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GENERAL INTRODUCTON

Ethics is one of the core areas in Philosophy asa@ademic
discipline. It deals with values, particularly mbvalues — how we
ought to live, the ideas of right and wrong conduotedom,
choice, responsibility, equity, justice, punishmeit. By its very
nature, ethics touches our moral nerves and withoarial values
an individual or society cannot live in peace, hamyn and
tranquility, which are essential ingredients to apss,
satisfaction and human well-being. In other worlkjcs plays a
vital role in our cognitive and practical life.

Due to human advancements in knowledge and tecgyotonoral
values have witnessed a new dimension in the cqruesmy age.
Today, we talk about the nature of moral judgmectflicts
between moral judgments and actions among othersinstance,
we want to know what makes an action good and wiakes an
action bad and see whether an action is to be gédgudnoral or
otherwise with reference to some ethical theorldss, in a way,
has its place in some contemporary issues thatraaisf our
contemporary society. The aim of the course is xpose the
student to some of the contemporary issues in ®thicch as
technology transfer, bio-technology, capital punisimt, abortion,
euthanasia, same sex marriage, etc.

COURSE OBJECTIVES

In order to achieve the primary aim of this courbe following
objectives have been set:

To understand the meaning and nature of some cpo@my
issues in ethics.

To examine their ethical dimensions with regards their
acceptability or otherwise in the society.

To attempt a philosophical discussion on some saleethical
issues.

It is hoped that at the end of this course studsimsild be able to
have a better understanding of the implicationghafse ethical
issues and their relevance as they progress ingtglies.
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WORKING THROUGH THIS COURSE

One of the major requirements for proper articalatiand
maximum efficiency, effectiveness and productiviiythis course,
is for students to have a copy of the course gumlan course
material, and the necessary materials for this ssourhese will
serve as study guide and preparation before lectdaditionally,
students are required to be actively involved irufio discussion
and facilitation. In other words, attendance pliass participation
are very important. There are interesting readinlgat are
necessary, which will enhance your understandinghefcourse.
Lecture notes are mere guidelines. This is imporgsn learning
how to philosophize and addressing issues withimamprecepts
do not encourage note learning or memory worke#lsl with how
you, as an individual, internalise what is beinggtat in terms of
self-reflection with moral logical reasoning.

STUDY UNITS

This course has 14 study units which are structuredto 5
modules. Each module comprises of 2-4 study ungdalows:

Module 1 Capital Punishment

Unit 1 Defining Punishment

Unit 2 Meaning and nature of Capital Punishment
Unit 3 Theories of Punishment

Unit 4 Arguments for and against Capital Punishimen

Module 2 Abortion

Unit 1 Meaning and Nature of Abortion
Unit 2 Views and Types of Abortion
Unit 3 Arguments for and against Abortion

Module 3 Euthanasia

Unit 1 Understanding Euthanasia
Unit 2 Types of Euthanasia
Unit 3 Arguments for and against Euthanasia
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Module 4 Same Sex Marriage

Unit 1 Meaning and nature of Same Sex Marriage
Unit 2 Arguments for and against Same Sex Marriage

Module 5 Cloning

Unit 1 Understanding Cloning
Unit 2 Arguments for and Against Cloning

REFERENCES AND FURTHER READING
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Facts, Arguments and Optioriskpoma: Inno Printing Press.
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Belmont: Wadsworth Publishing Company.

Baum, R. (ed.). (1976)Ethical Arguments for Analysi£™ Ed.
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Dasaolu, B. O. (2001)'Abortion,” in Mabol Olaolu & Ebun
Oduwole (eds.JFundamental Theories and Issues in Ethics,
Ibadan: BEN-EL Books

Dasaolu, B. O. (2004). "Artificial Human CreationAn
Examination of the Cleavage between Theology and
Science."Journal of Philosophy and Culturé.(1).

Dasaolu, B. O. (2008). "From Home to the Laboratéuy Ethical
Assessment of a New Reproductive Technology",
DRUMSPEAK: International Journal of Research in The
Humanities,1 (1).

Dasaolu, B. O. (2011). "The Idea of Human Cloning i
Contemporary  Times: Fears and Prospecistrnal of
Philosophy and Development, 12 (1 & 2).

Dasaolu, B. O. (2018). "On Efficient Causation féomosexual
Behaviours among Traditional Africans: An Explioa of
the Traditional Yoruba Model." Bangladesh Journal of
Bioethics 9 (2)
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How Martin Heidegger Justifies the Kantiamhilosophia:
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Dasaolu, B. O. (2018). “Gu@nla Made me Thus: Arguing for
homosexuality using the Yorub4 Thought System as
Paradigm,LASU Journal of Philosophy, (1&2)

Echekwube, A. O. (1999Contemporary Ethics: History, Theories
and Issued.agos: Spero Book Ltd.

Ekwealo, C. J. (ed.), (2012Applied and Practical Ethics: A
Simplified Course Tex¥ol. I. Lagos: African Environmental
Ethics and Values Research Group.

Mabol Olaolu & Ebun Oduwole (eds.), (2004fundamental
Theories and Issues in Ethi¢badan: BEN-EL Books.

Nagel, E. (1973). “The Enforcement of Morals,” imuP Kurtz
(ed.), Moral Problems in Contemporary Society: Essays in
Humanistic EthicsBuffalo, N. Y: Prometheus Books.

Olen, J. & Barry, V. (1991 Applying Ethics: A Text with Readings,
4" Ed. California: Wadsworth Publishing Company.

Omoregbe, J. (1998) Ethics: A Systematic and HisbrStudy,
Lagos: Joja Publishers.

Rachels, J. (ed.). (1971Moral Problems: A Collection of
Philosophical Essay$yew York: Harper & Row, Publishers.

Reid, C. L. (1981)Choice and Action: An Introduction to Ethics,
New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc.

Ten, C. L. (1991). “Crime and Punishment,” in Pe3anger (ed.),
A Companion to Ethic©xford: Basil Balckwell Ltd.

Thiroux, J. PEthics: Theory and IssueNew Jersey: Prentice Hall
Inc.
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www.sparknotes.com
http://ebookee.org
https://scholar.google.com/
https://books.google.com/

PRESENTATION SCHEDULE

This course has two presentations; one at the middl the
semester and the other towards the end of the semeAt the
beginning of the semester, each student undertatkiisgcourse
will be assigned a topic by the course facilitatwhich will be
made available in due time, for individual preséates during
forum discussions. Each presenter has 15 minut@snfutes for
presentation and 5 minutes for Question and Ansvaam)the other
hand, students will be divided by the course fatdir into
different groups. Each group is expected to comwitlpa topic to
work on and to submit same topic to the facilitatoa the
recommended medium. Both attract 5% of your totaitks.

Note: Students are required to submit both papers via th
recommended medium for further examination and iggadBoth
attract 5% of your total marks.

ASSESSMENT

In addition to the discussion forum presentatidws, other papers
are required in this course. The paper should roted 6 pages
and should not be less than 5 pages (includingraeées),
typewritten in 12 fonts, double line spacing, anionds New
Roman. The preferred reference is MLA' @dition (you can
download a copy online). The paper topics will badm available
in due time. Each carries 10% of the total marks.

To avoid plagiarism, students should use the fahg® links to
test run their papers before submission:

http://plagiarism.org/
http://www.library.arizona.edu/help/tutorials/plagsm/index.html
Finally, all students taking this course MUST tdke final exam
which attracts 70% of the total marks.
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HOW TO GET THE MOST OUT OF THIS COURSE

For students to get the most out of this course/hghmust:

Have 75% of attendance through active participatiom both
forum discussions and facilitation;

Read each topic in the course materials befosetieated in class;
Submit every assignment as at when due; as faitudo so will
attract a penalty;

Discuss and share ideas among his/her peers; tHishelp in

understanding the course more;

Download videos, podcasts and summary of groupudgsons for
personal consumption;

Attempt each self-assessment exercises in the ncaurse
material;

Take the final exam;

Approach the course facilitator when having anyllenge with the
course.

FACILITATION

This course operates a learner-centered onlinditéion. To
support the student’s learning process, the coiasitator will:
one, introduce each topic under discussion; twanofioor for
discussion. Each student is expected to read theseonaterials, as
well as other related literatures, and raise @itissues which
she/he shall bring forth in the forum discussiorr faorther
dissection; three, summarizes forum discussion;r, faipload
materials, videos and podcasts to the forum; fdisseminate
information via email and SMS if need be.
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MODULE 1 CAPITAL PUNISHMENT
UNIT 1 DEFINING PUNISHMENT
CONENTS

1.0. Introduction
2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes
3.0 Main contents
3.1  What is Punishment?
3.2 Methods of Punishment
3.3  Moral Question about Punishment
4.0 Conclusion
5.0 Summary
6.0 Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit attempts a conceptual clarification af #tey term of this
module which is punishment. In addition to this, tikes a
philosophical excursion into the methods of punishtras well as
the moral question attached to punishment.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

This unit will help students:

o to unveil the meaning and nature of punishment;

. to explain some of the methods of punishment;

) to discuss different the moral question associanath
punishment.

3.0 MAIN CONTENTS
3.1 What is Punishment?

The concept of punishment is an ethical conceptliha received
scholarly attention from different discipline. Thaoral mien

attached to it makes it a subject of philosophidadcourse,
especially in moral philosophy. Hence, punishmertéfined as “a
deprivation, taking away from offenders what theglue — their
freedom, or some of their money when they are fif€d L. Ten,

1991:366). Thus, punishment in a simple languagmigeived as

10
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the consequence for one’s action. The consequenseaften is in
form of harm inflicted on the offender(s). In thisin, punishment
suggests an infliction of harm by the rightful aaity or the
executive power of the state on a person who iggddio have
violated a rule or a law. However, for a punishmeat be
punishment in the real sense of it, five princigdé¢ments are
identified to be in place by philosophers. J. O&nV. Barry

(1991:254-255) outlined the elements to includeiiiplve pain,
(2) be administered for an offense against a lawute, (3) be
administered to someone who has been judged gudildy offense,
(4) be imposed by someone other than the offerats, (5) be
imposed by rightful authority.

Punishment must involve paiharm or some other consequence
normally considered unpleasariior example, a convicted robber
was sentenced to “five-to-twenty” in a Beverly Hilbuntry club;
this would not be considered punishment, sincenarrdy it would
not involve pain or other unpleasant consequenocesegs the
robber had to pick up the tab.) If he were sentértoehave his
hands cut off, this could constitute punishmenbutih draconian
by many people’s standard.

The Punishment must be administered for an offaga@est a law
or rule. While punishment involves pain, obviously not adimp
involves punishment. If a robber breaks into yoouse and steals
your stereo, he is not “punishing” you, even though action
satisfies element (1). Although it caused you phis,action is not
taken to punish an offense against a law or rutewéver, should
the robber subsequently be sent to prison for thmeg thenthat
action would be administered for breaking a law #mas satisfy
element (2).

The punishment must be administered to someonehatdeen
judged guilty of an offens&uppose the robber is apprehended and
imprisoned, although never judged guilty of the rety. This
would not be considered punishment. However, iishienprisoned
after his conviction for stealing your stereo, thiea is being
punished.

