life and death

Ethics is, first and foremost, the systematic study of
how the plurality of things we ought to value ought
to be placed. In its more comprehensive forms, a
moral theory includes: (1) an investigation of the
power human beings have to choose what they
ought 1o value, (2} an investigation of how the ends
that ought to be valued ought to be ranked, (3) a
formulation of a rule or rules which may determine
the desirability of actions or life plans, and (4) some
inquiry into the extent to which compliance with
these rules will be compelled or enforced.

A theory of life and DEATH is only a small part of
a comptehensive ethical theory, since life is one of
the many goods and death one of the many evils.
Nor would we always and necessarily wish to say
that life is the primary material good, and death the
primary and greatest material EVIL. Yet this seems
close to the truth. For the judgment of what might
be called ordinary commonsense morality is that life
is some kind of primary material good. This judg-
ment is based upon the argument or substantive in-
tuition that, since life is causally necessary in order
for a human being to achieve almost anything else
of value (since for its possessor it can almost never
be fully compensated or substituted for), intelligent
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human beings hold and ought to hold it to be a
good —typically the primary material good.

To say that life is typically the primary material
good is not, however, to say that it is an absolute
good in the sense that it always trumps other goods.
Expressed another way: great goods can, and often
do, collide. If this is true, or at least well founded,
then the moral urgency of protecting life in itself
does not compel us always to protect life at the cost
of other great goods. it is a corollary of such a view
that, although we are free and have the power to
place the protection of life first in the hierarchy of
the good and to make it the dominant and overriding
good—for example, free in principle and practice to
always value life over other goods—-it is far from
being self-evident that this is the preferable solution.
This, in part, explains why it is premature to talk
about a definitive theory and why a theory adequate
to its explanatory and protective job is going to be
a more complex affair than we might have expected.

There are several requisites a reasonably ade-
quate theory of life and death must fulfil.

[1] A theory must, for the sake of clarity, indicate
what is meant by ‘life’ and ‘death.’” It must, at least
at some point, remind us that the most basic bio-
logical definition of life is that it is the genetic ca-
pacity to initiate, build up, replicate, or destroy pro-
toplasm, a capacity which permanently ends with
death. Whatever else it may wish to add, a theory
must be cognizant first of the fact that biological
death is the ending of life in that brain function and
sentience irreversibly cease, typically closing down
normal metabelic processes; and second that beliefs
about personal immortality or reincarnation do not
rest on the same epistemic grounds as empirical be-
liefs about biclogical matters.

If a particular theory does no* hold death to be
the absolute finish to our future and boundary to our
possibilities, then it should explain why it is reason-
able to believe that biological death is only an event
through which significant forms of personal exis-
tence may pass. This explanation may combine epi-
stemic and pragmatic considerations. The former, in
the main, would be concerned with the extent to
which we know beliefs about immortality or “life on
the other side” are true if, indeed, they are true,
Pragmatic considerations typically are concerned
with the extent to which we know that certain beliefs
are or may be necessary factors for HAPPINESS and
contentment. They are often diverse and complex in
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nature. But there is at least one pragmatic consid-
eration that deserves special attention. We are often
told that belief in immortality is of the foremost psy-
chotherapeutic and psychogenetic importance; that
it not only helps make life meaningful, but when
loved ones die or in times of chronic and terrible
adversity, it provides needed, often vital, support.
Critics reply as follows. Belief in immortality leads
to a slippery and dangerous slope. It leads to gulli-
bility and self-defeating forms of credibility. It sug-
gests that, where necessary, we may deceive our-
selves or others. The critic may also wish to remind
us that there exists a negative correlation between
beliefs about life after death and the extent to which
people are willing to fight against the unnecessary
occurrence of death. That is to say, other things be-
ing equal, those who do not hold biological death to
be the final end are less willing to do battle against
unnecessary suffering and unnecessary death. Mightn’t
it be better, the critic asks, to suspend the palliative
belief and fight more aggressively against unwanted
death? “Since the order of the world is shaped by
death,” Rieux remarks, “mightn’t it be better for
God if we refuse to believe in Him and struggle with
all our might against death, without raising our eyes
toward the heaven where He sits in silence?” (Ca-
MUs, 1913-1960).

