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Topic 1
Absolute and relative morality
1
Cognitivism believes there are moral values that can be known as facts. Non-cognitivism considers that there are no moral facts but only our reactions, feelings or judgements.

2
There is a distinction between the existence of things and the existence of values. As values are not part of the objective world of things, they are derived from human subjective experiences (such as desires, judgements, anger).

3
‘Morality is more properly felt than judged.’

4
Value is determined by the outcome of an action. It is not a built-in property of the world but is determined by what humans desire or reason.

5
Because in the sentence ‘the boy is good’ the word good is neither analytically/logically true (boy does not infer good; good does not infer boy) nor is it synthetically true (good is not something that can be pointed to), it is therefore meaningless and just expresses emotion (i.e. hurray!)
6
‘Man is the measure of all things.’

7
The customs for respecting the dead might be to bury the body in one culture or to eat it in another. The value of respect is the same even if the custom is different. Before making moral judgements we should note the value of custom in every society.

8
Because different cultures have diverse customs that enable them to function as societies, these customs should not be judged as being better/worse from one culture to another.

9
A moral system of belief that believes there are some very basic, general human values that all human communities acknowledge to a greater or lesser extent.

10
Because it is irrational and undermines female autonomy. Autonomy is considered to be a basic universal moral value that characterises human flourishing.

11
There are fixed moral values that are universal, intrinsic and cannot be changed. These can be revealed (by God) or known through reason (e.g. Plato).
12
· Human rights are universal and uphold the dignity of all humans. Basic rights include life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness.

· God commands moral duties and reveals these to humans through his prophets. As God is omnibenevolent and omnipotent, these commands are absolute and to be obeyed.

· Plato postulated that we know what is good or just because there is an ultimate form, Good, which is unchanging, perfect and eternal. All other forms (or perfect ‘ideas’) of things participate in the Good.

· Natural law claims that, in order for humans to exist and flourish successfully, they must fulfil the purposes for which they were designed. These purposes (or ‘goods’) are objective.

13

· It is not easy to know what these absolute values are; there is no consensus.

· They are inflexible and do not allow society to change according to new challenges.

14
Values that are inbuilt; the property of an action in itself. By contrast, extrinsic value is achieved through outcome or use.

15
Literally ‘duty’ or obligation. In ethics it refers to all ethical theories that place duties or commands prior to or above outcomes.

16
Natural law, Kantian ethics, moral absolutism, many religious ethics that consider that God gives direct commands (e.g. Christian biblical ethics).

17
Literally the ‘end’ or purpose. In ethics it is used by some to refer to ethical theories that judge the goodness/badness of an action by its outcome.
Exam-style question
Part (a)
You could begin by defining objectivism in its relationship to subjectivism: ethical values are intrinsic and exist much like the laws of nature, whereas subjective ethical values are those derived from human experiences. Then deal with absolute ethics in contrast to relativism. Absolutism claims that if x is wrong then it is always so regardless of situation, culture and inclination. Ethics of this kind are described as cognitive because they deal with moral facts that can be known.

Then explain how various different objective and absolute moral systems determine what constitute moral facts, for example: 

· Plato’s idea of the good and its relationship to the subjective world and the necessity of knowing what is just if society is to be ruled justly.
· Natural law and natural rights. Refer to the Nuremberg Trials, which accused those who had committed holocaust atrocities of committing crimes against humanity and basic human rights. 
· Martin Luther King’s campaign against racism and for basic human rights (with quotations and examples to enhance the argument).

Finally, consider revealed law and the claim that if God is absolutely good then all that he commands must be equally objective and absolute. Examples (e.g. the Ten Commandments) and biblical quotations will help clarify the argument.

Part (b)
You might begin with the example of the ticking bomb and whether it is right to torture the terrorist into giving the information needed to save hundreds of people. From a relative and subjective point of view, there is nothing intrinsically wrong with torture, especially when it means fewer people will suffer. But directly and deliberately inflicting pain (even killing) on another person is always considered wrong. The Universal Human Declaration of Human Rights singles out torture as always being wrong.

You could then argue that we do generally know what is right and wrong. The torture case illustrates this. If torture were to be an exception to the rule, then governments and soldiers might use it for less serious cases. This would undermine the underlying aim for humans to live in ordered and safe societies. This is why there are human rights.

Then you might consider the subjectivist position and illustrate it by cultural relativism, for example: different moral standards should be made, with quotations; refer to Hume’s subjectivism; torture is not intrinsically wrong, it merely depends on the extrinsic factors.

Your conclusion will depend on the weight of the arguments. You could refer again to the ticking bomb example and in answering the question conclude that humans do agree on some very basic values of human worth, but these might be very differently interpreted according to culture.

Topic 2

Natural law

1
‘True law is right reason in agreement with nature.’

2
Everything has a telos (purpose) according to the relationship of its matter (what it is) and form (its design). When an entity fulfils its purpose it is said to be in a state of eudaimonia or happiness/flourishing. Humans achieve eudaimonia when they use their intellect to live according to their place in nature and society.

3
The fundamental natural law principle is: ‘Good is to be done and pursued, evil is to be avoided.’

4
To preserve life; to reproduce; to live by reason and educate children; to live in ordered society; to worship God as the source of goodness.

5
Laws given to compensate for human frailty; special laws revealed in the Bible; God’s special revelation that is not contrary to natural law.

6
Interior acts are those that are willed and shaped by the virtues. They develop the personality and give value to duties. For example, money given to charity because it is a duty is less good or virtuous than money given out of love or generosity.

7
Cardinal virtues: prudence, temperance, courage, justice. Theological virtues: faith, hope and love (charity).

8
Interior acts are developed through habit, reflection and worship of God. They inform reason and ensure that external law is applied virtuously and appropriately (i.e. not just blindly following a rule).

9
From the primary principles, each society deduces the rules that will lead to eudaimonia. These rules are ‘secondary’ principles and will vary in the way they are expressed from society to society and even over time.

10
The primary precept is that every sex act must intend to produce children. This can be so only between man and woman. As children require a stable environment in which to be nurtured, then man and woman need to be committed to each other — this is what is meant by marriage. Marriage is therefore a secondary principle.

11
Apparent goods result from faulty reasoning or weak internal acts and therefore fall short of perfection (real goods).

12
Using artificial contraception in marriage so as only to have a small family to look after. Stealing food to give to the hungry.

13
The direct willed, foreseen action is good even if there is an indirect, secondary unwilled bad side effect. This is permissible only if the bad side effects are not disproportionately greater than the primary willed act.

14
· Modern evolutionists, such as the Darwinist Richard Dawkins, deny that nature (and humans) has a purpose. As nature is blind, there are no intrinsic moral values.

· Sex, for example, could be for reproduction and/or love and/or pleasure; all could be natural law ‘goods’.

· According to the doctrine of Original Sin, or simply observing the place of the emotions and natural egoism of humans, reason is alone not sufficient to determine what is good.

· All natural law fails the is/ought distinction (see Hume’s Fork).

· The DDE is a typical way in which natural law tries cleverly to get round problems (such as clashing duties). It can also lead to suffering, such as making a woman have an abortion.

15

· All humans are under the same natural law so there are also natural rights that protect all innocent humans from exploitation of others, regardless of culture and law. 

· Developing agent-centred character traits such as reliability, integrity and kindness in the way we live is generally admired.

· Natural law treats all people with respect and dignity as individuals and in society.

· Everyone is judged according to the same law; no one may be placed above or below (natural) law.

Exam-style question

Part (a)
You could start by outlining the two assumptions Aquinas makes in his moral theory, i.e. the validity of Aristotle’s scientific view of the world; the revelation of God’s eternal law in nature and the Bible. Therefore, as creatures are made in the image of God, humans are unique in their ability to reason and fulfil their purpose in the created order. 

You might then explain that everything in the created order has a purpose or telos. When anything achieves its telos it means it is doing what it ought to do (working and functioning fully) and is in a state of eudaimonia. Illustrate this with examples. For humans, having free will and the ability to reason means acting in accordance with intellect, conscience and the virtues. Perfection means achieving the real or actual goods of being human. 

Then outline, with examples, the primary precepts based on the basic human inclination to do good and avoid evil. The precepts emphasise different aspects of human existence — the biological one is to reproduce, the social one is to live in ordered communities and the spiritual one is to worship God and so on. The essay might then explain the relationship between primary precepts and secondary precepts (which are more situational and contingent), perhaps using the example of marriage.

