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Morally ambiguous questions

The writer decides not to try to get out of a ticket. HIGHLIGHTSSmall story, vague dilemmas answered by ethics columnist says you should talk after an offensive joke, but don't hit a person upsays you're not required to lend money to family and friendsOK doesn't tell the seller that the object is worth much more than it's priced
(RealSimple.com) - theft is prohibited; Cheating is bad. When it comes to moral dilemma, you don't know. The really difficult dilemmas are the smaller, more ambiguous ones you might encounter anytime, anywhere. One night last fall I was driving a little faster than the legality, and soon a state trooper was following me. Once I was
arrested, I had a quick choice to make: should I try to talk myself out of the quote (claiming a family emergency, for example), or should I reach speeding? Since all my excuses were lies (and lies, no matter how small, there's a way to escalate into a swamp of deception), I got the card. The ethical decisions we face every day are the most
difficult when there is a significant disadvantage in making the right choice - or when it is unclear what that choice is. Here's how to identify the right thing to do; It's up to you to do that. 1. If something in a yard sale is much more expensive than the advertised price, should I let the seller know? A piece of furniture you were looking for is
marked at $25. You know similar pieces are worse off and sold more than 10 times. You're not obligated to fix the seller on its lower pricing. One of the beauty of yard sales is such a find. Savor yours. Way Simple.com: How to negotiate anything 2. Is it considered stealing to take pens from a bank? What about extra napkins from a fast-
food takeaway? While grabbing a pen doesn't necessarily count as stealing, you should just ask the accountant if you have any doubts. However, one pen is fine, but enough to stock up on your home office is not (the same is true on napkins). Good rule of thumb: If something feels sneaky, then it's probably not a good idea. Location
Simple.com: Embrace your inner miser 3. If a charity sends me free written labels and I don't donate, is it okay to use them? Come on, help yourself. The labels and request were not requested. You better use them than throw them in the trash. If it's a goal you believe in and willing to support, then great if you can contribute as well. But
when you stick the labels to your envelopes, you can do so with a clear conscience. 4. Isn't it fair to move to better (open) seats at a sporting event or concert? It wouldn't hurt to see if you could switch to a better viewing move. But before you do, make sure there's no published policy against it. And if a bouncer wants to see your tickets,
be prepared to return to your original seats without 5. My boss gave me credit for a project where a colleague did most of the work. Should I accept the accolade? Fight the urge to accept the compliment wholeheartedly. It's not fair for your colleague not to get all the respect he deserves. But you also don't want to sell yourself in short
supply. Appropriate response: Thank you, but while we were all working hard, it was Evan who did most of the work on the project. 6. Is it okay to fantasize about someone else when I'm with my partner? Any couples therapist would say fantasies are normal, but they can be problematic if they are the only way a person can achieve
intimacy with their partner - or, of course, if they lead to actual infidelity. As long as your thoughts George Clooney or Angelina Jolie are occasionally, enjoy them. (Admit it: Your chances with any of them aren't that great, anyway.) 7. Am I obligated to lend money to friends and family? One of your old friends asks if you can lend her money
to pay for her apartment. You feel like you need to help her, since she's a dear friend, but in practice you don't have such a duty, especially if doing so puts your finances under pressure. Refuse by saying you're soaked in your accounts. If a family member calls to ask for assistance, again, there is no requirement. But if he's really in need
and you have the money, concern about his well-being should trump all the fears you have about paying you back. If you are borrowing money from either 1 family member or a friend who has recurring financial problems, you should be prepared not to see that money again. Simple.com 10 secrets of an unstoppable working mother 8. If
someone makes an insulting joke, is it my responsibility to talk about it? Letting such humor pass without comment not only allows the TELLER to be offensive to you and other people, but also conveys the message that you are ok with hearing such a berth. Unless the joke crosses the line into harassment territory, there's no need to hit
the person in response. It's just that I enjoy a good joke once in a while, but, you know, yours was pretty insulting. 9. Is it ever ok to take a peek at your child's e-mail? yes, if it's a quick scan while you're walking at the computer. But if you decide to do something more intrusive, like opening e-mails, then you should have an agreement with
your child because from time to time you will be screening its online activity. If your child ever finds out you read her e-mail without her consent, then rebuilding trust will be monumental. (And remember that given the fact that children with technological know-how these days, they may have an entire e-mail account rubbed and ready for
your discriminatory eyes.) 10. My boss asked me to cover for him for his expense report by saying I was at dinner while I was gone. Do I have to do this? Your boss put you in a miserable position. Signing your name in a report makes you just like If the mistake comes out. But if you act in front of him, you might find yourself unemployed.
Remember that a bus that puts you in a situation like this will probably do it again. I can't condone putting your name on the report, but the choice is yours. Jeffrey L. Seglin writes The Right Thing, a weekly ethics column for the New York Times News/Syndicate service. He's an associate professor at Emerson College, Boston. Rights ©
2011 Time Inc. All rights reserved was updated in the last daily buzz with the daily newsletter BuzzFeed! The overcrowded lifeboat in 1842 hit an iceberg and more than 30 survivors huddled in a lifeboat designed to hold 7. When a storm threatened, it turned out you'd have to ease the lifeboat if anyone survives. The captain reasoned that
the right thing to do in this situation was to force some people to move to the side and drown. Such action, he reasoned, was not unfair to those thrown into the sea, because they would have drowned anyway. If he had done nothing, however, he would have been responsible for the deaths of those he could have saved. Some people
opposed the captain's decision. They claimed that if nothing had been done and they all died as a result, no one would have been responsible for the deaths. On the other hand, if the captain had tried to save some, he could only have done so by killing others and their death would be his responsibility; It'll be worse than doing nothing and
letting everyone die. The Captain rejected that argument. Because the only option for rescue required great efforts of striving, the captain decided that the weakest should be sacrificed. In this situation it would be absurd, he thought, to decide by drawing a lot that needed to be thrown into the sea. As it turned out, after days of hard rowing,
the survivors were rescued and the captain was tried for his action. If you were on the jury, how would you decide? Robert Heinlein (1907-1988), libertarian in the lifeboat An agonising choice of father you're a concentration camp inmate. A sadistic guard is about to hang your son who tried to escape and wants you to pull the chair out from
under him. He says if he doesn't, he'll not only kill your son, but another innocent prisoner. You have no doubt he means what he says. What do you have to do? Sophie's choice, not Gracian. In the novel Sophie's Choice, by William Styron (Vintage Books, 1976 - The 1982 film Meryl Streep and Kevin Klein), a Polish woman, Sophie
Zavistoska, is arrested by the Nazis and sent to the Auschwitz death camp. Upon arrival, she is honored that she is not Jewish by being allowed to choose: one of her children will be rescued from the gas chamber if you choose which one. In agony of indecision, as both children are taken away She suddenly chooses. They can take her
daughter, who is younger and shorter. Sophie hopes her strong older son can survive better, but she loses track and never learns of his fate. Did she do the right thing? Years later, haunted by an accusation of choosing between her children, Sophie commits suicide. Should she have felt guilty? Corinne's choice, not at grassian on 7
January 2015 Corinne Ray, a cartoonist at the French satirical magazine Charlie Hebdo, and known as Coco, returned from collecting her daughter from kindergarten. She confronted two French jihadist gunmen dressed up as shooting her daughter unless she entered the entry code at the magazine's door. She did; And the gunmen went
in to murder 12 people, including two officers outside, as well as shooting 11 others. During the attack, the shooters said they would not kill women, but rather they should convert to Islam and wear veils. Should Corinne Ray have been willing to sacrifice her daughter and herself instead of allowing obvious killers to enter the magazine and
possibly kill them all? Can you blame if only for thinking about protecting her child? Most of the murdered members of Charlie Hebdo were probably more willing to die than kill Corinne's daughter. However, the mother should not have been in this position. Advertising under threats like Charlie Hebdo had to be a door that could only open
from the inside, ideally leading to a corridor with another locked door, and an armed and protected guard, at the other end. The police protection the magazine received was not only ineffective, but also did not prevent the murder of police officers at work. On a recent visit to Vienna, I happened to walk near the local Simon Wiesenthal
Center - Wiener Wiesenthal Konstitut por Shoah-Stolden (Rebnestig 3, 1010 Vienna, Austria). The entrance to the center was a transparent rotating cylinder, which, of course, was intended to prevent more than one person from entering at a time, allowing that person to be arrested upon inspection, and to prevent all of this to anyone
approaching the building. I noticed that a nearby facility, I can't remember what it was, there was one police guard out front, something that would be hopeless and tragically inefficient, like at Charlie Hebdo, in an actual attack. The trolley problem, not Grassian. Proposed by Philippa Foote (1920-2010), daughter of Esther, daughter of
President Grover Cleveland, but from British birth because of her father, William Sidney Benes Bosanka. A cart gets out of hand during a track. On her way are five people who were tied to the track by a mad philosopher. Fortunately, you can turn on a switch, which will lead the cart down another track for safety. There's one person
connected to this route. Do you have to turn on the switch or do nothing? It's a classic right-versus-good dilemma. By acting, one person died instead of five. So their benefit has no problem. However, by acting, that one person killed would not have died otherwise. This man is as innocent as the others, so by one game chooses to kill an
innocent man. Their family won't be happy with your actions. In fact, all deaths will be moral because of the actions of the mad philosopher. However, choosing to kill the only person, in isolation from mitigating circumstances, would clearly be a negligent homicide. The Economist magazine, on September 24-30, 2011, has an article
discussing psychologists' investigations into people's reactions to dilemmas like the troll problem. One of the classic techniques used to measure a person's willingness to behave utilitarianly is known as trollology. The subject of the study is challenged in thought experiments involving a escaped train carriage or a train car. They all involve
elections, each of which leads to people's deaths. For example; There are five train workers in the path of a run-away carriage. The people will surely be killed unless the subject of the experiment, a bystander in the story, does something. The subject was told he was on a bridge over the tracks. Next to it is a large, heavy bouquet. The
subject was informed that his body would be too light to stop the train, but if he pushed the stranger onto the tracks, the stranger's large body would stop the train and save the lives of the five lives. It will, unfortunately, kill the stranger. The Economist reports that only 10% of experimental subjects are willing to throw the bouquet under the
train. I suspect it would be less if the subjects found themselves in a real situation instead of a simulated experimental test. The other result of the experiment is that these 10% of people tend to have personalities that are, pscyhopathic, Machiavellian, or tended to see life as meaningless. Charming. The Economist then admits that
Bentham and Mill's focus was on legislation, which inevitably involved rough riding someone's interest. Utilitarianism provides a plausible framework for deciding who should be trampled. Because politicians make up far less than 10% of the population, perhaps that means that now we know why, psychologically, they are as they are.
