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KaTtepiva Aonpadakn

«BIOHOIKH», OEMATA AIAAIKAZTIKHZ AIKAIOZYNHZ KAI
2YITKATAGEZH YZTEPA ANO ENHMEPQ:ZH 32TH ZZTOMATIKH
®PONTIAA YIEIAZ

H ouykaTtdBeon UoTepa anod evnUEPwWONn ouvioTa B€ua eupUTATOU
npoBAnuartiopolu  otn  BionBikn. TNV napouca avakoivwon o
NPOBANUATIONOC ENIKEVTPWVETAI O {NTAMATA OTOMATIKNG @povTidacg
uyeiag. EIdIkOTepa yiverar avagopd oTnv  NEPINTWON TNG TEXVNTAG
PBopiwoNG Tou NOCIJOU UdATOC TNG KOIVOTNTAGC WG METPO NPOAywyng
TNG Anuodoiac ZTopdTiknG Yyeiag, pe Baon Tnv ‘EkBeon Tou Nuffield
Council on Bioethics (2007) yia nBikd I{nTnuaTa nou avakUATouv OTNn
Anuooia Yyeia. 'Epgaon diverar o Bepata d1adikaoTikng dikaloouvngc,
onw¢ autda diatunwvovTal oTnv ‘EkBeon kal oTn ouvageid Toug PE TN
ouykaTtaleon UOTEPA aAnO EVNUEPWON TWV MNOAITWV OTO MHETPO TNG
TEXVNTAG @Oopiwong Tou nooigou UdATOC TNG KOIvOTNTAG. YNO TO
npioga autod, dlaTunwvovTdl  MPOoBANUATIOHOi  yid NBIKONOAITIKG
(nTAMATa auTovodiac Kal naTtepvaAlohoU OTn  OTOMATIKA @povTida
uyeiag, ge agopun 1o culnToupevo ortnv 'EkBeon “stewardship model”

oTa npoypdaupara Anpooiac Yyesiac.



Informed consent is widely discussed in bioethics. This presentation
particularly focuses on oral healthcare issues. The case of community
water fluoridation as a measure for public oral health promotion is
discussed with special reference to "“Public health: ethical issues”
Nuffield Council on Bioethics Report (2007). Emphasis is given to
procedural justice arrangements in regard to citizens’ informed
consent. With this end in view, ethical and political problems of
autonomy and paternalism in oral healthcare are discussed, by reason

of Report’s “stewardship model” for public health programmes.

EuTtuyia AXToi0yAou
H Jdikavikn avTigeETONIoN TnG BI®OoIpng avantuing uno 1o pwg

TNG OX€0NG Kolvwviag —puong

H epyaocia auTtn enixeipei va €E€etacel Tn OIKAVIKN AVTIMETWNION
UnoBEocswv OMou n npooTacia Tou nePIBAANOVTOC OUYKPOUETAl HE
BepeAiwdn dikaiwuaTa, ONwC TO ATOMIKO dikaiwua oTnv 191oKTNaia, N
ouVTaypaTika NpoBAENOUEVOUC KPATIKOUC OTOXOUG, OMWC N OIKOVOMIKN
avantuén TnNG Xwpac. X' auto To MAdiclo PEAETNG, N MPoooxn Hag
eomialeTar otn PeBodoAoyia nou To AlkaoTAplo akoAoubei katd Tnv
opyavwon Tou OIkavikoU CUAAOYIONOU, €nIXEIpWVTAC napdAAnAa Tnv
avadeiEn Twv eupUTEpwV BewpnTiKWV napadoxwv nou OIENOUV TIG
ano@aosig. TouTeG oI NapadoxeG PEPVOUV TEAIKA OTO PWG TOV TPOMNO HE
TOov onoio To AIKQoTnpIio NpocAduBavel Tn oxeon METAgU @uUONG Kal
Kolvwviag.

