Question 1
	Euthanasia is a very hot topic in philosophy and finding the right moral solution is difficult. Passive euthanasia on the other hand, is when the doctor indirectly kills the patient by pulling the plug on the respirator causing the death of a terminally ill patient. These two types of euthanasia are referred to as ‘killing’ for active and ‘letting die’ for passive euthanasia. In his article, Daniel Callahan strongly objects to active euthanasia.  Active euthanasia is when a doctor directly kills a patient using a lethal injection. Callahan believes that active euthanasia (e.g. lethal injection) is the direct action that causes the death of the patient. He argues that people confuse causality, the reality of a situation, and culpability, the moral responsibility of the outcome. Callahan argues that the act of ‘letting die’, for example the doctor has pulled the plug is more natural than ‘killing’ a patient with a lethal injection. In both cases, the patient dies. However the death of the patient on life support can be attributed to a natural cause (e.g. fatal disease) which will kill the patient sooner or later. On the other hand, the cause of death by lethal injection, can kill a healthy and a sick person, can be attributed to the doctor. It is the introduction of something foreign into the person to cause death, He continues to say that we confuse the word ‘killing’ with a death by natural causes or by human action. For active euthanasia, the doctor is the direct cause of the patient’s death and should be morally responsible for it. However, for passive euthanasia the disease is the cause of death.
	 In his article, James Rachels’s does not provide a convincing response to Callahan.  Rachels’s believes that active euthanasia is morally the same as passive euthanasia.  He attempts two clarify his position by using two examples.  In the first example, a child is drowned to death by a person. In the second one the child is drowned to death accidentally while the person is watching. Rachel points is that both people in the story, those who killed and those who watched, had the same intention: the death of a child. However, the death of the child in the first example was caused by the person therefore it is a human action.  In the second example, the death of the child was natural, since the person watched him die. In both cases, there are moral judgments; however the death can be attributed to the person who drowned the child in the first example. James continues by saying that passive euthanasia or ‘letting die’ is the same thing as active euthanasia from a moral standpoint. He says that the doctor not doing something, the doctor is doing something (they are letting someone die). However, Rachels fails to see how the death of the patient is not caused by the doctor but by natural causes.  Callahan says: “death will have dominion over us all”[footnoteRef:1], but Rachel argues that death caused by active euthanasia should not be taken into moral judgment if the patient’s death is better off for him then his prolonged life.  Callahan feels that people should allowed to die naturally. This relates to Callahan’s argument about the confusion between reality and moral judgment. The reality is that the patient’s death was caused by the doctor and he was not “allowed” to die naturally (died by human action).This human action was subject to a moral responsibility, therefore making active euthanasia wrong. This proves that James Rachels arguments are weak compared to Daniel Callahan’s and his arguments.  [1:  Iva Apsotolova, Bioethics, p67. ] 