Ideally, a theory of life and death also should dis-
tinguish between killing and death. It is relatively
clear and generally agreed that for x to kill y is for x
to cause the death of y. What is not clear is exactly
what does count or should count as a cause of death.
One of the most perceptive analyses of this issue is
that of Judith Jarvis THOMSON’s. Thomson suggests
that ‘kill’ is like ‘melt,” ‘break,” ‘blow up,” and so on
in respect to certain temporal features; but confesses
that she does not have any satisfactory account as to
precisely what these features are, and, that to simply
translate ‘kill’ into ‘cause to die’ will not do. Ac-
cording to Thomson:

If I coerce Smith into killing Jones, then I
cause Jones’s death, but I do not kill him:
Smith kills him. I get him killed, of course,
but getting a man killed is not killing him.
(Compare also ‘having a man killed’—as
when you pay to have it done—and ‘letting a
man be killed”.) In fact it turns out to be
astonishingly difficult to say just exactly what
killing is. (Thompson, 1971)

It is also generally agreed that death is one of the
greatest of evils and killing one of the greatest of
moral wrongs when, indeed, it is a wrong. In con-
sequence, there is general agreement that there is
both a prima facie duty not to kill and a prima facie
duty to prevent death. However, in a conflict situa-
tion, does the duty not to kill always provide the
agent with a sufficient justification for violating the
duty to prevent death? Or does the duty to prevent
death sometimes provide the agent with a sufficient
justification for killing?

[2] An adequate theory probably would have
something to say about the contingency of death. It
probably would remind us that, at the outset and for
most of our lives, we do not know how much or how
little time we have left. The contingency of death,

' the fact that it can occur any place or at any time,
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provides the root for most of the arguments against
wasting the precious present and against being
picayune,

However, a theory must explain or suggest why
it is generally a bad thing to die and why it is gen-
erally wrong to kill. It must understand that the bad-
ness of death resides in the goodness of what it pre-
vents as well as the goodness of what it ends, and
that the goodness of death resides in the badness it
prevents as well as in the badness of what it ends
{cf. Nozick). Whatever it may suggest about post-
humous goods, it must hold and be capable of ex-
plaining why death of self and others is generally a
tremendous loss.

Expressed in a different mode: intelligent human
beings know that life is precious and that, except in
certain special circumstances, it is a benefit to its
possessor. They know that life is a necessary condi-
tion for other experienced goods. Correspondingly,
intelligent people understand that death is usually
an evil and, lacking contrary evidence, that the pre-
vention of accidental and other forms of unnecessary
death is a highly desirable state of affairs, if not a
matter of actual moral obligation.

Insofar as one can establish such a thing, intelli-
gent human beings understand that human life is
worth protecting, worth preserving, and generally
worth living to its end. They understand that one
can be happy with a life that is far from ideal and
that being abnormal, handicapped, disadvantaged,
or disabled does not necessarily mean that one can-
not lead a relatively full, busy, and contented life.
Similarly, they seem to understand that a life which,



on balance, just tips to the side of unhappiness is pref-
erable to death and that even a life that is, on balance,
unhappy is not necessarily an empty one. As long as
this understanding exists, it places important pruden-
tial and moral constraints on theories which permit
the practice of SUICIDE and EUTHANASIA.

[3] It is too strong, | believe, to say that a life and
death theory requires an explicit theory of human
nature. It is more plausible to maintain that a theory,
to the extent it is complete, directly or indirectly has
such a ground. “At any rate, what is clear is that an
account of human nature is intrinsic to moral and
political argument, and the need for an explicit ac-
count is the more urgent when moral and political
argument becomes fiercer and gets more swiftly
down to basics” (Ryan).

Let us, therefore, consider two salient issues: the
role of human aggression and the justification of the
fear of death.

The role of aggression. Every theory of life and
death presupposes some beliefs about human ag-
gression, These beliefs may range from a denial of
its innateness to a belief that aggression has been
encoded through natural selection into the innate
behavior repertory of the species because it confers
great biological advantage upon those who conform
to it with the greatest fidelity. Similarly, beliefs con-
cerning the possibility of changing individuals by re-
forming social structure range from the belief that
humans possess an intransigent fighting nature which
is programmed to always keep itself in existence, to
the belief that, since aggression is one of the most
labile of the dispositions, we have it in our power to
change ourselves and society radically. The former
position is best represented by Hobbism or what 1
should prefer to call hard realism; the latter by Gan-
dhian PACIFISM.

