Mini paper 4: Covering content from module 5, Ethics
Instructions: The following questions ask you to explain the arguments and claims made in the various readings you have done/will do in module 5. Your responses to the questions should include complete explanations of the arguments—arguments use several steps of reasoning to establish a conclusion, and you must explain each step of reasoning when asked to explain an argument (do not just state an author’s conclusion). Your thoughts should be explained fully and completely.
Part I: Covering week 9 readings. Answer this question completely.
1. People have different moral beliefs and different moral values. Imagine you are debating the morality of a particular action or case with your friend, and you and your friend have different beliefs about the morality of the case or action. (1a.) Imagine your friend says to you "well, everyone is entitled to their own opinion, so it's fine if we have different moral values and make different moral judgements, there is no right or wrong answer about what is moral".  By putting together all you have read about moral relativism this week, explain what is problematic about your friend's statement. (1b.) Then, using the arguments made by Rachels in "The Challenge of Cultural Relativism", explain why the fact that people have different moral values does not necessarily mean that there are no objective moral truths.
Part II: Covering week 10 readings. Answer all parts of that question completely.
2. In "Famine, Affluence, and Morality", Singer argues that people that have money to spend on non-essential items have a moral obligation to donate money to people in famine conditions. (2a.) Explain Singer's argument in support of his claim that we have a moral duty to donate money to people in famine conditions. (2b). Then, explain one of the objections to his argument that Singer considers in the article. (2c,) Then, explain Singer's response to that objection (that is, explain the reasoning that  Singer emplys to "defeat" the objection.
Part III: Covering week 11 readings. Answer this question completely.
1. In O'Neill's article "Kantian Solutions to Famine Problems", she describes what our moral duties are to people living in famine conditions/extreme poverty from the perspective of Kantian moral theory. She uses the Kantian "formula of the end in itself" to reason about what these moral obligations are. (1a).  Explain what the "formula of the end in itself" is in your own words, and then  explain how O'Neill applies the "formula of the end in itself" to determine what our duties of justice and beneficence are to people in famine conditions.  (1b.) Why does she think we have stronger duties of beneficence to people living in extreme poverty vs. people who are not? (1c).  In our country, many people disagree with welfare programs and think if these programs must exist, they should come with many restrictions on how the welfare recipient can use the funds (for example, some people argue that food stamps should only be able to be used on healthy foods). O'Neill disagrees with these restrictions. Explain why she thinks we have a duty to provide welfare that maximizes the recipient's ability to choose.



