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PHIL 2525   

Written Work 4    

Due Date:  APRIL 6, 2012
_________________________________________________________
This assignment allows a choice between four subjects, all with weighty moral considerations.   Read and consider them and choose the one that interests you most or makes the best use of your talents. 
Your paper must be approximately 300 words long and sent to me as a Word.doc (or variation (.docx for instance) that will not require a special program to open).   
Note the due date.  Late papers will lose marks...the same marks whether an hour late or three days late.  Nothing will be accepted more than one week late.  

The same formal expectations I have outlined before will apply:  

· No cover sheet, please
· Your name and other info in the top left-hand corner

· An appropriate title following WW4
· Your paper’s file name should read 2525 ww4 and your last name

· Your email’s subject line should read 2525 ww4 and your last name
As before, my advice is to think, discuss, think again, write, think again, rewrite.  This means that you need to get started early enough to allow time for that rethinking.  There is no research requirement here, but if you do use ideas not strictly your own, please append a proper bibliography outlining your source(s).
Keep in mind, also, that the ‘possible questions’ I’ve suggested are just that:  possible questions.  If you have a more personally significant question to ask and answer, feel free.   Perhaps I just didn’t think of it...

As always, I’m looking for thoughtful exposition, good writing and careful proofreading.
PHIL 2525   Written Work 4    (Choice # 1)    
Judith  J. Thomson    1971 in the Journal of Philosophy and Public Affairs  (excerpt)

The whole paper:  http://spot.colorado.edu/~heathwoo/Phil160,Fall02/thomson.htm
Most opposition to abortion relies on the premise that the fetus is a human being, a person, from the moment of conception. The premise is argued for, but, as I think, not well. Take, for example, the most common argument. We are asked to notice that the development of a human being from conception through birth into childhood is continuous; then it is said that to draw a line, to choose a point in this development and say "before this point the thing is not a person, after this point it is a person" is to make an arbitrary choice, a choice for which in the nature of things no good reason can be given. It is concluded that the fetus is. or anyway that we had better say it is, a person from the moment of conception. But this conclusion does not follow. Similar things might be said about the development of an acorn into an oak trees, and it does not follow that acorns are oak trees, or that we had better say they are. Arguments of this form are sometimes called "slippery slope arguments"--the phrase is perhaps self-explanatory--and it is dismaying that opponents of abortion rely on them so heavily and uncritically.

I am inclined to agree, however, that the prospects for "drawing a line" in the development of the fetus look dim. I am inclined to think also that we shall probably have to agree that the fetus has already become a human person well before birth. Indeed, it comes as a surprise when one first learns how early in its life it begins to acquire human characteristics. By the tenth week, for example, it already has a face, arms and legs, fingers and toes; it has internal organs, and brain activity is detectable. On the other hand, I think that the premise is false, that the fetus is not a person from the moment of conception. A newly fertilized ovum, a newly implanted clump of cells, is no more a person than an acorn is an oak tree. But I shall not discuss any of this. For it seems to me to be of great interest to ask what happens if, for the sake of argument, we allow the premise. How, precisely, are we supposed to get from there to the conclusion that abortion is morally impermissible? Opponents of abortion commonly spend most of their time establishing that the fetus is a person, and hardly any time explaining the step from there to the impermissibility of abortion. Perhaps they think the step too simple and obvious to require much comment. Or perhaps instead they are simply being economical in argument. Many of those who defend abortion rely on the premise that the fetus is not a person, but only a bit of tissue that will become a person at birth; and why pay out more arguments than you have to? Whatever the explanation, I suggest that the step they take is neither easy nor obvious, that it calls for closer examination than it is commonly given, and that when we do give it this closer examination we shall feel inclined to reject it. 

I propose, then, that we grant that the fetus is a person from the moment of conception. How does the argument go from here? Something like this, I take it. Every person has a right to life. So the fetus has a right to life. No doubt the mother has a right to decide what shall happen in and to her body; everyone would grant that. But surely a person's right to life is stronger and more stringent than the mother's right to decide what happens in and to her body, and so outweighs it. So the fetus may not be killed; an abortion may not be performed. 

It sounds plausible. But now let me ask you to imagine this. You wake up in the morning and find yourself back to back in bed with an unconscious violinist. A famous unconscious violinist. He has been found to have a fatal kidney ailment, and the Society of Music Lovers has canvassed all the available medical records and found that you alone have the right blood type to help. They have therefore kidnapped you, and last night the violinist's circulatory system was plugged into yours, so that your kidneys can be used to extract poisons from his blood as well as your own. The director of the hospital now tells you, "Look, we're sorry the Society of Music Lovers did this to you—we would never have permitted it if we had known. But still, they did it, and the violinist now is plugged into you. To unplug you would be to kill him. But never mind, it's only for nine months. By then he will have recovered from his ailment, and can safely be unplugged from you. 

