Philosophy 2220

Handout, Day 1


H.J. Simpson has murdered his wife and her male (platonic) friend in a fit of jealous rage.  Now he is on trial for murder.  The key piece of evidence in the case against him is the bloody knife he used in the murder, which is covered in his fingerprints and his wife’s blood.  Unfortunately, the knife was obtained by police in a search which clearly contravenes the 4th Amendment to the Constitution:  police searched his apartment without a warrant and without any legitimate excuse (they didn’t think there was an emergency, or anyone’s life was in danger, etc.).

The prosecutor introduces the knife into evidence.  The defense attorney knows that, if she objects at this moment, the judge will have to rule that the knife is inadmissible evidence.  
a. What should the defense attorney do?
b. What action on the defense attorney’s part will bring about the greatest amount of probable overall benefits?
c. Would it be immoral for the defense attorney to object to this evidence?  Would it be immoral for the defense attorney to not object?

d. Is the law that prohibits use of evidence obtained from warrantless searches a good law?

Consider the following (hypothetical) law:  “Any minor, upon admission to a hospital and the determination of a doctor of the necessity of the procedure, shall be given any blood transfusions medically necessary, despite any lack of consent on their part or the part of their parent or legal guardian.”  The law specifies penalties for doctors who fail to comply with it.

The Jehovah’s Witnesses are a religious group.  Among other things, they believe that it is sinful to receive blood transfusions (http://www.watchtower.org/e/hb/article_06.htm).

Mark, a teenager of the Jehovah’s Witness faith, needs a blood transfusion or he will almost certainly die.  After being told this, he asks his doctor not to give him the transfusion; his parents support this request.

e. What would be the best thing for the doctor to do?

f. What would be the right thing for the doctor to do?  If there had been no law on this subject, would your answer be different?

Some vocabulary
technical term:  a term that has a particular, usually stipulated, meaning in a certain context which is different from how it is used more generally.  Terms that I define in class are almost always technical terms.  Note that some vocabulary will only be explained, not defined.
standpoints of evaluation:  these are different types of normative/evaluative claims or facts; what separates different standpoints of evaluation is what they take to be reasons.
legal standpoint:

prudential standpoint:

moral standpoint:

a.  Maria sees a baby drowning in a shallow pond on campus.  No one else is around.  What should Maria do?  

b.  Eric sees a homeless man asking for change, who would clearly benefit a lot if Eric gave him $5.  What should Eric do?

c.  Lily is considering murdering everyone in her English class.  Should she?

right/wrong/acceptable:
x is obligatory / there is a duty to x:  It is wrong to not x.

a has a right to x:  It is wrong to prevent* a from xing (or having x).

a has a right to x against b:  It is wrong for b to prevent* a from xing (or having x).
good/bad

partly good/bad:

overall good(bad):  Goodness outweighs the bad (badness outweighs the good).

Organ harvesting

Consider the following scenario: in the last week, a doctor in a hospital has admitted five patients. Each of them is relatively young, happy, successful, and living a good life, except for one problem: one needs a kidney transplant, one a liver transplant, one a heart transplant, and one a lung transplant. Without these transplants, each will die. At the end of the week, another patient comes in for a routine check up. S/he is completely healthy in every way, and happens to be a perfect tissue match for the five patients who need transplants. The healthy patient is single and without family or close friends in the town. The doctor happens to have a syringe nearby full of drugs that would put the patient into a deep and pleasant sleep instantly, and is also able to alter medical records easily and without a chance of getting caught. The doctor considers knocking the patient out, harvesting their organs, and giving them to the five patients who need transplants.

What is the point of this story?
