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Preface

This text contains essays arranged in pro and con pairs that address
controversial issues in morality and moral philosophy. Each of the issues
is expressed in terms of a single question in order to draw the lines of
debate more clearly.

Some of the questions included in this volume have been in the
mainstream of moral philosophy for hundreds or even thousands of years
and are central to the discipline. These include the abstract question
about relativism and other questions related to specific topics of contem-
porary concern, such as cloning of humans, and the relinquishment of
technology.

The authors of the selections presented here take a strong stand on
a given issue and provide the best defenses of their own positions. The
selections were chosen for their usefulness in defending a position and for
their accessibility to students. The authors include philosophers, scien-
tists, and social critics from a wide variety of backgrounds. Each presents
us with a well-defined and closely argued answer on an issue—even if we
ultimately cannot accept the answer as our own.

Each issue is accompanied by an introduction, which sets the stage
for the debate, and concludes with a question about middle ground,
which explores the possibility of agreement. Learning outcomes, ques-
tions for critical thinking and reflection, suggestions for further reading,
and Internet resources may also be found in each issue.

Taking Sides: Clashing Views on Moral Issues is a tool to encourage
critical thought on important moral issues. Readers are charged with the
task of developing a critical and informed view of these issues, and should
not feel confined to the views expressed in the selections. Some readers
may see important points on both sides of an issue and construct for
themselves a new and creative approach, which may incorporate the best

of both sides or provide an entirely new vantage point for understanding.

XV
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For more information on Taking Sides and other McGraw-Hill Con-

temporary Learning Series titles, visit www.mcgrawhillcreate.com.
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Topic Guide

This topic guide suggests how the selections in this book relate to the

subjects covered in your course.

All the issues that relate to each topic are listed below the bold-faced

term.

Biology

4. Should Human Cloning Be Banned?
9. Is It Right to Produce Genetically
Modified Food?

Business

9. Is It Right to Produce Genetically
Modified Food?

Capitalism

9. Is It Right to Produce Genetically
Modified Food?

Crime

5. Should the Death Penalty Be Abolished?
7. Is Physician-Assisted Suicide Wrong?

Death and Dying

5. Should the Death Penalty Be Abolished?
7. Is Physician-Assisted Suicide Wrong?

Developing World

9. Is It Right to Produce Genetically
Modified Food?

Economics

8. Does Morality Require Vegetarianism?
9. Is It Right to Produce Genetically
Modified Food?

Environment

8. Does Morality Require Vegetarianism?
9. Is It Right to Produce Genetically
Modified Food?

Family

3. Is It Morally Right to Prohibit Same-Sex
Marriage?

4. Should Human Cloning Be Banned?

Gender

2. Must Sex Involve Commitment?
3. Is It Morally Right to Prohibit Same-Sex
Marriage?

Global Issues

6. Is Torture Ever Justified?
9. Is It Right to Produce Genetically
Modified Food?

Government

3. Is It Morally Right to Prohibit Same-Sex
Marriage?

. Should Human Cloning Be Banned?

. Should the Death Penalty Be Abolished?

. Is Torture Ever Justified?

. Is Physician-Assisted Suicide Wrong?
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Health and Nutrition

7. Is Physician-Assisted Suicide Wrong?

8. Does Morality Require Vegetarianism?

9. Is It Right to Produce Genetically
Modified Food?

Inequality

3. Is It Morally Right to Prohibit Same-Sex
Marriage?

5. Should the Death Penalty Be Abolished?
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Legal Issues

3. Is It Morally Right to Prohibit Same-Sex
Marriage?

4. Should Human Cloning Be Banned?

5. Should the Death Penalty Be Abolished?

6. Is Torture Ever Justified?

7. Is Physician-Assisted Suicide Wrong?

Moral Issues

. Is Moral Relativism Correct?

. Must Sex Involve Commitment?

. Is It Morally Right to Prohibit Same-Sex
Marriage?

. Should Human Cloning Be Banned?

. Should the Death Penalty Be Abolished?

. Is Torture Ever Justified?

. Is Physician-Assisted Suicide Wrong?

. Does Morality Require Vegetarianism?

. Is It Right to Produce Genetically
Modified Food?
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Political Issues

3. Is It Morally Right to Prohibit Same-Sex
Marriage?

5. Should the Death Penalty Be Abolished?

6. Is Torture Ever Justified?

7. Is Physician-Assisted Suicide Wrong?

Poverty

5. Should the Death Penalty Be Abolished?
9. Is It Right to Produce Genetically
Modified Food?

Race
5. Should the Death Penalty Be Abolished?

Scientific Research

4. Should Human Cloning Be Banned?
9. Is It Right to Produce Genetically
Modified Food?

Security

5. Should the Death Penalty Be Abolished?
6. Is Torture Ever Justified?

Sexuality

2. Must Sex Involve Commitment?

3. Is It Morally Right to Prohibit Same-Sex
Marriage?

4. Should Human Cloning Be Banned?

Society

2. Must Sex Involve Commitment?

3. Is It Morally Right to Prohibit Same-Sex
Marriage?

5. Should the Death Penalty Be Abolished?

7. Is Physician-Assisted Suicide Wrong?

8. Does Morality Require Vegetarianism?

Sustainability

8. Does Morality Require Vegetarianism?

9. Is It Right to Produce Genetically
Modified Food?

Technology

4. Should Human Cloning Be Banned?

9. Is It Right to Produce Genetically
Modified Food?

Terrorism

6. Is Torture Ever Justified?

War

6. Is Torture Ever Justified?

Women'’s Issues
2. Must Sex Involve Commitment?



