) Law enforcement priority

2) Difficulty in writing and enforcing the law: Ambiguity of terms such as terminal illness, and unbearable suffering.--> can be rather subjective
-Confidential relationship between patient and doctor: 
3) Slipperiness of the moral logic that justifies active euthanasia 
-like respect for autonomy + attempt to benefit (but you can’t just walk into a clinic demanding a lethal injection)

Euthanasia and Medical Practice
-Active euthanasia is an extension of health care practice
-Do not possess appropriate expertise (because the doctors only focus on health or physiological state)
-To get more expertise on if a life is worth living, you need to get more religious or philosophical sources.

Abortion in Canada
-Abortion is unregulated
- Up to 1969, abortion was completely illegal
-From 1969 onward, women could only abort for medical reasons, and if 3 physicians said it was okay. 
- Up to 1988, this law was fought in supreme court...it was denied benefit of safe medical procedure 
-Imposing a moral perspective   not respecting autonomy 
-New laws would have to respect the autonomy of woman, the rights of the fetus and so on and so forth.... 
-But for 1989 onwards, the government has not reached a conclusion. 

Abortion: February 4th
1) Traditional anti-abortion argument
2) Equivocation human
3) Traits of personhood
4) Only persons have moral rights
5) Consideration of potential persons
6) Consideration of infincide 

Premise 1: Aborting a fetus entails killing an innocent human
Premise 2: Killing an innocent human is morally wrong
Conclusion – Therefore, Aborting a fetus is morally wrong. 
Equivocating on human
-P1: human = biological/genetic sense
-P2: human = moral sense = persons
-Ie. Travelling through space, and you beam down on a random planet. You see these creatures that are not human. Will you consider them as equivalents of humans and that they have moral rights, etc.? 
· 1) Consciousness  of objects, both external and internal as well as ability to feel pain.
· 2) Reasoning or the ability to solve complex problems
· 3 Self-motivated activity: Activity which is relatively independent  of either genetic or external control.
· 4) Capacity to communicate messages of an indefinite variety on indefinitely many possible topics. 
· 5) Presence of self-concepts and self awareness either individual or racial or both. 
*Supports that person = AUTONOMY
-All persons have moral rights – And ONLY persons (ie. Not animals, fetus, people with mental disabilities)
-So merely being human is not sufficient to have moral rights
-Ie. Imagine that you’re walking down the street, and you see a severed finger on the ground. This finger is biologically human... Similar to foetuses. So it does not have moral rights, just like a fetus. Both only work if they are attached to a human agent.

Infantcide:
1) There are people willing to adopt these children
2) There are people willing to give money for orphanages
Abortion/Human Cloning: Feb 8th, 2011
1) Marquis’ criticism of Warren
2) Identifying the wrong making property of killing
3) 4 implications of Marquis position
4) Why abortion is morally wrong
5) Human cloning: Intro remarks

1) Criticism on page 120
· P1: It is wrong to kill all humans
· P2: Abortion entails killing a human
· Therefore, Abortion is morally wrong

Begging the Question: One assumes the truth of one’s conclusion 
Warren’s Argument: 
· P1: only persons have moral rights
· P2: fetuses are not persons
· Therefore, fetuses do not have moral rights

Marquis claims that Warren is begging the question by stating her 1st premise.
Moral Personhood = biological notion [Marquis]
Moral Personhood = psychological notion [Warren]
2) What is the wrong-making property of killing?
· As we get older, our notions of what was intrinsically value and instrumentally value will change
· Look at the consequences of someone’s life