Hard realism maintains that man is innately ag-
gressive and that, essentially because of this, force
forms a realm of its own, with laws of its own, dis-
tinct and separate from the so-called laws of moral
life. Its typical beliefs are that man in his natural
state is in a state of constant war, that morality rep-
resents a government-like and necessary enforce-
ment factor, and that war represents the abrogation
of morality (¢f WALZER, 1977). It is admitted that
man has a natural interest in peace. But when there
is no power sufficient to guarantee peace—when we
do not have effective government—anyone can, by
brute force or by guile, do us any injury up to and
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including death. Qur awareness of this lethal ability
and our imagination provide us with the dominant
motive to strike first and eliminate an enemy before
the enemy can eliminate us. Knowing what we know
about the human condition, it seems starkly irra-
tional to forego a pre-emptive strike or to allow the
survival of an enemy.

Like hard realism, soft realism maintains that life
is the primary material good. But it quickly adds that
nothing compels us to regard life in itself as valuable
or as alone valuable. Its view of human nature differs
in that it allows a larger and more crucial role for
social structure. It does not maintain that man is, by
nature, in a state of constant war. It only maintains
that man is predisposed by his genes to become
highly aggressive in certain situations. Like hard re-
alistn, soft realism maintains that force forms a
realm of its own. It agrees that morality often does
not have the power it requires and is, therefore, of-
ten tragically ineffective. It differs from hard real-
ism, however, in two ways. The soft realist admits
that there is such a thing as morality, that we can be,
and have been, taught the value of moral force, and
that in many cases moral force is sufficient. What
the soft realist denies is that morality or its essential
like can work against certain resolute aggressors or
against certain kinds of opportunists. Similarly, the
soft realist does not maintain that violence or war is
necessarily an abrogation of MORAL RULES. What the
soft realist does claim is that aggressive activities
(like prolonged street wars, egregious political strug-
gle, or prolonged armed conflict between nations)
naturally erode moral principles; that when there is
prolonged conflict, the victim tends to become more
and more like the original aggressor.

Justifying the fear of death. Human beings pos-
sess EMOTICN and imagination, so that when they
face death it is often a frightful or traumatic expe-
rience, not simply a ceasing to be. Therefore, what
ought to be our emotional stance toward death and
to what extent, if any, is it rational to fear this savage
god?

We may grant the claim that the fear of death has,
as Freud (1856-1939) suggests, a natural inevita-
bility and that there exist various kinds of fears of
death. We also may grant that the fear of death is
the supreme and dominant negative human emo-
tion. According to Emest Becker, “the idea of death,
the fear of it haunts the human animal like nothing
else; it is a mainspring of human activity—activity
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designed largely to avoid the fatality of death, to
overcome it by denying in some way that [death] is
the final destiny for man.” Even if all this be admit-
ted, the difficult question remains: Is the inculcation
of fear a rational activity?

If the protection of life is profoundly important,
and if it is true that one of the best ways of avoiding
the injury of death is to have a healthy fear of it, then
we may have the grounds for the needed, perhaps
for the winning, argument. For example, we often
teach children to fear death by teaching them to
avoid drinking poisons or to avoid running into the
street without looking. Obviously we need not teach
them to be fearful; we could, if we wanted to, only
teach them the negative consequences of their ac-
tions. Presumably we teach children to be fearful not
because we like fear, or because fearful people are
happier than their counterparts, or because those
who fear death have an easier time when faced with
their own imminent death, but because we believe
it is generally the best way of protecting their lives.

It may be said that this approach has a fatal flaw:
that, in any case, it cannot be shown that a healthy
fear of death is one of the best ways of protecting
life; and that, even if this were true, it would depend
on our fearing what causes the foss of life and intel-
ligently eliminating or avoiding these threats, the
kind of intelligent reaction not normally associated
with fear, This objection does have force. | think,
however, that the weakness in the argument it sig-
nals may be significantly reduced if we can sustain
the following distinctions. First of all, it may be true
that one of the best ways of preventing death is by
having a healthy fear of it, even though we may
never be able to know or show that this is true, Sec-
ond, if there is such a thing as healthy fear, and if
we can teach and nurture not merely a blind reactive
avoidance of death but an intelligent reaction or
(perhaps better) a general disposition to react, then
we might very well have a way out of much of these
difficulties.