The punishment must be imposed someone otherhbasffender.
It is true that people sometimes speak of “punighimemselves”
for transgression. This, however, is not punishmanthe strict
sense, but a self-imposed act of atonement. Sufférom a twinge

11
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of conscience as he listens to the latest Willidsdie aloum on
your stereo, the robber decides to “punish” himbglflistening to
Robert Goulet, whom he detests, for two hours ekghfor a year.
Properly speaking, this would not be punishmerihoaigh it might
gualify as masochisntie enjoyment of receiving pain).

The punishment must be imposed by rightful authdnta strictly
legal sense, “rightful authority” would be that etituted by a legal
system against which offense is committed. In thsecof the
robber, “rightful authority” likely would be a coujudge and jury.
In a less legal sense, the authority might be amaa teacher, or
some official who has a right to harm a person padicular way
for having done something or failed to do something

It is, however, important to mention that the seas@unishment
which is of moral concern is not the sense whichaks of the
punishment of children, animal, maniacs, imbeciéasl other
categories of person who are not morally respoasibl their
actions since their condition presupposes that #weyrationally
defective (J. A. Aigbodioh, 2004:47).

3.2. Methods of Punishment

The history of mankind is replete with various nosth of
punishing offenders of rules and laws. For instarfidee Judeo-
Christian Bible in the book of Genesis tells usAoiam and Eve,
who were banishedfrom the Garden of Eden. This is a form
ostracization which is viable in various culturesthe form of
banishment, excommunication and extradition. Thegens of
punishment consist in expelling offenders from $oeiety to text
their conduct and behaviour elsewhere. Aside thisthods of
punishment are well articulated in religious seftiriraditional
setting and of course in modern time. J. A. Aiglobd{2004:47-48)
enunciates some of the methods punishment o inglude

- Punishment could take the form of severing otingtoff some
parts of one’s body. For example the Mosaic lavamfeye for an
eye, the Sharia law etc.

- Punishment in the traditional Africa cultures waften meted to
the offender by fining (in terms of food items), bging made to
do compulsory labour or by being asked to live teragly in
isolation without talking to others, participatimgpublic functions,
visiting others among others. Adulterous women wele and

12
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are still being made, in some traditional cultuteperform certain
rituals publicly and to suffer public disgrace.

- Modern methods of punishment are more retainet! applied
with greater justification than those of the antsefMhey take the
form of imprisonment, death by hanging, electramutor firing

squad and fines.

3.3. Moral Question about Punishment

Punishment as one of the perennial concepts thalisis tangle
with is polemical and thus associated with someaiquestions.
These questions are not raise to vilify offendeosnf facing the
consequences or being made to be responsibledwrattions, but
to provide a tenable justification for any formminishment mete
to (an) offender(s). Some of the moral questionso@ated to
punishment are well articulated by scholars likdiafles Reid
(1981), J. A. Aigbodioh (2004), James Rachels (19Hrnest
Nagel (1973), and Robert Baum (1976) to include rimitlimited

to:

- What is the justification of applying punishmeatoffenders
of the law?

- What is the moral basis of punishment?

- If at all we are justified in punishing convidteffenders,
should there not be limits to the extents of dsng

- Given the principle of proportionality that affemce should
be punished only in direct proportion to its sesioess, how
do we determine the appropriate measure of punishioe
a particular offender?

These questions are what ethical theories of puméstt generally
seek to answer. This we shall discuss in unittBisfmodule.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
I What do you understand by the concept, “punigitf?ie

. Outline and discuss the elements that must rbelved
before any form of punishment is justified

4.0 CONCLUSION

In this unit, we have considered the meaning antureaof
punishment. This was done with a critical reflectan what makes

13
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punishment to be punishment in the real sense.dflére five
elements were identified as ingredients that muestirb vogue
before punishment could be justified. This is foled with
methods of punishment as envisaged from religitadjtional and
modern perspectives and the moral questions assdcwith the
concept of punishment from philosophical perspecinvere also
examined.

5.0 SUMMARY

Punishment is conceived as a reward for wrong dwaihigh must
involve pains that is administered by rightful aarity. It is not the
same as self-imposed discipline which is an offslmd@tonement.
The methods of punishment were also examined dasaged from
religious, traditional and modern perspectives. ifural questions
associated with the concept of punishment from gsbibhical
perspective were also examined.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

Why do you think some individuals are exempted from
punishment? Explain your view.

7.0 REFERENCES/FURTHER READING
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New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

Gardiner, G. A. (1956)Capital Punishment as a Deterrent and the
Alternative,London.

Nagel, E. (1973). “The Enforcement of Morals,” imuP Kurtz
(ed.), Moral Problems in Contemporary Society: Essays in
Humanistic EthicsBuffalo, N. Y: Prometheus Books.
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UNIT 2 MEANING AND NATURE OF CAPITAL
PUNISHMENT
CONTENTS

1.0. Introduction
2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes
3.0. Main contents
3.1. What is Capital Punishment?
3.2. Methods of Capital Punishment
3.3.  Moral Question about Capital Punishment
4.0. Conclusion
5.0. Summary
6.0. Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0. INTRODUCTION

This unit advances on the previous unit that dsedgunishment
as a concept. It is important to mention that theme major two
types of punishment namely corporal and capitaliggument. Our
concern here is the capital punishment. Theretbeemeaning and
nature of capital punishment will be examined hedsu.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

This unit will help students:

) to unveil the meaning and nature of capital punishin

) to understand the difference between punishmentapial
punishment

) to discuss different moral questions associatedh wit
punishment.

3.0. MAIN CONTENTS
3.1 What is Capital Punishment?

The issue of capital punishment is very old and al@n to any
human society. In ancient Greece (399BCE), Socrateprding to
the records, was sentenced to death for his allegetes against
the Athenian City — State. We are told, in Englatight capital
punishment existed for over two hundred offencesthe last
century (Gardiner, 1956:24). The offences in whichpital

16
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punishment is associated with in England range faafacing
Westminster Bridge and consorting with gypsies, deveral
categories of murder (see M. A. Owoade, 1988:41 Niberia, as
in several other African countries, the death pgnal the usual
punishment for a number of offences ranging frosoay treason,
and armed robbery to murder (M. Oke, 2008:2).

Capital punishment is an advanced form of punishniéers often

wrapped in death penalty or the taking of a petgerfor a crime

committed. Capital punishment has held attentiorouph the
seventies, even overshadowing debates about thats rigf

prisoners, prisoner riots, and county jails thatevbaming death
traps (C. L. Reid, 1981:239). As a result of theolmement of life

and given the sacred nature of life, several qoestiare raised
concerning the morality or otherwise of capital gment.

In philosophical, political and judicial circles& debate on capital
punishment continues to be lively between those sdyport and

those who oppose the use of capital punishmensoie places,
the death penalty has been abolished in deferenteetpressure
and force of the abolitionists’ arguments. Thisvisll captured by
Owoade (1988:42) who argues that the debate oveitata
punishment, from the perspective of Western jutidpnce, moves
in three directions. These are; first, the morahhuitarian-

religious directions; secondly, the popular direati.e. the views,

prejudices and superstitions of the man in theesti@nd lastly the
scientific directions, i.e. the psychiatric, anctistbgical views on

the subject.

3.2. Methods of Punishment

Just as punishment, in its generic understandiag,various ways
by which offenders are rewarded for their wrongndoso it is with
capital punishment. There are means through whiapital
punishment is meted out. These include:

Death by hanging

Death by electrocution

Death by poisonous substances
Death by firing squad

17
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3.3 Moral Question about Punishment

Capital punishment as one of the perennial condadptsmoralists
tangle with raises the question of sanctity of hantige. This
qguestion is built on the puzzle “does capital poment succeed in
deterring potential murders? Don’'t we think thatstead of
deterring criminals from further crime of killinghd other heinous
crimes that could attract death penalty, capitalighment seems to
increase the chances of people getting away wéir trime, and
so they may not in the least be deterred by theathof the death
penalty?

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

I What do you understand by capital punishment?
. Is there any difference between punishment aagital
punishment? Explain your view.

4.0. CONCLUSION

In this unit, we have considered the meaning ardreaf capital
punishment. It is arguable from the moral questaitached to
capital punishment that more than often, capitalighment may
not necessarily deter criminals especially the éaed one who
could perceive it as a mean of escaping justice.

5.0. SUMMARY

Capital punishment is conceived as death penalty ciime

committed. Some of the means by which capital gument are
carried out include death by hanging, death bydirsquad, and
death by electrocution among others. The sancfithuman life

remains the major moral questions associated \wihconcept of
capital punishment.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

Do you think sanctity of life is a clog in the wieaf capital
punishment? Discuss your position.

18
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UNIT 3 THEORIES OF PUNISHMENT
CONTENTS

1.0 Introduction

2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes

3.0 Main contents

3.1. Theories of Punishment?

3.1.1. Retributive Theory
3.1.2. Deterrence Theory
3.1.3. Preventive Theory
3.1.4. Reformatory Theory

4.0. Conclusion

5.0. Summary

6.0. Tutor-Marked Assignment

7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit sets to discuss some major theories oiigmment and
show their relevance to better our understanding wdfat
punishment is. Thus, the unit exposes the contesbme of the
theories used in justifying punishment. For insgndVestal
Willoughby (1900) categorizes these theories i@ Retributive
theory, that is, looking to the past and the dekdady done,
seeking satisfaction, expiation, or vindicationgdahe Utilitarian
theory, looking to the future, to deterrence, teevantion of
recidivism, and to the good of the society, inchgdithat of the
individual offender.

From the above, ethicists have developed four mtgeories in
justification of punishment. These are (1) RetiNit (2)
Deterrent, (3) Preventive, and (4) Reformatorypeesively (W. W.
Willoughby, 1981:240). Each of these theories hdmirt
peculiarities and such will be discussed one dfterother in the
next section.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

This unit will help students:

o to understand different theories of punishment;

o to be able to differentiate between the theorigskmnable to
identify which is more appropriate in a given sitaa.

20
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3.0 MAIN CONTENTS
3.1 Theories of Punishment?

The theories of punishment are better explaineti vaterence to
the aims of punishment. This is in two folds: (A)terms of giving
people what they deserve, or (2) in terms of itsirdble
consequences. In the first category is the refkbutheory of
punishment; while the second includes preventiwdement, and
reformative theories. This, we shall examine onerahe other.

3.1.1. Retributive Theory

Retributive theory of punishment is a fundamenta¢otry of
punishment that delights in looking into the pastl ahe deed
already done, seeking satisfaction, expiation,iondication (Reid,
1981:239). The ternretribution refers to punishment given in
return for some wrong done (Olen & Barry, 1991:25%gtributive
theory of punishment is often explained with refee toMosaic
Law andSharia Law.t is a theory of punishment that suggests that
“the offenders, because he has voluntarily comohitevrong act,

is deservedly punished so that he may suffer fervilong he has
done whether or not the suffering produces any good
consequences” (Aigbodioh, 2004:50). As a theornpwaiishment,
retributive theory is one of the major strands ohiclw the
argument for capital punishment is built.

3.1.2. Deterrence Theory

The deterrence theory of punishment holds that eulsl punish
in order to discourage others from committing samibffenses
(Olen & Barry, 1991:256). This theory functions rfrodual
perspectives. One, it forbids the criminal from coitting such
crime again and two, it serves as a warning to ud«oa
offender(s)/criminal(s), not to embark on such @acttthat could
bring such severe punishment on them.