Mo avaAuTikd, n nepIBaAAovTIKr vVopoAoyia Tou SUMBOUAioU TNG
EnikpaTteiag pnopei va XwploTei o€ dU0 PEYAAEC nNePIodouc. H npwTn
Eekiva 1O 1975, 6nou n npoortacia Tou nepIBAANOVTOC €I0AXON WG
avayvwpIiodevn UMOXPEWON TOU KPATOUC OTO ZuvTtaypa (apbpo 24%)
Kal oAokAnpwveTal To 1993. Tnv nepiodo auTn, o€ €ninedo dIKAOTIKAC
NPAKTIKNG, Ol €&V ToIC nNpAydacl OUYKPOUOEIC avdaueoa oTnv
nepIBAANOVTIKA MpooTacia kal AAAad ouvTaypaTika KaToXUpwHEva
dikaiwpaTa 1 KpaTikoUG okonoUG enAUOVTAV  WE  KPITAPIO TNV
ekunnpeTnon okonou Jdnuociou cupgepovTog. Kar napoti TouTn n
€EENIEN kal BeuITh ATAvV KAl avaykaia yia yia opboAoyikdTepn dlaxeipion
TWV nepIBaAlovTIKWV ayabwv Kata Tnv Aoknon TwV OIKOVOMIK®WV
dpaocTnNpIOTATWY, N AVAAUTIKN NMPOCEyyIon TNG VOWoAoyiag oTnv €pyacia



autn katadeikvuel OTI ouxva To AIKaoThnplo 0dnyouvTav OTIC EUVOTKEG
yla 1o nepIBAANOV KpIiOEIG TOU, UIOBETWVTAG MIA €K TWV MNPOTEPWV
aueTABANTN 1EpapxIkn doun METAEU TWV EUNAEKOUEVWV CUVTAYMATIKWV
aglwv. ZTNV IEpapyxia auth n npooTacia Tou nepIBAAlovTog BewpouvTav
w¢ a&akd uneptepn TWV AAAwv ayabwv pe Ta onoia kaBe opad
avTinaparidovTav.

And TO 1993 TO nNEPIEXOMEVO TOU VYEVIKOU OUHPPEPOVTOC
KaBioTaTal NepIOOOTEPO OUYKEKPILEVO Kal €nikaipo. TauTileTal YE TNV
€vvola TnG Biwoiung avanTtuéng, n onoia epgavideTal ouoTnUATIKA
nAgov oTo dIkavikd ouAAoyiopo. H Biwoiyn avantuén avaknpUooeTal
BepeAIO kABe kpaTIKAG NOAITIKAG KAl avadeikvUeTal yia To dIKAoTn O€
odnyo kal kpITAplo eAéyxou (standard) Twv emAoywv TnNG NOAITIKAG
efouaiag. Q¢ kavovag (norme) ouvTaypaTikng 1oxuog, n Piwoiun
avantuén ouvioTa To VOMIKO Kal MOAITIKO nAaiolo yia Tnv evapuovion
TPIWV ENIPEPOUG CUVTAYHATIKA KATOXUPWHEVWV KPATIKWV OTOXWV: TNG
npooTaciag Tou nePIBAAAOVTOG, TNG KOIVWVIKAG OUVOXNG Kal TnG
OIKOVOUIKNG avanTtuénc. Q¢ €vvoia ek@ppalouca TO HETPO Kal TNV
avalnTnon Tng 1copponiag, n Biwoiun avanTtuén deoueUEl TIC MOAITIKEG
Kal OIKAOTIKEC APXEC vA MPOXWPOUV OE OUYKEKPIMEVN OTABHION TwV
KGBe @OpPA OUYKPOUOMEVWV OCUP@PEPOVTWY, OTAV OUVTACOOUV Kal
eAeyxouv avTioToixa TIC MeAEtec MepiBaAlovTikwv EnNTwoewv.
'ExovTac, Aoindv, o€ npwTn QAcn unooTnpPi&sl Tn OUYKEKPIMEVN B€aon
™G PBlwoiyng avantuéng, n napouca e€pyacia  EnIXElpei  va
ouoTnUaTonoinoel Toug OIaPOPETIKOUC TPOMOUG HME TOUC OMoiouc N
MEBODOC TNG oTABuIonNG e@appoleTal (1 napaAsineral) and To
AlkaoThplo. 3To OTAdlo autd n nNpoooxn ENIKEVTPWVETAI OTO
AEITOUpYIKO pOAO TOU Kpioigou Opou (Biwoiyn avanTuén) oTto nAaioio
TNC akoAouBoupevng pebodoAoyiac.

