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attempted to address the ethical questions
emerging from the fast paced developments
of molecular genetics in the last decades of
the twentieth century. It provides a fairly
comprehensive introduction to a significant
number of theological notions that are af
fected by the implications of contemporary
genetics. It is ecumenical in perspective and
is generally both sound in its scientific pre
sentations and fair in its summaries of con
fessional positions. From a general perspec
tive it could have benefited from material pro
vided by the philosophy of science. Read
ers need to know that some fundamental
questions with ethical implications can be
found outside of the religious perspective.
Some of these very legitimate epistemologi
cal concerns raised from the philosophical
perspective provide very valuable support
and confirmation to those arising from reli
gious communities. Specifically, Chapman
fails to review the horrors that arose from the
misuse of Mendelian genetics in the first half
of the twentieth century. These attacks on
humanity were precisely the result, at least in
part, of both the scientific and political com
munities epistemological naivete (perhaps
deliberate) about the limits of Mendel’s laws.
The most cogent attacks on the early twenti
eth-century eugenic m ovem ent w ere
epistemologica
From a specifically Roman Catholic per
spective, Chapman’s work could be stronger
in two areas. First, its interpretation of Catho
lic teaching seems to lack an understanding
of the Church’s respect for “reason” as a le
gitimate vehicle to acquire ethical truth. Thus
I think the Catholic reader might find himself/
herself uncomfortable with some of the inter
pretations of Catholic positions found in the
book. Secondly, the book seems to refer to
bioethics in general, and the ethical discus
sions surrounding genetics in particular, as
late twentieth-century developments. How
ever, this dismisses the long history of pas
toral and moral medicine in the Catholic tra
dition going back at least to the late nine
teenth century. Specifically one can find dis
cussions arising from the use/abuse of eu
genic measures in the early twentieth cen
tury in both the American Ecclesiastical
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prior to the development of molecular genet
ics spurred by the model of DNA proposed
by Watson and Crick in 1954. Chapman could
have added to the value of her work by pre
senting some of the discussions surround
ing eugenics by the religious communities in
the first three decades of the twentieth cen
tury.
in conclusion, i w ould recom m end
Chapman’s book as an excellent introduction
to the discussions of the ethical questions
surrounding contemporary genetics. It pro
vides a valuable summary in a respectful ecu
menical context of the contributions of a num
ber of religious voices. The book also pro
vides a good introduction to the science of
contemporary genetics. Finally the book of
fers the reader a wide selection of the kinds
of theological questions that are raised by
the new genetics. Both because the book
presents foundational material and raises
many more theological and bioethical ques
tions than it answers, some might find it use
ful as a text for a graduate seminar, a vehicle
for an adult education series, or to acquire a
reasonable, ecumenical view of the state of
the dialogue between religious ethics and the
frontiers of genetic science.
Richard Benson, C.M., Ph.D., S.T.D.
Academic Dean
St. John’s Seminary
Camarillo, CA 93012

Arthur J. Dyck. When K illin g Is Wrong:
P h ysician -assisted S u icide a n d th e Courts.
Cleveland: Pilgrim Press, 2001. 127 pp.

This book, although brief, is exceptionally
valuable. Dyck offers incisive critiques of the
reasoning used by federal judges and ethicists to support physician-assisted suicide
(hereafter PAS). He then gives reasoned ar
guments to justify philosophically (1) the
principles that now guide and support homi
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cide law in the United States and (2) the pos
sible forging of a “new synthesis” of exist
ing legal traditions capable of protecting the
incalculable worth of every human life.
The Ninth and Second Circuit Courts of
Appeals claimed in 1996 that there is a con
stitutional right to PAS. Justices Reinhardt
and Miner defended this claim on explicitly
philosophical grounds, their own version—
“truncated,” as Dyck shows—of Mill’s utili
tarianism. For them, human beings do not
have a natural desire to preserve their lives,
but they do have a natural desire to pursue
pleasure and avoid pain. They hold that it is
not wrong to kill someone or to help others
kill themselves if they no longer have a de
sire to live because they are terminally ill and
suffer from a debilitated, highly dependent
state felt to be humiliating or in some way
intolerable.
In 1997, Supreme Court Chief Justice
Rehnquist rejected this claim. He simply set
forth an argument from authority—the au
thority of two traditions that have shaped
more than seven hundred years of AngloAmerican law. These traditions, the JudeoChristian tradition and the “natural rights”
tradition stemming from Hobbes and Locke,
despite their great differences, have shaped
a legal “synthesis” that views life as a great
good which human persons naturally desire
to protect and preserve and that likewise con
siders the right to life as fundamental, one
requiring the protection of law.
This “synthesis” is threatened by the new
“Millian” tradition championed by the lower
courts and by many philosophers, ethicists,
and jurists today. Dyck’s purpose, magnifi
cently fulfilled, is to offer a philosophically
sound defense of the principles behind the
Supreme Court’s decision to overturn the
Ninth and Second Circuit Courts.
Dyck subjects to cogent criticism the rea
soning adopted by the lower court justices
and presented in a more nuanced form by
writers such as Beauchamp and Childress in
the influential Principles o f Biomedical Eth
ics, fourth edition, 1994. In reaching their
verdicts the lower courts used a simple, di
rect kind of consequentialism which judges