To sum up: if death is a significant loss, if not an
injury, because we no longer can pursue almost all
major INTERESTS, and if it is reasonable to be con-
cermned about great loss, then it seems reasonable to
at least have serious trepidations about premature
death. As to the higher levels of fear, it is difficult to
say. But if great fear is ever justified, it is probably
justified (and in this sense rational) if it is one of the
best ways of generally preventing or postponing
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what is typically the greatest of all losses, namely
death.

[4] A theory of life and death must be consistent.
In its strict logical sense, a theory is consistent if the
conjunction of its principles and propositions do not
result in a contradiction. That is to say, there is gen-
eral agreement that one should not baldly assert that
“pleasure alone is good as an end or in itself” and
“pleasure alone is not good as an end or in itself” or
that “abortion is moral” and “abortion is never
moral” where the terms are being used unequivocally.

[51 A theory must also have sufficient scope. It is
clear, for example, that a theory about CAPITAL PUN-
ISHMENT or a discussion about ABORTION is not nec-
essarily a theory about killing. It also seems clear
that a theory about killing is not necessarily a theory
about matters of life and death. What is not clear is
why a theory should be limited in its scope to a the-
ory of killing or, more narrowly, to a theory of HOM-
ICIDE. It is, therefore, one thing to say that a theory
must have sufficient scope and another to under-
stand and be able to determine what constitutes that
scope.

The present debate concerning the proper range
of a theory of life and death appears to be between
those who wish to limit the scope of their theory to
questions of homicide—typically, questions of abor-
tion, suicide, euthanasia, capital punishment, war,
TERRORISM, and REVOLUTION—and those who are
concerned about preventing unnecessary death and
wish, therefore, to at least include the questions of
hunger and famine, environmental destruction, health
care policy, and the nature and limits of the rights
of animals or sentient beings. What seems to be at
issue here is whether a theory concerned about the
morality of the deliberate killing of human beings is
preferable to one which is concerned about the mo-
rality of preventing unnecessary death.

Bearing the foregoing distinction in mind, the fol-
lowing arguments may be suggested. In favor of the
more restrictive view, it may be argued that—given:
(1} the scarcity of time and resources; (2) the moral
fact that only human beings have full moral stand-
ing; (3) the distinction between supererogatory
value and matters of obligation; and (4) the disting-
tion between allowing to die and deliberate killing—
there is only an obligation to prevent the deliberate
killing of human beings. Obviously a theory may
urge that we have a strict obligation to prevent the
deliberate killing of human beings yet consistently



hold that, where and when it can be teasonably ac-
complished, the prevention of unnecessary death is
a virtuous act and one of the, if not the, highest kinds
of moral CHARITY.

In faver of a theory having broader scope, it may
be argued that, since all sentient beings have full
moral standing, and since full moral standing re-
quires the full protection of life, the lives of all sen-
tient beings are morally fully protected. Full protec-
tion of life does not imply unlimited protection, But,
where resources permit, it does imply that life be
protected against much more than the threats of de-
liberate killing. Any correct theory must take into
account the wrongness of certain acts of deliberate
killing. If John attempts to wrongly kill Mary, and if
Tom without unreasonable sacrifice can prevent him
from doing so, then Tom has an obligation to act.
But a correct theory must also take into account the
wrongness or undesirability of certain events or
states of affairs. For example, if thirteen to eighteen
million people a year die of hunger-related causes,
and if they can be helped without unreasonable sac-
rifice, then there is an obligation to act. Exactly what
constitutes unreasonable sacrifice and how much
help must be extended are questions a broader the-
ory would address. However, it seems intuitively
clear to advocates of this position that a theory
which does not have this scope is jejune, or at least
morally incomplete.

To say that a comprehensive theory must have
sufficient scope is not to suggest that all matters of
life and death are of equal practical importance. It
seems fairly plain that if suffering and the number
of lives lost count, then the problem of poverty and
famine is of special importance. And if we add the
danger of omnicide or quasi-omnicide because we
understand that the greatest weight should be given
to avoiding the greatest losses, then the radical de-
struction of environment and the threat of nuclear
war become the paramount moral issues of our time.
Nuclear war may be the quicker and environmental
destruction the slower way to life extinction; but the
consequences of each represent a colossal and un-
precedented horror,

[6] A moral theory, in its more adequate forms,
includes a formulation of a rule or rules which may
determine the desirability of actions or life plans.
The notoriously difficult question is what rule or
rules ought to be selected and upon what grounds?