Question 2
	Gary E. Varner uses two principles, developed by Thomas Regan, in his article.  The first principle is the worse-off principle.  The worse-off principle is used when looking at a case where non-comparable harms apply between two different individuals. According to this principle, we should avoid harming the creature that is the worse off.  To better understand this principle, we must measure the word “harm”. Regan measures harm as an absolute term not  a relative term. Absolute term means that which is relevant to an organism. If we look at this in relative terms, Varner argues that every organism will form and satisfy desires. Therefore, death is the worst outcome regardless of the type of organism.. However, by measuring it in absolute terms, we look at how much greater the loss of opportunity to satisfies desires are. Therefore, according to the worse-off principle, we do not harm the individual who is the worse-off in absolute terms.
	The second principle that Regan developed and that was quoted by Varner is the miniride principle. The miniride principle is used when similar harm is implicated on two or more groups. The decision is based on the amount of individuals involved or affected. Varner says  we should choose to harm the group with  the least amount of organisms. It applies when we must over ride the rights of two groups, the few or the many.  
	If we compare each principle to Utilitarianism, only one principle abides by the principle of utility. Utilitarianism is based on the principle of utility, we must choose the greatest good and the least amount of harm for the greatest amount of people. The worse-off principle is non-Utilitarian since we can choose to harm the life of the many who have a lower absolute harm rather the life of the few who have a high absolute harm. To elaborate, the worse-off principle is used with non-comparable harm in which we choose to save the individual with the worse-off harm, which is measured in absolute terms. Therefore, the amount of individuals, does not matter instead the absolute harm that occurs to the entity is what is most important. By contrast, the miniride principle is Utilitarian, since the principle is used when comparable harm is the case. With the miniride principle, we choose to harm the fewest amounts of people. Thomas Regan claims that this principle is not Utilitarian. He argues that the miniride principle minimizes the overriding of individuals rather than to increasing happiness.  Nonetheless, by minimizing the overriding of individuals, you are also choosing the greatest good and the least harm for the greatest amount of individuals; this is Utilitarianism.  The miniride principle is focused mostly on numbers, in which you choose to harm the few rather than the many. Likewise, the principle of utility is based on numbers, the greatest good and least amount of harm for the greatest amount of people. 








Questions 3 
	Animal rights have been in debate with ethicists for several years. Several philosophers argue that animals have moral rights while other philosophers debate that they have no rights.  Many authors like Joel Feinberg, Peter Singer and Gary Varner argue that animals  have moral rights.  However, Peter Singer has a similar argument to mine. Singer argues that animal have moral rights because they feel pain and suffering.  “Pain is state of consciousness, a mental event, and can never be directly observed”[footnoteRef:2] argues Singer. Humans feel pain and tend to feel bad when our friends and family are in pain. We try to help them out and treat them in a special way to  ease their pain. When a person is in pain, we give them special treatment, we protect them In this sense, Singer it is easy for humans to know when a person is in pain from their communication (verbal, non-verbal). However, it is harder to observe animal suffering because they do not have language. . We should not consider the fact that that they are non language organisms as a reason to conclude that they have no moral rights and that they do not feel pain. Otherwise, the same could be said of babies. They cannot communicate with language, yet we know that babies suffer and feel pain.  Humans perceive pain and suffering through the signs that individuals give. There is not a universal law that governs the response of pain. Pain can be expressed in different ways, thus when you accidentally step on a dog’s tail, you can perceive that the dog is in pain by hearing his whimpering. The act of crying of whimpering is something that all animals do, including humans. Crying is a reaction to an external/internal stimulus. This may not show indefinitely that an animal is in pain and suffering but it shows that animals have an emotional perception that something is wrong.  Animals can perceive an external stimulus and emotional react to it like humans do. Therefore, if animal can  react to a stimulus like humans, then they should have moral rights like humans.  [2:  Iva Apostolova, Bioethics p. 108] 

	Singer argues another very strong point in saying that animals have the same neurological structure as humans and therefore they must feel pain and suffering the same way we do (physiologically).  If animal and humans have the same neurological structure, then we must have descended from close ancestors. This makes humans and animals not very different from each other. Animals suffer and experience pain based on external factors, therefore there is no doubt that they should have moral rights. If animals suffer differently than humans, then does that waive the moral rights of an animal? It does not. Just because an animal cannot communicate using language, do not have the same interests or mental awareness as humans, animal still have the ability to feel pain. Therefore, they have moral rights.
  








