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] who are no. Icm y(21 abie io care. fm :

- eilucal qlgmhcance of ihe seH and '1b0ut: F
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A review by Helen MeCabe

Margjalot Ciomuvﬂle s book Dmﬂz Tm'k Hm.f R
: _mse agninst enﬂmmma and. physrunn nsazsit’d R

< osuicide comprises a collection’of seminar’

. "papew and-articles ‘written over a period '
. of twenty years, each of which addresses both 0
i the legal and. ethical issues of | pain re _1é
~of euthanasia, The impetus for Somerville's ' " .
“_.sushme& dcvolzon 10 these: mditus poselbl) R ]
Jies®in her dym? father's 1equest having o
ostruggled with dnrelieved pain at the endof
7 his life, M. Ganky had asked his’ daubhle SEET R
" to'ensurc that other eiduiy dying peopledid - -
Snot ‘su{tu a snmlai fate. ‘Somerville’s Dcnihﬁ S
o ']alk is, fsccmmg,ly, a 1e<,ponse to that 1cquost EEE
" sketches threef L L Bt AT

In thls thc_nswL Collechon Of w:utmy; the i
‘takes:the reader ~through

'.'_-dcbaie on: a.utlnn'ism 'md amongJ othex SRR

_ things, ihcmlc of the hw in this 1espu:t On SR
“'.'_.___appioachmg this work, itis importanttobear =
~in.mind that, by euthanasia, Sommerville "o

-:-'_means ‘a dchbr’mw am‘ f}mf causes. death L
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inder iraken b‘!j one })E?mn wz:‘h Ut(’ pmnmlf :
intention of ending the life of another person, in..

. order fo velieve that person’ s suffering’,’: themby

“burdensome - and/or
i the gene aI reader a Vanoty Of mslghts ‘_1LO

'f'i'-socmty views death;’

The papels and ’uhc]

*:undof
TR (0 l].'l(. dtbatc comemmo hana‘;la in one
.+ cyespect or another. 'Ih_c_ reader:

' ":-".;.'applofach ‘Death: Talk’ in‘the: usuql way;

‘reading from bq,gmnmg) to end’ provides a

oo readering 'hile each’ chapte
- the main concerns of the book it:does:
- engaging with a variely of <
na :smh as: thc dlstl_Lbutlon-

L resources o the cldulv discussions on human
S dlgmw, 'md thc, plomouon of _human ug,hte;

}"alt is an 'mompt to situate: h'o

- -da,bﬁie on euthanasia ‘within a woﬁdvxew-"' 'fchaz'a ._eme‘; hel-

" which acl\nowlodbes that we can do more

_pumauiv that the. legahsatlon of euthanasia

~“would have “a halmful 1mpaci on socxeta}.-j :

_-'latm in addlessmg the conscquonces of

Bioethics Outlook, Vol, 16, No.4, December, 2005

.' _wh1ch lies in the obger vation that euthan”;sm L
U " along with genetics ‘and repr oductwe'i'-::

the'wayiin. whu,fh contempoxaw Western
5 SMOst- stukmgl;,._
- Somerville pr esents us wrth a:consideration
“oof human death and our: Tespornses: o s

;11.1<,v._1tab1_hty fmma lcﬂdi sdwlal s pez c;pu:two _ :-. e

| --‘fzrhes .i@}ajfg}zs;ta to Health Care.

ol : W}“Ch c "m}’l”’e “the collection at various points; evolving over:
i Dmth Talk are or gam ised as distinct chapters

'ilme 1o shl}’i towards an algumeni f01f
51X lclatod Pa 15 each of wlm Iy at[andsj' :

_'L{Jncmvmy of: hectlth Tealth care and pain. o
Urelief as ihll'lg)b to whl(_h we ha_\re a. human'." [N

C{)u}d o nght In takmg this view, Son wﬂk ‘argu
Cthat the. lLLDgHiUO]"} (Jf such ugh
to m,gpdu, the. ‘meed or desire

euthanasia;

Cviewsof the d(,\ff,lopmeni of ihe author’ s
thoughie overa period of time. Alier nahvei; i
~ “much could also be g,amed fzom selecting
- particular chaptus or Parts according to"ﬁ
es : ends to
50 by
lated con Ql'nc; _';'-3 : e
f health care. _'_"mcompameq a focus on mdmduai ughte inon
“the absence of a convincing account of -
-._“-.coxmnmuty . R
-~ :Somerville’s entanglement at this, pointisnot -
“unique howeves; ;
_:‘Una\foxdably1un<; into this plobiem Nordoes =«

t0 human: rights that Someivﬂl_e:‘
!'_-howeve

| .:"."_(chenhflcally and technolomcally) than

. fundameniahem Raihm, she wants to argue, -"f__%hcz collectmn that Somew:llf_ ldISCb_ for the_.. (R

fnst tlme, thc, obauvauon th"at no umvezsai B
o _§-_govemmeni sanctaoned foimal 11ght of'
values and symbols’, a point she develops “access to health care resources exists in any. .

. nation, 111(:1L1d:11g i

-Iebahsuw outhan’zsm fm our mediml and_.f
Jegal institutions. In the emhest chapters,
_ * Someryille calls for zeco&mhon of theneed for®
E - disting guishing it from those actions involvir g
the: w1ihl‘1oidmf{j or wnhdmwn"s of O\rexlyn'

a’global paladlgm Or, More conuovelsmlly

'_-_.ia global 5oc10ty n w}nch W e nught mgdm a
e medlcallymi’utlle
s treatment Taken as a-whole, the book offers .

‘new- sense of- commumtv “the Teason f01_'_?"-_' o

technology, is not merely ‘a matter of purely.

_._.puson"ﬁ mo;aht\’ but is, aiso A mat[u Whlch_ RN
iscr ﬁcicai to om shaled communal valuo.’ i

Tho clazms m thls clnpiu recur ﬂnoughou_

ro_uld serve o
e forlegalising .-
n. tflkmé the pcui"xcul*u applmchj i
dp_es_,' :

bhe 5;11 u 531 e

‘and ‘the : common’ g)ood_f."

‘modern. ‘rights talkl o

tfrom the fine legal qcho] ship whach_"_f T

w: 1tmgs

of th & collechon is ple "ced wuh a

hose which count heahh
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0 assisted to die’”

care services among their social welfare
. «concerns. Somerville returns to this point -
_again at various stagjes of the collection,

pa1 tlculally in thL fmal chaple s of the book

The Euthanasia Debate

" As the title suggests, Somerville is opposed
to euthanasia and physician-assisted suicide.

~“In chapter 6 of the collection, she attempts to.

- clarify her position by, defining euthanasia in

~“ways which avoid the confusion prevalent in’

"'::'-Contempolaly debate, a confusion, she

“argues, which readily for ces a s:unphsm "for-
Sor agamht all interventions that would:
o 'ploionp life’ })()HJUOJL as well as Lo encourape
the attubut;on of an aliifmml distinclion

”"f-__beiwmn aLtlve and passwe euthanc}bla

o More. concxsdy Sommmlle_siwsses that "
o euthanasia s, different in kind from other
L measures that do not prolong life, and notjust . -
i dc,glocs, as pro-euthanasia advocates are .