H avdAuon paptupd OTI n €KACTOTE EMIAEYOUEVN aAnoO TO
Alkaotnpio pEBodOC opydavwong Tou JIKAavikoUu GCUAAoYIOWOU  Kal
€NIAUONG TWV OXETIKWV OUYKPOUOEWYV AKOAOUBEI HAAAOV OUYKEKPIPEVEG
NPOEPUNVEUTIKEC EMIAOYEC €Mi TOU MNEPIEXOMEVOU  TNG apxng TNnG
Biwaoiung avantu&éng. O1 enIAOYEG AUTEG anodelkvUETal OTI PE Tn O€ipd
TOUG aVvTanokpivovTal O€ JiIa OUYKEKPIKEVN, av Kal guxva pn ouveidnTn,
OUVOAIKN Bewpnon TnG oOxeong MeTa&u @uong kal kolvwviag. H
OUYKEKPINEVN Bewpnon, avTiAauBdaveral Ta ayabda Tou @uOIkoU
nepIBAANOVTOC WG €xovTa eyyevn a&ia kal Tnv NpooTacia auTwyv g
autookono (0IKOKeVTPIKN Bewpnon). AnévavTl o€ pia TETola Bewpnon, N
ev AOyw epyacia napaBdaAel kal unooTnpilel pia OIAAEKTIKI NPOCEYYION
TNG OXEONC PUOIKOU NEPIBAAAOVTOC KAl KOIVWVIaC.

THE JURIDICAL TREATMENT OF SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT
IN THE LIGHT OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NATURE AND
SOCIETY



This study attempts to examine the judicial treatment of cases
where protection of the environment collides with fundamental rights,
such as the right of the individual to property, or with significant public
policy objectives, such as national economic growth. My focus will be
on the methodology that is followed by the Court, as well as on the
more general theoretical presumptions that underlie its decisions.
These presumptions shall finally bring to the fore the way that the
Court perceives the relationship between nature and society.

We can easily divide Greek case law on the issue into two large
periods. The first one begins in 1975, when environmental protection
was for the first time introduced as a state objective in the Greek
Constitution (article 24), and ends in 1993. During this period the
judicial treatment of conflicts between protection of the environment
and other fundamental rights or other public policy goals was premised
on the concern of the Court how best to serve public or general
interest as a whole. In the first parts of the essay it shall be argued
that, although the public interest approach was certainly conducive to
a more rational and more protective management of environmental
goods, it often led the Court to adopt a problematic legal-theoretical
premise: the maxim that conflicting interests can be ranked according
to an abstract, immutable, hierarchical structure containing the whole
set of constitutional rights, values and goods. Within this set of values,
environmental protection was considered to lie over and above all
other goods with which it collided.

Since 1993, the content of the public interest has been rendered
more concrete. It was now identified with the notion of sustainable
development, which has been henceforth permanently present in all
the relevant Court’'s reasoning. Sustainable development was
proclaimed to be one among the keystones of all state policies and the
main standard for the judicial review of political choices of any kind.
Being considered as the content of a norm of constitutional potency,
sustainable development forms a legal and political framework in
which three important, constitutionally entrenched state objectives are
to be reconciled: environmental protection, social cohesion and
economic growth. As a notion that expresses moderation and the
search of equilibrium, sustainable development binds the political and
judicial authorities to proceed to a concrete balancing of interests,



when forming and reviewing the Environmental Impact Assessment. In
this regard my study will attempt to provide a categorization of the
different ways in which the method of balancing of interests was
applied (or not) by the Court. In doing this, I shall focus on the
function of the crucial term (sustainable development) in the
methodology followed.

The research demonstrates that both the structural premises and
the method chosen by the Court when forming its reasoning results
from a specific “pre - understanding” of the content of sustainable
development. The meanings that are ascribed to the notion prove to
be originating from a specific, but often unconscious, approach to the
relationship between nature and society. This approach considers the
environmental goods to have intrinsic value; therefore, their protection
constitutes an end in itself. Against such an approach, this study shall
match and support a dialectical approach to the relationship between
natural environment and human society.

®diAinnog BagiAdyiavvng

DEMOKTESIS KAI RES EXTRA COMMERCIUM: MIA KANTIANH
ANMANTHZH 2ZTON NOZICK

«0O Locke unooTnpilel 0TI oudceic dUvaTal va UNOXpPewdei va €ICEADEI
oTNV MOAITIKN KOIVWVia- Kdanolol &€VOEXETAlI va NAPAMEiVOUvV OTNV
eAeubepia TNC QUOIKNG KATAOTACEWG, AKOWN KAl av ol nAegioTol
emAEEouv va €E&EANBouv and autn... H yewypaiki nepioxn nou
KAAUNTETal anod TNV NPOOTATEUTIKN €vwaon evOEXETaAl, Aoinov, va polalel
ME MIG QETA EABETIKOU TUPIOU, TOOO HE EOWTEPIKA OCO0 KAl PE EEWTEPIKA
opia.» (Robert Nozick, Anarchy, State and Utopia, oc 54 €n.)