The final part of the essay might explain how perfection is to be achieved. You might explain that complete eudaimonia is impossible until after death when humans come into God’s presence and only then can they worship him fully. You might also explain, with examples: the problems of human frailty; the significance of interior acts; problems of apparent goods.

Part (b)
You might begin by considering what ‘out of date’ might be implying. As Aquinas was writing in medieval times, his knowledge of the physical world was less complete than ours and therefore many natural law inferences are going to be faulty. Aquinas (and Aristotle) was living in far less technologically developed societies and, as natural law depends on less complex and more static societies, it is therefore out of date.

Then discuss whether these initial conclusions are true. Natural law has been challenged by the non-teleological views of Darwin/Dawkins and most contemporary sciences. Discuss evolution in relation to natural law. Whereas Aquinas’ view of sex was limited to reproduction and security of children, in today’s society complex reproductive technologies show that his views lack sophistication (give examples, e.g. from medical ethics).

Then consider why natural law may not be out of date. For example, the world has not changed sufficiently to undermine the principal aims of the primary precepts (such as, it can’t be right in any legal system to punish the innocent). Natural law as a foundation for natural rights treats all humans with equal dignity. A primary principle in any contemporary civilised society, as set out by natural law, is that no one is above the law. The conclusion might be that natural law is not out of date, but can and must be adapted to the present.

Topic 3

Kantian ethics

1
Deontological, a priori, universal, rational.

2
Because we are rational creatures and capable of working out what our duties (‘ought’) are, we must necessarily be free (‘can’) to do so. This means we must have free will, without which we would not be autonomous moral beings.

3
The good will is an innate moral capacity with which all humans are born.

4
‘Do your duty though the heavens fall.’

5
‘Good will shines forth like a precious jewel.’

6
‘Two things fill my mind with ever new and increasing admiration and awe — the starry heavens above me and the moral law within me.’

7
The sense of obligation that we have which is driven by situation, outcome and emotions.

8
The hypothetical imperative ‘is good for some purpose, either possible or actual’.
9
The shopkeeper does not overcharge any of his customers because he knows that by gaining a reputation for honesty more people will trade with him.

10
They are not moral imperatives but advisory and contingent. They are not driven by the good will but by desires.

11
The formula of universal law is to: ‘Act as if the maxim of your action were to become through your will a universal law of nature.’

12
A maxim is a ‘subjective principle of acting’ (Kant). The principle becomes an imperative only once it is universalised.

13

· Whenever I am short of money I will borrow it, promising to pay it back, although this won’t happen.

· The contradiction is between my self-love, which advantages me and the fact that I still want everyone else to keep to their promises.

· The conclusion is that I cannot consistently will that everyone should break their promises and keep their promises. If this were the case, promise-keeping would be meaningless.

14
‘Act in such a way that you treat humanity, whether in your own person or in the person of another, always at the same time as an end never simply as a means.’

15
 ‘Act as if you were a law maker and law receiving member of the Kingdom of Ends.’

16
Because the ‘friend of man’ is acting from his inclinations or feelings (such as love, pity, charity) to make himself feel good. He is not acting rationally according to duty of the universal good will.

17
When human virtues and happiness are brought together.
The three postulates are: (a) Freedom (b) Immortality (c) God
18
· It treats all people (especially minorities) with equal respect and dignity — the basis of human rights today.

· A strong sense of society and every citizen’s duty to respect the law and act responsibly.

19
· Problem of clashing duties. Famous example posed by Benjamin Constant whether not to lie to a murderer who asks you if a fugitive is staying with you; or to break your promise to protect the fugitive.

· The summum bonum implies that we do act consequentially for some future state. This is not so very different from utilitarianism, which Kant rejects.

Exam-style question

Part (a)
The essay might begin by considering the nature of the summum bonum. It could be argued that it is Kant’s utopia where human beings treat everyone with dignity, where there is no conflict, where everyone respects the law and lives autonomous, happy lives. The summum bonum characterises the Kingdom of Ends.

You might then continue to give a detailed account of the universalising principle and how it operates. Explain first that the principle refers to the good will which ‘shines forth’ in all (adult) humans and is the basis for the moral law. The moral law is not God-given or natural but established through autonomous human rational judgements. You might then contrast the moral law to the hypothetical imperative and explain that duties which may at first appear moral are in fact self-centred and instrumental (i.e. a means to an end). The words of the hypothetical imperative should be quoted. Hypotheticals merely achieve personal desires and not the summum bonum. Briefly outline and explain Kant’s example of the prudent shopkeeper.
The categorical imperative, on the other hand, is the means by which a maxim can be tested to see whether it is indeed a moral imperative. The words of the imperative should be quoted. It is characterised by being rational, can be applied to all human beings and does not contradict itself. Set out and carefully explain Kant’s example of promise keeping (self-love, lack of consistency, lack of authentic respect for humans).

Finally, you might refer to Kant’s law of humanity, which ensures that all humans, including oneself, are treated with equal respect as befits the summum bonum. This means rejecting all forms of consequentialism and ethics which do not give high regard to humans as persons.

Part (b) 

You might begin by considering a fundamental problem with Kant’s ethics, which is its inability to resolve clashing duties. Briefly outline the example given by Benjamin Constant of the fugitive and the murderer, where there appears to be equal obligation to tell the truth as well as a promise to protect the fugitive. Superficially it seems that Kant’s ethical theory cannot resolve the moral problem.

Now argue that moral dilemmas such as this can be solved. First, that there cannot be a universal duty to tell murderers the truth. Second, all Kant’s ethics take into account the Kingdom of Ends and although this is not a consequential system it does suggest that we should act in a manner that conforms to the ideal state. There is a compromise between practice and ideal, as he argues in his essay Toward Perpetual Peace.

You might then argue that these arguments compromise the integrity of Kant’s imperative. It appears to set up a hierarchy of duties, i.e. where the preservation of life is greater than truth telling. This is closer to Ross’s prima facie argument, but this sets up a heteronomy of laws and undermines the single test of the categorical. Give an example (e.g. euthanasia). As Kant has ruled out feelings of love and compassion to fellow human beings, his ethical theory is cold, unfeeling and impractical.

In conclusion, you might argue that Kant’s ethical theory does not solve moral dilemmas well. However, it is the nature of a moral dilemma or problem always to be difficult and Kant’s system ensures that we do not act emotionally but always act, as best as we can, according to principle.

Topic 4
Utilitarianism

1
The principle of usefulness as it ‘tends’, according to Bentham, to promote pleasure or pain.

2
It considers outcomes and is not based on a priori values, duties and rules.

3
‘Nonsense on stilts.’

4
‘Nature has placed mankind under the governance of two sovereign masters, pain and pleasure.’

5
‘Quantity of pleasure being equal, pushpin is as good as poetry’.
Homogeneous means that all pleasures are the same — none is intrinsically better or worse.

6
‘Hedonic’ means that which gives pleasure.
‘Moral reductionism’ means that all pleasures can be reduced to physical/biological states and therefore can be calculated.

7

· Intensity, duration and purity

· Certainty, propinquity and fecundity

· Extent or number of people affected by an action

8
A moral taboo is to be judged rationally on whether it actually causes any harm. Homosexuality might upset some people but if it makes consenting gay adults happy, cannot be wrong.

9
Mill considers Bentham is wrong; pleasures are heterogeneous because some are higher or better than others.

Mill argued that consideration for society is just as important as consideration for the individual. Bentham called society a ‘fictitious body’ and emphasised the individual. 

10
‘It is better to be a human being dissatisfied than a pig satisfied; better to be man dissatisfied than a fool satisfied. And if the fool or the pig are of different opinion it is only because they only know their side of the question. The other party to the comparison knows both sides.’

11
Because humans are rational and more sophisticated than animals, there are intellectual pleasures that should be pursued because of their greater value for human welfare.

12
The ‘competent judges’ are philosophers, intellectuals and judges who are able to discern through experience what are the higher intellectual pleasures. These qualitative pleasures might include the pursuit of art, reading, theatre etc.

13
There is no evidence for a good will or moral law because the aim is to seek pleasure and avoid pain.

14
In seeking to make others or society a happier or better place to live, the individual increases his or her own likelihood to be happy.

15
Just as there are general laws in nature that have ‘tendency’ or predictability, so there are moral rules that, if followed, will generally bring about happiness. They are secondary to the primary principle of happiness.