" prone to claim, This point is. ‘elaborated in ;

- subsequent: chapims where thc distinetion
©obetween! Qmissions: OI Areatment ‘that
" constitute Quihanas]a and those thai cio not o

'1& Cial Jfled

- The disagreements between those who
dn‘?vocate for-the legalisation of euthanasia -

- and those who are opposod are thought to .
centre on dszum& views of what promotes
“better. the human spirit, humaneness and’

humanity. Somerville rejects the idea that

O _'_a,uthanasm serves this goal; arguing instead

- for the recognition of a} a right to adequate

- treatment for the relief of pain ox other

: S)rn"aptc>1ns of serious physical distress, bya - .

 right to refuse freatment, ¢) the acceptance of

" the: idea that there is 1o obligation to provide .-
‘medically-futile  treatment, and ¢} the -

~ prohibition of-all interventions and.non- ..~

~interventions that-are under taken with the

“intention of causing death. :

- Somerville addresses Ob]LCflOﬂ‘% to theusc of -
“pain relief which may act to shorten life; ina-
~discussion of the doctrine of double effect (as
Citisapplic dby the law), 1og>othu withamore

e compmhomwe discussion of the legal 1 notion -

of causation, she argues. that it is ethluﬂlvn..'

legitimate to administer analgjt_sm for the sake

of relieving pain, evenif it does have the effect = .

wof Shmtcmm) life, In the same {_hap{u, iiw-"-._"._”'_' .

':pamt is aisa Strcsl;ed that them 1s no leg aloro

mor al: Obhg,aimn to pl(}\udo nu_dlcally—futﬂe SR

treatment; on the contrary, Sumerville insists - |

thatsuch treatments oui,ht to be withheld f o

- the sake of the conumon good. “Of cours

also possible-to argue that medlcaﬂy—fuiﬂe 5

In chapter 7,

- reatment ought to be withdrawn or withheld

Gommvﬂle is alt;o mtenl upon pr()gmg the :
o -ambs?ulty and distortions which follow from y
- dubious tzanslatzons of moml terms; and m'_ DR
. ‘turn, characterise contunpomly debateon
: she rejects the .
._.-'_tendoncy to coﬂapqe a {liber ty) nght 1o refuse
o dife-pr olongmgw treatment into a. ubhi lo. be_ﬂ_"
_ ‘raumlazly, she takm the pro- -
~euthanasia Iobby to task for 3eJeclmg the use.
Slof iiu: word ’lleimg in‘this debate; \Nhﬂ(‘ they
'f,uyuc that euthanasia is not the \?103(311{ act that”

' _(.Llihan"l‘;la for ingtance,

*the word 'killing” denotes, Somerville albueq

;-thai eulhana‘ﬂa is n(‘lthez a’ bontle a(,t 001, cll'!..".
oo act ol clinical care and to use it in’such
. tespects, (ae advocates of Luthanasxa do) is, shc R

: """'_'1115151‘; to u%e 11 dv;hcmest y L

: 'Bi(}cihié& .()zm'oo._f{,"Vo!. !6 No.4, J_’)_e(."wm'.)e:'r, '2005_ e

-‘.'f01 the sake of the patient and whﬂe this view. -7
s SOIl‘IGilIﬂLb 1mphc1i in: ihe_aulhoz 5
f;alg,umcm 1£ 1c1cks exphmt LXP]G‘.’:&IOH T

'appzoaches, Somuvﬂi& focuses on lhc s
undebuablc censcquencw of 1€,CO?1119111}3 a. -

" Phinkett Centre for

,1t15'_;.'

1t is in ihzs paai c}f the col]entmn ihat__'_- S
Somerville, naththstmdmé, the rights talk
-she empioys throughout, urges a rejection of -
the wntempomly tmdcmy to consider et hical "
pmblems from w1thm an approach that plau,s{--'_ o
an ovucmphasm on mdwxdual rights,as’is
“done by those, she argues, who want, t0 msmt_
‘upon rights-claims to be assisted to die.

}W1thout discussmg th piulosophlcal__'__'..'_--.



~Support for this claim she finds. in the

U medicine:

] 15‘:‘05%_{}::‘4:;_.Qu_ﬂ_ob’k, _'1{0'1.-16,_?\_&_3_.:4; Dé(;é:é:i}_é{i‘. 2_0('35-.

= right to dzo Tn stiy, thele is. ihe shppm y slo;ae :
_problem of viewing euthanasia as an option -
'-"aIf;o for those (particularly the. eldexly) who .
@ sense. of wondea awe and the scmed We T
- havg develolved apr openszlv to convert what o
: the
~provision of euthanasia is ]egal}y-snuuonod
”-.._'cmd where, in concscquonce the elderly have

are dying aﬁd who donoi request. euthana%m

experience in the Netherlands where

“become fearful of doctors and hospitals for

oo this very reason. I":om ‘the.same source,.
-+ Somerville also provides evidence that
euthanasia has been provided to ‘the |

~ “incompetent, mdudmg handlcapped babies.
;'Secondlv Bomervillerwants to reject an’™
o 'G\fClODlPhEiSlS on mch\udual rights so thatwe

: .f_:can also  protect comnmmtms evenif we could :
“justify the avnlablhty of euthanasia 0
Y mdzwdualpelsons its lq)allsahon would, she

.. - insists, throaton humm valuu;, ymbola and

: fzwiwmlu; wluch establish the “web that -

. constitutes qocmt} Ttwould also undermine,
vor leave in'a precarious state, our-laws on
. homicide in general. Itis thos;e WOorries Whl(‘h
_:_"Sommvﬂln introduces: to the. debate 011_3"

: "_Gut}nnasxa nmmb that (oihm than asameans.

- of protecting innocent. life} our ‘most ancient
“laws and moral proscriptions are against:
-.kﬂlmc*, at the. very least, members of ¢ our own._'
- species.) Oon’ this account; the decision to accept-
L '-guth"masm is noiapua c}y pcrson’d or pllvai(;_r--'
one;itwould have major public ramifications,’;
:-‘mdudmg wnh regard to the institution of
L euﬂm:msm ;mr‘s iize t?erj f;uul Gf'g
: ;mcd:mw on*irml th smtee B IRa

3 In Lhdpl(’] 6 1110 aulhm ploposu posq]bie o
" expiazmuom as 1o why; at this point inTistory;
“ weare debating the legalisation of euthqnasm :
- Her thoughts on this matter are interesling,
: o th '53__'bsc,zvat1ons that '
our {c_az of death 1‘5 now such that'we. dGSML-':_.
“control. OV(,LILG occurrence; mcludmg overits.
S _"tzmm,g, and’ ther conditions; that- ihem isa
o rend tofexcessive: individualism;
~effect of emotive media pomayals of patie;

: ave beeneffective in
. mustering support for euthanasia; that we
~:resort to an increased use of the law in
o mspoma 1o feal that we have substﬂuted the .
- religious contextin: which to consider human
- _dc_ath wuh tho Icgal context that ihe 1ise_ of 3

LW

- lhe\f incli

seolxmg) hdp to die "

__:wc)sonabie, azy

"dlmed qmoulazly

that '__he_ :
l'lib :

: mateuahsm and consumerism \has gwenuse R
in turn, to thm]\mg of ourselves as ‘worn out .