3.1.3. Preventive Theory

This theory of punishment holds that we should glirto ensure
that offenders do not repeat their offence and dyl@ng further
injure the society (Olen & Barry, 1991:257). Theplioation of

this theory of punishment is that the offender(d) e prevented
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from committing another crime and the society agdawill be
protected from an eventuality that the offender/andriminal
could plunged the society into if allowed to congnliving freely
in the society.

3.1.4. Reformatory Theory

The reformatory theory of punishment is essentiadlyeform the
criminals/offenders. This theory stipulates thanéoshould punish
in order to induce people to conform to standafdsedaviour they
have tended to ignore or violate” (Olen & Barry, 919257).

Punishment, within the precepts of this theory,aisorrective
means by which the offender may be reformed andentade of
good behaviour in the future. The idea of refornatiheory of
punishment is to ensure that people emerge fronspoment better
than they were before, insofar as they will be ldsdy to breach
conventional standards of behaviour. This is magetgable in

some of the modern penal institutions where promsiare made
for the convicts to learn good acts through thevigion of various
recreational, educational, and vocational servimesided for the
inmates.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

Outline and discuss with concrete examples, twoorike of
punishment.

4.0. CONCLUSION

In this unit, we have considered the four majorothes of
punishment and show their essence in the contemypsoaiety.

5.0 SUMMARY

The unit examines four theories of punishment. Wihdtributive
theory is seen as that which is an equivalencédh®Mosaic law
and Sharia law,others are seen as having a utilitarian values tha
are often dual in nature. This is particularly wheboth the
criminal/offender and the society are made bettermaesult of
imposing punishment on the offender.
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6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

Which of the theories of punishment do you considesre
appropriate for a murderer? Explain your choice.

7.0 REFERENCES/FURTHER READING

Aigbodioh, J. A. (2004)Practical Issues in Applied ethics: The
Facts, Arguments and OptioriSkpoma: Inno Printing Press.

Omoregbe, J. (1998) Ethics: A Systematic and HisabrStudy,
Lagos: Joja Publishers.

Reid, C. L (1981)Choice and Action: An Introduction to Ethics,
New York: Macmillan Publishing Co., Inc.
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UNIT 4 ARGUMENT FOR AND AGAINST CAPITAL
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit sets to examine arguments advanced fdragainst the
morality or otherwise of capital punishment. Thisdone with a
reflection on theetentionistsand abolitionistsviews. Those who
support retaining capital punishment are the onemed
retentionists while those who oppose capital punishment are
referred to agbolitionists(Reid, 1981) Each of these two strands
has a contention on which their position is galzedi It is their
views and positions that this unit sets to unravel.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES
This unit will help students:

o to understand the difference between teentionistsand
abolitionists'arguments for capital punishment.

o to be able to acclimatize with some of the argumehat
sustained capital punishment as well as those ki
against its application.

3.0 MAIN CONTENTS
Here we shall be examining the argument for andnagaapital
punishment. This is fundamental to understandireg dbsence of

capital punishment in order to ascertain its rabeea and/or
otherwise in the contemporary age.
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3.1 Argument for Capital Punishment

The retentionists argument for the sustenance of capital
punishment can be articulated under the followimg capital
punishment deters crime (ii)capital punishment kete convicted
murderer from killing again (iii) capital punishntebalances the
scales of justice (iv) society should not be madepty the
economic costs of life sentences for murders.

(i) Capital punishment deters crimethis argument as articulated
suggests that capital punishment is a more powealéiérrence
against crime than prison. The more severe thesporent, the
greater the risk to the would-be criminal; and gineater the risk to
the would-be criminal, the more reason not to coirthe crime.
Though this is not saying every would-be killeragional enough
to weigh the pros and cons before deciding whetiheill, but it
certainly stands to reason that some are. As leanghat is true,
capital punishment serves its purpose — savingcentlives.

(i) Capital punishment keeps the convicted murdemn fkilling
again — In this regard, capital punishment is seen as which
guarantees at least one thing. We do not have toywbat an
executed murderer will kill again. Even if every merer
sentenced to life imprisonment without possibilitiyparole never
leaves prison alive, which is highly doubtful, wél fiave to worry
about murders committed in prison. The rest ofsheiety may be
protected from these Killers, but we should be cmns that the
prison guards and fellow inmates are not. Moressage they are
already serving the maximum sentence there is mgtio fear from
killing again.

(ii) Capital punishment balances the scales of justiceaurder
being the ultimate crime, simple justice requitest the murderer
pay the ultimate penalty. After all, deterrence gmevention are
not the only purposes of punishing criminals. Amiaty important
purpose is to see that justice is done and mondbudon is taken.
That is why we insist that the punishment musttlié crime.
Furthermore, society has both the right and thegabbn to
express its moral outrage over the most heinousesicommitted
against it. Both purposes are best served by d¢gpitaishment.
Prison is just too weak a punishment for many munde and a
prison term cannot satisfy society’s outrage oveious murders.
(iv) Society should not be made to pay the economis cddife
sentences for murdersWhen you put murderers away for life you
give up all hope of reforming them. That leavesietycwith the
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heavy cost of supporting the worst criminals in mmaxn security
prisons until they die. Why should innocent taxpayfeot the bill

for the care of depraved criminals who have demmatesi that they
have no respect for societal laws and/or human life

3.2 Argument against Capital Punishment

The abolitionistargument for the eradication of capital punishment
can be articulated under the following (i) everyntan life has
dignity and worth (ii) capital punishment is impdseith class and
racial bias (iii) the innocent may die (iv) capitplinishment
compromises the judicial system.

(i) Every human life has dignity and worhCapital punishment is
nothing more than legalized cold-blooded murderat¥ter crime
a man has committed, he is still a human being, ev@ty human
life has inherent dignity and worth. This is notday that one is
advocating leniency toward vicious murderers. Weehta protect
ourselves from them and we have to send a clearlsig other
would-be murderers that the society will not tolereinous crime.
But life imprisonment without possibility of parole sufficient
punishment and deterrence. To strap a fellow hub®ng into a
chair and give him a lethal dose of gas, a lethlalof electricity, or
a lethal injection is unworthy of a civilized soigie Capital
punishment should have gone the way of legalizetur® and
mutilation years ago. It, too, is ‘cruel and undguanishment,” and
like them it is morally unacceptable in today’s ldor

(i) Capital punishment is imposed with class and rabias —
statistics show two very disturbing facts about thay capital
punishment is imposed in our society. First, theorpothe
underprivileged, and members of minority groups fme more
likely to be executed than the rich and the infli@nSecond, in
racists countries, the death penalty is far mdelylito be imposed
when the victim is a white man than when the vicigna member
of the minority group. Regardless of your high-ngddorinciples,
capital punishment shows at best a respect foneaff]| Whiteman
life, not human life in general. Because its impdernation is
patently discriminatory and therefore unjust, itstioe stopped.

(i) The innocent may die the innocents are often convicted of
crime. As tragic as that is when the sentencepssan term, the
tragedy is far worse when the sentence is deattinelriormer case
society can at least make some reparation for ithe tinjustly
served, but no fact is more obvious than the feat nothing can be
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done for the dead. To execute even one innocergopers
inexcusable, and there is no way in the world Watcan rule that
possibility not without abolishing the death peyalt

(iv) Capital punishment compromises the judicial systeoapital
punishment compromises our judicial system in twaysv First,
though the point of capital punishment is to présetough stance
against crime, it sometimes has the opposite effhaies have
been known to strain the evidence to convict dedetsl of lesser
charges — or even to acquit them — when a conwictib first
degree murder carries a mandatory death senteecen®, cases
of capital punishment invariably involve years afstty appeals.
Not only does that delay justice, but it also satgehe victims’
families, as well as the convicts, to years of craled unusual
punishment.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

Given your understanding of thetentionistsand abolitionists
argument, do you think capital punishment shouldd@ined?

4.0.CONCLUSION

In this unit, we have considered four major argutsefior and
against capital punishment from the two major canmgs is, the
retentionistsaandabolitionists’camps.

5.0 SUMMARY

The unit examines the argument for and againstalgminishment
as advanced by thetentionistsand abolitionists. The argument
therein seems to strike a balance such that tha alecapital
punishment can and may still retain its essencengosed by
rightful authority for a crime committed.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

How viable is the claim that with capital punishrhéme innocent
may die? Explain.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit sets to examine the meaning and naturaboftion. It
among other things unveils the methods and waysag¥ing out
abortion as well as the moral question attacheabttion.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

This unit will help students:

o to unveil the meaning and nature of abortion;

o to explain some of the methods and ways of carrying
abortion;

) to discuss the moral question associated with elvortith
particular reference to the nature of the foetus.

3.0. MAIN CONTENTS
3.1. What is Abortion?

Abortion according to C. L. Reid (1981:362) wascibly brought
to the attention of Americans during the periodainich horribly
deformed babies were being born to women who haah lggven
thalidomide drugs during pregnancy. It was illegatl women who
had taken the tranquilizer on a physician’s ad\hegl to decide
whether to abort illegally, risk bearing an armlesdegless child,
or go abroad for a legal abortion at a great ex@enkis seems to
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be one of the major incidents that brought theeissuabortion in
to limelight. However, the proper way to understatbrtion is to
review its etymological conception. Abortion is wed from two
Latin words,ab and oriri which mean “off or away,” and “to be
born,” respectively. Therefore, abortion etymoladix means “to
be born off or away” (Aigbodioh, 2004:101). Asiddst abortion
generally is conceived as the untimely terminatoddnpregnancy
before due delivery or what Olen & Barry (1991:16@8ber to as
“the termination of pregnancy.” The implication tfis suggests
abortion as “the expulsion of a fetus from the wobdjore it is
viable, that is, before it can live outside the hsot (J. F.
Awajiusuk, 2012:36). While abortion to the CathofBhurch is
seen as “deliberate and direct killing, by whatewezans it is
carried out, of a human being in the initial phadehis or her
existence, extending from conception to birth” (f&gbodioh,
2004:101).

Abortion can happen for a number of reasons. Thaskide

spontaneous abortion which could be as a resulii@themical

factors or because of an injury to the woman, paegg got as a
result of rape, incest, unwanted pregnancy amomeret

3.2. Methods of Abortion

There are various methods and techniques by witiohtian could

be procured in modern orthodox medicine. Some @itlethods of
abortion may be summed as articulated in Aigbod2004: 104 -
106 and W. T. Osemwegie, 2012: 23-24) in the follgamanner.

1. The Dilatation and Curettage (D & C) Techniquéne D & C is
one of the oldest techniques of bringing about tdsorD & C as it

is often called is the use of a sharp curette (simgped knife) to
cut theconceptusor baby into pieces and then evacuated through
the cervix of the woman. This method involves higissibilities of
infection.

2. Suction AbortionThis technique consists in the use of a suction
apparatus. It is also called uterine aspirationis Timethod is
usually used before the twelfth week of pregnahkigre, the cervix

of the mother is widened and a hollow tube witlhuetisn machine
(aspirator) is placed or slide into the uterusipoup the baby and
then suction off; i.e. empty the pieces into a gksEhis does not
require the use of a sharp curette and so it imagnovement on the

D & C. however, there is still likelihood of infeah.
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3. Saline AbortionThis method is carried out after twelfth week of
pregnancy. Here a needle is inserted through tleramal wall
into the amniotic sac where the fetus is plantede Theedle
contained a saline solution which the fetus swatl@nd causes it
to die within two hours of dehydration and hemogdawithin 24
hours the woman goes into labour and delivers a detas. This
method may result in complications and causes dggital
problems for the woman.