Question 4
	Karen Labacqz uses the argument of personhood in her article discussing the practice of in vitro fertilization (IVF) and embryonic stem cell research. She argues that the lack of personhood does not lift the moral responsibility of killing a fetus. Labacqz states that embryos are not people since personhood implies individuation and blastocytes has not reached a stage where individuation is guaranteed. In addition, blastocytes have not reached a stage where division is impossible. She added that personhood implies some “neuronal function” are present, however blastocytes have not yet developed brain function. Conversely, she argues that: “the status of personhood alone does not determine when destruction is permissible[footnoteRef:3].” She uses the example of the redwood tree, a very large and old tree, which is not a person and will never achieve personhood.  Nevertheless, Labacqz argues that killing a redwood tree is not morally acceptable. Just because the embryo did not reach a sentiment age, does not mean it is morally right to kill it. Labacqz also states that personhood also involves self-determining, in which early embryos do not qualify. Nonetheless, it is morally wrong for an embryo to die since killing it  would cause pain  even if it is  a sentient being.  [3:  Iva Apsotolva, bioethics] 

`	Labacqz argument is used to explain that even if an embryo is a person or not, it is not morally right to kill a fetus. Labacqz argument is very strong and can be used to argue defend the pro-life position.  The basic principle of the pro-life is that a person is created at the moment of conception. Therefore, abortion is killing a person. Blastocytes are the early stages of the embryo. In addition, blastocytes are not a person, according to Labacqz. However, the development of blastocytes occurs very early in a pregnancy, therefore abortion would be allowed in the early stages of pregnancy. By contrast, fetuses have the values of personhood and 
therefore would be morally wrong to abort the fetus. People who are pro-choice believe that it is okay to kill the fetus for the sole fact that it has not achieved personhood. Just because the fetus, does not have brain function, individuation or self-determination, that does not waive the moral responsibility of killing a fetus.  Labacqz believes that there are factors that have a say in determining if a fetus should be killed or not. Blastocytes, not a person, are destined for death in research and therefore she argues that it is morally right to use them for research. However, a fetus is not destined for death and by committing abortion even if it has not reached personhood, it would be morally wrong to kill it. 











Question 5. 
	 “Ethics and Policy in Embryonic Stem Cell Research”, in this article by John Roberston uses two theories to define the value of the human embryo: intrinsic value and symbolic value. Both these words are crucial in determining the moral issues concerning human embryo research.  Intrinsic value of a human embryo is based on the potentiality. This means that, even though an embryo lacks interests and rights, it has the potential to form into a human being.  This value opposes the research that is currently conducted on embryos (non-therapeutic). The intrinsic value follows the concept that one day the embryo will become a human being therefore not allowing us to touch or use the embryo. Numerous people believe that since the embryo does not have interests or rights, then we do not have no moral obligation to embryos. This therefore makes it suitable to be used in research.  Nevertheless, just because embryos do not have intrinsic value does not mean they have symbolic value. 
	Symbolic value is based on the idea that an embryo symbolizes life. Therefore, there is a symbolic moral value to the embryo. This value supports research on the embryo only if it for a benefit and not harm.  The research must be in the  best interest for humanity. In addition, the benefit from that research must outweigh the symbolic value as well as the  death of the embryo. 
	These two values are important in our democratic human society in respect to basic human rights.  However, both values cannot be accepted in  society since they oppose each other so drasctially. The intrinsic value says that the embryo is a potential human being and therefore we should not do research on it. On the other hand, the symbolic value states that the embryo represents life that we should only do research when the benefit outweighs the harm. We should not accept the intrinsic value since it would not help us gain new information from the medical since point of view. Therefore it does not help human life become better.  In addition, if we were to approve the intrinsic value then we would eliminate abortion since it kill the embryo, and stop all research on stem cell research. In addition, it would eliminate all in vitro fertilization (IVF) causing the society to stop finding new discoveries concerning human life. The intrinsic value would also stop the advancement of stem cell research that could one day benefit human life more than the harm that was done to the embryo. In contrast, the symbolic value should be accepted in the society as the only value since it is balanced between embryo moral obligation and overall benefit for humanity. By accepting this value, we continue to allow research to move forward in the embryonic section. In addition, by using the symbolic value, we hit two birds with one stone since we continue to conduct research but we eliminate research that harms the embryo more then it benefits humanity. 
    