16
· It is ‘cold’ because, as it judges all situations in terms of outcomes, it might be the case that a person could be treated as a means to an end. Persons have no intrinsic rights or values.

· It is criticised as being unjust because the happiness or preferences of the majority might outweigh the concerns of the minority. Or, conversely, the interests or happiness of an extra happy few might outweigh the interests of the majority.

· If it is impossible to calculate precisely even short-term outcomes, it is even harder to judge long-term outcomes which, if we knew about them, would alter our judgements. As often there are unintended consequences (‘ripples’). These indicate that consequentialism is often just guesswork and not a precise science.

· If there is no agreement about the quantity/quality aims of utilitarianism, then it does not offer a good, clear aim by which to make moral decisions.

17
‘The question is not can they reason? nor can they think? but can they suffer?’
18
· Human adults, great apes and dolphins are sentient and have self-aware preferences so have the greatest moral consideration.
· Newborn human babies, rabbits, dogs and horses are sentient but, as their preferences are less conscious, they are morally less considerable.
· Flies, bacteria and rocks are not sentient and have no preferences so are not morally considerable.
Exam-style question

The following is an example of an A-grade response to the examination question.
Part (a)
All utilitarian systems are essentially consequential and teleological. Their aim is to offer a rational assessment of a situation, tradition or law to see whether it maximises general happiness. Bentham classically summarised that, ‘Nature has placed mankind under the guidance of two sovereign masters, pleasure and pain.’ Although utilitarians vary enormously in the way they interpret pleasure/pain, the core idea is that there are no metaphysical, natural or intrinsic moral laws; morality is one that humans develop to maximise happiness.

Peter Singer’s utilitarianism follows along Bentham’s reasoning. He agrees that the avoidance of pain is essential, especially when it means inflicting pain on others. Singer doesn’t use Bentham’s hedonic calculus partly because he doesn’t think it is possible to calculate pain/pleasure accurately but also because he wants to develop the hedonic principle in a more subtle way. Singer argues that, whereas it is sometimes difficult to establish exactly what is meant by pain/pleasure (one person’s pain is another person’s pleasure), these can more easily be summarised simply by maximising preferences. The other reason that motivates Singer’s version of utilitarianism is his lead from Bentham’s famous remark about non-human animals: ‘The question is not can they reason? nor can they think? but can they suffer?’ With this in mind Singer considers it irrational and arbitrary to exclude animals merely because they are not human. Humans are also animals and in many ways only marginally different from other species. So the task is how to develop a coherent ethical system that takes into account the interests and preferences of non-human as well human animals.

The key to Singer’s preference utilitarianism is the notion of sentience. Sentience covers a range of possible experiences from fully conscious rational human adults to other creatures who may experience pain but who are not conscious in the adult human sense. What preference utilitarianism states is that, whatever their status, all should be treated according to the ‘principle of equal consideration’. Singer has therefore widened the ‘greatest number’ aspect of utilitarianism to include all those beings who have interests and preferences.

However, determining who is sentient and to what degree is less straightforward. Singer argues that there can be no exact way of knowing except by making judgements from what we as humans experience and from our biological knowledge of animals’ nervous systems and brains. On Bentham’s equality principle that ‘each is to count for one’, then it remains to determine the interests of each animal according to its situation. So, for example, dolphins who are able to communicate, form social groups, remember past events and pass on traditions should be at least as morally considerable as teenage human beings when it comes to including their preferences. On the other hand, cats and dogs lack the same degree of consciousness and rational capacities, and therefore are less morally considerable when it comes to taking into account their preferences.

Singer has applied his preference utilitarianism in particular to animal welfare and animal rights. His Great Ape Project aims to shift public awareness of higher mammals and their place in the moral community. Singer has also championed vegetarianism on the grounds that, if we can avoid inflicting unnecessary pain on animals, either through slaughtering them for human needs or keeping them in unpleasant surroundings, then we ought to do so. But these are not moral absolutes. For example, abortion of a three-week-old human foetus which is incapable at that stage of having preferences is justified if, everything else considered, the mother’s preference is not to have a child.

Part (b)
Bentham was right: morality is about reducing pain because, when we look at any human ethical system, it can be reduced to what makes us happy. Even Kant, who was very critical of utilitarianism, acknowledges that the summum bonum is where virtuous behaviour is rewarded and is therefore a state of happiness. So, it is true that, if happiness and avoidance of pain is what determines moral rights and wrongs, then it follows that non-human animals must, as Peter Singer argues, be included. If, as Locke and others have argued we value sentience, the ability to reason and have a sense of our own identity, then it would certainly be contradictory to exclude other animals merely because they look different or communicate in a way we don’t understand. If the same criteria were used against other humans we would condemn them as racist. Therefore, even out of self-interest, if there are more happy beings in the world than fewer, then I will benefit and it must be desirable to include nonhuman animals.

However, the problem is that, as desirable as this might appear in theory, there are numerous practical objections. Singer has already indicated that defining sentience is often difficult and arbitrary. Whereas we know that humans will develop self-awareness, this is less clear for non-human animals. It is true that by analogy the human baby is probably no more sentient than an adult chimpanzee; the difference is that a human baby will develop self-awareness. It is for this reason that we give the human baby higher moral status than the chimpanzee. Furthermore, it is difficult to see, if we gave animals rights as recognition of their moral status, how they would carry out their side of the relationship by giving respect to us. Finally, we know that judging consequences for humans is often very difficult so, if we were to be generous and include non-human animals, the task would become practically impossible.

So, I can see why it is desirable to include non-human animals in our moral decisions. However, as there is no certainty about animal sentience, there is no logical reason why we must include them.

Topic 5

Religious ethics

1
The Bible is the Word of God. As God is omnipotent and omnibenevolent, everything the Bible commands is good. It lays down moral principles and duties such as the Ten Commandments and Sermon on the Mount.

2

· ‘You shall have no other gods before me.’

· ‘You shall not kill. You shall not commit adultery. You shall not steal.’

· ‘But let justice roll down like waters, and righteousness like an everflowing stream.’

· ‘Love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you.’

· ‘So faith, hope and love abide, these three; but the greatest of these is love.’

· ‘Then God said, “Let us make man in our own image, after our likeness.”’

3
The ‘inner law’ refers to Jesus’ teaching on the purity of intentions and spiritual attitudes. For example, adultery is committed when a person lusts after another even if they do not actually physically commit adultery (Matthew 5:27–29).

4
It can contradict itself: the Old Testament teaches that justice is retributive (an eye for an eye) but Jesus says this is wrong (Matthew 5:38–41).

The Old Testament lays down food laws (kosher) but the New Testament makes these optional.

5
Natural law is the basis for Christian ethics because God is the first (efficient) and final cause (telos) of the world (according to Aquinas’ interpretation of Genesis 1 using Aristotle). Living the good life means living according to one’s human telos.

6
Although many laws can be determined autonomously through human reason, some situations are not covered by natural law and require God’s revealed law as special commands available through the Bible.

7
They are autonomous because it is humans alone who decide what ought/ought not to be done based on the sole principle of love. They are teleological because the only consideration is whether a situation achieves the goal (telos) of love.

8
The middle path rejects the inflexibility of legalism and the anarchy of antinomianism. Christians are guided by the example of other Christians, the Bible and Church but not dictated to by them.

9
Pragmatism; relativism; positivism; personalism.
10

· Love ‘relativises the absolute, it does not absolutise the relative!’

· Christian ethics means, ‘deciding to say, “Yea” to the faith assertion that “God is love”.’

· ‘The legalist is a what asker (what does the law say?); the situationist is a who asker (who is to be helped?).’

11

· An act is good if and only if it is commanded by God.

· If God is omnipotent and omniscient and omnibenevolent then it follows that whatever he commands is good.

12
Does God command goodness because it is good; or is it good because God commands it?

13
How can Abraham know it is God who is commanding him?

God commands that killing the innocent is murder, so is he contradicting himself?

14
As God has given us reason, then we, as autonomous subjects, can determine what is good and what ought to be done. Whatever we decide is good, God commands.

15

· It suggests that good is a value independent from God.

· It makes human rationality superior to God.

Exam-style question

Part (a)
You might begin by explaining that divine command applies to any theological system which believes in a personal God who can and does command humans to carry out moral duties. You should explain that there are various versions of divine command theory because of the ambiguity of various key ideas.