4. Prostagladins AbortionThis method is similar to the saline
abortion. Like the saline abortion, it is performed later
pregnancies usually between 3 to 6 weeks. The gweds that a
physician will inject prostaglandins; a hormones matural birth
and saline injection into the amniotic sac where dbnceptuss
floating which result in a premature delivery arghth of the baby.
5. Self-induced AbortionThis form of abortion is carried out with
little or no proper medical supervision. In mosse&s, it is secretly
carried out by woman; especially young girls whargaize road
side chemists or pharmacy stores to buy abortité gadd some of
these pills are swallowed while others are inseited the body
through the virginal which eventually terminate tlile of the
fetus. Apart from these pills, many also swallowdbherbs, take
dry-gins etc. this method can easily result in atifens and
hemorrhaging. Complications may be very severeawose both
death of the woman and the fetus. It is stronglcaliraged. It
accounts for one of the strong reasons in supgditeolegalization
of abortion.

3.3. Moral Question about Abortion

Abortion like any other moral issues raises thestjaa of its

morality or otherwise. The central moral questiaitached to
abortion is the question of the biological stattithe fetus. That is,
at what stage does life begins? This question gdisgher queries
concerning the ontological status of the fetus sash(i) whether
the fetus is an individual organism; (ii) whethdretfetus is
biologically a human being; (iii) whether the fetus

psychologically a human being; and (iv) whether fatus is a
person.

In response to the question of when life beginseaiundamental
perspectives were given. They are (i) ConceptignQuickening
(i) Viability.

Some scholars are of the view that life beginsoaiception, that is
the moment a female germ cell, ovum is penetrated by male
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germ cell,spermatozoonThis is the period spanning through the
first trimester. This position is often associateith the religious
people. Others are of the view that life beginstre second
trimester which is the quickening stage. This s $tage at which
the mother begins to feel the movements of thesfelhis occurs
somewhere between the thirteenth and twentieth sveekile
another stage in the development of the fetusesviability stage.
This is the point at which the fetus is capablewiviving outside
the womb. The fetus ordinarily reaches viabilitgpand the twenty-
fourth week (Ollen & Barry, 1991:162-163).

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
What is your understanding of abortion?
4.0 CONCLUSION

In this unit, we have considered the meaning amdreaf abortion
vis-a-vis methods of abortion and the moral quesattached to
the morality and/or otherwise of abortion.

5.0. SUMMARY

The unit examines the meaning and nature of alvorBbortion is

conceived as untimely termination of pregnancy whiould be

intentional or accidental. Five methods of aborticere discussed.
The central question that deals with the ontoldgstatus of the
fetus is examined along the probable responsehediblogical

and/or the ontological status of the fetus.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

How logical do you consider the probable respongesthe
ontological status of the fetus and which of theponses is more
appealing? Discuss.
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1.0. INTRODUCTION

In this unit attention is given to types of abontiorhis is done
within the understanding of the three major viewshpols) of
thought (conservative, libertarian and moderate).

2.0. INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

This unit will help students:

o to unveil the different schools of thought thatatel to
abortion;

o to explain the three major types of abortion

3.0. MAIN CONTENTS
3.1.1. Schools of Thought in Abortion

Abortion as a moral issue has been addressed frifi@rest
perspectives. These perspectives are referred tschsols of
thought and they include conservative, libertarsard moderate
schools of thought. This will be explained one iafte other.

Conservative School of Thought this school of thought is often
associated with the Church, especially the Romatndlias. To
them abortion under any guise is immoral and shawd be
accepted. In the view of the conservative, “humiém $tarts at
conception, that is, as soon as the chromosomastfie sperm of
the father and the ovum of the mother are unitednta human
being exists that must be valued in the same way ‘as or she’

34



PHL 321 THE CONTEMPORARY ISSUES IN ETHICS

were already born (J. P. Thiroux, 1995:279). Thaught of this
school is vehemently against abortion. In factythee technically
refered to apro-life.

The Libertarian School of Thought- this is a direct opposite of
the conservative position. In the view of the liaean, abortion is
always morally justifiable, regardless of the remsor the time in
foetal development. Their position is premisedlmdbsolute right
of the mother, and this position is shared by atnadisfeminists.
For instance, Margret Sanger, a feminist, arguas ‘tho woman
can call herself free who does not own and cortesl body” (A.
O. Echekwube, 1999:199). To them the fetus is nwrdess a
parasite whose survival hinges on the carrier,ithidhe mother.
The Moderate School of Thoughtthe view of this school is more
or less a go between the conservative and thetdifien. In their
view, abortion should be permitted up to a cerg@mnt in feotal
development and/or claim that some reasons, nptpedvide a
sufficient justification for abortion (see E. Balma, 1994:235).
This position is defended in two ways: one we miglaintain that
while a fetus is not a person at conception, iohees a person at
some point before birth. Two, that though a fetsot fully an
actual person before birth, the closer it comethéoninth month,
the closer it transforms from a potential persoari@actual person.

3.1.2. Types of Abortion

Following the different schools of thought in albh@nt three major
types of abortion are identified. They are spondarse induced and
therapeutic abortion.

Spontaneous abortion these are abortions that occurred as a
result of internal biochemical factors or becausaroinjury to the
woman. These kinds of abortions are ordinarily taim
miscarriage. These generally involve no moral issues (Olen &
Barry, 1991:163). This kind of abortion do affecthe
psychological state of the woman/carrier which iny acase
requires consolation from her spouse, families rafatives for the
loss.

Induced abortion— this type of abortion occurs when a pregnant
woman deliberately, voluntarily, intentionally, illly or
consciously remove or terminate her pregnancy éasons that
best suit her. These reasons popularly or oftegerdrom rape,
unwanted babies, incest, poverty, psycho-dysfuncigp or
damage, social or economic hardship etc. Unlikesi@ntaneous
abortion; the woman does not feel sorrowful for tbhes of an
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unexpected baby, neither is she psychologicallycédid by the loss
of the baby (W. T. Osemwegie, 2012:23). This forfrabortions
happens very early, as when a woman takes a drtiy as the
‘morning-after pill in order to prevent the blasist from
implanting in the uterine wall (Olen & Barry, 19963).
Therapeutic abortion- this type of abortion is often carried out to
protect and/or safe the life and health of theiearthat is, the
pregnant woman. The pregnancy is terminated foligwnedical
advice when it is perceived that the pregnancy godsealth
challenges or risk to the life of the mother. listtype of abortion
the woman may be unhappy, sad about the loss diahg but she
does not have a choice (W. T. Osemwegie, 2012:23).

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
Outline and discuss any two of the types of abaortio
4.0 CONCLUSION

This unit exposes the major views and types of tatmor This is
achieved through a peep into the meaning and natfiréhe
different views that is associated with abortion.

5.0 SUMMARY

The unit examined the three views through which ridno is
discussed, namely conservative, libertarian and eraid. It
discussed the three major types of abortion, thaspontaneous,
induced and therapeutic abortion.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT

Given your understanding of the different viewsoassted with
abortion, which one do you consider more approp?alustify
your choice.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit sets to examine arguments advanced fdragainst the
morality or otherwise of abortion. This is to fugththe readers
understanding of the views on abortion as earisru$sed. This is
done with a reflection on thero-choiceandPro-life contention on
the morality and/or otherwise of abortion. Thoseowsupport
abortion and argue for its permissibility are theedermedPro-
choice while those who oppose it are referred tdPas-life (W. T.
Osemwegie, 2012:27-28; C. L. Reid, 1981; Olen &rfgat991; A.
O. Echekwube, 1999; J. A. Aigbodioh, 200&gach of these two
strands has its contention on which their posii®spurred. It is
their views and positions that this unit sets tadpto fore.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

This unit will help students:

) to understand the difference between ®re-choice and
Pro-life;

o to be able to familiarize with some of the argursetitat
sustained abortion as well as those that standnstgits
acceptance.

3.0 MAIN CONTENTS

Here we shall be examining the argument for andnagabortion.
This is fundamental to understanding the essencaboftion in
order to ascertain its permissibility and/or othisew in the
contemporary age.
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3.1  Argument for Abortion

The Pro-choice argument for the permissibility of capital
punishment can be articulated under the followihgvpmen have
rights over their own bodies (i) Unwanted pregnasccarry
physical and emotional burdens (iii) the altermatito legal
abortion is back alley abortion (iv) the woman csumore than
the fetus.

(i) Women have rights over their own bodigke main argument
here is that an unwanted pregnancy is an invasidgheowoman'’s
body, and to force a woman to carry fetus to tesrioiforce her to
use her body for purposes she doesn’t want totdee So the real
issue here is whether they have the right to ahainselves of a
simple, safe medical procedure to allow themseteeive their
lives as they choose. Clearly the answer has tydse It is as
fundamental a right as one can think of it.

(i) Unwanted pregnancies carry physical and emotionatibns—
the point here is that pregnancy is not easy fomesw. Apart from
the morning sickness, the back pains, the pairhidlrth, and a
host of other discomforts in normal pregnancies, ghssibility of
unforeseen complications poses a real risk to fhieysical health
and sometimes even their lives. To demand that mamoface all
that in an unwanted pregnancy is to demand too mAcH the
unreasonable demands do not even stop there. Usdvant
pregnancies carry emotional burdens as well as iqgdlysnes.
Pregnancy can be a significant interruption in anaa’s life, and
motherhood can bring a serious disruption of hgreloand plans.
Reproductive freedom is not just a slogan. Itisater of allowing
a woman to control her own destiny.

(i) The alternative to legal abortion is back alley atmmn — this
is saying that thinking that the burdens of unwdrgesgnancy are
minor, but many women don't. If safe, legal abarsoare not
available to them they will resort to unsafe, illégbortions. And if
the past is any guide, that means serious infextiormany cases
and in some cases even death, especially for pa@mnen who
won't be able to afford anything but back alley eiom.

(iv) The woman counts more than the fetubie argument here is
that the woman counts more than the fetus. Itgsied that such
position that the fetus counts more than the wornsaa single
assumption which cannot be true. To #re-choice,through this
argument a woman is a full-fledged person. Sherbak desires
and fears, real aspirations and memories. Shensembed to the
world through her family and friends. She caresualter life and
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her future. At the very most a fetus has only togeptial for all
that. And though, that is not suggestive of theuedion that the
fetus’ potential counts for nothing, but that actual full human
life out in the world has to count more thapaentialfull human
life in the womb.

3.2 Argument against Abortion

The Pro-life argument for the impermissibility of abortion indki
the following (i) Abortion is murder (ii) Abortiosets a dangerous
precedent (iii) Abortion involves psychologicalkssto the woman
(iv) Alternative to abortion are available (v) Womenust be
responsible for their sexual activity

(i) Abortion is murder the simple fact of this argument in matter
of abortion is that it is murder. What you callfatus’ is an unborn
baby, a human being, and an abortion is nothinghmiteliberate
killing of that human being.