However, there are quirks to this version of trollology. Without the mad philosopher who tied the victims to the tracks, how should the subject know that the men will surely be killed? In most train accidents with victims by way of trains, there's a good chance people will be killed or seriously injured, but there's no certainty about that -
especially if one of the workers The cart's coming. The slightest uncertainty greatly reduces the value of throwing a wreath off a bridge. Also, in a real-world situation, how is the subject going to be updated that the stranger's body will stop the carriage but not his? And once again, having selflessly decided to sacrifice someone else to stop
the carriage, how can the Woody Allen issue throw the big heavy stranger off the bridge? The subjects' reluctance to sacrifice the stranger may largely involve resisting accepting the unrealistic assumptions of the dilemma. It's more likely that someone crossing the bridge, who happens to see people on the tracks in front of the rolling
carriage, will simply shout a warning at them and not suddenly be persuaded that the murder of a stranger will save them. Psychologists or neurologists who enjoy running trollology experiments like the idea that subjects who are willing to throw swaticas but won't push the stranger off the bridge do so because of the difference between
rational evaluation and emotional response. The rational side of a person apparently does the utilitarian calculation, while the emotional side of a person recoils from the intimacy of the push. What they tend to ignore is that some will refuse to throw away the sweatshirt because of moral quarges about the active impact of innocent death,
while others will refuse to push the fat man because of the uncertainty and unrealistic nature of the situation depicted. We see something of the uncertainty in the latest film (as it happens) Woody Allen Irrational Man (2015), in which a morally degrading existentialist professor (Joaquin Phoenix) tries to push a woman, his now
uncomfortable student lover (Emma Stone), down an elevator shaft. He does it in a clumsy way and falls down the shaft himself. Also, psychologists may omit the fat man's characterization as a fat man, given that it is demeaning or politically incorrect, and perhaps undermine the issue against the fat man, since his weight may be seen as
a moral failure, making him unsympathetic and therefore perhaps worthy of being pushed. However, if we have a big man, or the great, heavy stranger of The Economist's example, instead, Woody Allen's film reminds us of the problem of whether it can be pushed successfully. However, the more ridiculous the situation, the more it reveals
about the structure of dilemmas. Like the fat man and the impending loss, we see an intellectual exercise, with other crazy and improbable philosophers, whose sole purpose is to build a right choice against good. Once we understand this structure, we no longer need ridiculous and even silly circumstances and instead can simply address
the meaning of moral independence of action and consequences. It doesn't solve the dilemmas of real life, but it does mean we don't have to characterize utilitarians like those who are psychopathic, Machiavellian, or tended to see life as meaningless, or even that they're just more rational than those who respond only emotionally (so what
is this? psychopath or rational?). In life, people tend to go for the best outcome, other things to be equal. It's called caution. Would You Kill the Fat Man?, by David Edmonds The Impending Fat and Lost Man, with cut parts in the second edition; They seem to have been removed to avoid a humorous tone not in the recipe. However,
Grassian is not responsible for the somewhat ridiculous nature of the dilemma. It goes back to Philippa Foote. A fat man who leads a group of people out of a cave on a beach stuck at the mouth of the cave. In a little while they'll have the tide on them, and if he doesn't collapse, everyone will drown except the fat man, whose head will
come out of the cave. [But, thankfully, or unfortunately, someone has a stick of dynamite with it.] There seems to be no way to free the fat man without using a dynamite that will inevitably kill him; But if they don't use it, everyone will drown. What should they do? Since the fat man leads the group, he is responsible for their situation and
reasonably needs to volunteer to explode. The dilemma becomes more acute if we replace a pregnant woman with the fat man. The others should have encouraged her to get out of the cave first. We can also make the dilemma more acute by replacing a knife for the dynamite. Unlikely travelers simply happen to carry a stick of dynamite
(federal permits may be interested in it), and taking it out to a cave can just as easily kill them all, or cause collapse (kill them all), than simply remove the fat man. Instead, one of our explorers or hikers is a hunter who always carries a knife, and who is experienced with dismembered game animals. The other travelers might not want to
watch. The tortured boy, not in Grassian. Fyodore Dostoyevsky, Жơдор (Ѳёдор) Восноевскил (1821-1881), who has in these pages come to a response in relation to existentialism and atheism, imagines a classical right versus a good dilemma: tell me yourself - I challenge you: let's assume you were called upon to build the structure of
human destiny so that men would finally be happy and find peace and tranquility. If you knew that, in order to achieve this, you would only have to torture one creature, let's just say the little girl who beat her chest so desperately in the toilet, and that on her tears without a female you could build this structure, would you agree to do that?
Tell me and don't lie! No, I wouldn't, said Alosha. [Fyodor Dostoyevsky, Brothers Krzemzov, 1880, translated by Andrew H. McAndrew, Books, 1970, p. 296] It could stand as a absurdity of reductive fumes of utilitarianism; But Dostoyevsky himself cites one innocent man who was indeed sacrificed to build a structure of peace and
tranquility, the daughter-in-house Jesus Christ. Jesus went to his fate willingly, unlike the little girl of dogda here; But those who sent him there had something else in mind. Dostoyevsky's thought experiment was developed into a short sci-fi story, The Ones Moving Away From Omelas [1973], by Ursula K. Le Guin. Le Guin. Le Guin,
however, originally credited the device to William James, after reading it in James and forgetting it was Dostoyevsky. Comparing the precious underwater tunnel: 112 people were killed during the construction of the Hoover Dam on the Nevada-Arizona border (the official number was 98, But others died from harder-to-identify - or easier-to-
ignore - factors like by carbon monoxide poisoning): the first to die was a surveyor, J.G. Tierney, who drowned on December 20, 1922, and the latter was his son Patrick Tierney, who drowned on December 20, 1935, 13 years to the day after his father. Summer working conditions down at the mall included temperatures hitting highs of
1190, with a low of no less than 95o (numbers familiar to those who visited cities of needles, blyth, or summer day). In 1931, around the time hoover dam, a federal project (with private contractors - the entire project was spending incentives conceived by Hoover to ease the Depression), began, the Empire State Building, a private project,
completed. Although the rule of thumb was that one person would die for every story built in a skyscraper over the age of 15, which would have meant 105 dead for the Empire State Building, in fact only five people died in the entire project. By comparison, in the previous building (1908-1913) of the Los Angeles Aqueduct by William
Mulhuland (d.1935), it was also the case that only 5 men died (though when Mul holland's St. Francis Dam, in Francisco Mall, collapsed in 1928, it killed more than 500 people). The Golden Gate Bridge cost the lives of 14 people (or 11 - the rule of thumb was one life per $1 million from the project, when the bridge cost $35 million -
employees who fell and were caught by nets joined the halftime club to hell - but one day the networks failed). Alaska's oil pipeline, built in the 1970s, cost the lives of 31 people. The tunnel beneath the English Channel, built in the early 1990s, cost the lives of 11 people. When the gate in St. Louis was planned, the prediction was that 15
workers would die, but none did. Similarly, though much earlier (1927-1941), no one died during the Mount Rushmore carving (although workers may have later died from the effects of breathing dust from the carved rock - this used to be a serious problem for miners, before they started washing drilling points with And in fact Gotzon
Borglom provided breathing masks for Mount Rushmore employees, some of whom don't like to wear them). Even earlier, the Chrysler Building, finishing 1930 at 77 stories, and briefly the tallest building in the world (before the Empire State Building took up Jim), was completed without loss of life. Even with such progress over time, the
John Hancock Building in Chicago (1970) cost the lives of 109 people, or, in fact, about one on each floor, as the Empire State Building predicted - perhaps Chicago's infamous wind has become more dangerous conditions. While these are usually ordinary workers suffering from construction accidents, it is not always, as was the case
with the Brooklyn Bridge, whose designer, John Augustus Robling, died of the effects of a ferry accident in 1869 while surveying the site. His son, Washington Robling, suffered such a severe case of foreclosures when he worked under pressure in 1872 that he oversaw the rest of the bed-damaged construction, first from Trenton and then
from Brooklyn, and sent instructions through his wife, until the bridge was completed in 1883. In total, 27 died on the Brooklyn Bridge, 3 from the bends (though, as with the Hoover Dam, it can't count them all). Workers on the Caysons were paid $2 a day, a lot of money in the 1870s, but there was a turnover of 100 workers a week, out of
labor gangs that were less than 300 people at first. There was also the problem that the Caison was dark, wet, claustrophobic and disgusting. It was many years before it was known what to do with the bends. Workers were still suffering from the bends when the Holland Tunnel was built in the 1920s. The tunnel's chief engineer, Clifford
Milburn Holland, died suddenly in 1924, aged 41, suspicious of exhaustion. The tunnel, which opened in 1927, was named after him. The first tunnel under the Hudson began in 1874. Construction was abandoned in 1891 due to deaths (one eruption alone in 1880 killed 20 workers), and was restarted in 1903 by Alexander Kasat of
pennsylvania railway, and was not completed until 1908. All these bridges and tunnels eliminate the need for ferry boats. Even in recent years, outlets and ferry accidents are common, on the Staten Island Ferry, June 2003 and they still sometimes result in the deaths of hundreds of people at a time. Even New York's famous Staten Island
ferry (started by Cornelius Vanderbilt) isn't immune. On October 15, 2003, the pilot on one of the shuttle ships passed out (he was diabetic), and he crashed into a pier on Stan Island. 11 people were killed and 71 injured, some with severed limbs. I had just riden the ferry that summer, and I noticed that many people were standing right on
the edge of the ship as it approached the dock. It wasn't a place to be in an accident. The captain of the shuttle, who wasn't at his required station, The pilot's house, at the time of the accident, subsequently committed suicide. Then in 2010, there was another accident with this shuttle, essentially with the same ship. On May 8, the ferry
crashed at the dock on Stan Island, as in 2003. This time, however, the problem seemed like mechanical rather than human failure. Forty people were taken to hospital, fortunately with mostly minor injuries. In 1954, a typhoon sank on five ferries in the Tugaroo Strait between the Japanese islands of Honshu and Hokkaido, killing 1430
people. A tunnel began in 1964 to eliminate the ferries, although it took 25 years to complete. The idea for a tunnel under the Hudson may have been inspired by the St. Gotthard Tunnel in Switzerland, which began in 1872. It was just 1 mile below the Hudson, while St. Gotthard would be 9.85 miles long. Neverthon though, the St.