At different times and among different people
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there have been varying conceptions of these rules.
Some think it sufficient to say that one should not
murder; others hold that this is simplistic in that it
tends to leave open the question of what constitutes
unethical killing and seems to avoid the harder issue
of preventing undesirable and unnecessary death.
Hedonistic act utilitarians, like L. W. Sumner, hold
a single general rule theory which maintains that an
act is right (or ought to be done) just in case no other
alternative open to the agent would produce a
greater net balance of happiness over unhappiness,
account being taken of all individuals affected, and
where happiness is defined in terms of pleasure.
Others would insist that this form of UTILITARIANISM
is not as successful as it purports to be because (1} it
turns on a dubious distinction between private and
public acts; (2} it does not successfully reply to Hen-
son’s criticism, narnely, that it leads to bizarre and
some counterintuitive consequences; (3) life cannot
be cashed out in purely hedonic terms; and (4) even
if we admit that what really counts is some experi-
ence of happiness, Sumner’s subjective analysis of
pleasure is not a sufficient measure of that end.

If a theory that generates more determinate so-
lutions to moral problems is preferable, ceteris par-
ibus, to one that does not, then a leading, if not the
prevailing, determinate rule is the “sanctity of in-
nocent jife” principle. This rule is typically inter-
preted to read that “one ought never deliberately kill
an innocent hurnan being.” It is grounded, in a most
powerful way, upon intuitions about retributive jus-
tice, namely, that it is unjust to harm the innocent
and just to harm the guilty. It has reasonable scope
and the ability to generate determinate solutions to
moral problems. If by ‘human being’ is meant any
member of the species Homo sapiens, then abortion,
suicide, and euthanasia are morally wrong in central
cases because in these cases the individual is typi-
cally both human and, in at least one important
sense of that term, innocent. Since terrorism typi-
cally involves killing the innocent, it is also wrong.
Under certain prescribed conditions, capital punish-
ment, war, and revolution become permissible.

One argument maintains that the sanctity of in-
nocent life principle will not do and needs to be re-
placed (Kohl). Justice may require that we do not
actively aid or cause the death of those terminally
afflicted by accident or illness. no matter how hor-
rible their situation might be; but considerations of
kindness and MERCY often move us in the opposite
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direction. The issue of abortion is even more com-
plex. But arguments that a human fetus has full
moral standing are not completely convincing. Nor
is it self-evident that not intentionally causing harm
is the only morally important sense of the term in-
nocent. Concerning capital punishment, critics typ-
ically argue that it is generally unnecessary and
wrong to kill unarmed prisoners.

Though not a prevailing one, the pacifist view is
at any rate widely accepted among advocates of non-
violence and among those who understand that a
major purpose of a moral theory is to help bridge
the gap between what is and what ought to be; be-
tween a world where undesirable death and killing
are rampant and a world where there would be no
{or considerably less)} violence.

There are several varieties of belief which are
rightly called pacifistic. This analysis will be limited
to a study of Gandhian pacifism; specifically, the
source of the rule that one should almost never kill
a sentient being,

GANDHU's (1869~1948) theory may be said to
have two hearts: the religious and the pragmatic. At
the heart of the pragmatic argument is the claim that
non-violence works not only against those who are
sufficiently moral but also, in some important sense,
against resolute and brutal aggressors. At the heart
of the religious position is the Hindu conception of
a world in which individuals are separated from the
whole, or from God. Souls are inzarnated or rein-
carnated in accordance with their KARMA, or pre-
destining deeds, of a previous existence; and the
form of the incarnation will be directly dependent
upon the nature of those actions, “Ethically, this be-
comes translated into a command which directs us
to act in that way which will cause the least possible
rift or disturbance to this soul-substance” (Sibley)
or, into the nonreligious command to cause the least
possible alienation.

It is at this point that the conception of VIOLENCE
AND NON-VIOLENCE enters the picture. Violence, for
Gandhi, is the creation of a disturbance in the struc-
ture of soul-substance, “It is any act which tends to
accentuate alienation or the separateness of one soul
from another and from God” (Sibley). Nonviolence,
on the other hand, is a movement toward unity of
soul and purity. When explicitly expressed, it re-
quires that we ought to abstain from the use of
physical force against all animals, including humans;
that we ought never kill except when love or the
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regard for soul-substance commands, as in emer-
gency cases involving imminent death and irreme-
diable suffering,