(i) Abortion sets a dangerous precedenthe point here in the
view of the pro-life is that anything that leads dsrespect for
human life is wrong. Whatever else you say abouwrtaim, it
certainly leads to disrespect for and a causadlid#itoward human
life. And that doesn't just hold for abortions afnvenience or for
sex selection. It holds for therapeutic abortionsl @bortions of
deformed fetuses as well. Once we decide that dum®&an lives
can be destroyed because they are inconveniemtt avorth living,
what is to stop us from killing the severely hamghped, the
dysfunctional, the senile, and the mentally ill.

(iif) Abortion involves psychological risks to the womarthe
argument here is that a woman and the child shariying are as
close to each other as any two humans can gettifigds not just
biological closeness, but emotional and psychoklgitust ask any
mother. A woman who intentionally harms her unbanrinild
violates the deepest levels of her unconscious need desires,
and she is bound to pay a psychological pricetfdvlany already
have, as both psychologists and women who haveabadions
can tell you.

(iv) Alternative to abortion are available the pro-life through this
anti-abortion argument posits that the rights adtes of abortion
only make it sound as though abortion is the orilgriaative to
rearing an unwanted child. But it is not. Countlesaiples and
individuals are dying to have children but canhazause of all the
abortion mills throughout the country, many of theannot even
adopt a health infant. So adoption is one alteveato abortion.
Even in cases of severely deformed infants thexealbernatives. If
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no one wants to adopt them, there are plenty oh@gs and
institutions to take care of them.

(v) Women must be responsible for their sexual activitlye onus
of this argument is that no wombasto get pregnant if she does
not want. There are plenty of readily availabletcareptives in the
market. If a woman doesn't take advantage of théims, her own
fault and she has to take responsibility for herelessness. To
condone abortion is to condone her own irrespolityibEven
worse, it is to condone the killing of innocentlids an after-the-
fact form of birth control.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE

Within your understanding of thiero-choiceand Pro-life, do you
think abortion should be legalized? Justify yowirol.

4.0. CONCLUSION

In this unit, we have considered four major argunfen and five
argument against abortion from the two major carmas is, the
Pro-choiceandPro-life camps.

5.0 SUMMARY

The unit examines the argument for and against tiamoras

advanced by thd’ro-choice and Pro-life. The argument therein
seems to strike a balance such that the idea atiabccan and
may still retain its essence if the views of theauls of thought in
abortion could be sustained.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT
How viable is the claim that abortion is murderpBn.
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MODULE 4 SAME SEX MARRIAGE

UNIT 1 MEANING AND NATURE OF SAME SEX
MARRIAGE
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1.0. Introduction
2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes
3.0. Main contents
3.1. What is Marriage?
3.2. What is Same Sex Marriage?
4.0. Conclusion
5.0. Summary
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1.0. INTRODUCTION

This unit attempts a conceptual clarification af ttey term of this
module, namely; marriage, same sex marriage. litiaddo this, it
takes a philosophical excursion into the nature same sex
marriage, as well as stating the countries in whicls being
legalized.

2.0. INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES
This unit will help students:

o to comprehend the meaning of marriage and same sex
marriage;

) to understand the nature of same sex marriage;

o to mention the countries in which same sex marriege
legalized.

3.0. MAIN CONTENTS
3.1. What is marriage?

Marriage is the world’s oldest institution. In C$tendom, it is
believed that it was instituted by God himself, (@gis 2:18) and it
is as old as man'’s creation (Bible Dictionary). ktege therefore,
is believed to be a sacred union that exists betveeenan and a
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woman. The term marriage has been described elsevdws “a
socially sanctioned union, typically of one man am& woman, in
this connection called husband and wife. Typicalhey form a
family, socially, through forming a household, whigs often
subsequently extended biologically, through chitdigis found in
all societies, but in widely varying forms” (lbrahi B. Syed,
2019:1). In Islam, marriage has been defined asdfaract that
results in the man and woman living with each otk
supporting each other within the limits of what le®n laid down
for them in terms of rights and obligations” (lbrahB. Syed,
2019:4). Furthermore, “it is a mutual contract betw a man and a
woman whose goal is for each to enjoy the otherplne a pious
family and sound society (Ibrahim B. Syed, 2019:4).

Marriage according to Lord Bughley refers to, “tlwduntary union
for life of one man and one woman to the exclubmll others”
(Duhaime, L., n.d.)In Islam, the function of marriage has been
stated thus:

Marriage acts as an outlet for sexual needs andaesg it so one
does not become a slave to his/her desires. ltsgcal necessity
because through marriage, families are establisimeldthe family
is the fundamental unit of every societiMarriage is
the only legitimate way to indulge in intimacy beswn a man and a
woman (Ahmad B. Dogarawa, 2009:2).

It has further been canvassed that:

Marriage exists to bring a man and a woman togedldrusband
and wife to be father and mother to any childresirthunion

produces. It is based on the anthropological tritat men and
women are different and complementary, the biolaigfact that
reproduction depends on a man and a woman, andsdbil

reality that children need both a mother and aeia{nderson,
2013).

Traditionally, marriage, according to Henry Tichlés the socially
recognized, legitimized, and supported union ofividdials of
opposite sexes” (Tichler, 2004:296). He goes furthecharacterize
marriage as involving some basic elements viz:

(1) It takes place in a public and usually formaarmer; (2) it
includes sexual intercourse as an explicit element the
relationship; (3) it provides the essential foritiegizing offspring;
that is, it provides newborns with socially accepsatuses, and
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(4) it is intended to be a stable and enduringticeighip (Tichler,

2004:296).

Tichler’s definition and characterization of magwais typical of
the traditional and religious sense of marriagel iams the sense in
which “marriage” was known for many decades. Howewgh the

advent of liberal voices for the recognition of sasex couples,
there have been several calls for re-conceptualdizaif the term
marriage, to the extent that marriageis now regduathe union of
two people living together as spouses in a familhis

characterization fits same-sex marriage quite wetleed, it is in
this sense that same-sex marriage is basically aseimvolving

“two people of the same-sex living together as spetamily”

(Tichler, 2004:296). The notion of same-sex connade many
other notions describing a certain intimate relatlip having to do
with people of the same sex attracted to each .offleus, the idea
of same-sex involves homosexuality, gay and lesnan These
terms simply refer to activities of persons havsegual feelings or
orientation to persons of their own sex. The tehmsiosexual and
gay are mostly used to characterize the males,ewthié term
lesbian refer to the female homosexuals.

3.2. What is same sex marriage?

Same-sex marriage, also known as gay marriage, nmeamiage

entered into by people of the same sex, either ascalar civil

ceremony or in a religious setting. The requirersaita marriage
in a country depend on its applicable laws and legguns. In most
religious countries, it is imperative that a magaaonly takes place
between a man and a woman who are bond togeth@arno a

family based on both religious and national lawkemeas in some
countries that have a rather liberal view on religireligious law

does not play any significant role in a marriagatcact between
two individuals but rather the provisions of appbte laws. In the
Nigerian contest, a legal and legitimate marriagationship must
occur only between a man and a woman, unlike sooumtdes

whereby a legal and legitimate marriage may aldee tplace

between persons of the same sex.

The practice of same-sex marriage (or gay-marraagaostly used
in the western world) is not a recent thing as sqeeple would
want to believe. Though the first law providing foeople of same-
sex marriage was enacted in the™2¥ntury, precisely in the
Netherlands, in April 2001, the practice of same-g®rriage has

45



PHL 321 THE CONTEMPORARY ISSUES IN ETHICS

been there right from ancient times. Historian JdBoswell
records that the first performance of same-sex iagarbetween
child emperor Elagabus to Hierocles, his chariavedy as the
husband. He is also said to have married Zoticusathlete in a
lavish public ceremony in Rome. Nero, the first RomkEmperor, is
recorded in history to have engaged in same-sexiagar He
married two other males on different occasions. Ting was
Pythagoras, with whom Nero was the bride. He laterried
Sporus, a young boy, and here took the role ofgtieem. These
were done in a public ceremony with all the soldiesi of
matrimony (Frier, B.W., 2004).

Medieval times accord the same-sex marriage betvirRmndias
and Munho Vandilas in the Galician municipalityRéiriz de Veig,
Spain. This union occurred April 16, 1061 and wasducted by a
Priest in a small chapel.

The contemporary period witnessed a heighteningyaf rights

activism in the 1970s, especially in the westermladvolrhough gay
people were not initially interested in marriagefasy deemed it to
be a traditional institution, they successfullydlaine seed for
recognition of such unions. The search for legaogaition of

same-sex relationship took root between the 198Gk ¥090s.

Denmark was the trail blazer in recognizing a legaationship

between same- sex couples in 1989. In 2001, thénedanhds

became the first nation to legally recognize sasae-marriage and
since then, many countries have followed suit, Belgium

(2003), Spain (2005), Canada (2005), South Afr&@06), Norway

(2009) Sweden (2009), Portugal (2010), Iceland Q20Argentina

(2010) Denmark (2012), Brazil (2013), France (2013jguguay

(2013) New Zealand (2013) United Kingdom, Luxembgt§15),

United States (2015), Ireland (2015), Finland (901i7is believed

that more than 20 nations so far, have legally gatzed same sex
marriage.

The above chronicle, one may argue, does not stgjggtssame-
sex marriage is yet a global phenomenon. But iukhbe noted
that when it began during the Roman Empire andntieelieval
period, a lot of people took it merely as an isadaphenomenon.
But today, the phenomenon has become somewhat itthigu
around every continent of the world. Meanwhilasitimperative to
note that same-sex marriage is not entirely a wegtkenomenon.
In Africa for instance, there are some traditiosakieties that
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recognize and accept the marriage between two wpamentaking
the role of the man (husband), and the other tattiegrole of the
wife. But this type of marriage is regarded as serual. In
Nigeria for instance, it has been recorded thatesaex marriage is
recognized in the southern part of the country. lgpme (2009)
notes that in Igbo culture, a woman could marryta@owoman (as
a wife) to perpetuate her inheritance and famihedige, if, for
instance, her husband is dead and she had nofchiiim. Also, in
a childless marriage, where the husband is alhe wife can take
the initiative to marry a younger woman for her lusd. This
arrangement is also common among the Ibibio, ameérosub-
cultures. Female same-sex marriage is also prdciiceKenya,
among the Gikiyu, Nandi, Kamba, Kipsigis people.efd) such
marriages are not propelled by homosexuality bug isvay of
sustaining family lineage and inheritance; espscir families
without sons. (Lilian, L.A., & et.al 2013: 35). Aoaling to Paul
(2011), such traditional practices have been aspedt the
traditional practices and were protected underchatll (1) of the
2010 constitution. Paul notes that a case in pea# referredto by
Justice Jackson Ojwang, where Kibserea, an 85¢ldatchildless
widow married a single mother of two boys who waker thirties,
named Jesang. Kibserea paid a dowry to Jesangisrfaind a
traditional Nandi wedding ceremony was held in 20Rbserea
had also promised to choose a mature man to salsfang’s
sexual needs. In this wise, Kibserea became thalljoand legally
recognized husband of Jesang, and of course tlherfaf her
wife’s children. Paul, citing thdournal of Ethnology notes that:
“... a female husband is a woman who pays bride wéaltrand
thus marries (but does not have sexual intercowmid® another
woman. By so doing, she becomes the social and fizgtiiper of her
wife’s children.” (Paul C., 2011).

