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true.  There  are  important
similarities between the personal
reasoning about what 1s good or
bad when I am faced with doing
and being affected by what I
decide and the moral judgments I
make about what is good or bad
for others to do.

Despite the similarities
between these two levels of moral
reasoning, however, there are
reasons for noting the difference
between them. The person faced
with making a decision about
something she will do or be
affected by has an important
existential perspective not shared
by those judging behaviors they
will not actually pursue. Her
personal reasoning is a part of her
life, her story, her future, and

these existential and  Thistorical
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the examples given above I might
be a friend of the person
wrestling with the decision about
cardiopulmonary resuscitation, or I
might be a colleague helping the
physician decide whether or not
he should give the patient with
AIDS access to medications that
will probably be used for suicide.

Some ethicists do not make
a distinction between the personal
reasoning of the person actually
confronted  with  the ethical
challenge and the judgmental
reasoning of the person
considering the case but not so
engaged that she will carry out or
be significantly 1impacted by
whatever decision is made. They
consider both the personal and
judgmental levels of reasoning as

instances of moral judgment
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what I decide. I am not the moral
agent. Making ethical judgments
on this level is far less personal
than practicing prudence because
someone else i1s confronted with
the ethical question. In the
examples given above I might be a
friend of the person wrestling
with the decision about
cardiopulmonary resuscitation, or I
might be a colleague helping the
physician decide whether or not
he should give the patient with
AIDS access to medications that
will probably be used for suicide.

Some ethicists do not make
a distinction between the personal
reasoning of the person actually
confronted  with  the ethical
challenge and the judgmental
reasoning of the person

considering the case but not so
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them. The person faced with
making a  decision  about
something she will do or be
affected by has an important
existential perspective not
shared by  those  judging
behaviors they will not actually
pursue. Her personal reasoning
is a part of her life, her story,
her future, and these existential
and historical factors introduce
an  1mportant context not
shared by anyone else. She 1is
not looking on as a judge; she
is the principal involved in the

casc.

In the last analysis, the
final moral decision rests with

the moral agent faced with
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judgments I make about what

is good or bad for others to
do.

Despite the similarities
between these two levels of
moral reasoning, however, there
are reasons for noting the
difference between them. The
person faced with making a
decision about something she
will do or be affected by has
an important existential
perspective not shared by those
judging behaviors they will not
actually pursue. Her personal
reasoning is a part of her life,
her story, her future, and these
existential and historical factors

introduce an important context
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is not looking on as a judge;
she is the principal involved in

the case.

In the last analysis, the
final moral decision rests with
the moral agent faced with
doing or being affected by
what she decides, and her
position is  unique.  This
uniqueness 1s better preserved
by distinguishing the personal
and the judgmental levels of
moral reasoning, a distinction
reminiscent of that previously
made in theological ethics
between following one’s
conscience even when everyone
else’s ethical judgments might
indicate  one  should do

otherwise.
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actually pursue. Her personal
reasoning is a part of her life,
her story, her future, and these
existential and historical factors
introduce an important context
not shared by anyone else. She
is not looking on as a judge;
she 1s the principal involved in

the case.

In the last analysis, the
final moral decision rests with
the moral agent faced with
doing or being affected by
what she decides, and her
position is  unique.  This
uniqueness 1s better preserved
by distinguishing the personal
and the judgmental levels of

moral reasoning, a distinction
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affected by what she decides,
and her position 1s unique.
This  uniqueness is  better
preserved by distinguishing the
personal and the judgmental
levels of moral reasoning, a
distinction reminiscent of that
previously made in theological
ethics between following one’s
conscience even when everyone
else’s ethical judgments might
indicate  one  should do

otherwise.

In this book we will not
be operating on the personal
level of ethical reasoning
because you and I are not
actually going to carry out, or
be affected by, the evaluative

decisions we make in the cases
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by distinguishing the personal
and the judgmental levels of
moral reasoning, a distinction
reminiscent of that previously
made in theological ethics
between following one’s
conscience even when everyone
else’s ethical judgments might
indicate one  should do

otherwise.

In this book we will not
be operating on the personal
level of ethical reasoning
because you and I are not
actually going to carry out, or
be affected by, the evaluative
decisions we make in the cases
we study. When we study the

cases we will be operating on
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everyone else’s ethical
judgments might indicate one

should do otherwise.

In this book we will not
be operating on the personal
level of ethical reasoning
because you and I are not
actually going to carry out, or
be affected by, the evaluative
decisions we make in the cases
we study. When we study the
cases we will be operating on
the level of  judgmental
reasoning, not prudence or
personal reasoning, just as we
do when we try to help friends
figure out what 1s good or
bad, or when we review cases

in ethics committee meetings at
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personal reasoning, just as we
do when we try to help friends
figure out what 1s good or
bad, or when we review cases
in ethics committee meetings at
a hospital or nursing home, or
when we make moral
judgments  about  particular
cases reported in the media,

and so forth.

At the same time, since
the personal and judgmental
levels are similar, experience in
reasoning on the judgmental
level will ideally help us to
make better personal decisions
in our lives when we are
actually faced with ethical

challenges similar to those we
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at a hospital or nursing home,
or when we make moral
judgments  about  particular
cases reported in the media,

and so forth.