products’; that as a consequence. of aloss of *

we ‘once saw as mysteries (such as human =

-deaih) into’ ploblems ‘and that'a form of
‘scientific fundamentalism’ (or that view =

-~ which excludes other, non-scientific lenses’ -~
‘-tluou‘sjh WhiLh we mlght seek the txuih} hag. oo

been most influential in fostering ‘the & .
condmons in wl"uch ialk of Luthqmqla has_'-_ﬁ_ SO

'_'found acccptance o T

all c;:cumstames and 11mle1 all comhlmmﬁ

Forher pomt is this more temperate one: ‘that
Swe ought to’ 1{"{ to uphold the di fmix wiuc*h._
ace omp'um_s a readiness to- dle when Jife can i
“no longer be sustained’in ways thatare ..
aadiness w]m his distinct fro 1 L
~a desire 1o bc Lzlied Lalm iny Chaptc_l 17, she
_mdude s a discussion.of the related notion of- PR
'pIC ()Lhanasm by ‘\\’hl(_h is 111e'mt a :ze"ldlnu;s__-r-_ﬁ_'.__- s
10, die at; lhe ulc"i of a‘life fully hved Inithis oo
sense, it is a view of death which’ cilf{ms A
“kind from’ thosc views whmh ]usilf y- elthel": PR
_seelqngj COHUOI overthe pmcoss {asis: thought-}f - e
to be achiéved through euﬂmnasm) orthose o
: g d ath at ﬂll_i'--:"":

lmpcn tantly Som{mr}lie dzsimgmshes hu S
+ view from (what she oddly states as) a ‘pro-- - '
life’ position by which she seems to mean that. -
-view which holds that we should: alwmjs act’ i

Lo avoid death, mcludmg by providing
Z'medic.a'lly»fuule treatment. The: authm $use S
~of the term “pro- dife’is confusmg, grwen that o
“her own account places great store’on'the -
“value of human life: Tt could be su ggested that -

her p()mt wculd have h(‘(‘n c](’am] if she h ad_ IR
“substituted the term ‘pro-life’ with 'vitalist'to” ~
~indicate that she is not. mndomng the v1ewf-_'l__'

that life oughi to be pr oiongjt,d atall times; in Sl

Some of the m()s_ mlemstmg, yand infor mauvc SR
._.ac,pecte of this collection: fxddu,ss the legal

: unphaahons of this debaie a ffult,,d attempt > 00
o have physician-assisted suicide Jegally * .
sanctromd in Camda is d:scussnd in chaptel o

Plunketr Centré fo Sthics



4, as well as in chapters 6 and 8. In the same

- chapters, reference is also made to existing .
gon.authorising this.

legislation in Ore
measure, as well a-s to the now-repealed
legislation in Austy aha s Northern Territory

. which, for at Jeast a qhmi w}ule sancimnod_

- the plovmon of Cuthdnasla
* The Right to Pain Relief

The f ouié of Par L.B .(Sf the c.éli.(.,utio'n 1(3 on the

' -p10blem of untreated pain and a proposal for .

CUsome kg)ahcmedlmm this respect; in Ch&ptﬂ

-~ An anecdotal account of failure {o alleviate
pain serves as a preface to Part 4.of the -
“collection which then pmceeds toa d]b(_i.lb‘al(m S
of Sylvia Stolberg’ 5 wcw of the intringic nat'ure
~of human dignity. The author also returns, in
this Part, to the topic of euthanasia where.an. . -
~claboration of the objection, raised earlier, to . =
*the use of ‘misleading’ language in this debate
s provided, including to the cmp]oymeni of
o _langjudgje demgmd £o I'nampuldk emotions.
In Part 5, the media come under special -
“serutiny for engaging in this practice. " .

11, for instance, we are offcled an account of -,

the ireatment of pain and suffering as it is
Here Smnelvli}o -
argues for two ihmgs F Iibtl}f' she wants the .

'undustood in the Taw. -

'_"i txthqrmsm P‘im Rehei Human
.:Rrg,his and Hmmﬁ E}e&th =

law clarified with respect to providing

- analgesia which has the effect of shortening
~life so that terminally ill patients may, without
fear-of prosecution on the part of thmx;
- clmlcaans, be pm\flded w;H ‘sufflcxent Ppain
< aelief. Secondly, she proposes that legal
L 1ab1111y and awards of damages for painand
-"__suffumb be extended and made avdl},ablu s

S 5 A compe nsalmy menhamsm in ‘31[11‘11101‘1‘»‘..

'mvolvmg ‘unrensonable failire: to relicve prin

‘o Moreover, in Lh’lpi&’l 13, Somérvitle altempts -

o topor tray: pain relief as _omoihmb {or which -

“there is a posilive human right and takes the

. --Lonuovu sial step ofe aquauné) a feuluu_ to neat :
:pain with torture: [there. is} uoﬁmrg nore.

: ._-dc}mmmmmg destructive, or. degrading than to

o bein serious pain’ she: &eddle 5,8 pomt s,hc,.:-'-

"_1 GlteiatLS m 5ubs<,quent Lhapiez s,

: Beyond 111(, fze]d of palhatave care md aa,utc_ '

“pain mfmabemcnt the bicethical literature -
treats of the issue of pam relief nanowly s
- 1‘10!:\4’11115[3]‘1(1111& the ethical, psvchologml}

“and practical gr a\flty of the m'ltiez Somel ville

:__Ilibf.l uments toar gue fo

o s;ho 'cng;ue

Bivethics Outlook, Vol, 16,

B '_pdztlculm

No.4, I):e(:gf?_r.!)ér; '20.(.)5 : :._: ._ :

Jho mth zmd fmal Part o{ th(_ C(}HE(‘UOI‘I o

-.__COlTlp}‘lSCS two. -Lhdptels which address. ihe__ .
concepts employed in. both the law and -
:_-_'phll()sophy mlevant 1o ihml\mg about_-
euthanasia and pa in 101;Lf palllculculy those ©. "
“of Campctonce and auionomy In chapter. 21,
Somerville: buc,fly discusses Dwaorkin’s .~
and - highly - individualistic = -

concaptwn of autonomy a conceptlon also. 'ai S

“issue in her discussion of the following chapter .
‘wherea pcxcewed conflict betweenindividual -
“rights and the needs of communities is

considered.. Some C;oiuhone {o thxs (‘Oﬂf lzci are

.';_:_.:Off{zmd cuhmnaimg in iho quggc%twn Th atwez e
‘need to develop a‘new way’ of. thinkingabout: = .
T human 115,1115 50 as to avoid the conflicts '
”"..-_'_'1111101Lnl in what the author thinks ofas =~ -
' Overall,sthe &
Z_'_accounl of human 11?1‘&(5 offexod in this
-fcolicc‘hon falls far short'of a Lhcnoug A
- understanding of the ;J}JJI{)qopinml concepl of el
“rights. Nonotholo%, it opens up debate as to L

s - the use of this concept for Lhmkmg aboutwhat = |
'-attempts o u_diess thls shos lc,onu%, in dmnb_ :

80, she hkec; us 1.0 the C‘OLI!’U;, to inter natlonal;f
" :Iaw and 1o mtelnatlonal human 115,hts B
i ra ught to pain relief.
S _'alon? wnh a ng,ht to health and to health care.
- Over time, then, Somerville comes to treat of |
~“the mclttu 'as, lalgely, a L:egal conce 1n,_'..'-
_ '_.":::-nauowmgo thc d1scu5510n s1gmf1canﬂy '
o Cbioethics is & 513(’(‘”:!15?(1 area of iaumnn raghis R

‘tr adzilonal Lthlcai thcoues

s, ()wed to individuals in the’ way- of hoalih; S
care, pﬁiuculally w:tth upa:d to pain relief, o -
-While differences of opinion may accompany, B

‘ Somerville’s approach, it serves to remindus, -
-'_'nonethelosq, of ‘the importance of howwe 0
_view health.and death and, therefore, lifeand -,
“for-this reason is a valuable contubutmn o
"publzc dobaie on such mattms '

' -PZa'g}?_J'_:érf___C‘énrreféi-.ﬁ'_rfbrcs _




B

- death by. mcludmg
R comom in which it occurs. For this veason, it
“igan essentialreference for iawycns concer nod-. :
with human rights, criminal and health’ care
for:members of statutory.
chmc ians; po}]tical. .