The strong version of divine command states that an act is good if and only if it is commanded by God. This is because if God is all powerful, good and all knowing, it follows that anything he commands cannot be other than good. As the Bible is a source of God’s commands as revealed to his prophets, it is a major source of religious ethics. It might be expected that the Bible contains apparently contradictory commands but this is because different situations will necessarily require God to command appropriately. In essence though, there are no contradictions. You could refer to Jesus’s teaching from the Sermon on the Mount, which revises the laws of the Old Testament.

You should now explain how the weak version of divine command takes into account human reason and autonomy. The weak command theory explains that to be true moral agents, it is we who have to make decisions about how to behave. This highlights the part of Plato’s Euthyphro dilemma which states, ‘God commands goodness because it is good.’ Explain that this avoids the accusation that we can act irrationally and claim that God commanded us to this. The biblical example of Abraham and Isaac should be outlined and explained.
You might then set out the weak command theories of Fletcher’s situationism, where the only command is ‘love’, and Kant’s version, which is to act according to the good will (which God will guarantee). Some of the problems of weak command might be outlined, notably that goodness does not seem to be property of God.

Part (b)
Your argument might set out why this statement might be true depending on how one understands the nature of God’s relationship to humanity.

In Christian theology, for those who believe that humans are fallen, then ethics must be theonomous and deontological because only God can know what is good. This is why many Christians give high status to moral duties in the Bible as witness to the word of God. Although humans have to interpret the Bible, its moral commands have the authority of God and not human desires. Give examples (e.g. abortion or euthanasia) to illustrate that, for example, the biblical sanctity of life is not a set of guidelines but a duty. Religious ethics are not teleological as Fletcher and others suggest, because this removes the distinctively Christian dimension, and in making them autonomous fails to account for human nature.

You might then consider whether Christian ethics might be heteronomous and combine deontology and teleology. For example, Aquinas’ natural law is deontological in so far as something is intrinsically good either by being revealed by God through scripture or the natural world through human reason. But, it might be argued, the primary precepts are also teleological because they consider the telos of an action and whether it creates good and avoids evil. Examples might discuss the problems of apparent goods and/or the doctrine of double effect.

The essay may conclude that, as there is not always a sharp distinction between deontology and teleology, then religious ethics may and do combine them.

Topic 6

The right to life and the sanctity of life

1
In the Christian strong sanctity of life principle, life is a gift on loan from God and therefore always intrinsically valuable. It is not for us to destroy an innocent life. The weak sanctity of life principle is that, as life is a gift, it is ours to use and responsibly dispose of as we think fit.

2

· Set apart and holy: ‘God created man in his own image’ (Genesis 1:27). ‘You did knit me together in my mother’s womb’ (Psalm 139:13). ‘Do you not know that your body is a temple of the Holy Spirit within you’ (1 Corinthians 6:19).
· Destiny: ‘The Lord gave, and the Lord has taken away’ (Job 1:21).
· Respect: ‘I have set before you life and death, blessing and curse; therefore choose life’ (Deuteronomy 30:19). ‘You shall not kill’ (Exodus 20:13).
· Love: ‘God so loved the world that he gave his only Son, that whoever believes in him should not perish but have eternal life’ (John 3:16).
3
Because society permits abortion, IVF (which involves the death of human embryos), euthanasia etc. These have marginalised the weak and disabled.

4
There are some situations where the use of extraordinary means causes greater harm than good. There is no duty to preserve life at all costs. For example, there is no duty to keep a PVS person on life support indefinitely.

5
A life which is a ‘living sacrifice’ (Romans 12:1) is one that has a spiritual and creative purpose. Therefore death is possible if: a) life ceases to have that purpose (i.e. extreme suffering) b) dying brings about the greater good (e.g. war, martyrdom).

6
Vitalism believes humans have an ‘enduring self’ or soul. A soul is what makes a human life unique and intrinsically worthwhile.

7
The embryo develops the vegetative and appetitive soul but the rational soul is implanted by God later (40 days for boys and 90 for girls).

8
Preserve life (protect the innocent). Live in an ordered society. Reproduce.

9
The Ten Commandments (Exodus 20:13) condemn only illicit killing (murder), not all killing. Force may be used against an aggressor. The life of someone who has not caused society any grave harm must be protected absolutely.

10
The willed primary action must be to establish good; if a foreseen, unwilled secondary consequence is the death of an innocent person this may be permitted (although it is not in itself good).

11
It cannot be a universal duty that we should all kill everyone. The duty to preserve life, on the other hand, can be consistently universalised.

12
A person who wishes to kill himself is treating his body as a means to an end. Suicide out of self-love is not genuine love of one’s self or of humanity.

13
‘There only remains the question as to whether this principle of self-love can become a universal law of nature.’

14
Without the right to life all other rights would appear to be superfluous. It is the basis on which civilised societies function. Hobbes’ even more basic version is the right to survival.

15
It is the foundation of democratic society, which treats all people as equals.

It gives purpose and (some might include spiritual) meaning to life.

16
The sanctity of life fails because a) it contradicts itself (e.g. the double effect permits killing); b) it can cause more harm than good; c) it removes responsibility from those making life-death decisions; d) it relies on an outmoded religious view of life; e) it excludes non-human animals.

Exam-style question

Part (a)
You might begin by stating that all versions of the sanctity of life hold that human life is intrinsically worthwhile and must be respected. Some strong versions hold that life must therefore never be deliberately terminated; weak versions allow for exceptions.

The Christian strong sanctity of life argument is based on principles set out in the Bible. These include (with biblical quotations): humans are made in the image God; only God can give and take away life; it is always wrong to kill an innocent life; in a dilemma one should always choose life over death; the body is the temple of the Holy Spirit; suffering is part of life and not a reason to terminate it; the incarnation of God in the person of Christ shows God’s love for the world and the value of human life.
You might explain that, although Jesus gave up his life for others, this was martyrdom not suicide. Suicide has traditionally been considered a mortal sin. Augustine’s argument against suicide might be set out and explained.

You might then outline the Christian weak sanctity of life elements. These consider that although life is a gift from God it must not become a burden nor idolised as an object that can never be destroyed. There will be times when it is appropriate to dispose of a life (e.g. euthanasia and abortion), motivated by love; when life is no longer meaningful, it is no longer a ‘living sacrifice’.

Natural law supports sanctity of life, especially the absolute protection of all innocent life as this breaks a primary precept. Human life is set apart because, unlike with other animals, it possesses a rational soul. Modern Catholic teaching is that ensoulment takes place at conception and therefore the foetus must be protected ‘absolutely’ from this moment. You might explore how the doctrine of double effect permits indirect killing of the innocent.

Kant might be chosen as an example of the non-religious sanctity of life. His example (with quotes from Kant) of why suicide is wrong might be set out. Kant argues that killing one’s self from self-love cannot become a universal law of nature. The right to life is a fundamental law for all civilised societies.

Part (b)
You might begin by pointing out that there is an important moral distinction between all human life and all innocent human life. You might argue that the Ten Commandments cannot be properly translated ‘do not kill’ because the Old Testament permits the death penalty and war. What is implied by the commandment is that the illicit killing of the innocent is morally wrong. A central question is what constitutes an innocent life. Discussion might focus on aggression and whether an aggressor is non-innocent. Some have argued that abortion is permitted if the foetus is regarded as an aggressor (e.g. through rape) just as much as the just war argument permits killing of combatants but insists on non-combatant immunity.

You might go on to explore whether it is true that all life, innocent and non-innocent, must be protected. For conservative Christians, Psalm 139 (quote) suggests that life in the womb is always sacred and Jesus’ command to turn the other cheek reinforces the requirement for Christians to be absolute pacifists. 

Critique these ideas, perhaps from a utilitarian or even weak sanctity of life position. Consider whether keeping a comatose, PVS or very sick patient alive at all costs is making the principle more important than the person. Perhaps reflect on whether it is life that must be protected absolutely or a person’s autonomy (and the quality of their life).

The conclusion could briefly reflect on the ambiguity of the word ‘protected’ as it has been presented in the various arguments covered in the essay as you make your final assessment.

Topic 7

Abortion and personhood

1

· Physical, i.e. threats to life or grave injury; mental, i.e. strain of having to rear a child

· Physical, i.e. lack of resources; mental, i.e. lack of sufficient care

· 24 weeks

· Not obliged to carry out an abortion

2
It illustrates whether there is such a thing as an enduring self. The analogy is whether the ship remains essentially the same despite the physical changes. The alternative is whether we are just a bundle of mental/physical sensations.