«TeAikwg, kaBevacg, didovTag Tov €auTtd Tou o€ OAoug, dev Tov didel o€
Kavevav: €@’ 6cov Og KABE KOIVWVOG anokTa eni kABe AAAou Kolvwvou
Tnv idla €€oucia nou xopnyei 0€ auTtov €ni Tou €auTou Tou, OAol
anokopifouv €va 1ooduvapo yia o,TI xavouv..» (Rousseau, Du contrat
Social, 1.6)

«E@’ Ooov TO £€0a@gOoC amnoTeEAEl TNV aAnwTATn KAl ArnokAEIOTIKA
npolUnoBeon nou kabioTd duvaTth TNV KTNon €EWTEPIKWV NpaypaTwy,
Kabwc¢ kal To npwTo dikaiwha nou duvaTtal va anokTnBei €ival n voun
TETOIWV NPAYNATWV, €neTal OTI TETolA diKAlwPATa €knnyalouv and Tov



KUpiapxo wG KUpio Tou €0dPouUc, N KAAUTEPA, w¢ avwTaTn €€ouaia TN
enikpatelag (dominus territorii)... H avwTatn KUpiOTNTA aMOTEAEI,
WOTOC0, MOVOV TNV 10€a MIAG NOAITIKNG EVWOEWG, N onoia XpnolUEUEl,
MNPOKEINEVOU va napouciacBei pEow OIKAIKWY €VVOIWV N avaykaia
EVWON TWV ATOMIK®V I0IOKTNOIWV €VTOG TOU AdoU unod £€vav YeVIKO
OnNMOGI0 KUPIO, WOTE O NMPOCdIOPICHOC TNG ATOMIKAC 1010KTNOIAg EKACTOU
va e€ival oUPeWVOG ME TNV avaykaia Tunikn apxn Tng doiavoung
(dlavoung Tou €dAgouc) Kal OXI ME apxec abpoicewc¢ (ol 0noisg
NPOXwWPOUV EUMNEIPIKWG ANO TA MEPN NPOC TO OAov). ZUMPWVA MPE TIG
€VVOIEC TOu OlIKdiou, O avwTaTtoG Kupio¢ Oev duvartal va Eexel
ornolodnnoTe TUAMAG Tou €3APOUG WG aTtouikn 18l0KTNoia  Tou
(dlaopeTikG Ba kabioTouoe Tov €auTo Tou IOIWTN). 'OA0 TO €da®OG
avnkel Povo otov Aad (kal pdAiota otov Aad OlaveunTIKWG, Ol
ouAloyikwe)» (Kant, Metaphysik der Sitten, AA 6:323)

Nwpyog Agvdiag
O HOIKOZ ErKE®AAOZ - ZTOIXEIA I'IA MIA NEYPOENIZTHMH
THZ HOIKHZ

H €peuva OXETIKA HE TIC EYKEPAAIKEC DOMEC MOU CUPMETEXOUV OTN
OIaNOPPWON TWV NBIKWV KPICEWV AVEDEIEE TOV KEVTPIKO POAO TWV
aioonudaTwyv (emotions) KABwWG Kal Tov KOIVWVIKO NPocavaToAlopo Twv
YVWOIaKwV 31adIkaoiwVv Nou PNAEKovVTal 0 auTn Tn dIapuopPpwon.
EninAcov @aiveTal nwg n n6ikn dev d1aBETEI KAMOIO €10IKO EYKEPAAIKO
KEVTPO NMouU Ba €nNETPENE iIOWC TNV AUTOVOUN VEUPORBIOAOYIKN TNG
Bewpnon Kal TNV agiyn BewpnTikn TNG ene€epyacnia wg TETold. AvTiBeTa
oTn S1IauOpPPWaON TNG NBIKNG OKEWNG KAl CUMNEPIPOPAC ENNAEKOVTAI
O1aPOPEC EYKEPAAIKEC OOMEC Ol onoieg oxeTiovTal HE EUPUTEPEG
YVWOIAKEG KATNYOPIEC ONWG N ANWN ano@acewy, N KOIVWVIKN Kal
ouvalodinuaTIkn EYANAOKA TOU aTOUOU, N MVAMN, N OWHATIKA KWOIKEUON
TwV avTIANYewVv (somatic marker hypothesis,