: "-"-law, as. we]l _
- authorities, policy makers
--'phllosophcls and’ healih care ethicists; its

Ovelall D{’m‘i? I{?M Off(?lb a susiax:n(_d and
i __.umque ‘contribution’ to the debate on.
' _-_-':euthanama and. pl()‘.’ld(“; a. spalI\ to rekindle -
ﬁ‘ ..plulosophmal interestin the matter of haman .
Codeath.
e _Conceptzon of ‘
“contemporary philosophical - dubate in ways
“different from: those ‘that "are: u@ually_'
G contemplated ‘While. dlsag; eemerits may -
“-. ieadily.atise in relation to some of her claims, -
~including from thosa who would, in gener al,)
~ - concur with her-views on euthanasia and the .
importance of pain’ ‘relicf, Somerville has
- ‘shifted the debate on. euthanasia. away: f.tom__

- the individualistic \flmvpomt in which it ‘has.
become Jodged, and has taken in the moral
“hanm ils legalisation would arguably inflict ©
uporioul social inslitutions, especially thoso_-}-'_""”’
RN modlcme and the. hw 1tsclf In thisway,
“Somerville's “efforis serve
" consider atmns of ﬁle si gjmf icance of human_;ﬁ' ;
view of the bmadml_

At aiso attempts to - 1einsiaie
Commumiy into’

w Dmth lnﬁc may weil be "m 1ltempt io fulfal
g dymg man’s wish. If so,it is also an LHO;L';_-
S0 keep alive the: thouohi tint the dlgmty of -
- human life is such 111:11 W oughi notito -
f-contemplate klllmg each other, That palnis. o

" anevil does nat, of tiself, provide justification

on. outhahaéia

the ;

0. bimdon]-.-'3:'.':".7--
: Refer-ences

Ii also plompzs a. deeper e

_."con&delaiion of the need to address-the .-~
'__-suffel:mg3 which attends the experience of =

pain.. For. these. xeabons, among others, this

a - 1is anlmpo;tant plo]u:t However, 1t15awozi\_ S
which ‘would benefit from a deeper == 0
“philosophical analysis’ of key concepts, 0

g pcutxculzniy those of commum’cy, hum'u'l_-f:_'E
.nghts, qudlzty Df life. and of 1m“11v1dua2 :

autonomy. '}"hls OMission was my. only;f‘

dasap pomimem_

TMLA

CAgainst Euthanasia - and: Pa’rysumn-Assmmd R
“Suicide, MeGill- Queen 5.0 Iversity

_’Iumrcal 2(301 D 106,

Cwith regard. to the kind of ‘ethical Chdrdc{u that
Coanyailure Yo ationd to' the patientin‘pain would = ©
:have, One’exeeption to this claim is the work i .o 000
by ErieiCassell, The Nature of Suffering and ahe " 0000000
S Goals. of- M'ediuuc SN
Oxford, 1991, a wmk to 'which. Somclvliic leCIS Rt

‘Oxford University Press,

v‘:rmus ;)omts m hel book‘ SRy

- for euthanasia; it simply highlights the need y

“and thelaw:

. forthe provision-of pain relief measures. = o
'_:;’\{[oxeovel ihe autho: 15111011 af euihanasla" i

- {hose 11111101 tcmt socnl ms_ltuiwns medmmcf
i the aigument ‘which
LA '_".'(5011'1(21\’111(, has devolopud over time and one &

L whlch mtwducos 1eW emy

Tius. 83

e Bfoéﬁr{’csf_(?g{ﬂoo_k,_i’o].'] g, -No.4_.--/)@&(»,_;;:_53)‘, 20{)5 R

'.Dl. Hdun 'Mc,Ca’oo ;s a_ Reqcal ch Assocmtc?“;- o

t lhc thkail CL‘

- Plunketi Centre for fithics: =

‘Nonetheless, its ideas and o SR NI
- provocations sur ely thcnd and enhance any oo
':'__Comldcmt;on of the condmons suuoundmg':: L
_-.human death Death Tnlk Was. flI‘bi pubhthd
“in 20015 it remains; 1mp011

antly useful 'md
' .must be aeconunended" : o

b Smne:vﬂ!e, IJearJ: 'Iailc.- Ihc C{mc'."- S

2.For the mos( pmi ‘the: ¢thical unphcafwns cf. NI
S providing” pain-relief to: “those who are dying are 5o
cconsidered in rol.iiion to” s plopcns!tv 1o

i dfmt}r and’ avmdanm Of]algjon a]so lendms"-__'-.shorlcn life,: However, little s said, in general,

X ::_';':11 sultablo 10 the: more: genu al 1eade1




CIna 1eaeni issue. of T he Ncm } nk Rc’mew af
'--_ff_"-hooks Joan D1dmn dxscussed the. case of .
" Theresa Schiavo.’ She began with Theresa’ 5.
EIRREN stoly 50 far as it was known; hlghh;?htmg
" what ittle hard information there was about
“iher ed1}1e1 hfc aboutwhat acmdlly happened
Coon ﬂae evemng “of 24" and the mor rning of 250 -
' Februar y 1990, about what the dlagHOblS was, x
' ;'_1':-}jwhai her state: oi’ 1{39;3011%1\;031@55 was,
" whether she had ever. expressed -any: wmh i
. ‘about how she would like to be treated ; insuch
_':.cncumsianccs She* wenlon to consid er why
the story became such'a. pohtical one, Of =
“o course elected ofﬁcmls tried to reap. pohhcal
. benafit, But itwas notjust they who preferred = : RO
;-_':jinoad economic. mzd etlrical: mnlerests of i
the saciel Y at lm i shouid oui“wugh am/.-..'-'- o

Expﬁ@rmg Eﬁm @@Ef @mmf
g@m@ m@ﬁ mi MW @@E@m@m

_ The ihemos chosen f01 tius co;nfez ence hfv :
s self and oLhe1 g~ are ones whlch 1‘1’1\’(, becn the 2
*“subject of some of the g great debates in moral

s "phxiosophy ! These are debates about how we'
“should think (if we are to think i uly) about

ife, about hcw we should thin} Y (1i' we are to

¢ think truly) about the - self; and about how we -
RS __.should think (if weare to. ihmk truly) '1bOUE.
i our, miaiedneqe 10 others.
- wwhat is at issue in these debates is not, only' _
1_-_-‘.za1telloctually mtolesi:mp inits ownright: it can
i also throw into. reliel some of the. plctlu; and
._--‘-z'pxe}udmes of our: ciay, and help us to think .
Cmore suiousiy about difficult pelsonai and. .
'f-'__-:'pohucal issues: for instance, about how we .~

“An undelstandmo

* . can best care for, people who are long)ez able
. to care for themselves, about the uge of tor Lme, 5

-'1bout acces‘s to. hlbhel educauon

" to-see the case in political terms: so too did' -
- Michael Schiavo andthe lawyer ‘who "2
..-':':.IICPIL‘)LI‘I ted him in the mattu Didion thinks .