3
The key to being a person is being conscious and having a memory. Without these a person has no sense of history or biographical continuity.

4
Singer follows Locke. The minimum is sentience, i.e. the ability to feel pain. The maximum is full consciousness. There is, therefore, a scale of consciousness.

5
Vitalists such as Plato believe we have a separate enduring self or soul. The bundle view thinkers such as Buddhists believe there is no soul but a collection of mental, psychological and physical sensations.

6
For example, Aristotle believes the soul begins simply as vegetative (physical), moves to the appetitive (desiring) and then to the intellectual (rational). ‘Delayed ensoulment’ (Aquinas) suggests the intellectual/rational soul is not there at conception.

7
The blastocyst cells are not differentiated. It could be more than one person. There is no primitive streak and it has no capacity for sentience.

8

· Conception: it is a unique life and has all the potential to become a rational/sentient person
· Brain waves (52 days): only now has the foetus potential to reason and think
· Sentience (24 weeks): the foetus can now actually feel pain

9

· Trauma of rape would be greater if pregnancy were to be continued; right to self-determination and autonomy; no obligation to be a ‘Good Samaritan’ and keep the baby.
· Not fair on the future child if his/her quality of life is very low; the burden is unreasonable on future mother (or parents).
· Mother’s sentient desires are greater; self-defence: the foetus might be regarded as an aggressor.
10
(a) woman’s autonomy gives her the right to ‘extract’ but not ‘extinguish’ (kill) a life; (b) right to self-defence; (c) no duty to be generous or kind.

11

· The mother is best judge of her own desires and preferences, which take priority over other interests.

· A foetus has no interests and can feel no pain until around 20 weeks; this more than justifies early abortion.

· A mother has actual preferences and can actually feel pain; these ends are greater than any potential or minimal suffering of the foetus and justify the means (termination).
· Relief from unwanted pregnancy, ability to fulfil actual plans and desires etc.

12

· A mother may not be thinking rationally about what is in her best interests.
· Foetuses that can feel pain may also be considered to have an interest in living rather than dying.

· The ends may entail more than the preferences and desires of the mother but also include society’s desire to protect the weak.

· Having a baby may give the mother great joy; an abortion could hinder her from conceiving in the future; baby could grow up to make a major contribution to society.

13

· It is generally not a good rule to kill any innocent member of society.
· Because abortion tends to cause guilt, remorse and depression, these can be the basis of a rule against abortion.

14

· From the moment of conception the foetus is a sacred life. The foetus has the right to be treated as a potential person.

· As the telos of the foetus is to live, its life must be: preserved, protected (as a matter of justice) and treated as a member of society.

· Killing an innocent human life is intrinsically wrong. The foetus relies on us to protect it. It must be respected and protected whether viable or not.

· Every act must be to will our neighbour’s good.

· Life is a pilgrimage towards knowing God and one’s ability to love and worship him develops at every stage.

· Although the double effect could justify terminating a pregnancy on health grounds (e.g. in an ectopic pregnancy), the intention must always be to preserve the life of mother and child. Deliberate killing of an innocent (abortion) is always wrong and disproportionate.

15
· ‘For you did knit me together in my mother’s womb.’

· ‘If men strive together and hurt a woman with child so there is a miscarriage and hurt follows then you shall give them life for life.’

· ‘When Elizabeth heard the greeting of Mary the baby leaped in her womb.’

16
A foetus’s life must be treated with respect but it does not have an absolute right to life.

17
It forces a woman to suffer when it would be more loving to allow an abortion. Abortion wrongly places rules before people.

18

· Pragmatism is love in action and so we must judge each case individually.
· Duties are always relative to situation. Each case is always relative to love and relative to the status of the foetus; the foetus of an early pregnancy is not a person as much that of a late pregnancy.

· Laws are in response to love; there is no divine law that dictates that abortion is always wrong.

· Personalism always treats people as created in God’s image. An abortion is a loving act because it treats all those involved as people not things.

19

· Wrong because it treats the foetus as a means to an end.
· Justified because the mother’s life is worth more than a potential life (foetus).
· Not justified even if the pregnancy is threatening the mother’s life.
Exam-style question

The following is an example of an A-grade response with examiner comments (based on material from Topics 5 and 7).
Part (a)
Christians approach1 the issue of abortion in various ways depending on the weight and authority they give to revelation (the Bible), reason and conscience.2
1Good idea to indicate which religion has been selected. 
2These areas now form the basis of the rest of the essay.
For conservative Christians God’s commands revealed through the Bible3 generally prohibit abortion in almost every circumstance. Psalm 139 is interpreted to mean that a foetus is regarded as a person from the moment of conception, because God ‘knits together’ the person in his ‘mother’s womb’.4 It is suggested the moment egg and sperm join and mitosis takes place, not only is the fertilised egg a human life but it has all the potential to be a human person. As the foetus is created in the image of God (Genesis 1:27) its life is sacred; according to the sanctity of life principle only God can take away an innocent life (Job 1:21), anything else is murder according to the Ten Commandments. This is confirmed according to the Old Testament law (Exodus 21) that any man who deliberately causes a woman to miscarry will be executed according to the law of lex talionis5, i.e. a life for a life.
3This paragraph indicates that the candidate has a good knowledge and understanding of key biblical texts.

4There is no need to quote the whole text, only the key words that are relevant.

5Good use of technical phrase, which shows that the candidate really understands the passage cited.

However, even those who take a vitalist view of conception, that ensoulment takes place at conception,6 might nevertheless argue that there can be exceptions to the rule, based on a ‘lesser of two evils’ argument. The Church of England argues that, in the case of rape, the hurt and mental trauma of the event are good reasons why abortion might be regarded as compassionate and permissible. Likewise a pregnancy that threatens the life of the mother might justify abortion on the grounds of self-defence or that her right to life is greater and trumps that of the foetus.7
6Technical words and explanation show that the candidate fully understands the concepts.

7This paragraphs packs a lot in. It could say more but, as the candidate has two more paragraphs to go, the detail here is more than adequate.
Although in the Roman Catholic tradition abortion is intrinsically8 wrong, there are rational grounds for pregnancy terminations. Abortion is wrong because at the moment of conception an irreversible process is set up where the potential for life and personhood will be, all things being equal, fully actualised as a person.9 The foetus can expect from the moment of conception the basic right of life and therefore to be protected. Natural law regards abortion to thwart the primary precepts of life, protection of the innocent, the good ordering of society (by creating a ‘culture of death’) and, in the worship of God, respect for all human life. However, the doctrine of double effect10 may permit a termination if in treating a woman’s illness caused by pregnancy (such as an ectopic pregnancy) the cure indirectly causes her to miscarry. But miscarriage cannot be a primary motive and every step should be taken to avoid the death of the foetus.
8Good use of technical language.

9This is a very well-structured sentence that covers all the main ideas using the appropriate technical language.

10This discussion indicates that the candidate understands the subtleties of the natural law position. The example helps pin down the idea under discussion.
Finally, liberal Christians take a more consequential view of the sanctity of life principle. Many interpret the notion of stewardship of the world to mean that humans have autonomy to act in good conscience.11 Joseph Fletcher, for example, considers that, as the only absolute is Christian love (agape), then abortion is not intrinsically wrong and is sometimes necessary. As he only considers the foetus to be morally considerable12 once it becomes sentient (around 22 weeks), early abortions are not so problematic; the mother has greater rights then the foetus. He is very critical of the ‘legalism’ or ‘pharisaism’ of the Catholic Church which forces a woman to have a child she does not want. His ‘personalist’13 principle considers legalism to be unChristian and to place the no abortion rule above the life of the woman as making her more of a commodity than a person.
11Very succinctly these two sentences summarise the third Christian approach as indicated in the introduction.

12 Good use of a technical phrase often used in this context.

13Shows that the candidate can select appropriate elements of Fletcher’s ethical theory.

Part (b)
This essay may be answered in several ways. It might focus purely on the divine command problem; it might consider abortion and God’s commands; it might combine both ideas.