At the same time, since
the personal and judgmental
levels are similar, experience in
reasoning on the judgmental
level will ideally help us to
make better personal decisions
in our lives when we are
actually faced with ethical
challenges similar to those we
study in this book. These
challenges are  ones  that
practically nobody can avoid.
Most of us will be making
morally significant health care

decisions for ourselves and for
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similar, experience in reasoning
on the judgmental level wall
ideally help us to make better
personal decisions in our lives
when we are actually faced
with ethical challenges similar
to those we study in this book.
These challenges are ones that
practically nobody can avoid.
Most of wus will be making
morally significant health care
decisions for ourselves and for
others, most likely our parents,

spouse, or our own children.

The third level of ethical
reasoning 1s theoretical. Here
we study carefully and critically
what others have written and

said about ethics, and we
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actually pursue. Her personal
reasoning is a part of her life,
her story, her future, and these
existential and historical factors
introduce an important context
not shared by anyone else. She
is not looking on as a judge;
she 1s the principal involved in

the case.

In the last analysis, the
final moral decision rests with
the moral agent faced with
doing or being affected by
what she decides, and her
position is  unique.  This
uniqueness 1s better preserved
by distinguishing the personal
and the judgmental levels of

moral reasoning, a distinction
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most likely our parents, spouse,

or our own children.

The third level of ethical
reasoning is theoretical. Here
we study carefully and critically
what others have written and
said about ethics, and we
attempt to develop some sort
of theoretical account that
explains the nature of ethics. If
I try to show that biomedical
ethics 1s fundamentally a
matter of obligations derived
from principles and rules, or if
I try to show that biomedical
ethics is fundamentally not a
matter of obligation but of
following our natural

inclination to achieve a good
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a distinction between the personal
reasoning of the person actually
confronted  with  the  ethical
challenge and the judgmental
reasoning of the person
considering the case but not so
engaged that she will carry out or
be significantly 1impacted by
whatever decision is made. They
consider both the personal and
judgmental levels of reasoning as
instances of moral judgment
about what should, or should not,
be done. In a sense, this is true.
There are important similarities
between the personal reasoning
about what is good or bad when
I am faced with doing and being
affected by what I decide and the
moral judgments I make about
what is good or bad for others to
do.
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we attempt to develop some
sort of theoretical account that
explains the nature of ethics. If
I try to show that biomedical
ethics 1s fundamentally a
matter of obligations derived
from principles and rules, or if
I try to show that biomedical
ethics 1s fundamentally not a
matter of obligation but of
following our natural
inclination to achieve a good
life and to live well, I am
reasoning on the theoretical
level. Also on the theoretical
level are the attempts to
develop an ethics based on
divine law (as found in the
Hebrew, Christian, and Islamic

traditions), and the attempts to
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principles and rules, or if I try
to show that biomedical ethics
is fundamentally not a matter
of obligation but of following
our natural inclination to
achieve a good life and to live
well, I am reasoning on the
theoretical level. Also on the
theoretical  level are  the
attempts to develop an ethics
based on divine law (as found
in the Hebrew, Christian, and
Islamic traditions), and the
attempts to base an ethics on
natural law, on natural rights,
on the greatest happiness
principle, and on the
respect-for-persons principle
that obliges us to treat every

person as an end and not
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on natural rights, on the
greatest happiness  principle,
and on the respect-for-persons
principle that obliges us to
treat every person as an end

and not merely as a means.

The theoretical study of
the nature of ethics, its
concepts, and 1its language 1s
the work of ethicists—the
moral philosophers and moral
theologians.  They try to
explain what ethics 1s all about
and to clarify the thoughts and
language we use in our
judgments and personal
decisions. It is very important
and very demanding work that

requires extensive study. There
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person as an end and not

merely as a means.

The theoretical study of
the nature of ethics, its
concepts, and 1ts language 1s
the work of ethicists—the
moral philosophers and moral
theologians.  They try to
explain what ethics is all about
and to clarify the thoughts and
language we use in our
judgments and personal
decisions. It is very important
and very demanding work that
requires extensive study. There
is a large body of important
ethical  literature  stretching
from Plato, Aristotle, the
Stoics, and early Hebrew and
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those we study in this book.
These challenges are ones that
practically nobody can avoid.
Most of us will be making
morally significant health care
decisions for ourselves and for
others, most likely our parents,

spouse, or our own children.

The third level of ethical
reasoning is theoretical. Here
we study carefully and critically
what others have written and
said about ethics, and we
attempt to develop some sort
of theoretical account that
explains the nature of ethics. If
I try to show that biomedical
ethics is fundamentally a

matter of obligations derived
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find myself considering a
particular situation and want to
know what will achieve the good
in the circumstances, but I am not
actually going to do, or be
significantly affected by, what I
decide. I am not the moral agent.
Making ethical judgments on this
level is far less personal than
practicing prudence because
someone else is confronted with
the ethical question. In the
examples given above I might be a
friend of the person wrestling
with the decision about
cardiopulmonary resuscitation, or I
might be a colleague helping the
physician decide whether or not
he should give the patient with
AIDS access to medications that
will probably be used for suicide.

Some ethicists do not make
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actually  confronted with the
ethical challenge and the
Judgmental  reasoning of  the
person considering the case but
not so engaged that she will carry
out or be significantly impacted
by whatever decision is made.
They consider both the personal
and judgmental levels of
reasoning as instances of moral
judgment about what should, or
should not, be done. In a sense,
this is true. There are important
similarities between the personal
reasoning about what is good or
bad when I am faced with doing
and being affected by what I
decide and the moral judgments I
make about what is good or bad
for others to do.

Despite the similarities

between these two levels of moral