Gotthard Tunnel ended in 10 years, although at a cost of 310 lives. In 2001, a truck collision caused a fire in the tunnel, which cost the lives of 11 people. It turned out that the safe rooms provided alongside the tunnel for shelter in such cases simply turned into ovens and killed the occupants. Because of this, the rooms were given back



doors, leading to a new escape tunnel. In New York, after the first rail tunnel there were the tunnels to bring water into the city. From The Hillview Reservoir, just outside the Bronx, New York City's No. 1 water tunnel was completed in 1917 and New York City's No. 2 water tunnel in 1935. The law that evolved into these projects was a
dead man for every mile. Water Tunnel 3, which began in 1970, has not included anything like mortality, and none since 1997. However, as of 2018, 23 workers and one 12-year-old boy (who entered one of the sites), had lost their lives in the project, which is not due to be completed until 2020. Although 50 years have passed, there has
been some urgency in Tunnel 3 because the old tunnels have never been closed, inspected or given. After a while, the authorities began to fear that the aging and lost valves could not be easily reopened if they were closed, costing the city half of its water supply. This will finally be done when Tunnel 3 is complete. Similar public works
projects that are urgently needed across New York City, such as new rail tunnels beneath the Hudson (the Cassat tunnels, as well as being a century old, have been hit by seawater from Hurricane Sandy), appear to be suffering from similarly casual methods, some of which stem from political infighting over funding. Alexander Kasat and
the Pennsylvania State Railway didn't have any such problems. The opposite is true. The railroad bought land for Pennsylvania Station in secret, with no use of sacred majesty, not only because public knowledge would have increased prices, but because of the notoriously corrupt local politics of York City would have demanded bribes
and deals. It's not clear that things have really changed that much in the meantime - and yet New Yorkers need to re-politicians who they know are corrupt [note]. 189011.824.2 190016.015.5 191032.310.0 Total deaths,1890-1917: 230,000; During World War I, the railways were run by the federal government in 192047.44.8 193026.92.3
193922.71.8 194387.3 93.2 Deaths increase during World War II with the temporary return of outdated equipment in 195031.80.6 197010.80.07 In the table we see the rate of fatalities on American railroads over time. An average of 230,000 deaths between 1890 and 1917 out of an average of about 8,500 a year - for example in 1897
there were 6,500 deaths, 1700 of them are railroad workers, but most of the rest from people affected on the tracks (something that still happens, with four dead when a train hit a truck, for some reason delayed at a railroad crossing on November 15, 2012, carrying wounded veterans at a veterans' parade in Midland, Texas., that toll
seems excessive and shocking, and it's clear that much of it is a function of railroad tracks that are not separated from other vehicle traffic and access. But we may compare it with the recent road death toll for vehicles, which have been over 40,000 a year every year since 1962, except for 1992. Between 1966 and 1974, the deaths were
actually over 50,000 a year. This absolute mortality rate nonetheless reflects an improvement, as the country's population has grown greatly over the period, and miles of vehicles traveling have increased from 805,000 in 1963 to 2,880,000 in 2003. So the death toll dropped significantly. Pennsylvania's anthracite coal mining industry cost
the lives of 30,000 people between 1869 and 1950. That's an average of about 370 deaths a year or more than one death a day. Such a rate actually seems low compared to train deaths or modern highway deaths; And although there are still mining deaths today, even in Pennsylvania, much of modern coal mining, which has employed
thousands of people underground, is now being dealt with by several dozen people who work in open pit mines in the air-conditioned taxis of giant trucks and seas. Deaths are rare under these circumstances. The worst loss of life in a U.S. train accident was 101 people killed on July 9, 1918, at a place called the Dutchman's Curve in
Nashville, Tennessee. The accident occurred during World War I, when the federal government took over and ran the railroads. The Fed has not done a good job - the Dutchman's curve may be an example of this - which is one reason why no such takeover occurred during World War II, despite a track record of hostility towards Of the
Roosevelt administration (the president himself may have begun to lose patience with the ideologues around him, including Eleanor). However, the death toll did increase during World War II, when the level of traffic required that outdated equipment be returned to service. Meanwhile, train deaths became rare - although the deserted
wreckage can be spectacular - I visited Boulder, Colorado, in 1985 when two Burlington Northern trains collided head-on under a bridge on the highway, which was destroyed, just outside the city. The engine crews were killed, although I don't think it amounted to more than four people. Part of the drop in fatalities is the circumstances that
the number of railway workers fell from 2 million in 1920 to just 177,000 in 2004. A train that required large crew (including multiple brakes) could now only be driven by two (with one recent fatal accident, in the San Fernando Valley, caused by the lone engineer who ignored red lights that he texted - though in this case the loss of
passenger life was significant). Lest we think that at a time when the railways were unusually dangerous, of linemen working on the new electrical systems in the 1890s, no fewer than half were killed at work, usually from electric shock. It's still a very risky business, though deaths now don't seem to be common. An underwater tunnel is
being built despite the almost certain loss of a number of lives [in fact, all but certain]. Apparently, the expected loss is a calculated cost that the company is willing to pay for the tunnel [the company does not make such a calculation. At a critical moment when the measurement must be lowered into place, a worker is trapped in part of the
partially placed tunnel. If it is lowered, it will surely crush the person trapped to death. However, if not, and for a long time a worker's rescue is attempted, the tunnel will have to be abandoned and the whole project has begun anew. Was it a mistake to start? The tunnel in the first place? But don't we take risks like this all the time? We can
get some clarity on this example by asking what the police would do if they announced that the labor worker had approved deliberate crushing of an employee. I suspect he'll be arrested immediately for murder. With these tunnels and bridges, the moral principle involved in the deaths is simple: because of the projects, fewer people die
later. Therefore, while employees know that the projects are dangerous, and are willing to take the risk for better wages or pride in projects, there is an absolute account of lives saved as soon as the tunnels or bridges replace the Or when freshwater supplies prevent diseases like cholera and typhus, which claimed many lives in the 19th
century, including Prince Albert of England. On the contrary, deaths on something like a movie set don't seem balanced by any lives saved, which means that any deaths, like those of Vic Morrow and others on the set of Twilight Zone, the film in 1982, seem unbearable and unintended. Thus, when Brandon Lee, bruce lee's son, was killed
in a freak accident filming the raven in 1993, permanent changes were made to filming action films. Lee was killed by a metal fragment of a shattered bullet casing, which turned out to be fatal even though the bullet was empty. Now, guns must not be fired, even with blanks, in the direction of players. The camera angle, of course, can
make it look like the gun is pointed at its target. Or, as is becoming more common, the firing of the gun can be digitally inserted. Other professions pose a more moral challenge. One of the deadliest professions is simply commercial fishing. Dealing with heavy equipment, including chains, ropes, hooks, nets, bams, etc., on a wet deck, in
the dark, cold, ice, etc., is a clear formula for injury, mutring, or death. Is it worth it just so people can eat fish? Well, the impersonation of food undoubtedly saves lives by sustaining life in the first place, and many people think fish are a healthier source of protein than something like red meat. The calculus in these terms is not taken for