embodiment), ol BaoIkKEG CUMNEPIPOPIKEG OTPATNYIKEG TOU OPYaAVIOHOU
0€ oXEon KE Tov Kivduvo 1 Tnv apoifr), Kal ol YuxXoAoyikeg 01adIKaaieg
Tng €€e1davikeuong (sublimation) peow TNG peTagopacg (metaphor).
TEAOG N eKAENTUVON TOU €vvolakoU NAAloiou TNG €EEAIKTIKNG
(PUAOYEVETIKAG Kal OVTOYEVETIKAG) d1adikaaiag Tng NOIKAG ENITPENEI TNV
ene€epyaoia TNG 0 €va VEO-VATOUPAAIOTIKO NESIO EVNUEPWHEVO
(pIAoocopika and Tnv veupoPioAoyia, TNV €EEAIKTIKNA BloAoyia, TIG
KOIVWVIKEC ENIOTANEC KAl TNV avBpwnoAoyia. AuTo To PIAOCOPIKO Nnedio
npoodlopilel Tn yeveaAoyia Twv a&iwv, TNV NOIKIAOJOPPia Toug, Kal
e€nyei TNV dnuioupyia PEAAOVTIKWV O€ ouvAPTNON WE TNV NOAITICHIKA
d1adikacia kal agova €vav oOXeTIKIONO/ NBIKO NAoupaAioud



(relativism/ethical pluralism) nou agaipei and Tnv nBIkR Bswpia TNV
TeAeuTaia a&iwon yia KavovioTIKn anoAuToTnTd.

THE ETHICAL BRAIN:ELEMENTS OF THE NEUROSCIENCE OF
ETHICS

Research of brain structures, which contribute to ethical judgment, has
revealed a central role for emotion as well as the social orientation of
cognitive processes that are involved in ethical reasoning and behavior.
In addition it seems that morality lacks a specific brain center, which
would plausibly enable its neurobiological and philosophical treatment
per se. On the contrary it seems that the construction of moral
thought (or/and sense) and behavior relates to brain structures that
are attributed to broader cognitive categories i.e. decision making,
social and emotional involvement, memory, somatic encoding of
perception (somatic marker hypothesis, embodiment), basic behavioral
patterns of the organism concerning danger or reward, and
psychological processes of sublimation through metaphor. In addition,
the elaboration of the conceptual frame of evolutionary (both phylo
and ontogenetic) processes of morality, permits its treatment in a
neonaturalistic field,

philosophically informed by neurobiology, evolutionary biology, social
sciences and anthropology. This philosophical field would define the
genealogy of virtues and morals, their variance, and would explain
their future construction in relation with cultural processes in a
relativistic /pluralistic ethics frame. This would deprive moral theory of
its ultimatedemand for a normative absolutism.

Stavros Ioannides
Economics and Ethics

With its emphasis on self-interested acting, economics is usually
thought of as a science that cannot and will not encompass ethical
considerations in its theorizing. And yet, over the past two centuries
various economists have attempted time and again to explore the
ethical implications of their models. The first part of the paper aims to
present some of these attempts and to discuss how they have shaped
the economists’ way of thinking on ethical matters. The second part,
however, aims to explore a different question: whether economic
models have anything to offer to scholars of ethics that could help
them frame the issues they deal with. The focus here will be on the



various ways in which the issue of knowledge has been addressed in
modern microtheory.