Is it morally incumbent on you to accede to this situation? No doubt it would be very nice of you if you did, a great kindness. But do you have to accede to it? What if it were not nine months, but nine years? Or longer still? What if the director of the hospital says, "Tough luck, I agree, but you've now got to stay in bed, with the violinist plugged into you, for the rest of your life. Because remember this. All persons have a right to life, and violinists are persons. Granted you have a right to decide what happens in and to your body, but a person's right to life outweighs your right to decide what happens in and to your body. So you cannot ever be unplugged from him." I imagine you would regard this as outrageous,[2] which suggests that something really is wrong with that plausible-sounding argument I mentioned a moment ago.
___________________________________________________________________
Possible Questions:
1.
It’s a pro-abortion essay.  Why does she grant that a fetus is a person in the third paragraph? 

2.
Why a famous unconscious pianist?   Why not an unconscious plumber from Hamilton?

3.
How good is the analogy?   Is it convincing?

4.
How might it be faulted?
Do these faults invalidate it?
PHIL 2525   Written Work 4    (Choice # 2)   
The Legality and Morality of Selling Organs for Transplant
Thursday, October 21, 2004 
IRVINE, CA--Yesterday, despite legal and moral concerns, doctors performed the first transplant operation with an organ brokered through a for-profit Web site.

Even though the National Organ Transplant Act (NOTA) prohibits the selling of organs, the doctors were assured that the kidney they transplanted, though brokered through the commercial Web site, was donated for free.

But what if the donor wanted to sell, instead of give away, his kidney? Why shouldn’t he be able to do it? And why should the potential recipient be deprived of the right to buy the kidney to save his own life?

Dr. Andrew Bernstein, ethicist and senior writer for the Ayn Rand Institute, thinks it is well past time to rethink the ethical assumptions at the base of NOTA, which condemn to suffering and death thousands of Americans.

He argues that “America’s political system is based on an implicit ethics of rational self-interest, which contradicts in every particular and principle the explicit morality of self-sacrifice that most of us are taught in our churches and schools--and it is this morality of self-sacrifice that forms the ethical base of NOTA. NOTA demands that organs not be sold but self-sacrificially given away; the practical result is few donations and thousands of needless deaths. A morality that sanctions the selfish pursuit of happiness would not prohibit the for-profit sale of organs; the practical result would be an increase in the availability of organs and thousands of lives saved each year.”

Dr. Andrew Bernstein, a senior writer for the Ayn Rand Institute
Possible Questions: 

1) In regards to the availability of organs for medical transplant, what are the problems Bernstein outlines with the status quo?   

2) Who or what does he blame for these problems?   

3) What is his solution?   

4) What problems might be associated with his solution?    

5) What is the connection to a discussion of the difference between legality and morality?
PHIL 2525
Written Work 4  (Choice #3)
· Imagine a terrorist situation where the terrorists say that they will release Sarin gas in the subway of a major Canadian city of their choosing if we do not meet their demands for release of ten of their co-conspirators.  
· Questions to think about:  What are our choices?  Who should make this decision?  What are his or her responsibilities?   What would a Utilitarian do? 
· Outline a possible Utilitarian cost/benefit analysis using Hinman’s example as a rough model.
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Refer back to Professor  Hinman’s example, Debating the School Lunch Program , in Lecture 14.
Utilitarians would have to calculate: 
· Benefits
· Increased nutrition for x number of children
· Increased performance, greater long-range chances of success
· Incidental benefits to contractors, etc.
· Costs
· Cost to each taxpayer
· Contrast with other programs that could have been funded and with lower taxes (or no program)
· Multiply each factor by 
· Number of individuals affected
· Intensity of effects 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

PHIL 2525    Written Work 4:       (Choice #4)
After reading the interview below, identify one of the moral problems raised in it.   

Explain the problem, identifying the various issues involved.   Respond with your own thoughts.
Wired Science News for Your Neurons 
The Messy Future of Memory-Editing Drugs

· By Brandon Keim 

· April 10, 2009  |  

· 3:10 pm  |  

· Categories: Brains and Behavior 



The development of a drug that controls a chemical used to form memories sparked heady scientific and philosophical speculation this week. 

Granted, the drug has only been tested in rats, but other memory-blunting drugs are being tried in soldiers with post-traumatic stress disorder. It might not be long before memories are pharmaceutically targeted, just as moods are now.

Some think this represents an opportunity to eliminate the crippling psychic effects of past trauma. Others see an ill-advised chemical intrusion into an essential human facility that threatens to replace our ability to understand and cope with life’s inevitabilities. 

Oxford University neuroethicist Anders Sandberg spoke with Wired.com about the future of memory-editing drugs. In some ways, said Sandberg, our memories are already being altered. We just don’t realize it. 

Wired.com: Will these drugs, when they become available, work as expected?

Anders Sandberg: A lot of discussion is based on the false premise that they’ll work as well as they would in a science fiction story. In practice, well-studied, well-understood drugs like aspirin have side effects that can be annoying or even dangerous. I think the same thing will go for memory editing. 