If God is omnipotent, omniscient and omnibenevolent, then it follows that whatever he commands is good and humans, as finite and by comparison ignorant beings, must obey.14 It is difficult to see why one wouldn’t obey. If God is all loving then even if we are unable to see why doing something is good, from God’s perspective of eternity it must be good. For example, when Abraham obeyed God to sacrifice Isaac he had to trust that it would be for the best even though he stood potentially to lose his only son. This is replicated in the death of Jesus; although at Gethsemane he asked to be spared crucifixion, he knew that God would not command anything that was not good for the world.15
14There is no introduction to this essay. This is not always necessary and this sentence clearly sets out the basis of the divine command theory.

15Good use of two biblical examples. Note that the story-lines are briefly related.
However,16 this strong view of God’s commands has considerable problems. First, if the Bible is considered to be a witness of God’s commands, it offers conflicting views of what these are. In the Old Testament God permits war, but in the New Testament Jesus commands that we should be peace-makers. Second,17 and most significantly, as autonomous and rational beings it must be reasonable to test what may appear to be God’s commands to ensure they are his and not merely our own wish fulfilments.
16 Key evaluative word shows a change of direction in the argument.

17The two problems are clearly set out with examples.
Unfortunately,18 this weak version of the divine command theory appears to elevate goodness as something that humans decide but which relegates God. God, as in Kant’s moral theory, becomes one who merely ratifies or confirms what we decide is good; this would make us the source of moral commands, not God.
18The new paragraph and evaluative word indicates a development in the argument.
In conclusion, I think that, although we must obey God’s commands,19 what he commands is not specific but general. The commands to love, to forgive, to be generous and so on must be obeyed but it is we who decide what these mean specifically in each situation.20

19 The conclusion refers back to the essay question and answers it.

20The final sentence does not bring in new ideas but highlights those already touched on in the previous paragraphs.
Topic 8

Right to a child and issues of infertility

1
According to Locke, rights are endowed by God in nature to ensure humans (and especially the state or monarch) do not harm each other’s lands, liberty and possessions.

2
There are no natural rights as there are no intrinsic moral values. Rights are developed by humans to maximise happiness.

3
The right to reproduce is fundamental to a person’s sexual telos.

4
The right to marry and found a family. A person has the freedom to found a family, but this is not the same as having the right to a child.
5
‘Sons are a heritage from the Lord, children are a reward from him.’

6
10–15%.
7
Surrogacy; in vitro fertilisation; sperm donation; adoption; egg donation; embryo donation.
8

· Those who initiate the surrogacy and bring up the child.
· The host mother (who bears the child).
· The intended father provides his sperm and the surrogate provides her egg (as well as womb).
9

· Lack of consent because never a person, but very useful and less invasive than other methods.
· Needed for welfare reasons but a donor is not a parent therefore has no responsibilities.
· Who owns them — mother or father or both? If the mother dies, who decides how they should be used?

10
Because it treats mother and child as objects to be bought and sold. This is against all human rights.

11
The Roman Catholic encyclical Humanae Vitae (1968) is based on natural law and argues that AIH is wrong because there must be no division between the procreative and the unitive aspects of sex. It rejects all use of donors. However, surrogacy might be possible as set by biblical precedent in the story of Abraham and Hagar. Nevertheless the story illustrates the dangers of surrogacy. It is rejected because it is an apparent good.

12
‘The gift of human life must be actualised in marriage through the specific and exclusive acts of husband and wife.’

13
The intention of adoption is different from using a donor. Adoption applies to an existing child and is motivated by charity; using donors (sperm or egg) introduces a third party into the relationship (and is a form of adultery).

14
The child becomes a wanted thing or commodity. This is more so if it is paid for.

15
A donor introduces a third party into the marriage and is adulterous. It causes identity problems for the child.

16
It is analogous to adoption. The problems are practical, i.e. need for honesty, careful preparation, love and pragmatism.

17
Painful side effects of the drugs used in IVF; expensive; psychologically draining. Possible multiple births — cost, housing, childcare etc. Psychological dangers of using donors for the child and non-biological parent.

Exam-style question

Part (a)
You might begin by stating that one reason why there is disagreement is because there is a more fundamental dispute about what constitutes a right. Some argue that rights are natural, others that they are basic and others that they are established through agreement for general human welfare. The question is whether having a child is an absolute right or, as some would argue, a gift.

You might quote from Article 16 of The Universal Declaration of Human Rights and discuss whether this merely entitles a couple to form a family (without restriction from the state) or whether it is a duty of the state to provide the means to have a child if this is regarded as a basic welfare issue. If this is so, does this entitle couples to assisted reproduction?

Then consider these issues from a selection of different normative ethical theories. For example, some might consider Catholic natural law. Explore the ideas of children as a gift, the purpose of marriage, unitive and procreative purpose of sexual intercourse and the reasons why IVF and surrogacy are illicit. Refer (with quotations) to Humanae Vitae and Donum Vitae.

By way of contrast, reflect on utilitarianism and contrast Bentham’s rejection of natural rights with the welfare utilitarian claim that, as childlessness is a major cause of unhappiness (refer to statistics), then society may regard having a child as a welfare right. The main utilitarian considerations are those of cost-benefit (IVF is expensive, emotionally draining etc.) and creating more (extra) happy people. Utilitarian disagreements are often over whether use of donors (eggs/sperm/gamete) leads to identity problems. Some might consider surrogacy and the problem of ownership.

Part (b)
In this essay, assess different reproductive technologies by focusing on one ethical system or several. Be selective about which reproductive technologies to discuss.
You could take a liberal view, perhaps that of Mill, which considers that people are best left to make their own judgements as to what makes them happy. If this means using IVF with donors or full or partial surrogacy the only consideration is whether it might cause physical or mental harm. As this will differ from couple to couple, then there is no reason to act paternally and interfere.

Then develop this from the rule utilitarian point of view. If, for example, the competent judges (i.e. in this case the medical profession) note that surrogacy frequently leads to an identity crisis (give examples), jealousy and psychological harm then, based on the law of tendency, legislation should limit or modify its practice.

Contrast the utilitarian conclusions with Kantian ethics. The argument might reflect on Kant’s second version of the categorical, which warns us not to commodify or instrumentalise people. This might not happen when AI or IVF uses a married couple’s sperm/egg but if the desire is so strong to have a child that it involves the use of donors, then it has turned the child into an object. Discussion should consider whether this is really so.
Draw together the arguments and perhaps make a final comment on Mill’s autonomy principle.

Topic 9

Euthanasia and quality of life
1

· Taking one’s own life.
· Aiding someone taking their own life.
· A person in great pain or who is dying requests the help of another (a doctor) to end their life.
· Deciding to end the life of a person who is unable to make the decision (e.g. a very young and sick baby).
· Indirect killing through allowing someone to die.
· Direct killing (such as voluntary euthanasia).

2
Voluntary suicide is no longer a criminal offence but anyone who helps in the suicide of another commits a criminal act (with a sentence of 14 years).

3
Plato argued suicide is against the gods, the moral order of society and is cowardly (like a cowardly soldier deserting the battlefield). Aristotle said it pollutes society morally by causing the loss of a valuable member of the city.

4
‘A man who retires from life, does no harm, to society; he only ceases to do good.’

‘I believe that no man ever threw away a life that was worth keeping.’

5

· Only the Church or the state may condemn a guilty person to death; a guilty/innocent person cannot condemn a guilty/innocent person to death.
· Enduring suffering is preparation for life after death.
· It allows no time to repent and seek God’s forgiveness for killing an innocent life.
· It rejects God’s gift of life and his love.
· By rejecting God’s grace and redemption a person cannot be forgiven (hence the example of Judas who killed himself).
6
· Genesis 1:17 humans are made in the image of God, therefore euthanasia is blasphemy (see Augustine’s argument).
· Job 1:17 only God can give and take life.

7
· Relieving pain through death is an act of love. 

· No one has a duty to endure pain that negates life; life is ‘living sacrifice’ only when it has meaning.

8

· It undermines the stability and aim of the state, which is to protect the lives of all citizens (as Plato also argues).
· Failure to respect one’s life is a failure to worship God and protect all innocent human life.
· All people are entitled to basic treatment to maintain life.

· A doctor has a duty to preserve all innocent life.

9

· Primary intention is to do good, such as relieving pain.

· The means might entail the use of drugs that foreshorten life but do not directly kill.

10
· It does not matter if the consequence is death if the purity of intention is good.

· Allowing a person to die using ordinary means can be cruel and cause great suffering (even if it is controlled by drugs).