granted, since fishing is much, much more dangerous than raising cows. In these terms, whether it's worth it might have to be left to the fishermen themselves. Coincidentally, small fishermen, who are most at risk, now tend to be replaced by factory ships, which are safer for crews. But the little fishermen don't like being invaded out of
business, as they prefer their traditional way of life for personal and aesthetic reasons - and they'll probably have to leave their local towns to find work elsewhere. They may not appreciate the claim that the danger of their way of life underestimates their enjoyment of its beauty, dignity and challenge and makes factory ships preferable. A
similar issue occurs with logging. Loggers also pride themselves on the beauty, majesty and danger of their profession. But the job death rate is over 110 per 100,000 loggers a year - 30 times the national average. If the tree is used for housing, and housing saves lives by keeping health from the elements, then we can calculate that the
cost is worth it. But other materials are available for housing, and not all wood from registration is used for this purpose. So if logging is very dangerous, and this, it makes the proposal even more dubious than with fishing. It can go down to character other uses of wood, which are numerous, which may be more vital Life, which so preserve
and prolong life beyond what was the case when wood was more vital to housing and energy than it is now. The need, as with fishing, should be reflected in prices, as should the wages of the skilled workers involved - with the complication that the use, misuse, overuse or low use of national forests becomes a political issue, and football
for rent seekers and ideological environmentalists, obscuring the resource's true costs. The lumberjacks, like the fishermen, will have to communicate for themselves about the value of what they do - and they may also make (glorifying) money from reality shows for their work. Part of the traditional record was to flood the cut logs in the
rivers to saw. There could be so many logs in the river that they can stick, creating a log dam and the potential for all sorts of trouble and damage. To avoid the jam logs, or break jams, was the role of log rollers. It is said that for every lumberjack who died in the forest, ten log rollers died in the rivers. It's not hard to imagine yourself
walking around on logs rolling under their feet, where falling through the logs can quickly get crushed by them. Fortunately, most of the logs are now in trucks from forests rather than floating down rivers. Rolling logs is reduced to a fun and humorous event at fairs or tree competitions. It's progress. Of course, now the federal government
wants every logging road handled with all the same permit requirements and regulations as interstates. The rivers may come back into use. There seems to be one other profession, like fishing and swing, more dangerous than being a cop. It's roofs. Roofs fall off roofs. It's not hard to imagine the danger of that. It's also not hard to see the
benefits of social welfare from rooftops. Even if fishing had stopped, and houses and furniture were no longer made of wood, houses would still need roofs. A roof over your head is pretty crucial for the good of man. Safety seals exist for roofs, as to work in high-rise construction; But, since roofers are often independent contractors, the
only people in some pain to see that the get used to are their insurance companies, who won't always be on site. Otherwise, roofs won't want to bother and may indeed be rejected, like fishermen and loggers, at risk of their jobs. The miners, cited, but not originated, in paper I saw presented at the Ratger Epistemology Conference in 2019,
May 4, 2019, Good Perspectives and Baking, by Maria Lesonen-Arnieu of the University of Helsinki. Miners. 10 miners are trapped in one of two shafts (pier 1 or shaft 2), and floodwaters rise. You have to decide which shaft to block before you find out where the reactors are. They're no longer reasonable, given your evidence, Be in 1 or
2. You can block the water from reaching one of the shads, but you don't have enough sandbags to block them both. If you manage to completely block the shaft where the reactors are located, they are all saved; If you block the other shaft completely, everyone will drown. If you do nothing, and let the two pirs fill halfway through the
water, one miner will drown anyway. [Reference to Regan, Utilitarianism and Cooperation, 1980] To Sonan-Arnew says the core nora here is to demonstrate good nature. We may take this as a modern academic jargon for an aristolian principle, practicing morality. However, whether it's good liquidity or aristolic morality, none of them will
be relevant in this case. In dilemmas, one can easily have good character and virtues, and demonstrate them, by some conscientious behavior, and yet do the wrong thing. Similarly, it may have bad character, or be cruel, and yet do the right thing. These can also be instances of failure of good intentions, or a paradoxically better outcome
of bad intentions. Therefore, Lesonen-Arnyo's principle does not take into account the polynomic independence of the value categories involved - especially the intended maximum that the road to hell is paved with good intentions. This could be an artifact of the paper's epistimological focus, rather than on the metaphysics of value, along
with some of the tangled obsessions of modern academic philosophy. As a result, Lesunen-Arnyo's paper seems to lack a real analysis of the dilemma. If we're supposed to do the right thing, what's involved in this, in this case? The dilemma's interest may be the role of uncertainty about the location of the reactors. Actually, it seems
unrealistic. The mine's supervisors certainly know, or need to know, where the miners work. They'd send them there. If there are deaths or injuries here, because supervisors forgot to monitor their reactors, negligence claims will follow suit. Put that aside, it's not clear that the shape of this dilemma is the right-versus-good kind. Any action,
in isolation, would also be the wrong way; And allowing each shaft to flood completely, in isolation, won't even count. The closest we get to an action that will cause positive damage or evil is that an action happens to cause death. In fact, it also seems unrealistic. If half the herety flooding causes one death, how do we know that?
Especially when we don't even know where the miners are? Probably a scenario might be to imagine where one miner would be vulnerable to death in any shaft, perhaps because of the nature of his work (locked, prone in a cage?), but his addition to the dilemma here seems to be done just to make it a dilemma, with no thought of how
this situation would be possible. Without Death, there's no dilemma. No responsible person would block any shafts, with a 50/50 chance it would kill all the reactors. So blocking a shaft is just a problem when ines action causes death. So we must balance the death of one against the 50/50 possibility of saving, or killing, everyone. Sonan-
Arnyo imagines a coin toss to decide the action. However, there should be two coin flips, the first to decide between action and action, and second, if an action is marked, which shaft to block. However, flipping a coin in a no-action decision doesn't seem appropriate. Not doing anything will result in death, but it will also certainly save the
other nine, while trying to save all using the kind of chance game will just as easily kill all. Also, the imposition of the coin does not help in deciding between shafts, where any decision will be arbitrary, and the imposition of a currency will be an attempt to avoid responsibility where responsibility cannot be avoided anyway. Lasonen-Aarnio
gives us another dilemma, which I will consider only in part: another mining disaster: you often find yourself in situations involving mining disasters. To prepare, you spend your evenings analyzing certain scenarios, and calculate the expected values of different actions. Now you find out that there was another accident. Fortunately, just last
night you calculated the expected values of the actions available in the situation you're dealing with now. But alas, you forgot the exact results of the math! There's no time for calculations - if you don't act quickly, all the reactors will die for sure... I'm not going to go through with the rest of Sonan-Arnyo's problem, because I'm offended by
the unreality, if not the absurdity, of that definition. If these frequent mining disasters are in the same mine, I don't know why the authorities didn't shut it down. Anyway, you obviously thought it wise to prepare for more disasters, and considered certain scenarios. But you don't seem to have written the relevant information and instructions.