Wired.com: How selective will memory editing be?

Sandberg: Current research seems to suggest that it can be pretty specific, but there will be side effects. It may not even be that you forget other memories. Small, false memories could be created. And we’re probably not going to be able to predict that before we actually try them. 

Wired.com: What’s the right way to test the drugs?

Sandberg: The cautious approach works. Right now, there are small clinical trials using propranolol to reduce post-traumatic stress disorder, which is a good start. We should also find better ways of doing the trials, because we don’t really know what we’re looking for. 

When testing a cancer drug, we look at side effects in terms of toxicity. Here we might want to look at all aspects of thinking, which is really hard, because you can’t test for all of them. 

In the future, since we’re getting more technological forms of recording and documenting our lives, those will have a bigger part in testing the drugs. We’ll be able to ask, How does this help in everyday life? How often do you get "tip of the tongue" phenomena? Does it increase in relation to the drug? 

Wired.com:
It seems that it would be easy to test "tip of the tongue" drug effects on the sorts of small things one recalls on an everyday basis. But what if it’s old, infrequently recalled but still-important memories that are threatened by side effects?

Sandberg: It’s pretty messy to determine what is an important memory to us. They quite often crop up, but without us consciously realizing that we’re thinking of the memory. That’s probably good news, as every time you recall a memory, you also tend to strengthen it. 


Wired.com: How likely is the manipulation of these fundamental memories?

Sandberg: Big memories, with lots of connections to other things we’ve done, will probably be messy to deal with. But I don’t think those are the memories that people want to give up.  Most people would want to edit memories that impair them. 

Of course, if we want to tweak memories to look better to ourselves, we might get a weird concept of self.  


Wired.com: I’ve asked about memory removal — but should the discussion involve adding memories, too? 

Sandberg: People are more worried about deletion. We have a preoccupation with amnesia, and are more fearful of losing something than adding falsehoods. 

The problem is that it’s the falsehoods that really mess you up. If you don’t know something, you can look it up, remedy your lack of information. But if you believe something falsely, that might make you act much more erroneously. 

You can imagine someone modifying their memories of war to make them look less cowardly and more brave. Now they’ll think they’re a brave person. At that point, you end up with the interesting question of whether, in a crisis situation, they would now be brave.

Wired.com: You use another example of memory-editing drugs for soldiers in your article with S. Matthew Liao, that if the memory of a mistaken action is erased, a soldier might not learn from his remorse. 

Sandberg: To some extent, we already have to deal with this. My grandfather’s story of having been in the Finnish winter war as a volunteer shifted over time. He didn’t become much braver from year to year, but there was a difference between the earlier and later versions. 

We can’t trust our memories. But on the other hand, our memories are the basis for most of our decisions. We take it as a given that we can trust them, which is problematic. 


Wired.com: But this fluidity of memory at least exists in an organic framework. Might we lose something in the transition to an abrupt, directed fluidity? 

Sandberg: There’s some truth to that. We have authentic fake memories, in a sense. My grandfather might have made his memories a bit more brave over time, but that was affected by his personality and his other circumstances, and tied to who he was. If he just went to the memory clinic and wanted to have won the battle, that would be more jarring. 

If you do that kind of jarring change, and it doesn’t connect to anything else in the personality, it’s probably not going to work that well. 

Wired.com: In your article, you also bring up forgiveness. If we no longer remember when someone has wronged us, we might not learn to forgive them, and that’s an important social ability. 

Sandberg: My co-author is more concerned than I am, but I do think there’s something interesting going on with forgiveness. It’s psychological, emotional and moral — a complex can of worms. 

I can see problems, not from a moral standpoint, but legal. What if I hit you with my car, and to prevent PTSD you take propranolol, and afterwards in court think it wasn’t too serious? A clever lawyer might argue that the victim’s lack of concern means the crime should be disregarded. 

I’m convinced that we’re going to see a lot of interesting legal cases in the next few years, as neuroscience gets involved. People tend to believe witnesses. Suppose a witness says, "I’d just been taking my Ritalin" — should we believe him more, because we’ve got an enhanced memory? And if a witness has been taking a drug to impair memory, is that a reason to believe that her account is not true? 

With this kind of neuroscientific evidence, it’s very early to tell what we can trust. We need to do actual experiments and see measure how drugs enhance or impair memory, or more problematically, introduce a bias. Some drugs might enhance emotional memories over unemotional, or vice versa. 

Wired.com: Is it paranoid to worry that someday people will be stuck drifting in a sea of shifting and unreliable memories?

Sandberg: I think we’re already in this sea, but we don’t notice it most of the time. Most people think, "I’ve got a slightly bad memory." Then they completely trust what they remember, even when it’s completely unreliable. 

Maybe all this is good, because it forces us to recognize that the nature of our memory is quite changeable.