11
Quality Adjusted Life Years. It is an empirical means of judging how worthwhile a life is according to various agreed criteria.

12
For: respects autonomy and preferences of individuals as they are the ‘best judge’ of their own situation. Against: can lead to a slippery slope and to bad medical practice; individuals might feel they ought to die so as not to be a burden to others.

13

· It treats a person as a means to an end. 
· It cannot be a universal duty. 
· It makes pain/pleasure a primary consideration (when it should be the good will). 
· It undermines the stability of society.

14
‘One sees at once a contradiction in a system of nature whose land would destroy a law by means of the very same feeling that acts so as to stimulate the furtherance of life and hence there could be no existence as a system of nature.’

15
We are our own best judges as to what makes our life worthwhile. Being unable to choose how to live one’s life makes life intolerable, so the final choice to die (suicide/euthanasia) is one that must be respected.

16
Being alive is not enough to constitute a worthwhile life. Being conscious is basic to quality of life. An unconscious life (in a persistent vegetative state) is not worthwhile and might justify (non-voluntary) euthanasia. Living a longer life is not necessarily living a more worthwhile life.

17
A lot of pain makes life less worthwhile because it detracts from doing other things that make life pleasurable. A pleasurable life might be described as being able to fulfil one’s desires (or preferences), however these might be described.
18

· Quality of life (QOL) argument dehumanises by making some human lives more worthwhile than others.

· QOL is too subjective because there is no agreed basic criterion as to what makes life worthwhile.

· QOL fails to account for the general human sense of self-worth. 

Exam-style question

Part (a)
You might begin by giving a brief explanation as to what is meant by quality of life (QOL) and euthanasia. QOL believes that human life has extrinsic value and therefore there will be times when it is considered to be more valuable or less valuable. Euthanasia means a ‘good death’ and involves a third party helping another person to die with their consent — this is voluntary euthanasia. Other forms of euthanasia may be non-voluntary, where consent cannot be obtained because the person is severely incapacitated.

You might then explain that there are various versions of the QOL principle because not everyone agrees what the basic values of life are. You should explain what these different values are and how they affect euthanasia. For example, for hedonic utilitarians the basic quality is pleasure/happiness and the absence of pain (Bentham’s calculus might be referred to). In modern hospitals this equates with the QALYs and cost-benefit, long/short-term prognosis etc. A very sick person in a lot of pain may consider their life has little value and request voluntary euthanasia. A rule utilitarian might insist that consent is properly informed and the slippery slope problem is avoided. 

You then might consider consciousness as a basic criterion for quality of life. This applies in particular to PVS patients and children born with severe brain damage. You might refer to the Tony Bland case. Preference utilitarians, such as Singer, have used brain-dead cases to criticise the sanctity of life argument (where a person has no ability in having interests and preferences then a life has ceased to be worthwhile). This supports non-voluntary euthanasia or possibly passive euthanasia — explain how and why this is so.

The essay might conclude by reviewing autonomy as the basis of the quality of life. Mill’s autonomy principle suggests that the freedom to choose is what makes life worthwhile. Humans are their own best judges and the right to die (either as assisted suicide or euthanasia) should be recognised in law (refer to the Diane Pretty case).

Part (b)
You might begin by adopting the sanctity of life position. You could outline the reasons why, from a Christian perspective, human life is sacred (quote supporting key texts) and that as it is a gift, no one has the right to give it away. You might refer to Augustine’s argument on suicide, which considers anyone who ends his life is blasphemous, mortally sinful and pollutes society morally. Reinforce the point by explaining that in modern Catholic natural law, doctors have a duty of care to those who are very sick, which prohibits direct killing (i.e. euthanasia).
Your argument might consider why alternatives are not satisfactory. The weak sanctity of life principle is misguided in its desire to show compassion by aiding death. This will end in a slippery slope and confuse a doctor’s oath to aid the sick, not kill them. The Christian strong sanctity of life supports the ‘living sacrifice’ argument and does not agree that life can ever be so burdensome as not to be a worthwhile sacrifice.

The argument might seek support of the non-religious position set out by Kant (quote key ideas), that as suicide out of self-love cannot be a universal duty, it is therefore not a universal right. You might consider why utilitarian arguments appear to be persuasive but conclude that alternatives such as hospices and palliative care are more humane. You might conclude that the right to die is not implied by the right to life.

Topic 10

Genetic engineering

1
The Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act (1990). The limit is 14 days.

The pre-embryo has not developed the primitive streak and so is not considered an individual.

2
To:

· develop better methods of contraception

· understand the causes of infertility

· research causes of genetic abnormalities
3
Creating the embryo means using IVF. This is against Roman Catholic natural law ethics, where the procreative and unitive purposes of sex must not be separated. Research means destroying the embryo, which is equivalent to murder.

4

· As stewards of creation, humans have the ability to use technology to develop their knowledge and use of the world for good.

· Developing new forms of human welfare is inspired by Jesus’ example of curing the sick.

5
Pre-embryos do not have preferences or interests so they may be used for research as a means to an end (advancement of medical knowledge).

6
No human has an interest in dying. The human embryo, even though it is not yet sentient, will have an interest in not dying. It has the rights of an innocent person to be protected.

7
It develops:

· stronger, disease-resistant plants; greater yields; cheaper products

· greater yields (e.g. better chick production); provides cells/tissues/organs for humans

· methods to repair tissues, new organs and eliminate diseases
8
Negative: removing a genetic defect.

Positive: enhancing or improving genetic disposition.

9

· It gives the best chance in life; no difference in aims between negative and positive therapy.
· It is a symbol of our autonomy and triumph over nature.

10

· It is unfair and selfish — it privileges those with power and money.

· Life is about coping with the genes we are born with.

11

· It can detect abnormalities in the womb.

· Pre-implantation (using IVF) is used to screen carriers of abnormalities and/or defective embryos.

12

· It gives too much power (and knowledge) to institutions.

· It creates false expectations for a ‘perfect’ baby.

13

· It removes defects and creates a happier life.

· It is less risky than germ-line therapy; it does not have long-term consequences for future generations.

14
If germ-line therapy is good for this generation, then all future generations would equally prefer not to be born with defects. The fear of eugenics is scaremongering.

15
Undifferentiated somatic cells that can divide and produce more the same.

Undifferentiated somatic cells that can divide or become specialised cell types.

16
Hypocrisy: the therapy creates a human life only to destroy it. 

17
The cells can mutate and cause tumours and cancers.

18
It is still treating the blastocyst as a thing; it still has the spiritual potential to be a human person.

19
The risks are too great, and we do not have same duties to future generations as to the present generation.

20

· It helps to overcome the shortage of human ova (eggs) but this has to be weighed against possible risks.

· Motives are selfish and by exploiting animals we diminish our moral integrity.

· Humans and animals are different (Genesis 1); human duty to be good stewards of animals.

· Confuses the natural order and the purpose (telos) of the human/animal relationship.

21
Fabricated Man. Humans as co-creators with God have a duty to care for the world. Without care, technology can turn humans into machines. GE can be exercised only by not procreating.

22
Humans should ‘grasp the tiller’ (de Chardin) of technology and use their God-given inventiveness to actualise all human potentials.

23
It cannot be a duty to treat people when there are very great risks. It treats the embryo as a commodity. Even if it is not a human person, it diminishes our moral sense of respect for life.

Exam-style question

Part (a) 

You might begin by setting out the reasons for embryo research. Research in the UK it is limited by law to the first 14 days after conception and aims to find out the causes for infertility and detect genetic abnormalities.

Those who hold a strong sanctity of life position reject all forms of embryo research which result in the destruction of the embryo as this is where life begins. You should outline the key biblical texts that support this view, and the modern Catholic natural law position.

You could focus on the issue of screening and detection of genetic abnormalities and raise the complex issue of the boundary between negative and positive gene therapy. The issue is partly cultural/contextual as to what constitutes abnormality and what comprises enhancement. While some consider it morally justifiable to experiment on human life to eliminate diseases, it is repugnant to improve a human life as this gives an unfair advantage to the rich and powerful. Others think the line between removing a defect and enhancement is arbitrary, limiting and meaningless. If we have the ability and power to improve life, we should use it.

You might then explain how detection of genetic abnormalities might be considered in terms of somatic and germ-line therapy. Utilitarians might argue that if we could remove defects for future generations the long-term consequences would justify experimenting on foetuses now. Some utilitarians argue for somatic therapy only where results can be more easily detected and managed. 