Typically, such programs would go into the Emergency Procedures Manual, which would probably be required under company policy or local (or national) law. The idea that you did the calculations for a particular situation, without even doing your calculations for paper is ridiculous. The dilemmas I consider here often have absurd or
unlikely qualities (e.g. the fat man and the impending oic, or even some forms of the trolley problem). But they are of interest if they involve a moral or practical principle that we need to analyze into realistic situations. If they get too ridiculous or too unrealistic, and don't emphasize a useful subject or principle, I don't see the point. With the
miners' initial dilemma, the important feature is the uncertainty about the location of the reactors, no matter how unlikely or It could be in real life. The result complicates our moral judgment, but not as much as in purer right-against-good dilemmas. An action that could easily kill all the reactors I would see as unacceptable, if one miner is
certain (?) to die. But a certain type of person might take the risk. If he saves all the miners, he's a hero. But if he kills all the miners, there will be no end to accusations, moral and legal. The real possibility of the latter will give every sober and conscience person a stop. If the hero gambled on the lives of the nine miners who would surely
be saved by inaction, that seemed to make it a dubious moral principle. Jean Valjn's conscience, with some comments; Watch the 1998 film The Wlast of Life, with Liam Neeson, Uma Thurman and Jeffrey Rush. Victor Hugo's animal husband, the hero, Jean Valjén, is an ex-prisoner who lives illegally under an assumed name and will want
a robbery he committed many years ago. In fact, no, he's only wanted for parole violations.] Although he will be returned to the dams - probably [actually, actually] for life - if he is caught, he is a good man who does not deserve to be punished. He established himself in the city, became mayor and public donor. One day, Jin discovers that
another man, a drift, has been arrested for a minor crime and identified as Jean Valjan. Jean is initially tempted to remain silent, reasoning to himself that because he had nothing to do with identifying this helpless drift, he has no obligation to save him. Perhaps the false identification of this man, Jin reflects, is an act of providence
designed to save me. In retrospect, however, Gene judges such monstrous and hypocritical thinking. He now feels confident that it is his duty to reveal his identity, regardless of the devastating personal consequences. However, his determination is disturbed, as he ponders the irreparable damage to his return to the purples, so many
people who depend on him for a living - particularly troubling in the case of a helpless woman and her little girl, to which he feels a special duty. Now he's asserting himself for being too selfish, for thinking only of his conscience and not of others. The right thing to do, he now claims to himself, is to remain silent, continue to make money
and use it to help others. The wanderer, he comforts himself, he's not a worthy man, anyway. Still unconvinced and tormented by the need to decide, Jean goes to trial and confesses. Did he do the right thing? Tough passerby Roger Smith, a fairly talented swimmer, goes for a leisurely stroll. During the walk he walks past an abandoned
pier from which a teenager who apparently cannot swim fell into the water. The boy cries out for help. Smith acknowledges that there certainly is Danger to himself if he jumps in to save the child; He could easily make it if he tries. Neverthon though, he chooses to ignore the child's crying. The water is cold and he's afraid to catch a cold -
he doesn't want to wet his good clothes either. Why would I have any discomfort for this kid, Smith says to himself, and move on. Does Smith have a moral obligation to save the child? If so, should he have a legal obligation [Good Samaritan's Laws]? The last chapter of Seinfeld, not Grassian. The cast of Seinfeld, Jerry, Elaine, George
and Kramer have a small-town interim in New England. They're witnessing a daylight robbery. The robber put his hand in his pocket, and the victim yells that the man has a gun. As soon as the robber escapes, a police officer appears at the scene; But instead of going after the robber, he arrests Jerry, Elaine, George and Kramer for
violating the city's new Good Samaritan rule. Because the four of them spent the time of the robbery laughing at the victim, who was fat, their role in the matter did not look good, and at their trial anyone who ever felt wronged by them during the TV series testifies against them. They were convicted. Is it simple? What were they supposed
to do during the robbery? They had to rush the robber, just in case he didn't really have a gun? Please note that this would be a good Samaritan improper law, which are usually laws written to protect those (from liability) who try to provide assistance, not to require people in questionable circumstances to provide assistance. Laws
requiring assistance exist in certain places, and cannot be seen as vulnerable to the abuse seen in this case. Poisonous coffee. Grassian uses Tom and Joe as killers, so the whole example here is anew with Jane and Debbie being replaced for gender equality. However, Grassian is also not responsible for this dilemma. It goes back to
Judith Jarvis Thomson of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology. She has Alfred and Brett on purpose and happen to poison their wives, respectively. The principle here, as in the previous two or three dilemmas, refers to the difference between wrongdoing of commission and injustices of omission. This is a pure example of the issue
since both actions are wrong and the consequences are of equivalent evil. Our concern is the title or nature of the mistake. See Discussion under general structure. Tom hates his wife and wants her dead, puts poison in her coffee, thereby killing her. Joe also hates his wife and wants her dead. One day, Joe's wife accidentally put poison
in her coffee, thinking it was cream. Joe has the antidote, but he won't give it to her. Knowing he's the only one who can save her, he lets her die. Is Joe's failure behaving as badly as Tom's action? Jane, I hate her husband. He's dead, puts poison in his coffee, thereby killing him. Debbie also hates her husband and wants him dead. One
day, Debbie's husband accidentally put poison in his coffee, thinking it was cream. Debbie has the antidote, but she won't give it to him. Knowing she's the only one who can save him, she lets him die. Is Debbie's failure behaving as badly as Jane's action? Please note that poison is a gender tool because the gender stereotype is that it is
a woman's weapon since it requires no power to use and cannot be used in secret. That may be why Judith Jarvis Thomson used Alfred and Brett in the first place, contrary to stereotype. The Torture of the Mad Bomber Compare: The Use of Torture in Clint Eastwood's Film, Dirty Harry (1971), A Little Comic in Sin City (2005), and then in
an extended, serious, graffic way, Banyuk Sons Denzel Washington, in Man on Fire (2004). In 2009, there's also Liam Neeson, Qui-gon Jinn of Star Wars, who uses torture to save his kidnapped daughter B'Yeethle - he even shoots the innocent wife of his former French spy friend to get information from him. Definitely a different kind of
Jedi. After 9/11, we have a case of suspected terrorists who may know of planned operations that could cost thousands of lives. The four-square civilian libertarian and Harvard law professor Alan Dershowitz actually proposed legal torture to deal with such people. This early complacency about torture appears to follow objections that
some form of torture was used by U.S. forces in Iraq and by U.S. allies (Egypt, Pakistan, etc.). Indeed, there is a saying, that if you want information from someone, send them to Jordan, if you want those casualties, send them to Syria, and if you want them killed, send them to Egypt. A maniac who threatened to detonate several bombs in
crowded areas has been caught. Unfortunately, he's already planted the bombs and they're scheduled to detonate in no time. Hundreds of people could die. Authorities can't get him to discover the location of the bombs using conventional methods. He refuses to say anything and asks a lawyer to defend his Fifth Amendment right against
self-incrimination. In Untitle, a high-ranking official suggests torture. It would be illegal, of course, but the clerk thinks it's nonetheless the right thing to do in this desperate situation. Do you agree? If you do, would it also be morally justified to torture the innocent wife of the mad bomber if it's the only way to get him to talk? Why? In The
Imperial China Justice System, torture was technically illegal but tolerated because no one could be convicted without admission. Torture could then be used in these provisions: (1) It could only be investigated in open court. Since torture were subsequently administered The public should agree, from the evidence, that the suspect is
probably guilty. If an innocent man seems to be tortured, a riot could cause. The judge, who was also a magistrate in his administrative district, was responsible for the civil disturbance. (2) The punishment will be reduced in relation to any suffering caused by torture. Most importantly, (3) If an innocent person is found to have been
convicted, the punishment he sustained could be imposed on the judge. It's called reverse judgment. I think it's a fine legal principle - where with us misconduct by judges, prosecutors, or the police generally may not sanction a criminal. A person not even under oath lies to a federal agent guilty of a crime, but prosecutors can lie in court
and police can lie to suspects (in the United States but not in Britain) with impunity. The Chinese legal system is discussed and aired by Dutch diplomat and scholar Robert van Gulik in Judge Di's books. War, terrorism and torture The intriguing case of zero dark thirty principle of psychiatric secrecy. Please note that confidentiality applies
to all doctors, lawyers, priests and those hired as agents by them. Watch the confused handling of the 1997 film Devil's Advocate, and the basically sophisticated use of the 1993 film The Office, both of which include confidentiality between lawyers and clients. Intriguingly, the original book version of the office, by John Grisham [1991], did
not include the device of secrecy that solves the action in the film. You're a psychiatrist and your patient just told you he's going to kill a woman. You tend to dismiss the threat as eliminated, but you're not sure. Do you need to report the threat to the police and the woman or do you need to remain silent as a principle of confidentiality
between a psychiatrist and patient requirements? Should there be a law requiring you to report such threats? See the discussion of these issues under the general structure of moral or ethical dilemmas. Note how the ethical codes of such professionals complicate what might otherwise be simple moral questions. More on the principle of
psychiatric confidentiality. This example takes place in a book, who says you're dead? Medical and Ethical Dilemmas for the Curious and Concerned, by Jokov M. Apple, M.D. [Elegonkin Books by Chapel Hill, 2019]. The specific chapter is please don't tell anyone about my crime [pp. 11-13]. During a routine meeting with his longtime
psychiatrist, Dr. Sarah Cooper, 35-year-old Marcel confesses to a crime in his college years: while arguing with a neighbor, Olivia, over loud music, he lost his temper and pushed her. Olivia fell down Marcel's kitchen stairs and broke her neck... Marcel panicked and buried the body in many state park Where are you going.. When Dr.
Cooper is nervous, he reveals the exact location. The body was never found, and Olivia remains listed as missing. Dr Cooper believes Marcel, who is now happily married and has two young children, when he vowed the death was accidental. Marcel is unwilling, however, under any circumstances, to pass this information on to the
authorities. He also forbids Dr. Cooper from doing so. Der Appel's discussion [pp. 12-13] is informative about the state of the law and professional ethics on this issue. The legal Tresoff Act, which exists in the previous dilemma, requires psychiatrists... Violate confidentiality to warn and protect potential victims of future crimes. Lawyers, as
officers in court, are also obligated to report knowledge of future crimes that may be intended or planned by a client. Marcel appears guilty of a crime that could be classified as accidental manslaughter or causing wrongful death - not to mention other offenses like concealing death and improperly disposal of a corpse. Not only is crime
convenient in the past, but Marcel doesn't otherwise seem to be a danger to others or any kind of career criminal. Dr. Cooper finds out that Olivia's family still hopes she's alive, and they make regular appeals for her. Their ongoing anguish may have to be balanced by the damage Marcel's lawsuit will do to members of his family. What's
true in those terms is not at all clear. What's clearer is that a crime has been committed, and to keep Marcel's confession confidential. As Dr. Apple points out, secrecy for a psychiatrist is a little stronger than that for other doctors, presumably because psychiatric treatment involves relevant admissions about behavior and attitudes.