the. moral value of actions exclusively in
terms of their consequences. It simplistically
treats as morally equivalent (1) the choice to
kill someone or to kill oneself and (2) the
choice to forgo life-preserving treatments
when these are no longer efficacious or when
they become unduly burdensome. (Dyck pre
fers to call (2) a choice for comfort-only care.)
In both cases the consequence is the same:
a corpse. The more sophisticated defense of
PAS and voluntary euthanasia advocated by
Beauchamp and Childress (and many oth
ers) seeks to take into account, in evaluating
human actions, intentions as well as conse
quences. But even granting their claim (which
should not be granted) that intentional ac
tions include “any action and any effect
willed in accordance with the plan, including
tolerated as well as wanted effects (empha
sis added)”(p. 44), Dyck shows that their ef
fort to equate comfort-only care and killing
fails miserably. They do not recognize how
the use of lethal agents skews the doctor/
patient relationship, making it like the rela
tionship of a premeditated murderer to the
one killed. The restraint against using means
incompatible with life is removed, and this
undermines the usual inhibitions against kill
ing. Respect for life is compatible with com
fort-only care; it is not compatible with a will
ingness to take life away.
In contrast to the lower court justices and
their philosophical supporters, Chief Justice
Rehnquist and the “traditions” (Judeo-Christian, “natural rights”) to which he appeals
hold that killing is wrong (when it is wrong)
because it violates an individual’s right to
life, irrationally runs counter to a human
being’s natural love of life, and violates the
sanctity of life. In his final chapter Dyck (1)
sketches a m oral structure to support
Rehnquist’s claims, (2) shows that this moral
structure would be threatened or undermined
by legalizing PAS, and (3) points out elements
in Mill’s thinking that support (1) and (2).
(1) The moral structure Dyck sketches can
be summarized as follows. Human agents ex
ist only because of the cooperative behavior
of others. In short, Dyck argues, there are
certain natural “proclivities” (St. Thomas
would call them natural “inclinations”) es
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sential to the continuation of human life: some
make life possible; others protect and en
hance it. There are certain natural “inhibi
tions” : those against killing, against taking
away or failing to provide life’s necessities,
against lying. These natural proclivities and
inhibitions make individual and communal life
possible. We can even say that natural hu
man rights are “actual either as expectations
or claims on the relations that are moral req
uisites of our individual and communal life”(p.
92).
Killing, then, is wrong when it is wrong for
several reasons. First, “because the act of
killing oneself or someone else violates and
threatens to undermine the mutual moral re
sponsibilities that are requisites of individual
and communal life”(p. 96). Second, because
killing “no longer exhibits a love for life”(p
.96). Finally, because the human life that is
killed “is treated as a life that has little or no
worth rather than as a life of incalculable
worth” (p.103).
(2) Legalizing PAS would undermine this
moral structure for many reasons, chief
among them the following: “if laws were per
mitted to embody the idea that in some cir
cumstances life loses its worth, or that some
people lack sufficient worth to have their lives
protected, individuals would no longer en
joy equal protection of law ... (p. 103).”
(3) Elements o f Mill supporting (1) and (2).
The lower courts employed a “truncated”
version of Mill to justify PAS. As Dyck
shows, Mill insisted on “rules” that protect
the very groundwork of our existence, our
life in common with others in stable, peaceful
communities. For Mill gratitude is a matter of
justice; and gratitude to those who brought
one into existence and sustain, nurture, and
protect one’s life is an obligation. Thus if
Mill is to be taken as a leader in jurispru
dence, one “should ask whether the social
feelings that support justice and, therefore,
guard the security of every individual life
would in any way be undermined by grant
ing such a liberty as PAS”(p. 117).
Dyck’s excellent work presents reasoned
arguments appropriate for public debate to
support the respect for human life currently
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embodied in law. Defense of these laws can
be mounted on the basis of a new synthesis,
one incorporating the Millian (utililtarian) tra
dition into the old synthesis forged by the
merger of the Judeo-Christian and Hobbesian-Lockean (“natural rights”) tradition. This
new synthesis, while compatible with JudeoChristian anthropology, is not directly de
pendent upon it. Thus, “instead of debating
conflicting theological anthropologies [pre
supposed by the three traditions] ... it is pos
sible to derive from all three traditions a very
similar concept of why individual life is sa
cred and should in law be viewed as such.”
William E. May
Michael J. McGivney
Professor of Moral Theology
John Paul ii institute
for Studies on Marriage and Family
Washington, D.C.

H all, R obert T. A n I n tr o d u c tio n to
H e a lth c a re O rg a n iza tio n a l E th ics. New
York: Oxford University Press, 2000. 265
pp.
Organizational ethics (OE) is a rapidly de
veloping area of health care ethics in the
United States. There are and will continue to
be differing perspectives on this aspect of
the ethical conduct of health care facilities
and systems. In this book Robert Hall makes
a good contribution to the developing dis
cussion, presenting issues and challenges
for religious and community facilities as well
as private and investor-owned entities.
Dr. Hall is an Emile Durkheim scholar,
whom he cites as he frames the presentation
of health care oE . Durkheim pursued the
question of the inner workings of societies
and their institutions; the cohesion of soci
ety and its ordering by law and social norms
was a most important project. Within this
context, religion was of interest in its effect
on the social system and individuals, while