Nwpyog Aékkag
2YITENEIA KAI BIOAOIIKH AAHOEIA: ME A®OPMH THN
MPOZ®ATH NOMOAOIIA TOY EYPAAA

H natpotnTa, dnAadn n OuyyEVEIQ TOU TEKVOU PE TOV NATEPA Kal
TOUC OUYYEVEIGC TOU NATEPA, oUVAYETAl and Tov YAUo TNG UNTEPAG HE
Tov natépa n 1I9pUETal UE TNV avayvwplion, ekouaia n dikaoTikn. To
Eupwnaiko AikaoTthpio Aikaiwpatwy Tou AvBpwnou (EupAAA) otnv
andégaon Tou Phinikaridou v. Cyprus aocxoAnbnke e To {ATNUa €av
gival oUPQwvVeG Ye TNV Eupwnaikn ZUpBaon Twv AIKAIWUATWVY TOU
AvBpwnou (EupZAA), 1diwc pe Ta apbpa Tng 6 kal 8, ol NPoOETUIEC OTIC
onoieg unokeiTal To OIKaiwpa Tou TEKvVoU va enidiw&el d1kaoTika TNV
avayvwpion TnG natpoTnTAc TOU, Ol OMNOIEC EXOUV WC APETNPIA TO
XPOVIKO onueio evnAIKIiwoNG TOU TEKVOU aveEapTnTa ano Tn —
ouvnBEaTaTn oTnVv NPAagn - ayvoia and To TEKVO TNG BIOAOYIKNAC
aAnBelac wc npog TNV NaTpoTnTa Tou. To EupAAA egixe ndn dexOei OTI
ol NpoBeoiec yia TNV Aoknon TN aywync npooBoAnG TnG naTpoTnTag
ano Tov culuyo TNG KUNTEPAG TOU TEKVOU, Ol onoiec epapuolovTal
ave&€dpTnTa and Tn yvwon Tou w¢ Npoc Tn BloAoyikn aAnBeiq,
napapialouv 1o apBpo 8 TNG EupZAA. Me TIC NPpOOPATEC AnNoPAcEIC TOU
To EUpAAA @aiveTal 6TI enavanpoodiopilel TN CUYYEVEIQ, N onoia €ival
KaT’ apxfVv VOMIKN KATAOKEUN, ouXva avTiBeTn oTnv aAndesia Twv
npayuatwy, Je kpitnpio Tn BioAoyikn aAnbesia.

Nwpyog KapaBokupng
TO «AIKAIQMA» ZTO OANATO

H avayvwpion €voc «dIKaAlWPATOC» 0To 6AvaTo NPOKAAEl TNV aunxavia
TWV VOUIKOV KABWC TO €pWTNHA €naAvepxeTal dIApKwE oTNV €AANVIKN
kal 01€bvn €vvoun Ta&n. Ta kavovioTIka Opia avapeoa oTnV NPoownIKn
autovopia kar Tn PionoAImikn €€oucia Tou KpdToug anodeikvUeETal
dUokoAO va avaxboUv auoTnpwg OTIG ApXEG €iTe TNG 1810KTNCIAg Tou
€AQUTOU EITE TNG 1EPOTNTAG TNG {WNG. ZTNV NApouca PEAETN enIXEIpEiTal
n Oepedioon Tou «OIKAIWMATOG» OTNV  AvaAoylkn HETAxEipion
eubavaoiac kal autokToviag, ME KUPIOUG Afoveg Tnv €AeUBepn oxeEoNn
TOU UMOKEIPNEVOU [E TOV EQUTO TOU, TOV AVTIPPEAAIOTIKO XAPAKTAPA TOU
VEWTEPIKOU JIKaiou kal Tn OUPP®VN ME TNV apxn Tng 100TNTAG



UMOXPEWON TOU VONOU vVa anokaTaoTAOEl TN PUOIKN aviooTnTa avaueoa
o€ BioAoyika 1kavoug Kal avikavoug npog Bdavarto. TeAog, enionuaiveTal
OTI N €yypa®n Tou diKalwPAToG OTo BAavato oTnv apxn TnG a&iag Tou
avlpwnou GuVIOTA ano Tn HIa €va AoylkO atonnua kar and Tnv aiAn
MIa avw@eAn €wg Kal enikivduvn KaTaokeun.