Psychiatric secrecy falls on a spectrum between normal medical confidentiality and that of the Catholic confessional. But there's also a problem there. A Catholic priest can avoid forgiveness until they are worthy evidence of an answer. Repentant determined to conceal his crime and avoid the consequences of it can be judged in an
inadequate answer. He will remain in a state of sin, which would be a conscientious Catholic stalker. However, a psychiatrist has no such leverage. Marcel loses nothing by hiding his crime. In turn, a lawyer, who has qualms, can reconcile with his knowledge of his client's crimes with the reflection that his is not the role of the prosecutor,
who has the full responsibility to handle such crimes, sometimes brutally and even unethically. Again, there is no such person to balance the knowledge of guilt possessed by the psychiatrist. Olivia's disappearance is a cold case, which will not be routinely re-examined without new evidence. Morally conscientious He may therefore be
troubled by the demands of his legal and professional duties, which apply without being balanced by the qualms of a priest or the activities of the police or prosecutor. The psychiatrist may be powerfully tempted to make some sort of arrangement for the truth to emerge, perhaps after Marcel's death, or the death of Dr. Cooper himself. At
the very least, consult a lawyer on the matter, a lawyer who himself would be more comfortable keeping secret the knowledge that the psychiatrist might share with him. The lawyer's situation is less morally complex, he will be fully informed of the current legal issues, and he is also two steps removed from the actual crime. A morally
stable lawyer can explore overriding strategies to protect and satisfy the innocent families of Marcel and Olivia. This may be an intriguing and challenging task for many lawyers. Jim's friendship parts have the responsibility to play a role in his company. His friend Paul applied and is qualified, but someone else seems even more qualified.
Jim wants to give the job to Paul, but he feels guilty, believes he needs to be objective. That's what morality is, he tells himself initially. This belief, however, is rejected, as Jim decides that friendlies have a moral importance that allows, and perhaps requires, partiality in certain circumstances. So he gives the job to Paul. Was he right?
Attributes of this question were discussed in the general structure. Otherwise, we must consider the moral dilemmas that arise when loyalty to friends, or family, conflicts with other commitments. Thus, in the great Indian epic Mahabharata, the character Karena understands is on the wrong side of the conflict and that I fight people who
represent the right and the good. Krishna even offers Karena the leadership of the good side and the throne of the disputed kingdom. Carne, on the other hand, sets about staying true to the villain, Doriodana, because Doriona was nice to him when everyone was insulting and dismissive (because he didn't seem to be a casher, though in
fact he was). Someone like Krishna's proposal seems less driven by carne concern than for the people he'll fight. Carne's loyalty, though he knows it will lead to his defeat and death, seems noble and admirable in its own right, but it also seems tragic, perverse and pointless from so much carnage, when Carne knows his reason is wrong.
A similar, and perhaps stronger, issue arises when loyalty to a family is involved. Thus, in Analects, in XIII:18, Confucius says that his countryman, father will screen his son, and his father son, after being told of a son who announced his father for theft. We also find a similar standard set by Socrates in Where Otchipro thinks it's devout to
prosecute his father for murder. Socrates expresses astonishment as it is a grave violation of Greek piety, white to act against his father. The issue also appears in a review of Socrates' non-persuasion, in which M.P. Barneath misses the nature of Theripro's impurity in doing so. In both Confusus and Bhotipro, there is a conflict and
dilemma between philican piety, the duty to protect parents, and justice, the duty to see that justice is served. The value of a promise to compare with david cash's role in the 1997 murder of Sharis Iverson by Jeremy Strohmeyer. Under Nevada law, Cash wasn't just accused of withholding knowledge of Stromer's crime. To be an
accomplice after the fact, he had to do something (a mistake of commission) to help another Stromer. Later, when he was admitted to UCLA, there was an outcry over his moral suitability. A friend tells you he committed a certain crime and you promise never to tell. Finding out that an innocent man has been charged with a crime, you're
begging your boyfriend to turn himself in. He refuses and reminds you of your promise. What do you have to do? Generally speaking, under what conditions should promises be broken? In October 1990, Jeffrey Kane was killed in a road rage shooting in Anchorage, Alaska. When George Kerr ratted out the friends who shot, he said, I
wouldn't normally rat out my friends, but it's so bad I have to do it. Just so bad is the issue. After their conviction, the friends arranged from prison, in a conspiracy including the pregnant sister of one defendant, to send a bomb to Kerr's home. Kerr wasn't home, and the bomb killed his father. All the conspirators, including the nurse, were
convicted of murder. It doesn't encourage a man to believe in the goodness of human nature. The intriguing case of zero dark thirty savior brother, not in Grassian. Among the examples in the book, who says you're dead? Medical and Ethical Dilemmas for the Curious and Concerned, by Jokov M. Appel, M.D., already mentioned above, is
a child chapter with a purpose [pp. 103-105]. Apple presents the case this way: Harriet and Arthur have a teenage son, Gary, who suffers from leukemia and requires a bone marrow donor. To find a suitable match through existing donor databases, they decide to conceive a second child through IVF, using new technologies to make sure
that child is a possible match. Apple complicates the issue by saying harriet and Arthur don't want to raise this new child, which they arranged for their neighbors to adopt. When the child is old enough, the neighbors will probably allow bone marrow donation from the child. Without the complications apple presented, it goes back to the I've
been studying him in real time since I lived in L.A. when it all turned out. In 1988, in Valent, California, Anissa Ayala was a girl at risk of dying from leukemia. She needed a bone marrow transplant, but there were no donors with matching tissue. Her parents, Abraham and Mary Ayala, realized that Anissa's only hope might be a new
brother. She already had a brother, but he wasn't a match. Abraham and Mary weren't young, and Abraham was sterilized. Even if his masculinity could be restored, Mary's chances of even getting pregnant weren't good. And even a healthy new baby will only have a 25% chance of being a tissue match. So the whole thing was fraught
with uncertainty. Some objected to the Ayalas being y'all only hoping to save Anissa. Of course, that wasn't the case. Dr. Appel states that Harriet and Arthur really don't want another child, and their only concern for that is Gary getting his bone marrow. It looks a little cold. The Aylas wouldn't think of a new child like that; And, of course, if
Anissa dies, a new child is likely to be inconsolable. The cynic could argue that the value of the new girl would be to save Anissa or replace her. Sounds pretty tough. No such feeling came off the Ailes. In a loving family, parents' desire to have a new child, for whatever reason, is usually going to be flawless. It's nobody else's business.
And if everyone's lucky enough that the boy can save his older sister's life, so much the better. As it happened, everyone was lucky enough. The child was born; The child was born healthy; And Marissa Ayala turned out to be a tissue burn to save her sister Anissa's life. So far, about 30 years later, everyone has lived happily ever after. Dr.
Appel is diverting things with Harriet and Arthur's attitude. One suspects that if Gary dies, they may change their minds about adopting the new child. They should have thought of that in the first place; And it would certainly be unfair for foster parents to expect them to hand over the child, perhaps several years after adoption. I'm not sure
it's realistic either, then, we can find a lot of sympathy for Harriet and Arthur, unless, of course, they're for some reason not in any form to raise a new child - what option Apple hasn't addressed. The other complication is that Harriet and Arthur want to do some kind of GENETIC engineering to increase the likelihood of tissue matching in
the new child. I have no particular objection to this, although the uncertainty it presents may increase the chances of failure as opposed to natural conception. Dr. Appel's concern, or nameless opponents, for such things that The Savior Brother is nothing more than any uter, valued in those, is a danger at birth. Every child for every parent.
The real case cited by Apple of his seven-year-old British saviour brother, Jamie Whittaker, who defends that, I know I was born to do it instead of being born just for me, seems like someone's failure to love Whittaker as a good parent. Children were previously born to help families work in the fields or run the family business, or provide a
successor to the family or throne. Jamie somehow accepted the idea, perhaps promoted by opponents, that if he was of no use to anyone, totally valued to his precious self alone, then he was only used. It's not okay. Many things can be expected of children, and the nokda is that they are valued to themselves as well as to the purposes
for which they may have been created. The sour feeling we might notice Jamie Whittaker means parents don't like enough, some nasty dissatisfaction that got his eye, or a bloated and disproportionate sense of his self-worth - meaning is he really a spoiled child? These are all possible, although some people think children are all angels
and none of them are spoiled. The officer involved in the Fargo shooting, not Grassian. At the climax of the great and classic film Fargo [1996], One of the Coen brothers' main achievements, Police Chief Marge Ganderson, played by Frances McDormand, arrives at the scene where the story's stupid killer, played by Peter Stormer (whom
he then seemed to be - the devil in Constantine [2005]), murdered the hostage he was holding murdering his accomplice, played by Steve Buscemi, and is in the process of feeding his partner's body to a wooden shredder. If he thought it was a way to dispose of the body, he didn't think the machine was spewing blood and tissue all over
the landscape. It's one of the most enduring images of the film. When Stormer sees Ganderson, he escapes across a frozen lake nearby. Gunderson shoots him carefully. It knocks him out, but not so badly injured that he can't be transported in Ganderson's police car. In old movies, when criminals run from the police, they're usually
warned, stop, or I shoot! Criminals who insist on escaping are then shot. It's no longer proper police practice, if it ever was. The use of force by police officers should always be proportional to the threat involved. So, if the lives of officers, or anyone else, are threatened, deadly force is appropriate. A suspect, however, fleeing a traffic jam or
even breaking and entering, poses no threat that calls for deadly force. Officers must pursue such suspects and try to physically arrest them. It creates dilemmas. It's not always easy to judge whether a suspect poses a deadly threat. People carry concealed weapons, and every person who does Moving with a weapon, or whatever might
be a weapon, is a deadly threat. That's usually how suicide by cop works. You point a gun, or something like a gun, at the police, and they shoot you. Also, a suspect fleeing the scene of a murder, or what might be a murder, could pose a deadly threat to others if he escapes. That's where, stop or I shoot! Could still be appropriate.