Introduction

Making decisions about what is right and wrong, what should and
shouldn’t be done, is an activity that we do thousands of times every day.
In fact, many of these decisions are so clear-cut, so straightforward that
we are scarcely, if at all, aware that we are making them. Rarely do we
seriously entertain the notion of running red lights, driving onto the side-
walk and scattering pedestrians, or even ramming the cars of drivers who
annoy us. True, the legal consequences of such actions provide a deterrent
to indulging in these fantasies, but legal issues are not the only reasons we
exercise self-discipline and self-control. While running red lights might
get us to our destinations faster, it is only fair that everyone take their
turn. Driving onto the sidewalks might enable us to get around traffic
jams, but people could get hurt that way, and it’s just not worth hurting
people to save a little time. Ramming other cars might make us feel bet-
ter, but the other drivers are people too, and they deserve our respect even
when they annoy us.

In fact, only when these types of decisions are not clear-cut do we
actually have to sit down and reflect on the various options that we are
facing, what factors favor each option, and what factors oppose each
option, in order to figure out how to act. Even then, making a decision
about how to act is not like making a simple factual determination, like
how many bones there are in the typical human foot. Facts are important
in making these types of decisions, but they are only incidental to the
process. Rather, the central part of the decision-making process involves
general ideas about the sorts of actions that are right and the sorts of
actions that are wrong. These ideas, known as moral principles, are then
applied in specific situations by specific people. Moreover, different peo-
ple may arrive at different conclusions about how to act, even if they

were placed in exactly the same situation. In fact, unlike in strictly factual
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disputes that have only one correct answer, it is possible to respect the
decision made by another person, even though you would have made a
different decision.

Identifying the reasons for disputes about the proper way to act can
be difficult. Sometimes there is a difference of opinion about what the
facts are. Sometimes there may be agreement about what the facts are, but
a difference about what they mean or how to interpret them. More fun-
damentally, there may be a difference in fundamental moral principles,
about the very sorts of actions that are right and wrong. Often, a dispute
arises not just from one type of difference, but from many different types
of reasons. Simply identifying the reason or reasons behind the dispute
may not be enough to resolve the dispute. It might be the case that some
disputes about how to act can never be resolved.

Judgments about the proper way to act in a specific situation are
called moral judgments. Morality is a philosophical discipline that addresses
how moral judgments are made in specific situations. The investigation
into the principles used in making moral judgments is known as ethics.
Various philosophers have proposed ethical theories about the meaning of
basic moral terms such as good and bad, right and wrong. These theories
often have consequences about whether disputes about moral judgments
can ever be resolved. Often, people who proceed from different ethical
theories end up making different moral judgments. Oddly enough, it is
not uncommon for people who proceed from different ethical theories
to arrive at the same moral judgment, although they provide different
justifications or rationales for their judgment. People who proceed from
the same ethical theories may also arrive at different moral judgments,
most often because they emphasize different moral principles in making
their judgments.

So, what are you to do when faced with a difficult decision about
how to act, a decision that is not clear-cut or straightforward? Since the
issue is not strictly a factual issue, you will have to arrive at your own deci-
sion by careful thought. Try as best as you can to imagine yourself holding

each position; in this way you can identify the assumptions each position
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makes, work carefully through the steps justifying each position, identify
the advantages and disadvantages of each position, and determine how
important these advantages and disadvantages are. Moreover, you should
maintain an open mind toward all the positions. Strive to assume the
position of an impartial judge, who can accurately state each position and
can fairly assess its strengths and weaknesses. In order to accomplish these
tasks, a degree of introspection is necessary. Be aware of your own initial
thoughts and feelings on the issue and be sure to identify any assump-
tions or preconceived ideas you may possess; these assumptions and ideas
will need to be tested before making a final judgment. If you have a strong
prior attachment to one position, guard against unfairly favoring this
position as you consider the issue. Finally, once each position has been
clearly understood and carefully considered, make a choice. Morality is
a practical discipline, and judgment cannot be postponed indefinitely.
However, when the time for informed judgment arrives, remember that
while you must make a choice, you need not choose either of the posi-
tions presented to you. There may be another way of approaching the
issue, a way of establishing common ground among the incompatible
positions which allows you to escape the conflict and incorporate the best
parts of each position.

The process of making moral judgments is modelled for you in each
of the issues discussed in this text. A practical question is posed, and two
opposed positions are presented for your careful consideration. Read
through each author’s arguments, reasons, and examples, and decide
which have merit. The questions and issues that are raised here require
careful analysis and evaluation, and you may be unsatisfied with the posi-
tions expressed in the selections. View these shortcomings as an oppor-
tunity to modify and correct these positions until they are as strong and
persuasive as they can be. Then reason through the issue yourself and
come to your own conclusion about the moral course of action.

Decisions about how to act not only say a lot about the sort of person
you are, but also can actually determine the sort of person you come to

be. This process, moreover, is never over. People who are dissatisfied with
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themselves can become a different sort of person by consistently making
different decisions about how to act; so too those who are satisfied with
the sort of person they are can start down the road of becoming dissatis-
fied with themselves by making different decisions. In this way, morality
and moral decision making have consequences beyond any given issue.
There is no final exam in morality. After all, we make decisions about
what is right and wrong, what should and shouldn’t be done, thousands
of times every day.

“It is our choices . . . that show what we truly are, far more than our

abilities.”

J. K. Rowling, Harry Potter and
the Chamber of Secrets

Owen M. Smith
Anne Collins Smith



