1. [bookmark: _GoBack]There are no fallacies being committed in terms of causal reasoning. It is true that acceptance of abortion has continued to influence our attitudes towards all aspects of human life. Acceptance of abortion raises questions regarding the value of moral life. By accepting abortion, it implies that the fetus has no moral life value, hence, the mother can get rid of it at any time. Acceptance of abortion has influenced people’s views towards the value of moral life. Those who support infanticide argue that infants do not have a right to life because they do not possess those properties that give a person the right to life. As a result, infants are seen as not having a value of moral life which justify infanticide. These attitudes have also affected how we view the life of a terminally ill person. Proponents of euthanasia see the terminally ill person as one who has lost the moral life that matters most; hence, should not be allowed to continue to drain resources of his/her “valued ones”. 
2. Emotions can affect our judgement and get in the way of decision-making. Sometimes we look back at some of the decisions we have made in the past and wonder what we were thinking making such terrible decisions. The truth is that we were not thinking and we were acting on emotion instead of logic. Two years ago, I made a terrible decision. One of my close friends requested me to find his younger brother a job position at my parents’ grocery store. Out of the love I have for my friend, I convinced my mother to hire my friend’s younger brother to manage the grocery store. Unfortunately, we lost 40% of our customers and incurred $3000 losses within two weeks. This is when I learned that the new store manager had no prior experience and was not qualified to manage the grocery store. Some customers reported that he was rude and did not bother to help clients locate the items they needed. I let the love I have for my friend cloud my decision into employing his younger brother without evaluating whether he was qualified to run my parent’s grocery store. If I were to go back and change anything, I would first make sure that my friend’s brother had the mathematical skills required to run a grocery store and that he was courteous to customers.
3. In this video clip, Kay is unhappy in her marriage with Michael and wants to take away their children. Michael does not want Kay to take away his children and makes threats that he would use all the power he has to keep Kay from leaving. Then we learn that Kay did not have a miscarriage; it was actually an abortion. Kay had an abortion because she did not want to bring another of Michael’s sons into the world. However, this does not justify her actions. “Abortion is wrong” is a moral principle. This should follow the principle of consistency. Kay’s case should not be treated differently. She was wrong to have an abortion even if she did not like the father of her unborn child. 
4. The answer to this question is not a qualified yes or no because one can come up with an extraordinary situation where illegal immigration is morally wrong or morally right. For instance, if a person has crucial information about a terrorist attack that could kill thousands of people, or fleeing from a gang of killers and crosses an international boundary trying to save his/her life, then the act of illegal immigration is morally permissible. However, an illegal immigrant is in the wrong if he does this to evade justice after committing a crime in the country of origin. There seems to be a wide acceptance that apart from extraordinary cases, it is simply wrong to disobey the law and that whatever the government forbids is not morally acceptable. There are many reasons as to why one should not immigrate to another country illegally but the strongest reason is based on the duty not to lie. It is morally wrong to lie. An illegal immigrant can't live in the truth. In order to survive, the illegal immigrant will have to use falsehoods in various formal and bureaucratic contexts. By doing this, they will be engaging in civil disobedience. Therefore, it is not morally wrong to immigrate illegally into another country if you are prepared to tell the truth despite the consequences one is likely to face such as deportation. However, illegal immigration is morally wrong if the person engages in civil disobedience. 
5. Jane’s failure to act is as bad as Tom’s action. Both Tom and Jane hated their spouses and wanted them dead. Tom directly killed his wife by poisoning her coffee while Jane indirectly killed her husband by failing to give him the antidote that could save his life. In this case, it is important to understand the moral equivalence of killing someone and letting someone die when there is something you could have done to save their life. In both cases, someone dies. Both actions go against the moral principle for the sanctity of life. Therefore, Jane's failure to give his husband the antidot is as bad as killing him, which makes the weight of her action the same as that of Tom who directly killed his wife. 
6. The premise of the ad is that waking up on a cold winter day makes your morning bad. Another premise is that driving around in a car covered by rock-hard ice and snow makes your morning bad. The conclusion of the ad is that if you are having a bad day, you should get free coffee at Statoil. 
7. In their duel, Key and Peel try to demonstrate “peak black masculinity” with their hats. However, the two find out their quest for security and power through blackness only makes them more racially insecure. There is a slashing sound each time the characters present their hats to each other. The slashing sound is symbolic of how the hats are weapons that slice the opponent’s ego into shreds. The facial expressions of these characters demonstrate how deeply they are invested emotionally. At first, they stare at the “better” hat in surprise, after which they wear looks that indicate how humiliated they are. Every time the characters pursue the quest of being more fashionable or “street”, they realize how difficult it is to stay on top.  In the final twist, the sketch points to more sinister forces at work. In the final battle, Key wears a hat that is enclosed in its display case with the tag “special” still on top of it. Key is defeated by Peele who wears a platform on top of which an Asian woman sews a hat. The Asian woman sits on an uncomfortable chair, her hair undone, and her skin shiny with sweat from the strenuous work she is doing. The setup indicates that she has been transported from a global “sweatshop”. The ending of the sketch points to another victim of this consumer-driven duel: the sweatshop worker who is enslaved within the factories she works. It indicates the gap between the amount that workers in the global south are paid and the amount that Western consumers invest in the products of their labor. Corporations make profits by tapping into this gap, that is, tapping into people’s insecurities and by hiding from them the working conditions of those who make what they fetish. 
The characters in dueling hats are trying to demonstrate the dark side of consumerism. The sketch begins by dramatizing how, in a multicultural world, Black Americans can be drawn into hyperbolic battles to prove their Black bonafide and in the process to repress the more complex identity that they are afraid to embody. Peele seems to have won the duel but the presence of an Asian seamstress on top of his head shows that whatever the cost of his hat, we are paying a too high moral price. 
8. I would choose the 15-year-old white female, who is six months pregnant to be the recipient. I arrived at this decision by evaluating who is more qualified to receive the heart. In my opinion, I believe that the pregnant girl should receive the heart because it would be like saving two people with one heart. This decision was largely influenced by my values. I really value motherhood and I believe that pregnant women should be prioritized as they carry another life inside their womb. 
9. I believe that we should not make moral judgements of other people. My response is rooted in relativism and moral objectivity. Moral relativism argues that to classify an action or a decision as morally right is dependent upon the belief that that action or decision is morally right. Relativism does not argue that there are no morally wrong actions nor that there is no source of obligation. It argues that an action is morally required of a person. For instance, if a person believes that abortion is wrong, then it is wrong, for her.  