However, all these situations involve large elements of uncertainty. Honest and northern police officers can make mistakes and shoot or kill suspects who haven't really been deadly threats. Separating them from corrupt or violent offices isn't always easy. Certainly not in the press, where the character of any officer can be presented in
many ways for many reasons, often politically. Thus, months of rioting and controversy erupted during the August 9, 2014 shooting of Michael Brown in Ferguson, Missouri. The claim that Brown was an innocent victim, shot in the back or shot while surrendering by the police officer was ultimately refuted by the forensic evidence and by
witnesses, many of whom testified despite threats against them. Brown attacked the officer, even chevrooting his eye. He was a deadly threat. But the political, social and moral damage was done, first with the help of dishonest politicians, despite the officer's identification by President Barack Obama's own Justice Department. Was the
shooting by Madge Gunderson justified? Yes, she couldn't easily have gone after the unsub, since she was alone and heavily pregnant. Even so, it wouldn't justify shooting. On the other hand, there was more than enough probable cause that the suspect was himself a murderer and a deadly threat to others. If he was allowed to escape,
his history would leave us suspecting he wouldn't be above killing anyone to facilitate his escape. The probability that he would be the perpetrator in a string of murders was almost certain given that he was on the site of two new murders and was literally caught red-handed in the disposal of the body of his last murder victim. However, our
disengagement from these types of cases, and what makes them dilemmas, is simply uncertainty. As the uncertainty is greater, does the suspect have a weapon? -- More often a verdict must be made that could easily be understood to be wrong. Usually for political reasons, this uncertainty may be ignored or misrepresented. Ironically,
the politicians or activists who often interpret any police action as wrong are often at the same time people whose political plan is to create a police state, as in Cuba, China, or even North Korea. They are rarely open about it, but the character is usually if they want to neutralize innocent and peaceful civilians, denying them the right to self-
defense. Because otherwise they act like they're innocent. You have to protect themselves from the police, the result is a contradiction and a paradox that will distract dishonesty. The dilemma of silence, not Grassian. Silence is a 2016 move based on the historical novel of the same name from 1966 by Susaku Ando, himself a Japanese
Christian. The story is loosely based on the life of Giuseppe Ciara (1602-1685), who was a Jesuit missionary in Japan in the 17th century, after the Japanese, under the supervision of the Tokugawa Suguens, banned Christianity and began actively pursuing Japanese Christians and European missionaries. The film was a personal project
by director Martin Scorsese, long in the works. In Portuguese Macau, Jesuit superior, Alessandro Valignano (Ciarán Hinds) receives news that Father Cristóvão Ferreira (Liam Neeson), in Japan, has renounced his faith. Sebastião Rodriguez (Andrew Garfield) and Francincico Garup (Adam Driver), Pereira's students, can't believe it; And
they're going to Japan to find him. After meeting with hidden Japanese Christians, Rodriguez and Gruppe are captured and discover that after a period of execution, the Japanese decided it would be better to undermine their morale by forcing the Jesuit missionaries themselves to renounce their faith and become heretics. Pereira himself
answers to the point where he breaks. Garup himself drowns while trying to help drowned Japanese Christians. Rodriguez, as the new strategy politely explains to him, was forced to watch Christians he knew personally torture the lothices, even though they themselves obeyed the requirement to step on images of Jesus or the Virgin
Mary. Rodriguez was required to step on the image of Jesus to save his parishioners. Coincidentally, Jesus in the picture talks to him, tells him to step on the picture, and explains that this is the kind of sacrifice Jesus himself would make. Although he was told that this symbolic alert had no real significance, after Rodriguez did so, he must
not practice Christianity again, even privately, under close supervision, and he was forced to help expose Japanese Christians for the rest of his life. In the film, but not in the book, we are shown that in his burial, Rodriguez's Japanese wife, whose symmetion we do not know, secretly buries a cross with him. Rodriguez's dilemma is of
right-wing form versus good. Unlike Dad's agonising choice, Rodriguez isn't asked to kill anyone. Instead, with his adulterable act, he saves their lives and ends the suffering of his Japanese Christians. It is wrong, of course, that he was forced to renounce his faith; And the Japanese authorities, like the Nazi guards, cannot sincerely claim
that they are forced to torture or murder innocent people. It's all their choice. Neverthon though, Rodriguez must consider the suffering of Christians His outward adherence to his faith. At first, he seemed to be asked less than the persecuted Christians under Kidotian. They were not told to give up their faith but simply to shed some, act of
pagan worship. They treated it as equivalent to messengers. Under threat of torture and execution, many did so, but after that, when the persecution ended, they returned to Christianity. There was intense disagreement over whether such people should hold positions of dignity or authority in the later church. In North Africa, the Dons
never agreed that temporary heretics could return to authority, and in general they decided that the value of worship depended on the righteousness of the priests who managed them. They were denounced as unfounded, starting with constantine's rule, which called on The Council in Arles to take care of it; But they continued to hold their
doctrine until the Islamic occupation. Japanese persecution is not over; And, as Noyn, Rodriguez is required to relinquish any foreign action practice of his dissent. We need to be sensible of the legal principle that no contract has been carried out under pressure is valid. For Christians, martyrdom in such circumstances may be admirable,
but it cannot be morally required of anyone. And, of course, Rodriguez doesn't deal with conventional militarism, but innocent Japanese Christians suffer under these circumstances. Rodriguez's sacrifice is of a spiritual nature; But, as expressed, as we see, by Jesus Himself, it is not so different from the fundamental sacrifice on the Cross.
Rodriguez may risk his soul, but it will save the others from suffering. The silence of the title of the book and the film seems to have two meanings. One of them is The Silence of God, which is truly broken for few believers, even as it nonetheless is actually for Rodriguez. But the second silence is that Rodriguez himself was sentenced to
death, as it is forbidden, despite the authorities' apparent promises, of expressing his faith again. Rodriguez's dilemma is acute enough, but we cannot forget that it was decisively resolved, and so appropriately, by God himself (unless Rodriguez is hallucinating), although at the cost of silence for then. When the Mayji government, at
European insistence, legalized Christianity, communities of Japanese Christians, silent for three centuries, revealed their existence. From the movie, it's hard to believe they survived, but they survived. Although they were required to step on Christian images each year, they believed they could be insulged for these acts. The Catholic
Church disagreed, but it didn't have to. Repenting an act done under duress is not the same as repenting an act done freely. I repeat, no Christian can be required to be a martyr. Passenger dilemmas, not Gracian. Passengers are science 2016 A film directed by Morten Tildum. Colony ship Avlon is bound for a distant planet and the planet
Homestead 2, with a crew of several hundred and fifty thousand passenger settlers. The crossing will take 120 years, everyone on board is in sleep mode, and the ship is under the automatic control of its computers. Thirty years into the voyage, the ship passes through an unrealistically crowded field of asteroids and its defenses are
flooded. The ship is hiding by a meteorite, which causes serious damage to its operating system. However, the computers are programmed with the assumption that the ship is incontrovertible to such effects. The diagnosis cannot detect the damage, which triggers a slow cascade of malfunctions, which will soon take the diagnostic
system itself. Meanwhile, the first sign of trouble is that one of the sleepers wakes up his sleep, as if the end of the journey is approaching. This rum is a (helpful) mechanical engineer, Jim Preston (played by Chris Pratt). The computers were also programmed with the assumption that coma pods can't go bad, leaving Preston ignorant of
what really happened or what can be done about it. Wandering the ship alone, his only partner emerges as a robot artist, Arthur (Michael Sheen), who also initially denies that a pod can malfunction or that anything can be wrong. Therefore, we see serious design flaws in the ship's construction; And it's hard to believe that future engineers
have really forgotten Murphy's Law, which is that anything that can go wrong will go wrong. Preston says he can't wake anyone on the crew and can't access the command deck or the ship's operating system. For a year, he wanders, slowly loses his mind, falls into the habits of a naked monk, aware that no one else will wake up for 90
years. However, he spotted one of the other sleepers, Aurora Lane (the Jennifer Lawrence of the Hunger Games films). When he looks at her and manages to review her request videos, he's soon in love. He's tempted to wake her up. This is our first dilemma. Preston is clearly aware of the mistake of waking her up, thereby condemning
her, with himself, to a long and miserable life and ultimate death on a mourning. On the other hand, he also feels that the only alternative is suicide. This is a case in which action leads, not for the greater good, but for something that is really only good for him - which is usually the motive already for less bizarre types of action.
Neverthmore, he is driven to wake her up, leading her to think that she was resurrected by the same mishal that woke him up. Therefore, its initial distress is no different from what it was at the moment of the characters. After we get over it, she and Preston start enjoying each other, taking advantage. The spacecraft's feeding features.