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
4.0 CONCLUSION

In this unit, we have considered the meaning ofri:ge and same
sex marriage. On the meaning of marriage, Lord Baygrefers to
marriage as “the voluntary union for life of one mmand one
woman to the exclusion of all others.” Similarlyehty Tichler
(2004) defines marriage as “the socially recognideditimized,
and supported union of individuals of opposite séx&ame-sex
marriage is a marriage entered into by people ef dhme sex,
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either as a secular civil ceremony or in a religisatting. Thus, the
foregoing shows that while the western practice safne-sex
marriage is propelled by homosexuality, the suba&ain Africans
practice is borne out of the need to perpetuatelitteage and
inheritance of the family, which could be arguesipased on the
traditional demand of marriage.

5.0 SUMMARY

Marriage is the world’s oldest institution whichbglieved to be a
sacred union that exists between a man and a woS8&ne-sex
marriage is also known as gay marriage which is ariage

entered into by people of the same sex. The fstproviding for

people of same-sex marriage was enacted in tife c2htury,

precisely in the Netherlands, in April 2001.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT
7.0 REFERENCES/FURTHER READING

Ahmad, B. D. (2009). Marriage and Divorce in Islafwailable at
https://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/23194/, accessedMaw
15, 2021.

Bible Dictionary,“The institution of marriage dates from the time
of man's original creation”. Available at
www.bible.dictionary.org/marriage, accessed on MHy,
2021.

Chamie, J.f., & Mirkin, B. (2011). Same-sex margag\ new
social phenomenon. Population and Development Revie
37(3), 529-551.

Choi, P. (2016, May 20). Same-sex marriage andgtbeal anti-
christian movementslobal Alliance NewsletteAvailable at
www.intercp.org/2013/05/same-sex-marriage-and the-
global-anti-christiaan-movemera¢ccessed on May 15, 2021.

Dasaolu, B. O. (2018). "On Efficient Causation féomosexual
Behaviours among Traditional Africans: An Explioa of
the Traditional Yoruba Model." Bangladesh Journal of
Bioethics 9 (2)

48



PHL 321 THE CONTEMPORARY ISSUES IN ETHICS

Dasaolu, B. O. (2018). “Gu@nla Made me Thus: Arguing for
homosexuality using the Yorub4 Thought System as
Paradigm,LASU Journal of Philosophy, (1&2)

Duhaime, L. (n.d.). Duhaime’s Law Dictionary: Mage
Definition. Available at  www.duhaime.org/Legal-
Dictionary/Term/Marriage.accessed on May 17, 2021.

Frier, B.W., (2004). Roman Same-Sex Weddings frbm ltegal
Perspective. Classical Studies Newsletter, Volume X

Gerber, P., Tay, K., & Sifri, A. (2014). Marriag&d:Human Right
for All? Sydney Law Revie®6,643-667.

Ibrahim B. Syed (2019) ‘Same Sex Marriage and Magi in
Islam.’ Available at
http:/www.irfi.org/articles/articles 151 200/samexsmairri
age_and_marriage_i.hfraccessed on May 15, 2021.

Igwe, L. (2009, June 19). Tradition of same genaarriage in
Igbo land.Nigerian Tribune 13.

KJV Bible

Lilian, L.A., Sibonile, E.E., Lia, L., & Jane, S2013).Gender and
Language in Sub-Saharan Africa. John Benjaminsishibg
Company.

Paul C. (2011, October 20). Traditional same-sexrriage
approved by kenyan court. Available at
www.care2.com/causes/traditional-same-sex-marriage

Ryan T. Anderson (2013) Marriage: What it is, wityMatters,
and the Consequences of Redefining it. Available at
http://www.heritage.org/research/reporaccessed on May
18, 2021.

Ticher, H. L. (2004). Introduction to Sociology.'(&d) Belmont:
Thompson Wadsworth Press

49



PHL 321 THE CONTEMPORARY ISSUES IN ETHICS

UNIT 2 ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST SAME SEX
MARRIAGE

CONTENTS

1.0. Introduction
2.0. Intended Learning Outcomes
3.0. Main contents
3.1. Arguments for Same Sex Marriage
3.2. Arguments against Same Sex Marriage
4.0. Conclusion
5.0. Summary
6.0. References/Further Reading

1.0 INTRODUCTION

This unit attempts an exposition into the debateualsame sex
marriage. The debate comes from two camps, wheoglgyis in
support and the other against same sex marriage.

2.0 INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES

This unit will help students:
o to discuss the arguments for same sex marriage;
) to discuss the arguments against same sex marriage.

3.0 MAIN CONTENTS

The intellectual debate over same-sex marriage been for

several years, and the debate has recently suateedgaining

same-sex couples some of the same benefits reguladtowed

upon different sex couples in the private and pudictors in some
countries. They have thus far been unsuccessfukebver, in

gaining world-wide recognition of same-sex uniolssnaarriages.
In view of the aforementioned, this section shalbase some of
the arguments for and against same-sex marriage.

3.1. Arguments for Same Sex Marriage

Homosexuality is normalHomosexuality is a normal variant
within the human condition. In some useful aspdusnosexuality
might be likened to left-handedness, another noraghnt in the
human condition. Interestingly, cultural and so@adssures often
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encourage left-handed children to become right-bdnalthough
evidence indicates that such a forced conversiarcaase multiple
problems, including learning disorders and stuttgriHistorically,
religions have condemned left-handedness, justfyihis with
many biblical passages, including Matthew 25:32-3Many
religious schools punished students who used tledir hands
(Alhassan, A.B., 2017). Perhaps even more pertiisetiiat in 19th
century Europe, homosexuals were referred to a$-Hénded”
(Chris, M., 2019). However, the American AcademyPediatrics,
the American Counseling Association, the AmericaydRiatric
Association, the American Psychological Associatite National
Association of School Psychologists, the Nationasdciation of
Social Workers, the National Psychoanalytic Assommahave all
declared that homosexuality is normal (Robinsoi. R2017).

Love thy NeighborSupporters of same-sex marriage acknowledge
there are passages in the Bible that condemn saxnearriage but
they note that biblical traditions grew out of éifént times with
different customs and different needs. Leviticusy £xample,
widely cited as the basis for God’s opposition tmmiosexuality,
also declares that God wants children who curse plagents to be
put to death (20:9)

However, the overwhelming message of the New Temtans

love, not hate. Jesus never once mentions homolggxlias clear

that what is important in the Bible is not a famdiucture based
on biology or even heterosexual relationships et quality of

love exhibited in relationships, observes Episcqpadst Rev. Jay
Emerson Johnson (Articles of Faith: Biblical Valdfes American

Families). Therefore, if same-sex couples exhibithslove they
deserve world-wide acceptance.

Religious and Personal Libertppeals to religious freedom must
be rooted in consistent teaching and practice. tBat Catholic
Church, for instance, does not recognize marriajes divorce,
unless the partner seeking to remarry obtains anlarent. Yet it
has been willing to accord divorced partners whmaey under
civil law the same privileges it accords marriagesformed within
the Church. The examples opponents to same-sexageirtite as
interfering with religious liberty have all occudaunder existing
anti-discrimination laws. Are they advocating ouening those
laws? In most of these cases religious institutiares not being
forced to conform to laws they find morally repughaRather,
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they are being asked to decide whether they wiitiooe to accept
significant government subsidies that come withtager strings
attached, as was the case with Catholic Charmreslvement with
adoptions in Massachusetts and lllinois. Personiaérty is
compatible with religious freedom. If exemptionseddo be made
to accommodate religions that should be possildie. dourts have
for many years been reviewing and ruling on cakes test the
boundary line between religious freedom and equategtion.
Amendments to countries’ constitutions to limit mege to a
union of a man and a woman single out one clasmer for
discrimination. Support seems driven primarily byofpund
personal discomfort with homosexuality, not a desir defend the
institution of marriage. Indeed, the debate abautessex marriage
may have spurred a dramatic increase in violenear gays and
lesbians. According to political scientist Gary 8eg in 2008,
crimes in America against gay men and lesbians wated for
seventy-one percent of all hate-motivated murded fifty-five
percent of all hate- motivated rapes. He conclutthsre is simply
no other person in society who endures the likelth@f being
harmed as a consequence of their identity thanyangan or
lesbian” (Amicus Brief). Moral disapproval aloneosid not be a
sufficient reason to deny rights to a minority. &sd a clear and
imminent danger exists, countries do not and shooldregulate
family life on the basis of parental characteristic

3.2. Arguments against Same Sex Marriage

Same sex marriage is a sifihe acceptance of same-sex marriage
legitimizes and gives society’s blessing on homasaébehavior.
Almost all major religions condemn homosexuality sisful
behavior (See William Witt, Hermeneutics of Same-btarriage.
March 4, 2012. http://willgwitt.org/hermeneutics_séme-
sex_practice/). Leviticus, the third book of thebiHav Bible says,
“Thou shalt not lie with mankind, as with womankind is
abomination” (Leviticus 18:22). The New Testamefiirms this
view, noting, “... God gave them over to shamefutdu&ven their
women exchanged natural relations for unnaturalsorden
committed indecent acts with other men, and reckive
themselves the due penalty for their perversiordni@ns 1:26-27).
Islam teaches that homosexuality is a vile formfarnication
punishable by death (Guide to Understanding Isla@rthodox
Judaism considers it an “abomination” and punishdb) death
(Rabbi Amsel).In 2003, the Southern Baptist Convention came to
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a resolution which stated that “same-sex marriageuld convey
a societal approval of a homosexual lifestyle, \Wwitwe Bible calls
sinful and dangerous both to the individuals inealvand to
society at large” (On Same-Sex Marriage, June 208Bhilarly,

the Evangelical Presbyterian Church believes, “fhijgexual
practice is a distortion of the image of God as #till reflected in
fallen man, and a perversion of the sexual relatign as God
intended it to be” (Position Paper on Homosexuplity

Same-sex "marriage” would further isolate marriafrem its
procreative purposeTraditionally, marriage and procreation have
been tightly connected to one another. Indeed, faosociological
perspective, the primary purpose that marriageeseis’'to secure a
mother and father for each child who is born intsoaiety. Now,
however, many Westerners see marriage in primamhotional
terms. Among other things, the danger with this taldg is that it
fosters an anti-natalist mindset that fuels popatatiecline, which
in turn puts tremendous social, political, and @coit strains on
the larger society. Same-sex marriage would ontihé&r undercut
the procreative norm long associated with marriagefar as it
establishes that there is no necessary link betwestreation and
marriage. This was spelt out in th@&oodridge decision in
Massachusetts, where the majority opinion dismissie
procreative meaning of marriage. It is no accidkat the countries
that have legalized or are considering legalizimmga-sex marriage
have some of the lowest fertility rates in the worFor instance,
the Netherlands, Sweden, and Canada have birthitaa¢shover
around 1.6 children per woman--well below the repfaent
fertility rate of 2.1.