- that one reason. why it was pohuu?ed was. o
" that the story involved a good deal of
-:_:domesim paiholoéjy, the kmd that b:eaks 3

:Broe.ﬂ;:c;&‘ Ourlook 1% o.’ 16, N04Dewmbm, 2005

.'-fann]ic.a in- evcly possﬂ.‘)}e sense’.
__--dome‘;tl(, _
accusations from both. sides: and accusahom' AR
-became tho air thai alI paiuas wele RN
-.'bl ea 111mg LS, L

. Bﬁﬁé:4n:éaﬁ&_etﬁé.‘-mn

pathology . grounded

about-whether her life was “worth 11V1ny 5

: _[éhpped into dlscussmns abouthm pzoynoms,_'_ SRR
© o nto. usua!!y negative judgments about the i
SR ':Valuc of a gmve}y d:zmagcd life, and’ most

'o{ ion into discussions’ about. what shewould -

or Would notl -have- Wanted (the Tast, - ;
' osscnt]aliy unmnfnmablc) and thus abouther: 0
._autcmomy rights’ t6 have conlml over her REEEEE
own life and death. And. 50 the ‘vir {ualiy L
_unihmkab]e buimcmasmgly ur ?ent quesuon_' '_
“which was at the heart of the case remained -
an-thou g)ht b(,causa no ono 1eally wanied to RE

ad du_ss Lt

Dzdlon puis the cent;al zseu(‘ llus way

ways nwhich we define a/life worth =

L question ultinaely. had 10 with whether N
orot) fhem could beoccasions: when the

“individual claim to- either the most
o '.ndr:nmea‘ medzwl afienimn [?uhzrh'

1'.'mn‘e _m"'e care.!

- Phunketr Centre for Ethic

The_-':'“.'.". |
the =0

Dldmn uﬂected thai thou;bh the poh‘ucal_ IR
.__"aaoumems seemed necessary, they also
- seemed to evade the matter at hand. Oneach. . -
91de, the conwcuom thai the Sdnavo case'._
“seemed to validate were prior convictions, old.
stories, familiar griefs with, and outrages of, "
the American’ poht;cal pwcu;s The central .
issuen 1emc1med largely unexpmsqed
mentioned oniy 1o be dismissed. Discussions = =+

" "1 he r]uesz‘zon begrm wzth ihe drﬂ%wnf B

.’wmg Dut it did-not:stop there. Ure: '

- Theresa chwwo did 1101 hrme] oF



- certain kind of _1'esp'ec't, inde
*-of the kind of creature we are, expresses the:
__'Uad:honal view of. the mlu@ of human hfc ﬁmi _i_

by a mewer

lhez are two quegtlom ihem Though 1
“think that Didion is right about the first, Tam

‘not sp sure. she is noht about the second, or -

“atleast thmk itarisesina different wayrbut -
~ . that is a question for another-occasion, - The -
e questlon about the valu of life was tcninl S
- is ethical {rather ‘than poixixcal)
avoided. ’f)utlimnotalwav@ avoided. Infact,
_amongst moral phﬁosophczs the question is -

" a matter of ]welv debate; it is so because the

R s admonal an-awel the one found notonlyin -+
- all the. major wor Id mlzglom butalso in ‘the
- central ethical tradition we have inherited -

“from the Greeks, is. unde atla(,k bv the .

' pzoponents of a NEWer . answex

- On_the older view, thue is scmeihmo
-";_-uniquoly valuable, something vspoﬂz}il}fif-
- precipus, about human life, any human life, -
. -no.matter unmte]ligent damagcd frail, Ih]s.:; :
CChumanist’ view is G)\Pi(“BSLd in the Mosaic
“commandment ‘thou shaltnot kill’, in the
- _--'condemma’uon of human sacnﬁce in LLVI[lCUS,'-_
~incthe pumshmcm& for those who harm
~pregnant women in Exodus, Itis found in the
_"."Pythagoman ;nohzblilon on the taking of
- human, hfe, whether in. 1<1limgj oz suicide: e
" motivates the Hippocratic Qath, 1t is
to lhe plulosophy of Plato: mdeed hls thoug,hi-_'-. ..
“‘that suicide is.a species of mmahmde shov\rs-ii.__ :;
i hxm t0 h’wc a notion of human life as ato-
“be-tréasured gift. And when the Australian .

: plnloeophm Ralmond G alta algueq that'one

o of that gift, it is clear that this conception of
the pzeuoucn ess of a ]mm’m life, of the
- sacredness of human llfe isnotan oxcluswcly o
- religious. 1dc,a (thnugh of course it is given
distinctive expression in Christianity, in .

= pa:tlculeu in'the fstcny of the good ‘:a:m*mtan)

v In.fact, Christianity’s ‘he’s my our
Ceinda Christianity’ y neighbour’: deliver more
' j-Vlcw of the status of every. “human bemg, this

. 1unnezs_ umde bombels'

s to say, hnmm hfe hab mhm oni value

Toda} 'tha tladllitmal mew is Lhailenbed
VI("D‘\’

"i'concepuon of cth;cs cas
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cons]de: atlon of mtcze%ts L
. concephon of ethics, people doing ethics - that_: L
s, all of us - neui ammp'ntml way: 0 mcasme SRR
interests, one which does not privilege the: "
‘interests of one gr oup over another. Justsuch oo
a comepix{m of mteleqts 1is avaﬂ"\ble 1f one- C
thinks of mtmuts as desires or pz eiel ences, as :
things which can be frustrated or satisfied.
This conception of interests, itis said, provides - o
us with:a suitably’ lmp”uhai MeAsUre,
impartial not only between one groupof
human bemgs and another {mm and women, -
“this race or that, elc) but also between human -
bemos and animals. For, on this view, ammals_ v
o --Z’ioo havg desires and pmfuoncw animals too
are sahsf'\ctmn sec‘kms P
creatures have different dC“wl}C": (or mimestq)
“and human beings certainly have some =&
' dmtmclwc desires (orinterests): Dbut: oihme:;

Tt was

central'
: mhea enily and umquelv valuable

“than is

..Z.th)’ ave lives not wor et hvmg Sawhereas, the = o0
traditional view is that every human hife, no s
“matter its condition, has inherent value, the
"quahtaann view is that the value (or ‘quality’) "

‘of a huinan life is to be calculated according: -
to the satwf’schong or dmsahafactmns i

_ “called by both-its
. proponents z and its critics a quahianan view: |
" of the value of life," T. his view or xgmates inthe

quai

Given this -

“Of course, d1ff01 ent’

Tequires us to give equal consideration to all
“who. have interests which may be_ frustrated .

or qamﬁed On this vmw then, tho 1doa that'--

human bemgs have a bpeual ethical. worth, ol
iha[ they make %peual moral: dt,mandq onus;
-_"1% a mistake,-
'comploielv abandoned and allogediy purdy'

A 1emnam of an’ a"lmosi

}udeo (,hnstmn, ‘idea’ that human hfe is

A u)mcpilon of CithS as the.