3) Four Implications of Marquis’ position:
a. Marquis takes the beneficial future of persons into account
· Alien Species
· Unlike Warren, Marquis believes that killing an alien is also morally wrong.
· You will be denying them of a beneficial future
· Non-human animals
· If is wrong to kill animals because of denying them a beneficial future
· Euthanasia
· If someone is terminally ill and suffering, euthanasia is OK because their future is not beneficial
· Infants
· Killing an infant is wrong because it denies them a beneficial future
----------------------------------------------------- 
Human Cloning Feb 11th
1. Introductory remarks
1. Loss of uniqueness and therefore value
1. Loss of rights over body/self
1. No basis for right to clone
1. Right to ignorance
1. Pre-creationism/principle
MIDTERM: possible topics online, no quoting
Types of cloning:
1) DNA/molecular cloning: Any process where one attempts to replicate a DNA fragment of interest in a foreign host cell (uncontroversial as of now?)
2)  Therapeutic Cloning: Representation of human embryo for use in research. 
--More morally controversial: Concern over if the embryo has any rights 
3) Organism/Reproductive Cloning: (ie. Sheep) – A process where one attempts to create an organism that has the same nuclear DNA as a pre-existing organism. 
-Somatic cell nuclear transfer (SCMT): Add nucleus into an egg where its nucleus is removed
-Nuclear DNA
Why do we clone? : 
1. Replace someone who is dead (ie. Someone famous, or yourself)
1. Cloning for the purpose of harvesting (NOT GOING TO FOCUS!)
1. To treat infertility  For couples who are infertile/same-sex couples

Loss of Uniqueness and therefore devaluation of human rights:  Does it mean the loss of value and uniqueness?
-Value as autonomous agents which can experience pain/pleasure.
-ie. Identical twins: More genetically identical, whereas the clone would have some of the genetic material of the nucleus. 
-with twins, they each both have value
-Nature/nurture debate: What determines who we are? (Our uniqueness?)  Steven Pinker wrote a book called “The Blank Slate”  argues that nature makes who we are
-He proposes that 50% of our behaviour is genetically determined, 10% is due to social stuff, and the rest is from our personal experiences. 
-Although clones are genetically similar (less so than twins), they are still distinct
-Being unique means that you are irreplaceable
-If we engage in genetic cloning, we lose sense that people are irreplaceable. However the clone will not be the same. 
-Genetic reductionism  commodity (only seeing humans as a bunch of genes, rather than uniqueness) 

Human Cloning: Feb 18th 2011
1) Loss of significant rights
2) NO basis for right to clone
3) Obligation to procreate in certain ways
4) Right to ignorance
5) Precautionary principle
6) Benefits of cloning (Tooley)
· Loss of significant Rights
-Right to clone: Either we have no rights or our rights can be violated.  When someone wants to clone YOU (ie. Similar to how it’s absurd if men have a right to impregnante woman.)
· Obligation to procreate in certain ways: 
-John Robertson: philosopher. FAS (Fetal Alcohol Syndrome) (ie. Parents have an obligation to make a baby in a certain way, FAS = morally wrong)
-FAS is going to cause harm to baby, and it is wrong to harm individuals
· No basis for right to clone
1) No tradition of asexual reproduction
2) Liberty cannot be basis. = we’ve had freedom to how we went about procreating for centuries, so liberty cannot be basis for the right to clone. 
3 )Infertility cannot be basis either.  
 a) We have other options to have a child. Cloning itself is not necessary to have a child.
b) Infertility would cease to exist (ie. Men could bear child, anyone and EVERYONE who naturally wouldn’t be able to)
· Right to ignorance
- We have the right to be ignorant of facts that hinder ability to be an authentic self.  (WHO AM I?!?!) = pretty much the same notion as autonomy
-The clone will be hindered of the experience of answering the question, Who am I?  = hinders their ability to be authentic
· Precautionary principle
-Often used in environmental ethics
-We should refrain from engaging in actions or choices that can possibly lead to irreversible damage/harm or catastrophic consequences even if we have very little evidence that such harm will resolve. 
-The burden of proof is shifted
-(ie. Ship nuclear reactors over Great lakes )
-So the people who WANT to clone have to have good reason/proof to do it 