Objections to pacifism include the following:
(1) to achieve the least possible disturbance to soul-
substance (or rift in the distance between ourselves
and others) is a moral good, but neither the only
good nor the highest; (2) the case for maintaining
that violence is always an extrinsic evil is far from
convincing, especially in situations where its use is
the only way of protecting the lives of the innocent:
(3) non-violence works neither against resolute and
brutal aggressors nor against moral opportunists
and is, therefore, most defective where most needed:
(4} the pacifist rule and the correlate dream of per-
petual peace must be limited by PRACTICAL REASON
if evidence overwhelmingly indicates that the pen-
alty of being too ardent, in this case of insisting that
non-violent methods are always preferable, results
in the nightmare of encouraging unnecessary death
or rank injustice,

Here, we need a word or two of caution. It must
not be supposed that a moral rule must be discarded
if it is open to plausible objections. The quest should
be, not for a perfect rule, but for the best of com-
peting claims. To believe otherwise is to fail to un-
derstand the (perhaps) necessary limits of moral
rules.

{7] A theory of life and death must contain or
imply ideals which can be used to determine or guide
the choice of more specific moral rules. It may also
contain what is variously called a rudimentary virtue
or ideal taken as a first condition of moral worth or
EXCELLENCE. In other words, a moral theory may,
but need not necessarily, accept one ideal or end as
being focally ultimate. These ends may include per-
fection or excellence of human nature, happiness,
justice, non-violence, or the variety of feelings and
dispositions covered by the term love.

Ideals are neither facts nor certainties (Perry).
They are resolves to substantiate frail goods and to
bring into existence or protect other cherished
goods. Without them, a moral theory is without vi-
sion. Without them, a theory tends to aim at what is
already believed. Admittedly, intelligence and the
democratic spirit require that we know what a so-
ciety believes. But it also requires understanding
what a society ought to believe in order to make it
and the world a progressively better place in which
to live.



Empirically, the situation conceming ideals stands
about like this: Though painfully vague in its present
form, there is one ideal which dominates most vig-
orous discussions of life and death. It is not the pac-
ifist rule but a variant form of the pacifist ideal. It is
the bold resolve to end, or greatly diminish, killing
and unnecessary death by nurturing love, conceived
as the sum total of kindly emotions and actions. The
end-in-view is a wotld at peace or at least a world
much closer to non-violent harmony; the necessary
means is the cultivation of unselfish feelings and ac-
tive BENEVOLENCE toward all sentient beings. Such
an exalted morality would take the ideal of benevo-
lence or rational love as its focus. It would cultivate
unselfish feelings and “derive its power in the su-
perior natures from sympathy and benevolence and
the passion for ideal excellence” (JOHN STUART
MiLL). It would nurture and extend the scope of
kindly impulses. It would nurture the caring emotions
because it understands that, while life and knowledge
are the respective primary material and methodolog-
ical goods, love is the primary emotional good.

See aiso: ABORTION; AGENCY AND DISABILITY; ALIEN-
ATION; BIOETHICS; CAPITAL PUNISHMENT; CONSER-
VATION ETHICS; DEATH; ENVIRONMENTAL ETHICS;
EUTHANASIA; EVIL; FINAL GOOD; GOOD, THEORIES OF
THE; HOMICIDE; INFANTICIDE; KILLING/LETTING DIE;
LIFE, MEANING OF; LIFE, RIGHT TO; MEDICAL ETHICS;
MORTALITY; NUCLEAR ETHICS; PACIFISM; SELF-
DECEPTION; SELF-DEFENSE; SUICIDE; VIOLENCE AND
NON-VIOLENCE; WAR AND PEACE,

Bibliography

Becker, Emest. The Denial of Death. New York: Free
Press, 1973, For passage noted in this article, see p. xi.

Biot, Rene. “What Is Life.” In sec. 3, vol. 13, The Nature
of Man. Twentieth Century Encyclopedia of Catholi-
cism. New York: Hawthorm Books, 1939,

Calabresi, Guido, and Philip Bobbitt. Tragic Choices. New
York: Norton, 1978.

Camus, Albert. The Plague. Translated by Stuart Gilbert.
New York: Vintage, 1972. Tr. of La Peste [1947]. Sec
p- 121 for Rieux’s remarks.

Choron, Jacque. Death and Western Thought. New York:
Macmillan, 1963.

Devine, Phillip E. The Ethics of Homicide. Ithaca, N.Y.:
Comell University Press, 1987.

Feinberg, Joel. Harm to Others. Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1984, See especially pp. 79-95.