Finally you might consider the issue of foetal screening. If embryo research helps doctors to become more efficient at detecting abnormalities, some ethicists worry that there will be more pressure for compulsory screening from insurance companies, hospitals, governments all aiming to reduce premiums and medical costs.

Part (b)
You might begin by suggesting which areas of genetic engineering will be considered: plants, animals and humans. The title suggests that the fundamentals of life should not be altered as this is against the natural and/or divine order of the cosmos. State that the focus of the argument is on plants.

You might first consider the utilitarian issue of risk. Many people are against genetically modified crops because it is unclear how these might impact on the environment (on other crops, animals etc.). The preference for organic crops is because they have been tried and tested naturally. This argument might be supported by the Christian stewardship principle that humans have a duty to care for the world as created by God and not to alter it fundamentally. You could use Paul Ramsey’s argument here.

In responding to these concerns, utilitarians might argue that all crops have been modified over time in relation to their environment. By selecting and crossbreeding crops, humans have developed strains that increase yields and resist disease. Genetic engineering is no different; in fact it is more efficient, more effective, cheaper and less arbitrary in the long term. Christian arguments may also support this view. Humans are created in the image of God and use their powers of reason to develop the world to its full potential. You might use the argument of Teilhard de Chardin here.

Your argument might conclude that the case for/against crop genetic engineering is not substantially different for animals and humans.

Topic 11

War and peace

1

· Believes that private morality is not the same as public or state morality. What is morally expected of the individual is not necessarily the same for those who have collective responsibility.
· War is an expression of moral values (strength, courage, independence etc.).
· War is permissible if the ends are good (peace), the means are proportionate and protect the innocent.
2

· War/violence are intrinsically wrong and must always be avoided.
· War is to be used only in rare circumstances and only when other non-violent means have been exhausted.

3
Individuals never have permission to take a life; no one person may make that ultimate judgement. Public judgement is collective and responsibility is not placed on one individual.

4
For: Jesus also instructed us to love our enemies, turn the other cheek, to show love and show mercy to all.

Against: Jesus was setting a goal of perfection for the individual, not a policy for the state.

5
‘Non-violence is not an option for Christians. It is the essence of the Gospel.’

6
Tertullian said, ‘The Lord in disarming Peter, unbelted every soldier.’ He based this on Jesus’ words to Peter in the Garden of Gethsemane (Matthew 26:52–53) when he told him to put away his sword.

7
They believe that everyone has a spark of God in them; it would therefore be blasphemous to deliberately destroy another human life.

8
‘We never get rid of an enemy by meeting hate with hate’ (Martin Luther King).
9
The Christian notion of original sin is particularly apparent at the public level, so war is sometimes necessary to control human aggression and immorality. Failure to acknowledge original sin is heretical.

10
Pacifism fails to distinguish between a life and an innocent human life and therefore fails to protect those who deserve to live.

11
By disallowing the use of modern warfare technologies (designed to reduce collateral loss of life), loss of life can be greater; early intervention can bring about quick resolutions.

12
A person who acts by refraining from the use of violence (which is good in itself) cannot by omission also be held morally responsible for any negative outcomes.

13
From a utilitarian point of view there is no difference between an act and omission. Refraining from the use of violence is morally equivalent to using violence if the outcomes are the same. Responsibility cannot be excused because someone has failed to act.

14

· The natural state of humans is war, but we will each other’s good because this establishes a more fulfilled/civilised existence.
· As we should never treat each other as a means to an end, all war is bad but sometimes necessary in extremes. Armies may be formed only in times of crisis.

· Peace treaties must always be honoured. The autonomy of nation states must always be respected (except in cases of civil war).

· There will be no absolute rulers in the ideal state; the will of the people will prevail and, as no one wishes to be slaughtered, perpetual peace will prevail.

15
To restore peace.

16

· If authorised by the sovereign ruler

· To reclaim land

· To seek to correct an injustice

· To promote good and avoid evil
17

A: just cause

I: discrimination
A: protection from attack/self-defence

A: right intention

A: rejection of genocide, rape, ethnic cleansing, torture

I: distinction between combatants and non-combatants

A: not for revenge

I: no evil means

A: not for land acquisition

I: no weapons whose results cannot be properly gauged

A: last resort

A: probability of success

A/I: proportionality

I: death/suffering/damage should be outweighed by benefits

A: force should be judged by the ends in mind

18

· It aims to preserve life.

· It aims to establish order and justice in society.

19

· It permits those in authority (the competent judges) to make judgements based on the law of tendency that proportionate use of force can bring about good ends.

· The rule that non-combatants should not be attacked makes establishing long-term justice and peace possible.

20

· Intentions are not morally considerable.

· A war cannot be judged just until it is over.

21
· War means that politicians have to accept responsibility (‘dirty hands’).
· War does not place politicians above the law.
· Wars have rules; total war is not an option.
· No one is exempt from blame in war.
· It is just to intervene in a war on behalf of another nation.
22
‘Then they utterly destroyed all in the city.’ (War.)
‘He looked this way and that, and seeing no one he killed the Egyptian and hid him in the sand.’ (War or contingent pacifist)
‘They shall beat their swords into ploughshares, and their spears into pruning-hooks; nation shall not lift up sword against nation, neither shall they learn war any more.’ (Pacifist or contingent pacifist)
‘Put your sword back into its place; for all who take the sword will perish by the sword.’ (Pacifist)
‘Blessed are the peacemakers, for they shall be called sons of God.’ (Pacifist or contingent pacifist}
‘But I say to you, Do not resist one who is evil. But if any one slaps you on your right cheek, turn to him the other also.’ (Pacifist)
‘You have heard that it was said, “You shall love your neighbour and hate your enemy.” But I say to you, Love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you.’ (Pacifist)
23
The kingdom of this world is ruled over by a leader who is appointed by God as St Paul teaches (Romans 13:3–4). As this world has not yet achieved perfection (the kingdom of God), we may use war to achieve this end. Christians have a duty to obey the ruler’s command to fight, even if that ruler is a tyrant.

Exam-style question

Part (a)
You might begin by stating that in its most basic form pacifism is opposed to any form of lethal force, most notably war. There are other forms of pacifism (contingent and nuclear) which will be explained. Many people are pacifists because it is considered to be a fundamental part of the Christian gospel. You might explain that the biblical sanctity of life argument (quoting key texts) does not permit anyone to take the life of another — only God can do this. Refer to Tertullian’s ‘disarming Peter’ argument. Include a reasonably detailed discussion of the Sermon on the Mount with reference: to the Beatitudes’ demand to be peace makers; the command to love one’s enemies and turn the other cheek; the teaching on curbing anger. 
Then consider that the call to be ‘perfect as your heavenly father is perfect’ is the eschatological ideal in order to achieve the state of peace — the fundamental characteristic of the kingdom of God. Refer to the teachings and examples of Walter Wink, Martin Luther King, Charles Raven, and the Quakers (with suitable quotations).

Then explain what is meant by contingent pacifism. The contingent pacifist considers that although all lethal violence is wrong, the use of war as a last resort is sometimes the lesser of two evils. It takes into account existing structures of society and human nature. You could discuss Kant’s essay Toward Perpetual Peace here. He takes into account that human nature can be selfish but he also believes that most rational people do not desire war. The categorical imperative therefore looks forward to the kingdom of ends where war is no more, but meanwhile it has to work within existing world politics. Explain Kant’s views on soldiers, standing armies and treaties.

Part (b)
The essay title suggests that the just war principles are so stringent that no war could ever be justified. The question is whether all elements of the just war argument must be adhered to.

You could then consider the view that, as the conditions of every potential war are different, then not every aspect of the just war doctrine is necessary. For example, the Jus ad Bellum principle only to attack if attacked (defensive war) may result in greater deaths/casualties than using a first strike strategy. Another view might consider that the Jus in Bello principle concerning minimal force is often considered to prolong war. Give examples.

However, some scholars have argued that the just war argument is designed ideally to eliminate war, so being selective about which principles to use undermines its values. It might be argued that this is especially so if it is considered to be rooted in the natural law tradition, which makes it a duty to protect all innocent life for its intrinsic value. A consideration might be given to the high value placed on non-combatant immunity. Give examples.

Your conclusion will depend on whether the just war argument can work in practice but only in very rare cases (perhaps never), or whether you consider that it is only intended as guidance.
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