“deliv ors mom swtxsfactzons is of - mom valun T
which’ delivers. fewer S
saixsfacuons S0 1L follows that, because thev'_ﬁ-"’-’” S
“satisfactions than do others, ©

-eome iwc ;- havo'_ nole va}uc, ﬂnn oiheis
-_'.vmw thaf we all (ccnpomte LiOOkE; diug 5 L

Jareowed a
ed EQVG,' i_n -Vir_tt;i_e :

11fe

Phoiket Cen ve for Eth

equal
(..Oﬂ‘aldt.lclll()l’l of 11’11:010& 'plovzdes thestarting: -
“ipoint for the newer, qualzianan view: of:'::. :

can have a notion of fife as a glfithhoutbemg) -‘:Z.human life. This concepuon of thic teaches

commnt{,d io behc=£ in the. existence of a giver: :_::-.ug o think o tho value of 4 life s somellnng- L
whichis to be calculated according toiits -0
lquahiy_ and 1o think of its quality as a. matter

of the st Usfacuons it detivers. ‘A life. Whic]a_"__j s

. 1{(}(:1 REES
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. delivers, Qualitarians use this way of thinking
-~ not only to criticise our conventional methods
‘of animal husbandry (methods that can
certainly 'do with substantial ‘criticism,.
- although not perhaps for, the reasons the
qualitarians. give), but also {0 reshape. our

‘thinking aboul disabled new bom infants, the -

permanently UNCOTSCIONSs OF uI Lsponslw, the_

3dcmgni¢d eido; Ey ' B

they have reached a ‘proper-limit on their

'.'_3051'}011&,113111%7 io take. care of their own Iwes_
- ‘And suchjud gments 1'1eed have nothm gofthe
i 3_'111gmt1mde for the gift of life that, according:

. to Plato, characterizes suicide. - ‘Relevant to

~such Judgn‘u_ntq will be not only a. Judgmem :

o about the Lhezapeuilc. potentxal of {reatments
_ "-'-.bui also’a judgment about the burdens they -
may impose on. the patient. So, from the point
- of view of traditional et]ncs, 1110 condition in -
" which a life is lived rightly enters into.ethical
'+ deliberations about the prolongation of life- - =

- since it is relevant to a judgment about the

: ;;f‘bu‘mﬁis a tmatmunt mav offer, In this contex[ '

o what:the traditional ethic: prohibits is the o -

. deliberate bringing about of the death of an
-~ innocent human being, wlwlhu by killing or

by neglu:t it does no[:eqane he prolongatxon :

' of 1if0 inall cncumstameb ' - '

_ Thc quﬁhtanan c’!.]"uu has V(:‘l) dlffu{,nt_
e 'Imphcatmns ‘Because (it seems clear) Schiavo,
~'did not have preferences that could Dbe:

" satisfied, because in. particular she had no -
" prefevence to. go on living, she could not be’

o owronged by havmg) her: ]1[0 ended (whethu

by klﬂmg or by-neglect). Notice, howavu her
~life had ugmﬁmnm to others: the preferences
- of some were satisfied by her being keptalive,
~and the preferences of others were frustrated

by her bemg kept alive. So on the assuimption .

BT “selve se uen 2Jve L
.-':111.:1{et111cs is. abou[iho equfll comlde;amm of = sel (5’ or even q “‘11 ‘;le i W“h o

“the preferences of everyone affected, the
-ethical thing to do was to be judged according

to what would maximize preferences, taking

The value of her

]oan Dxdlon says that on tho dzw Jhe resa .
_'Scl"uavo finally died, the unthinkable question
- about how to think of the value of a human. . -
life - was buried, and that for the time being
it would remain unthou?ht 1 doubt that it - Lo
“will remain un- thoughi for much icmgex ' '
“ There are, cuuentiy two very different Ways.
~“of thinking about the valug of haman life.

into account the preferences of ev eryone who * =
had a preference in the ‘matter and-the
strength of each preference. The critical thing
to notice is that the life of Schiavo herself
~drops out of this calculation, She could notbe :
“treated unetl‘ucaﬂy she could not be wr onged, .
by having her life ended: for she: lmd no-

H ' w0 ' L Uprefervences in the n’nttea
It (icms not folIow I rom ihe t:adxilonal Ltth :

- (the Sancuty of human life ethic) that Schiavo

- should have been kept alivein that condition,
Clthats she was wmn ged hy being allowed to die. -
. Indeed, it is pmqupposed by the sancuty of -
“human life ethic that we are finite creatures
:~whose responsibility to take ¢ care of our lives
“has limits. ‘Enough is enough’; we can nght Y-
_ ]ucigo not only for ourselves but also for others :
> for whom we think they would say judge that .

life came to be ]ﬂsi the value tlmi it ]nd to
. othe IS, : e

According to one it has inher ent value: every.

human life is deeuvmg of our pmiutmn

According to.the other, its value depends.on -

“the degree fo whzch it satisfies preferences, .
such that-we can. talk of s0me Jives havmgj_'_ S
more value t:han others, of some lives having -

no value, of 'some lives ha\rmi) amnegative -

Evmyom ha‘; a themy uphut or 1mphc;t R
;of the self. - No one can think about how we "
-_.__«,hould 11V<,, what it 13 115,11L for us to do e
7 without assuming some view about what- we

. are, The history of philosophy is full of great
: 'dcbates about LhL nature of the self: whether
itisa bepamblc core which: may. smvwe bodily -

- death (as. Descartes thought) or’ rather the -
“form or function of the living body w hich thus_ B

5 _'P:’:_n_zkc;f_f Centre for E‘zfin‘_cs_ :

_fvalue Tﬁkmgw this dobate ser musly is, I lhmk o
a mattex of th@ Iut;t mL}::oa {cmce S

perishes with the body (as Aristotle thou phi) 8
E-':_wheihel, since we are ‘aware.of oumeivcs FURE T
is a unified thing (as Plato thought) or rather, = ..
becanse we are often nmohezent inconsistent,
“changing-over time, because we ‘wear.
different hats’, ‘we are really several selves, ori
'poicnual selves, or dwlded selves, or conflicted ..