They fall in love, and things get pretty hot and heavy. However, Arthur inadvertently discovered that she had not woken up accidentally, but deliberately. Naturally, she's furious, gets close to killing Preston, and then avoids his presence. Meanwhile, more things are starting to go wrong with the ship, a process that seems improbable and
prolonged given the nature of the damage, which of course they don't yet know. However, a cast member is finally awakened, played by Laurence Fishburne, of Matrix fame. He has access to the ship's computers, finds out how bad things are, and gets an idea of what happened. Unfortunately, his hibernational cell hit him during his
awakening, and he soon falls into a fatal descent. At least he's capable of transferring his command credentials, so Preston and Lane have a chance to find out and repair the damage. Both are thrown together by necessity, and Fishburne, who knows what Preston did, recommends a sympathetic understanding of Lane. After desperate,
melodramatic and perhaps improbable adventures, Preston and Lane are able to discover and repair the damage to the ship, something none of them could do alone. That's how we get to the final dilemma of the story. Preston discovers he can put Lane back to sleep using the diagnostic cell at Medical Bay. There's only one of them, so
only one of them can take advantage of it. Lane must then decide whether to use it and continue with her previous plans, which were evidence of the settlement effort and then return to Earth, after 240 years, to report it, or stay with Preston and live a life on alalon. She chooses to stay. At the end of the film, all crew and passengers wake
up as usual, to discover that the couple, long gone, have built themselves a life on the ship. Critics probably don't like the idea that the film's previews made it look like both Pratt and Lawrence woke up accidentally. Of course, finding out they wouldn't have given the main plot point. Previews often do this, but it's usually a sign of a bad
movie. Critics, who felt cheated in this respect, dismissed the end of the film as an example of Stockholm syndrome, whereby kidnap victims or hostages are delusional to identify with their kidnappers. However, Aurora Lane is not a kidnap victim, and she falls in love with The Red Preston on the understanding that they are both in the
same circumstances for the same reasons. When she learns better, her choices are limited by their very presence on the ship. Like Samuel Johnson said, being on a ship is like being in jail, with a chance to drown. In this case, with the certainty of future death, it becomes clear that earlier death is due, thanks to the meteorite damage
Ship. So, if Preston had not awakened Lane, they would both be dead anyway, as the ship would soon have exploded. So quite coincidentally, Preston's moved operation waking up to wine becomes lucky, saving, regardless of their fate, all the ship's other crew and passengers. Now, a lucky outcome that results, unsavingly, from
expensive action, does not make the most of the mistake of the action, but, in our understanding dilemmas, it does diminish the evil of the action. At the same time, Preston's misguided action is, at least, understandable, given the alternatives of suicide or solitary insanity. It's the sympathetic construction lawrence Fishburne recommends
to Lane. The final dilemma for Lane is also understandable with no recourse to Stockholm syndrome. The alternatives have a brief experience of Homestead 2, with a return to Earth completely unfamiliar, against what seems like true love for Preston, with life in what are essentially quite comfortable circumstances in the spacecraft.
Because her real intuition is to write, Avlon is a good place to do it like anywhere else. And now she has a dramatic story to tell, one that saves every man's life on board. This kind of dilemma, of course, is not really a moral dilemma at all. It involves the equation of two kinds of life, empowered only by preston's original awoke-lane
injustices. But then, as we can see, it turned out to be luck for everyone. The story of a large colony ship, on its way to the stars, where something goes wrong, has a long history in science fiction. I first came across it through a short-lived TV series in 1973, called Starlost, written by Harlan Ellison. It was produced in Canada and produced
on American television. The Earth ship's coffin contains colonists who are not hibernation but are expected to live their lives and leave future generations to reach their stellar destination. However, the crew died from an accident, and the passengers, in their designated habitats, have now forgotten they are in the spacecraft. The story is of
some colonists who begin exploring the ship and learning the facts of its nature and purpose. I enjoyed the shows, but Allison Yth got up from it after a few disagreements, and it was canceled after his initial run. The ship had a computer system that responded to requests when asked, could I be of assistance? It was never much
assistance (like the computer system in passengers), but I still like to use the line. I later discovered that Robert Heinlein had written stories about a very similar ship. In 1941, he produced two novellas, Universe and Common Sense, which were eventually published together in 1963 as the Heavens. This is where the colony ship is
Vanguard, and again, after most of the crew was killed in Future generations of passengers have forgotten they are on a space-traveling ship to a colonial destination. In this case, Heinlein has our heroines fleeing the ship instead of restoring it to the right function and purpose. No Starlost nor The Orphans of Heaven are built around the
dilemmas or the key choices for passengers. But context is a respectable scientific motif. In passengers, we wonder especially about the naïveté or incompetence of the spacecraft's designers and engineers - they certainly haven't read their science fiction - and we might also wonder about how factories function when round trips to
colonies take more than a few hundred years. In the past, in Earth's history, even far less than 100 produces changes that can make the place unrecognizable. Kingsman's dilemma, not Grassian. A dilemma resembles the dilemma of teaching Abraham to sacrifice Isaac, part of Rudolf Otto's analysis of Lan A. Goodman's Judaism, a
contemporary philosophical inquiry. Latest film Kingsman: Secret Service [2015] is about a private British spy or black operation organisation, Kingsmen, whose HQ, James Bond fashion, is located beneath the Savile Row menswear store. The story's protagonist, Gary Eggsy Unwin (played by Taron Egerton) is recruited to the
organization; And with a number of other recruits, he's going through a period of training and testing. Only one recruit will eventually be accepted. As part of the training, each recruit gets a dog to raise and keep. This may attract the attention of World War II enthusiasts, as the same was done in the Nazi German SS (Schtzsteple). At
graduation, SS recruits were instructed to kill the dog. It also turns out to be the latest test with Kingsmen, when Eggsy is handed a gun by the head of the organisation, known as Arthur (not least Michael Caine - the code names are all King Arthur characters) and ordered to shoot the dog. He refuses to do so, and even briefly points the
gun at Arthur. So he was rejected from the Kingsman. Of course, it turns out that Arthur is a traitor to the organization, and Eggsy is brought back by his recruiter, Galahad (Colin Firth), before Galahad is killed by the villain, played by Samuel L. Jackson. Arthur, who got Agassi back, tries to poison him. Agassi, however, uses his wisdom to
exchange the drinks, killing Arthur. The film's next adventures don't concern us here. Instead, the selection shown to Eggsy presents a known issue. Why do the king's men want recruits to shoot their dog? As it happens, the guns are full of blanks, so the dogs don't really get killed. But the recruits are expected to push the trigger, which
goes a little From what Abraham has to go. The knife doesn't really touch Isaac's throat, after all. The German SS, of course, wanted recruits to be merciless, emotional, or affectionate. Killing something they grew up loving would be a way to demonstrate that. But why would the Kingsman want something like that from their agents? After



fashion, they don't. Loading the guns with blanks means people like Arthur and Galahad don't really want to kill the dogs. But it's dishonest. They passed the same test themselves, which means they were indeed willing to kill their dogs. Now they can congratulate themselves that the test was a scam, that they didn't really expect to kill
their dogs. But it's retrospective rationalization; And, as it happens, were recruited so cold-blooded, or furious, as to hold the gun straight to their dog's head, even Rick would actually kill the animal - by virtue of the expelled gases. No good luck in this case. So Eggsy is the one who came out innocent of moral edamama (until, of course,
he takes advantage of the Swedish princess). More innocent than Abraham or God. He didn't demand the act of a crime, and he didn't shake anyone by just pretending to demand it. But the movie might be too smart by half. Agassi didn't notice the gun safety rules, where he was definitely guided. If you purchase or receive a firearm, you
first check if it is loaded. And in the business of a military or semi-military organization, you also check what weapons are loaded with, since there are a variety of types of ammunition, with different functions and nothing else. If Agassi found his gun loaded in a vacuum, then he could happily and easily have shot Arthur, with no detrimental
effect (if he wasn't too close). Really will serve him properly. Return to the text in Broadolf Otto in the Judaism of Lan A. Goodman the vile president, not in Grassian. Note that the issue here, although politics is somewhat dated, is about the use of sexual harassment laws. The endorsement of Paula Jones's lawsuit by Katherine McKinnon
- when Paula Jones sued Bill Clinton, male dominance trembles - seemed only to marginally marginalization of McKinnon from his elite mind - her previous Stalinism and demonic political morality were not enough. Clinton continues to be treated with severe political influence, appearing extensively in television advances for California's
Proposition 87 in the 2006 election. That the failed bid should cause some fans to reassess Clinton's influence. Neverthons, he continues to act and be considered a highly regarded senior statesman [comment]. The governor of a southern state has long been elected president of the United States on a platform that includes strong
support for anti-sexual harassment laws. After he's... Office, it comes out that he may have used state troopers, on duty to protect him as governor, to start women for him. One of the women named in the national press stories as being brought to the governor for sex felt defamed because she actually rejected his lesce advances, even
though he said he knew her boss - she was a civil servant. She decides to clear her name by suing the president now for sexual harassment. The Supreme Court allows the lawsuit to proceed against the incumbent president. Because sexual harassment laws have recently been expanded, on the president's own signature, to allow
testimony about the accused stalker's history of sexual behavior, the president is being investigated under oath over rumors of an affair with a young White House intern. He vehemently denies that any sexual relationship ever existed, and professes not to remember if he was ever alone with the intern. Later, evidence is presented that
there is no boycott - the president's own sperm on the intern's dress - that underpins the existence of the rumored sexual relationship. The president finally admits only to an ambiguously inappropriate relationship. So the dilemma is: Is it hypocritical of the president and his supporters to continue supporting sexual harassment and perjury
investigations if they don't want him to be subjected to the usual penalties for violating them? Or, are the political goals of the president's supporters in keeping him in office more important than that? It?
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