Freud, Sigmund. “Thoughts for the Times on War and

999

life and death

Death.” In vol. 4 of his Collected Papers, Edited by
Emest Jones, 288-317. London: Hogarth, 1953 [1915].

Fried, Charles. “The Value of Life,” Harvard Law Review
82:7 (1969) 1415-37.

Gandhi, Mohandas K. For Pacifists. Ahmedabed: Navaji-
van Press, 1949.

. All Men Are Brothers. Edited by K. Kripalani,
New York: Columbia University Press; UNESCO, 1960
[19538].

Geddes, Lecnard. “On the Intrinsic Wrongness of Killing
Innocent People.” Analysis 33 (1973): 93-97.

Gert, Bernard, Morality. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1988. See especially pp. 29, 98-100, 275.

Henson, Richard G. “Utilitarianism and the Wrongness of
Killing.” Philosophical Review 50, no. 3 (1971); 320-
37

Heok, Sidney. Pragmatism and the Tragic Sense of Life.
New York: Basic Books, 1974, See especially pp. 3-
25, 44-60.

Kagan, Shelly. The Limits of Morality. Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1989. See pp. 24-32, 83-182,

Kleinig, John. Valuing Life. Princeton, NJ: Princeton Uni-
versity Press, 1991. An important and detailed analysis
of the heterogeneous arguments for life’s value.

Kohl, Marvin. The Morality of Killing. London: Peter
Owen; Highlands, NJ: Humanities Press, 1974. For
passage referenced here, see pp. 3-35.

Kunse, Helga. The Sanctity of Life Doctrine in Medicine:
A Critique. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1987.

Merton, Thomas. Feith and Violence. Notre Dame, IN:
University of Notre Dame Press, 1968. See pp. ix—39.

Mill, John Stuart. Three Essays on Religion. New York:
Henry Holt, 1874. See “Utility of Religion.” For pas-
sage noted in this article, see p. 108.

Nozick, Robert. Philosophical Explanations. Cambridge,
MA: Harvard University Press, 1981. Especially pp.
579-84. Passage referred to here, p. 580 note.

Osler, William. A Way of Life and Selected Writings. New
York: Dover, 1951 [1937]. See especially pp. 237-49.

Perry, Ralph Barton. A Modernist View of National Ideals.
Berkeley: University of California Press, 1926. See ref.
erenced passage, p. 203.

Regan, Tom, ed. Matters of Life and Death. 2d ed. New
York: Random House, 1986,

Rorty, Amelie. “Fearing Death.” Philosophy 58 (1983):
175-88.

Ryan, Alan, “The Nature of Human Nature in Hobbes and
Rousseawn.” In The Limits of Human Nature, edited by
Jonathan Benthall. Londen: Allen Lane, 1973, See pp.
3—4 for remarks noted here.

Santayana, George. “A Long Way Round to Nirvana.” In
Some Turns of Thought in Modern Philosophy, 87-
100. New York: Charles Scribner’s, 1933.

Sartre, Jean-Paul. Being and Nothingness. New York: Phil-
osophical Library, 1956 [1943]. See “My Death,” pp.
531-53.




life and death

. Sibley, Mulford. The Political Theories of Modern Paci-
fism. Philadelphia: The Pacifist Research Bureau, 1944,
For passages noted here, see pp. 2, 3.
Singer, Peter. Animal Liberation. New York: New York
Review/Random House, 1975.
Steinbock, Bonnie, ed. Killing and Letting Die. Engle-
wood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, 1980.
Sumner, L. W. “A Matter of Life and Death.” Nous 10,
no. 2 (May 1976): 145-71.
Thomson, Judith Jarvis. Rights, Restitution, and Risk: Es-
says in Moral Theory. Edited by William Parent. Cam-
bridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1986.
. “The Time of a Killing.” fournal of Philosophy 68,
no. 5 (1971): 115-132. For passage quoted here, se
p. 122, -
Walzer, Michael. Obligations. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 1970. See especially pp. 77-98; 169—
89.

. Just and Unjust Wars. New York: Basic Books,
1977, For passages noted here, see pp. 4-13.

Wiesel, Elie. “The Death of My Father.” In Jewish Reflec-
tions on Death, edited by Jack Riemer, 34-39, New
York: Schocken, 1974,

Wilson, Edward O. On Human Nature. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1978. See especially pp. 99-
120.

Marvin Kohl

1000