'dnmmshmp seeponsxbxhtv fm our past selvee_'-
~(as Derek Parfit thinks). |
' -questxons ‘I'want to raise just one which -

“, ‘concerns the wlalmn of the self (howevu we

Whui ihe AthLman dcmomac? wa%f-
B ._"_-ovm thrown, an oligarchic clique, suppor ted
by foreign troops, Tuled in its place. It was .
“the policy of the oligarchs to multlpiy the -

g _._1'11!1“1113(31 of citizens implicated in their crimes
- on the familiar, pnncuple of encouraging as
o manv as possible to fear that in any counter-
" revolution they too. will'be desimyed In

' -’qccmd'mco with thm }mhcv, Soc;atcs and_"-
~three’ others were ordered, to ‘arrest a
L pmmumnt czhzon Leon of. Qaiam;s Who wa&_
“then to.be: pui to death ona meped up:

""-'chame bui in u,"ahby {or hxq money.. Socrates

: Kamnumm

"fhzs itis

5 -d1bob@yed the order and went home w hilst the.
“other three pr Occcded to Sa}cmus and made .
* the arrest, Although Socrates himself refused
o have e any part in the crime, lns action dld

. not secure e the C;afety of Lecm ' e

= ’\Tow' (0;15101(:1 -an admnabiy honest
B eﬂu tion by Peter Singer and Helga Kuhseon -
“a story by Dostocvsl\} in"The Brothers
- First, Dostowsi\v Imagine that
- youare charged with building the' ui'zfue of Tniman.:
~destiny, the ultimnle aim of whicl is to bring.
o people: ]mppmesq fo giv _
com‘entmem at last, but Hut in. o;de; ‘1o achicve”
ontinl and. znmrﬂmdahie fo for iuwjusi_".
cone little s,m’ck of creation, that same little child

. beating hier chest with her little fists, andi imagine i

"'_'-z‘hat this. c_u‘:ﬁre has to be-wctied onher.

_zuzexpm.fed
_:'ﬁmchz!eu‘ ] :
< honestly. Now CSmgyel 'md Kahse: ‘How. would
e mnsequenimhst - for emmpff, o
o tilitarion. - answer Dostocvsky’s challenge? If
answering Iwnvsih;-.- and if one.
o Ceertain that this
. of bringing. Iusfmg Tapy
oothe world = utilitarians would: have o sy yes,
they would accept the task of bung the. a;chzfact._'

- of the happiness of the world al the cost of the = .2 T
*(the! agcnt gy whemas Lonscquonimhsm is-

f]mse rondehon'

S SHre WAy, ¢ and il

< child’s wnexpinted. tears.  For tey would point

10

' "."-._'_out that the: suffe:mq of the child, wholly
. mzdese} md as ;'f :s wzH be w;mated a mrlhmz fo!d
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“These are hard i
}mm‘ br uiahtlj So- :rf!/‘m yozmg child st be BT
- sacrificed 1o stop all this suffering then, iemb?e._ SRR
L -ur\deleiand 1L) to ethics. Let me bwm Wlth - R

< one of Phto 8 stono aboui Socxate . )

: pohcv

them pencc mm’

:msstst% Lh’l[ there is: moxo 10
attumon 1o them o

Would yoiagree. 1o be the

Tell: :;;e_‘-:‘_"ilwo debate between’

“class ,mg_ _ _Pld[()) and consoquentmhst et

realliy. muld be. .

: __of thc -’-;eH We can’ m'uk th]

1ess 10 all: he' pec}pi’e of
: "_cwmgr ihat ir

“over the next-century, for other children, just as .

inocent, who are viclims of starvation, disease
as it is, ihe rhr?d musi he brzmjzan‘ L

&nngex isa conscqunntxahst o{ tho uiahtanan n
E'md more precisely a ‘preference utxiﬁanan

"Consequemlahsm is the name ‘given ta a__:-.:_'_:__ FEEEe
family of ethical theories which have in- 0 00

common the idea that the, valut c)f an action -+

dn,pend‘; solely on its Consaquom, 26, Noton =0t

- cmvthmg intrinsic to ihe intention with which = i '
it s pu{mmod not on the history. leadmg up i
“to it, noton the situation in. whmh it must be~ :
"pelfmmed ]usi ~onthe ‘consequences. -~
a_Utilitarianism is'a f01m of consuquentsahsm SR
“which says I
~which matter are any. “that bear on the:
“interests of th(}% affected And plefuemé_ﬁ”“'"

5 that the kind of consequences

utilitarianism dir ects us 1o look to the interests - '

“which bear on the dcmec of pr efeaence',_--_f:

sailsfaction bmu,g)ht ﬁbout bv an dCthIl o_,_._-_' e

‘1’011 wzll I"tOllC(_ umm,d;ata,ly iww dlffueni ey

.thls view is {mm that found in uadnmnal'*i: o

ethics: for auordmg to traditional ethics there -

“are thmg?s that we should never: do, such’ as' i
o kil the mnouni 01 imtuu lhc«* onunv

whatever the likely consequences. T 1ad1t~10m1 L

“ethics acknowledges the importance of e
CONSeqUEnces, a acknowledges thatitwould bo_.‘.{: SR

absurd and 111cspons1ble 10 nLg}cci ihom, bui';
'thxcq than_: SRR

Now thou ggh thLz els nuch tobe sald about R aay
non- consaquentmhsi.
ethics (such as the approaches of Som ates andi

aditional, non-consequentialist,
‘-_atienm»e 1o the mg,mﬁcance of =

Can qcuon e or the person who'does that action . 7 =

i .VQIy 11“.1(3 l[ "l[ dn COhCGzned Tthh '1hat L
\\fhemas t1ad1t10nal cthzcs is Loncum,d w:th

- Plunkett Cenire for Eilties -

_diffmnnce by.:j*_.f:--.'-- e



O itis better io suffer wzong ihcm o doit, -
- his view, the !

Bmellncs ()ur!oak Yol. 1( J\o 4, _D(*(

who does good or evil, consequentialism is

- concerned with what good or evil is done. In
the philosophical jargon, traditional (non» :

- consequentialist) ethics is ‘agent- wlauv
. 'Lomequcnhahsm is dgent ncutml’ T

Agent 1'10u11c11 tlmozus clazm that e'uh :
"'pexeon should’ ‘pursue the common aim of -

- promoting the best, autcome considered from :
- an impartial perspective.’
-+ theories claim thal each pexson should take -
Cinto account the q:gmfzcancc for Iumeclf or
“hersell of a proposed action or policy. Agent-
~‘neutral theories encourage us to calculate the
o likely consequences ofa ]‘10}30‘:Ld form of
- conduct (say lying, or breaking a promise, or. -
o ]qﬂmg the innocent, or state-sanctioned capital -
'-_pumshmem or the use of torture to exiract

o information fzom anmn,s) in or dLI' tosee
- whether its use promotes the best outcome
cfrom an zmpaliml perspective. But those -

: ‘agent-,
“relative view: of ethics = from Socrates to the -

3Z'Agmnt relative

“comumitted fo traditional morality’s

~ o present day. »«-have thou?ht Such devolion 1o -
l_mammumg <rood “conseguences {or: good.
.- {outcomes”) misses an essential characteristic -
- of ethics, namely we can never dispense with
the quosizon “What ou ght I donow? That is
to say, t:admonai etiucs 1Lu)gm/e:~. ihat mch o
“of us bears spec;ai msponslbjhiy for what wWe
~do, Socrates could not be persuaded to ﬁame

- an_innocent man. Although he could not

© prevent an injustice being done to Leon, it was."
~.On his view,
On_ .
‘outcomes™ of any pzoposal are.