Same-Sex Marriage Endangers Children“Marriage is

fundamentally about the needs of children,” saysviDa
Blankenhorn, author of The Future of Marriage ahd tounder
and president of the Institute for American Valuéf/N)hat

children need most are mothers and fathers” (RdheBeorge and
Ryan T. Anderson, April 23, 2007.). The mother ahd father
bring different and important traits to child rewyi Psychiatrist
Harold M. Voth of the Menninger Foundation wrotelia78, “One
of the most important functions of parenting isetmke, develop
and reinforce gender identity and then proceedhiplserd the
developing child in such a way as to bring his pgjogical side
into harmony with his biological side and therefdevelop a solid
sense of maleness or femaleness . . .” (Reportoofiflission on
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Sexual Orientation and the Law. State of Hawaiihil@@en are
better off when raised by both a father and mot@Géild Trends, a
leading independent nonpartisan research concludes;

Research clearly demonstrates that family structaedters for
children, and the family structure that helps af@idthe most is a
family headed by two biological parents in a lowfiict marriage.
Children in single parent families, children bom tinmarried
mothers, and children in step-families or cohagitielationships
face higher risks of poor outcomes . . . . Ther¢hiss value for
children in promoting strong, stable marriages leetwbiological
parents . . .. [l]t is not simply the presencdavad parents . . . but
the presence of two biological parents that seemssupport
children’s development. (Kristin Anderson Moore, s&u M.
Jekielek and Carol Emig, June 2002)

The Catholic Church raises to a moral principlee“tight of the
child to be born from one father and one mother atefather and
mother both from a biological and a legal point wkw”
(Compendium of the Social Doctrine of the Church).

We know from biology that two males or two femadesinot have
a marital union that is biologically open to neweliThis means
that, in order for a same-sex couple to conceiehild, the couple
would have to take either sperm or an egg from som@eavho is a
stranger to their relationship. So, in order to agwve a child, a
same-sex couple would have to overlook the chitdjgt to be
raised by both of his or her biological parents.

Religious Liberty The acceptance of same-sex marriage can be
said to be a threat to religious freedom. The QdathGhurch
defines ‘religious freedom’ as meaning “that all mare to be
immune from coercion on the part of individuals a@fr social
groups and of any human power, in such wise thatrmis to be
forced to act in a manner contrary to his own lilievhether
privately or publicly, whether alone or in assoiciatwith others,
within due limits” (Dignitatis Humane. Pope Paul. \Dlecember 7,
1965). If same-sex marriage is widely acceptedaias will be
forced to aid and abet behavior contrary to thearahteachings.
The United States Conference of Catholic Bishopes)o

Changing the legal term “marriage” is not one clemgthe law,
but rather amounts to thousands of changes at offoe.term
“marriage” can be found in family law, employmeat trusts and
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estates, healthcare law, tax law, property law, arahy others.
These laws affect and pervasively regulate religimstitutions,
such as churches, religiously-affiliated schoolsspitals, and
families... When Church and State disagree on what tdrm
“marriage” means ... conflict results . . . as that&twill apply
various sanctions against the Church for its rdftcts@omply with
the State’s definition” (Marriage: Unique for a Rea. The United
States Conference of Catholic Bishops).

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
4.0 CONCLUSION

In this unit, we have been able to discuss themaemis for and
against same-sex marriage. Advocates of same-sexNage see
homosexuality as a normal variant within the huroandition and
should be accepted generally. On the other hidnedreasons given
by opponents of same-sex marriage are groundedialoglzal
stance, religious stance and purpose of the itistitof marriage.
With respect to the institution of marriage, theggponents argue,
same-sex couples are simply not similar to differsax couples,
because marriage by definition, morally and pradiiicrequires a
man and a woman.

5.0 SUMMARY

According to the supporters of same-sex marriagejdsexuality
is a normal variant within the human conditionwhls pointed out
that even Jesus Christ never mentioned homosexuialithis

response to the Pharisee’s question but emphaldaesl as the

most supreme of all laws.

Opponents of same-sex marriage posit that samenaexage is a
sin against God. Furthermore, it does not confoith the ideal of
marriage, which is supposed to be between man anaaw.

6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT
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MODULE 5 CLONING
UNIT 1 UNDERSTANDING CLONING
CONTENTS
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3.0. Main contents
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3.2. History of Cloning
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3.3.1. Therapeutic
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3.3.3. DNA
3.4. Uses of Cloning
4.0. Conclusion
5.0. Summary
6.0. Tutor-Marked Assignment
7.0 References/Further Reading

1.0. INTRODUCTION

This unit attempts a conceptual clarification af #tey term of this
module, cloning. In addition to this, it takes ailpsophical
excursion into the history of cloning as well as tigpes and uses
of cloning.

2.0. INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES
This unit will help students:

o to comprehend the meaning of cloning;
o to understand the historical evolution of cloning;
) to discuss different types and uses of cloning.

3.0. MAIN CONTENTS
3.1. Whatis Cloning?

The word clone is used in many different contextsbiological
research but in its most simple and strict setigefers to a precise
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genetic copy of a molecule, cell, plant, animalhaman being. In
some of these contexts, cloning refers to estadadidechnologies
that have been part of agricultural practice feesy long time and
currently form an important part of the foundatioofs modern
biological research.

Indeed, genetically identical copies of whole oigars are
commonplace in the plant breeding world and are noonty

referred to as “varieties” rather than clones. Mavaiuable
horticultural or agricultural strains are maintainesolely by
vegetative propagation from an original plant, gefing the ease
with which it is possible to regenerate a complekent from a
small cutting. The developmental process in arsnddes not
usually permit cloning as easily as in plants. aimpler

invertebrate species, however, such as certairskafidvorms, are
capable of regenerating a whole organism from dlgrexe, even
though this is not necessarily their usual modeeproduction.
Vertebrates have lost this ability entirely, altburegeneration of
certain limbs, organs, or tissues can occur toimgryglegrees in
some animals.

Although a single adult vertebrate cannot geneaatgther whole
organism, cloning of vertebrates does occur inneatin a limited
way, through multiple births, primarily with the rfoation of
identical twins. However, twins occur by chancehuimans and
other mammals with the separation of a single emlimio halves
at an early stage of development. The resultinigpahg are
genetically identical, having been derived from aggote, which
resulted from the fertilization of one egg by opersn.

At the molecular and cellular level, scientists éndveen cloning
human and animal cells and genes for several decadkhe
scientific justification for such cloning is that provides greater
guantities of identical cells or genes for studwcle cell or
molecule is identical to the others.

At the simplest level, molecular biologists routinmake clones of
deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA), the molecular basisgehes. DNA
fragments containing genes are copied and amplifiedhost cell,
usually a bacterium. The availability of large gtites of identical
DNA makes possible many scientific experiments.isTgrocess,
often called molecular cloning, is the mainstay re€ombinant
DNA technology and has led to the production ofhstmportant
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medicines as insulin to treat diabetes, tissuengltasgen activator
(tPA) to dissolve clots after a heart attack, amgtheopoietin
(EPO) to treat anemia associated with dialysikidney disease.

Another type of cloning is conducted at the ceHulevel. In
cellular cloning copies are made of cells derivemif the soma, or
body, by growing these cells in culture in a labona The genetic
makeup of the resulting cloned cells, called a lvedl, is identical
to that of the original cell. This, too, is a higineliable procedure,
which is also used to test and sometimes to prodaeemedicines
such as those listed above. Since molecular ahdazecloning of
this sort does not involve germ cells (eggs or spethe cloned
cells are not capable of developing into a baby.

The third type of cloning aims to reproduce geradfjcidentical
animals. Cloning of animals can typically be diddeto two
distinct processes, blastomere separation and arucle
transplantation cloning.

3.2. History of Cloning

In 1903 Herber Webber, a U.S. department of agticellpersonal,
was the first to use the word ‘clon’ which latersnspelled clone.
According Clone Safety, Webber’s definition of dofT was “any
group of cells or organisms produced asexually fransingle
sexually produced ancestor” (Clone Safety). Thst fivistorically
noted cloning was with frogs. This cloning was ddre Robert
Briggs and Thomas King in 1952. This idea of clgnfrogs was
first offered up by Hans Spemann in 1938 (Cloneefyaf In 1963
China created clones of carp. According to Wikipetiong Dizhou
performed the process by “inserting the DNA froroedl of a male
carp into an egg from a female carp” (Clone Saféfikipedia).

During the years of 1994 and 1997 scientists Neadt,Flan

Wilmut, and his colleagues at Roslin institute cimtted to the
cloning of Dolly the sheep. 1994 - Neal First magegetic copies
of calves from embryos whose cells then divide luhiy reach
about 120. 1995 — Wilmut builds onto First's expemt by using
sheep embryos instead and inactivating the embiyefore

transferring the nuclei from the embryos into sheggs. 1996 -
Wilmut and his colleagues had a successful cloresks that
everyone knows as Dolly. 1997 — Wilmut and his eajjues
officially went public with their successful clonstieep (ahc.umn).
This progress in cloning brought up many questiabsut the
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ethics and safety of cloning causing President @lilhton to place
a five-year ban on cloning in 1997 (ahc.umn). IN989The
University of Hawaii had successfully clone threengrations of
mice (ahc.umn).

In 2003 the U.S. House passed the Human Cloningilittion Act.

Canada followed close behind by also banning ctpnim 2005.

Unlike the U.S. and Canada, South Korea allowsnssis to

continue attempts at cloning. Also, in 2005 “Unitedtions past a
non-binding declaration calling on all Member Sgate ban all
forms of human cloning” (UN, 2005). During histoafter Dolly,

many different animals have been cloned, includiRgesus
monkey, Gaur (first endangered species cloned)ecatcat, a dog,
a rat, a mule, horse, water buffalo, and a camsgk rall been
cloned. (Donald, 2020: 552)

3.3. Types of Cloning

There are three types of cloning, Therapeutic, 8dpetive, and
DNA Cloning (Human Genome Project).

3.3.1. Therapeutic: The purpose of this cloning is to grow stem
cells. They use the stem cells to harvest orgamk halp treat
diseases not for human cloning. (Human Genome @&joje
According to the Stem Cell Center the definition tbérapeutic
cloning refers to “the removal of a nucleus, whicmntains genetic
material, from virtually any cell of the body (amsatic cell) and its
transfer by injection into an unfertilized egg fromhich the
nucleus has also been removed. The newly recotstruentity
then starts dividing. After 4-5 days in culture,l@yonic stem cells
then can be removed and used to create many embstem cells
in culture” (Stem Cell Centre).

Many times, while attempting therapeutic cloning@ tembryo is
destroyed, causing many people to be skepticalhisf tiype of
cloning (CBSE).

3.3.2. Reproductive:Reproductive cloning is the most commonly
known of the three types of cloning. Reproductivenmg is a
technologically based way of creating an animahwilie same
nuclear DNA as the animal's DNA it was taken frofMugan
Genome Project). Dolly the sheep was created byodeptive
cloning (Human Genome Project). And according te Human
Genome Project this was cause by a process cdllechatic cell
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nuclear transfer’ (SCNT), scientists transfer gengtaterial from
the nucleus of a donor adult cell to an egg whassenis, and thus
its genetic material, has been removed. The reaamistl egg
containing the DNA from a donor cell must be treateith
chemicals or electric current in order to stimulatdl division.
Once the cloned embryo reaches a suitable staigdransferred to
the uterus of a female host where it continues dgebtbp until
birth” (Human Genome Project).