- not tobe done: ‘through him”.-

£

"f:j'omphailcally not ali Lhat mattczs

- Once again there are lots of debates thhm'_ :
moral phﬂo:;ophy about how:we are related .
o oihels, what we owe to othmq, what Qldllﬂ% .
- others may. ui,htiy male on us, what-are our
.j.'msponezbzlmes 1o others,” Here- I would: like :_::"?.Ff_‘.“’j
S to sketch two altunﬁtwe views about how we i
U stand towards others. My sketch will bea
erude’over- snnpl:f:cahon but it ‘might:
" nonetheless help 1o put some discussions of -
.. contemporary political and socmi questlons" 5
s mto an, h]stmical wniext ' - :

enber, 2005

" On one ‘communitarianism’ view, we are
social or political beings,  Our individual

‘nature can only be understood in the lightof - -
: an interwoven communal nature, Not only
are we formed and developed in a socnl :
"Lontext, as Aristotle (‘anc_d Our proper. -
'pusonal dovo}opmmt s inextricably

. depcndunt on some-form of constructive

" participation in the fsouuty in which we live,
HIn'e qpplopnaio mspcats, we zne msponslble .

- for the woll-bemgj of ‘others, since our well-- .
being is inextricably linked to theirs. Goods, -
~including wealth. and proper ty, are common,
- possessions, and only held on trust by "
'_._mdlwduals Tho plopez view of ihg stato is
““that it provides a fr amewor k which enables
‘individuals to work for a richer whole forall .
~of its members than would be avallablo ng o
'--'Lach to strive mdwzdually SRS =

Howuvel

111d1V1dua11fst
ach in some way -

to find a way. of. {)c*cupym? the s same space,. -

-in compu}imn witheach oihcr wuhout_. S
ripping each other 16 shreds. “Autonomy® s -
“the highest pemonai value, and respect for. -
"autonomy will seftle e L\Fuy issue: indeed we
have’ autonomy ughts to control over own .
_ paths 6
“Margaret Thatcher summed up. this view of
L our ‘relationship to others: “There is 1o such.

' '_i.fhmg as society:” there are om‘J individuals and-
groups. of individuals. Fairness thus becomes
the Iughes,[msiﬂutmnal value? The: individual -
Srcan ‘hope to fulfill himself only by | his ‘own
choices w:thoutmfelenco tohis society: (cxgept
insofar as. it ‘provides him with mlmmal s
secur ;ty) Itis a bleak view, indeed, of human *
natui

bOdl{.b QU own hvas, om own:d

But itds, I tth ihe mntempoxa:y

You can fual tho unsmn betwccn thesg twu o

. vmws of how the individual stands to othmb; :
in debates about the legalizalion of

oulhanasm about access io Ing)hu Ldumhon

;_'about volummy studc.nt umomsm Py aboat S

- Phmkett Centre for Ethics .

“1c:cc>1dmg [o ihc dommam. e
-_'coniunpoxaly ‘radical atomzst or: mdlc*ﬂly o
view, we: are 1301&&{‘1 and.' s

- possessive. by natuw‘ i
“~whether in private or in public - seekmg h].s__ _
“or.her own md;v:tdual advamemcnt Weare. _
like creatures who just happen to have -
'-wac;hed up 01‘1 the s,ame shore and who havc‘ :



'-.1efug es/ 111e<>a1 1mm1gmms ; etc On a.

Lany plop()‘a“ll to lcgahz,c euthanasia;on a

:_consldeled is. ‘whether 1e§3¢111z,mg it would

Civiews :
Clegitimately reflect social values additional to.
“fairmess:. equlty justice, compassmn, aoual :

“harmony. On a radical atomist view, access

' g'(ZOIXLiUSIGil,_w :
i lhave tr ied to set out thc eiomonts of 1111 ee,
-‘ﬁ_'dxstmct butrelated, gzeat debates:one debate
.'abou{ how. we should hml\ about Iife,: one..
_jdeb'zte aboui how we Ghouh:l ﬂunk about lh{.._. :
oself, and one. debate about-how, we should Sy
o othinks about how we are. relau_d to others,”
These debates touch on matters of great.
: s1gmf;cance In’ thmkmg about them we are .

trying to discover what is; true. In each case -

= '-gcmnaztnphi aswell as getlmg}lt wwngr chas
“areleof-the state (“}nch is seenless as the o0
s _--wlmuuum (;r souetv A8 AW imie ang’ mme as “the-- o
- government? }.is 1o profect its members against.
7 one another (and againstitselt!). '
e _':ndmtiuahsm has a political souree in‘the desive -
~Aor justice: But-it becomes g monstrosity. when G
~the respect that jusilce requires:is. elev

L :1mp11catmns '

12

1ad1ca1 aiomlst view, " no:

and will L()}“ﬂlﬂll{, lo hd\_e senous pxagiu 11
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Cis puacly amatter of fairness. On:a
" “communitarian view, immigration: policies - Publishers, 1999: Introduction. .
o oughttoreflect our u_f;p(}mlbihty for the well- .
i bomg of anyone less for tumt(, Lhan ouzsdvos
- Onoa,
~responsibilities. emsi i unless Uuy are.’
"”-"'\,oluntanlv tak@n on. : :

.5 llus view: emplmsxzes il:r. fsovmcu@nw'oi:'*_"'

6 ihuua Scmav L
e acmmlﬁ about ‘nol: wmim;, 10 be like that®; “hen.i i

-waichmg_
a-feeding:
: hivhi:ghtui by 11105(, nlm ﬂwng,ht that the matters
could besettled: by:reference to ‘respect fox her. .

-__autonom\

: 7 Thc ongms At
_;mdwnimhsm lie” m “aréjection’of S
©governnients, whether political: m'ecnlcsmmmi A

“against which individuals were inere
to Liave rights, thought of not:as ‘correlatives 107

ihe sole plmuplc of somai cmsience

N I}Qefereuces'_w':*’f~
- communitarian view, we need to considerthe 7oL

. -social 1mplkat1ons (particularly for thoso_'_j-_'_--_'_*

- whose lives are commonly devalued: the
*elderly, the chronically sick, the demented) of

1 llns *nﬂclc is b.zsed on the Opmmg Addaess_'_- T
given’ -
_bvmposunn 2005, The. conimeme 1immL “as A

‘radical atomist view;: ali that ncods 1o be - Hxploring life, scif and others, -
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- individual who soekq it. Ona commumtm;an 2

access Lo higher education. may

gne Yo University Press,: 2002) fora fullex dlscussmn
cof i this
;-smmhcance

3 SLL John M. Rist? s Real Ethiés: Ret!rmiung rlze: A

Toundations of -Maorality (Cambnztgc, Cambridge - S

Story ™, ami Gi _m agent :el.mv AR

'.b\’ Hdgdt.f-.:'

Kuhse and Peter: Singer, O\fm(i HBEackw_Li_I_._{_'

choice, A lot of silly things are'said under that SR

‘auch .__j_'aubau._. Recently 2 mdm announeersaid; in. the o
= - context ol discussions about Austnali‘zn “born
Islamists, that he did not’ have 1g uudcxst‘md R
o Islam better i Ire didn’t-choose 1o, do'so: it he
'-'-:: choose 6. rcmam :g,nm am ef ;l;'

his ehoue' e

el iha: was

o had nmdo some ﬁub“ awq\

'.‘i'_televlsmn movie about someone with
These iremarks -iwere oo

"unu. shL ha(! no ‘autonomy 1o bo A

abwlute-- :

asingly said

duties but rather as prior-to ﬂaem._ The proper

An ihis respect,’
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