3.3.3. DNA: DNA cloning is also known as “Molecular cloning,
Gene cloning, and Recombinant DNA technology” (CBSE
According to genome.gov “Gene cloning, also knoven NA
cloning, is a very different process from reprodwet and
therapeutic cloning.” According to the Human GenoRmwject,
DNA cloning is the “transfer of a DNA fragment oftérest from
one organism to a self-replicating genetic elemsmth as a
bacterial plasmid. The DNA of interest can therpbapagated in a
foreign host cell.” What this is saying is DNA clog is making
copies of DNA fragments (Human Genome Project; CBSE

3.4. Uses of Cloning

Reproductive Uses: Reproductive cloning could kedusy cloning
animals and then using the cloned animals for dasging and
other treatments. This could also be used to pmgecfect foods
like dairy (National Human Genome Research In€jti2020).
Also, Reproductive cloning can be used to rebudgdiations. “In
2001, researchers produced the first clone of adamgered
species: a type of Asian ox known as a guar. S#utypaby guar,
which had developed inside a surrogate cow motfied just a
few days after its birth. In 2003, another endaedeype of ox,
called the Banteg, was successfully cloned. Sodar,athree
African wildcats were cloned using frozen embryssaasource of
DNA. Although some experts think cloning can savengnspecies
that would otherwise disappear, others argue tloairgy produces
a population of genetically identical individualbat lack the
genetic variability necessary for species surviyblational Human
Genome Research Institute, 2020).

Therapeutic Cloning Uses: Therapeutic cloning canubed “to
grow tissues in the laboratory that can be usedrtaw healthy
tissue to replace injured or diseased tissues$ Ehsaying that in
the future once this use is perfected many diseagkbe cured.
“In addition, it may be possible to learn more abthe molecular
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causes of disease by studying embryonic stem gedk |from
cloned embryos derived from the cells of animalfimmans with
different diseases.” In the future we will be alile prevent
diseases. (National Human Genome Research Ins2059).

DNA Cloning Uses: DNA cloning can be used to sttty human
genome and figure out what genes contribute tcaitediseases
(CBSE).

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
4.0. CONCLUSION

In this unit, we have considered the meaning, histtypes and
uses of cloning. We were made to understand tleatettm ‘clone’
is being used in many different contexts in biotadjiresearch. In
some of these contexts, cloning is said to referestablished
technologies that have been part of agriculturatice for a very
long time and currently form an important part oé foundations
of modern biological research.

5.0. SUMMARY

Cloning refers to a precise genetic copy of a madkccell, plant,
animal, or human being. There are three types ohimt,
Therapeutic, Reproductive, and DNA Cloning. Cloniagn be used
for reproductive, therapeutic and DNA purposes.

6.0. TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT
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UNIT 2 ARGUMENTS FOR AND AGAINST CLONING
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1.0. INTRODUCTION

This unit attempts an exposition into the debateuélsloning. The
debate comes from two camps, whereby one is in@stu@nd the
other against cloning.

2.0. INTENDED LEARNING OUTCOMES
This unit will help students:

o to discuss the arguments for cloning;
o to discuss the arguments against cloning.

3.0 MAIN CONTENT
3.1 Arguments for Cloning

Cure for infertility: The most straightforward resswhy someone
may want to reproduce through cloning is to havgeaetically
related child. Currently, those who want a child éannot produce
an embryo because they are infertile, can eitherausonor embryo
and carry it to term (or have it carried to term dwurrogate), or
adopt a child. In neither case, however, will thédcbe genetically
related to them. Cloning would allow these peopmlehave a
genetically related child. Moreover, if a coupleesishe female
partner’s egg in the cloning procedure, then thédcbould be
genetically related to both rearing parents, asauld share his
mitochondrial DNA with the woman whose egg was usetdl the
nuclear DNA of the woman’s partner who provided #mmatic
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cell. Many deny that individuals have a justifiederest in having
a child that is genetically related to them (Bal#ho1999; Levy
and Lotz 2005). Regardless of whether the desifeaiee a child
who is genetically related is ethically problematicome way, it is
often considered a sufficient reason to allow pe@ucess to other
cures for infertility — namely in-vitro fertilizaan (IVF). Therefore,
it may also provide a plausible basis for allowauggess to cloning
technologies.

Increase Health/Well-being for Children: Cloning ymalso be
desirable for parents who do not necessarily waahill who is

genetically related to them, but who want a childows expected
to have a high level of health and/or well-beindgorthg would

enable parents to have a child with a genome idainto that of a
person with good health and/or other desirableatttaristics. John
Harris (2004, pp. 29-30) stresses the point thahinb allows
parents to provide someone with a ‘tried and tégiedome, not
one created by the genetic lottery of sexual repetidn and the
random combination of chromosomes. If we chooseceiirdonor
wisely, Harris argues, we will be able to protdue tclone from
many hereditary disorders and many other genetmblems.

Furthermore, SCNT could be used in combination wgdne
editing technologies like CRISPR/Cas9 (a type ddyeme, used in
gene editing technologies).

This could be used to create ‘near’ clones, whiakehthe same
genotype as a very healthy donor, but with sulntiprovements. It
is not clear how effective such a techniqgue wowddThe effects of
genes on health and well-being are relative toetngronments in
which they are expressed. Subtle environmental gdmetween
generations could turn a genome associated witthhé@ one

associated with serious disease. However, if th&evaat

environmental conditions remain the same, cloniagla be the
most effective way to create a child with the gesatexpected
health/wellbeing.

A ‘replacement child’: In 2009, Panos Zavos, a coversial

fertility doctor in the US, claimed to have creawdned embryos
using tissues from three deceased people, onesof ghyoung girl
who had died in a car crash (Jones, 2009). Hehsgiohtent was to
study the cloning procedure, not to create balimvever, he
stressed that in the future, cloning could be usecdreate genetic
copies of deceased loved ones. For example, pandrdse child
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had died could create a genetically identical ‘@epiment child'.
Again, this could be used in combination with geediting

technologies, to produce near clones of a dececlsétl Parents
who had tragically lost a child due to some gendisease, could
produce a clone of that child with the fatal flawrmected.
However, the motivation of cloning a child as alaepment is
based on erroneous assumptions about cloning. déwee that by
cloning a child we would create a copy of that saimiél embodies
the view that identity is solely determined by @&mnes. But this
type of genetic determinism is clearly false. ThHougenes
influence our personal development, so does thepmand
irreproducible context in which our lives take madVe know this
from studying monozygotic twins. Notwithstandingetfact that
such twins are genetically identical to each othed, therefore,
sometimes look very similar and often share margratter traits,
habits and preferences, they are different indisiuwith different
identities (Segal, 1999). Cloning a deceased chtmuld not

produce an identical child, but a different chijdst as ‘standard’
reproduction does.

A saviour sibling: A further possible motivationrfengaging in
cloning is to create a child who could act as augsdonor for a
sick sibling. For example, if a child has a blooedse, the
treatment of which requires a hematopoietic stemll ce
transplantation, stem cells from the umbilical cbtdod collected
after the birth of the younger clone could be uskxd
transplantation to the progenitor. The creationsoth ‘saviour
siblings’ is already permitted using pre-implardgati genetic
diagnosis and IVF. Cloning could potentially be areneffective
method for producing children who are saviour sipd. In sum,
cloning could significantly expand our procreatigptions. The
two clearest motivations for using cloning will las a cure for
infertility and to create saviour siblings. As wéready allow
people to access reproductive technologies forethmsrposes,
these appear to be justified reasons for allowiagpte to access
cloning technigues. An argument is owed for why duging
children through cloning is more unethical thanngsiother
reproductive technologies (or standard sexual dhprton).

3.2 Arguments against cloning

Cloning is Unnatural: That cloning is unnatural atieerefore
wrong is one of the most often heard argumentsnagailoning
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(see, for example, The President's Council on Bimst 2002,
chapter 5) but also one of the least convincing. sy that
something is ‘unnatural’ can be interpreted in @asi ways.
Perhaps the most obvious sense in which cloningnigatural is
that it is artificial — it is the product of purpafsil human activity. It
seems implausible, however, that all that is aitifiis bad as this
implies that all medicine is bad. Another sensgimch cloning is
unnatural is that it is unusual. It is not what m@mally do. But
why would the ‘unusualness’ of something make ibng? Many
new technologies are unusual. We do not genenaiihk tthat this
provides a good reason not to develop or use tAendetermine
whether we should develop or use new unusual téobres, we
typically look at the expected consequences ofglem

Cloning threatens autonomy: Many fears that cloriimgatens the
autonomy of a child, by locking them into partiqufatures. This
may be bad in itself, or bad because it might redine clone’s
wellbeing. In its report ‘Human Cloning and Humaigiity: An
Ethical Inquiry’, the President’s Council on Biokth (2002) wrote
that being genetically unique is “an emblem of peledence and
individuality” and allows us to go forward “with eaelatively
indeterminate future in front of us” (Chapter fivsgction ¢). Such
concerns have formed the basis of strong oppoditiartoning. As
discussed above, the concern that a clone’s igendihd
individuality is threatened relies on the mistakeglief that who
and what we become is entirely determined by omegeSharing
the same genome with another organism does natémadentity,
and monozygotic twins are proof of this. Furtherejoit is not
clear how cloning threatens an agent's autonomyairmore
significant way than normal reproduction. Each ¢hd somewhat
limited in the life plans they can pursue because¢heir genes;
cloned or not. As long as an equivalent numberifefplans are
open to a clone as there are to a normal child,cdoes are not
coerced into pursuing particular life plans, thendive just as
autonomously as normal children.

The clone will be treated as a means: Cloning @&®yseople’s
imagination about the clone, but also about tholse will choose
to have a child through cloning. Often dubious wedi are
ascribed to them: they would want a child thafust like so-and-
S0’ causing people to view them as objects or aseodities like a
new car or a new house (see, for example, Putn@éyv, op. 7-8).
They would want an attractive child (a clone of iBth Johansson)
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or a child with tennis talent (a clone of Serendlis¥ns) purely to
show off. Dictators would want armies of clonesatthieve their
political goals. People would clone themselves ofitvanity.
Parents would clone their existing child so that ttone can serve
as an organ bank for that child. The conclusiathés that cloning
is wrong because the clone will be used as a mesnmto others’
ends.

Complex family relationships: Another concern isttitloning

threatens traditional family structures. Similamarfe have been
echoed in debates about homosexuals adopting ehjldvF and

other assisted reproduction techniques. But clommay present
unique problems by blurring generational boundadeslone does
not have genetic parents in the traditional senskethis may alter
family structures. However, it is not clear thahgeational blurring

would lead to a cloned child being more confuseaualhis family

ties than some children are now.

SELF-ASSESSMENT EXERCISE
4.0 CONCLUSION

All things considered, whether or not cloning isrmissible
depends on the weight of the reasons for doiran, the weight of
the reasons against doing it. We have argued hiea¢ tare cases in
which individuals may be justified in using clonitechnologies as
a means for reproduction, especially when thidhésdnly way to
create a child who is genetically related to thaatpor to produce
a child to act as a saviour sibling. Furthermotee arguments
adduced against cloning do not provide strong me=aso believe
these specific uses of cloning technologies woeldiethical.

5.0. SUMMARY
6.0 TUTOR-MARKED ASSIGNMENT
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