XpioTog Kupiakou
O KANT NEPI THZ ANOPOOAOTIIK'OTHTAZ THZ AYTOKTONIAZ

'Onw¢ €ival KaAd yvwoTo o Kavt ota OsguegAia enixeipnuaTtoAoynos kata
TNG opBoAoyIkOTNTAG TNG auTokToviag. EnixeipnuatoAdynos oTi n
auTokTovia dev PNOPEI va 1IKavonoinoel Ta TEOT TNG KABOAIKOTNTAG Kal
avBpwnivotnTag (unoTiBepeva and Tov  Kavt ot JlEnouv TNV
opBoAoyikn dpdon) kai, ylautd, n auTtokTovia €ival avopBoAloyn KATW
and onoieodnnote ouvOnkec. Mapouoialw &dw, NpoypapuaTika, &va
KavTiavo enixeipnua nou unooTnpilel €va avTipaTrikd CUPnEpacua,
OVOMaOTIKA, OTI N auTokTovia KATw and OUYKEKPIMEVEG OUOTUXEIG
ouvenkec eivar opBoAoyikn (  kalr yiautd nBIKA  EMITPEYIUN).
SUYKEKPIYEVA, BaoIOPEVOG O cupéa KavTiaveg evopdosic yia Tnv a&ia
™G avlpwnivoTnTac Kal Tov autooeBaopo\a&lonpéneiq,
ENIXEIPNUATOAOY® OTI N auTokTovia €ival opBoAoyikn OTIC OUOTUXEIC
NEPIOTACEIC OMou akoun kal n €Anida va d{nosic o€ OouvONnKeg
auTtoosBaocpou Kal a&lonpeneiac NPOAnoKAEieTal.

To YeviIkKOTEPO NOPIONA €yKEITAl OTO OTI APOU TO CUMMEPACHA TWV
enixeipnuatwv Tou Kavrt kalr Tou KavTiavoU ENIXEIPAMATOC €ival
avTipaTika, TOTE npenel va undpxel AdBoc npokeiyevn\ec e€ite orTa
enixelpfpata Tou Kavr eite oro Kavtiavd enixeipnua nou napouciacd.
Av 1O KavTiavd enixeipnua pou gival opBo, onwe BoAika unoBETw, TOTE
ol AavBaouEVEC NMPOKEINEVEC BpiokovTal KAMOU OTA EMIXEIPANATA TOU
KavTt. Aev npoxwpw va napouciaow &dw Tov TPOMo HE TOV 0OMoio
unowialopal OTI Ba pnopouos va €nIAUBEl N ev AOYw acuveneia aAAa
napexw Kanoleg evoOei&eic yia 1o nwg, mavov, auto va pnopouce va
EMITEUYOEI.

KANT ON THE IRRATIONALITY OF SUICIDE

Kant in the Groundwork famously argued for the irrationality of
suicide. He argued that suicide cannot withstand the tests of his
universal and humanity formulas (supposed by Kant to govern rational
action) and, therefore, suicide is irrational under any circumstances
whatsoever. Contrary to Kant, I provide here a broadly Kantian
argument that supports a contradictory conclusion, namely, that
suicide under certain unfortunate circumstances is rational (and
thereby morally permissible). That is, building on broadly Kantian



intuitions about the valuability of humanity and self-respect/dignity, I
argue that suicide is rational in the unfortunate cases where even hope
of ever living in conditions of self-respect and dignity is being ruled
out.

The corollary is that since the conclusion of Kant’s arguments and my
broadly Kantian argument are inconsistent (and that all three
arguments are valid), there must be a false premise either in Kant’s
arguments or my argument. If my argument is sound, as I assume,
then the mistaken premises must lie in Kant's arguments. I don’t
proceed to expound my favorite way of resolving the inconsistency but
only present some hints of how this could potentially be done.

MNavvng Navidng

Euyovikn kai HOIkR oTov ApIOTOTEAN

>Ta KePpaAaia 16-17 Tou €Bdopou BIBAiou Twv [MoAITIKOV ©
ApIOTOTEANG, avaAuovTag Ta 00a €XOUV VA KAVOUV WE TIC TEKVOMOINOEIC,
JIaTUNWVEI Jia o€Ipd anod eUyoviKoU TUMOU VOHUOUC, Ol OMOiol €XOUV WG
apeoco OlakUBEUNA TouG TN YEvvnon Kadl TNV avaTtpo®n YEoa oTnVv NoAn
UYIOV Oopyavika kdl owpaTika naidiov. Ma nolo Aoyo, OMwG, O
ApioToTéANG divel TETOlA onuacia oTnv avaykn va yYevviouvTdl HEod
oTnV NOAN uyIin opyavika kal cwuaTika naidid; Moid n Asiroupyia Kai
onuaocia TnG €UYOVIKNG OTov ApIOTOTEAN; AnO TNV avdaAuon TwV &V
AOYW KePaAdiwv Twv [loAiImik@wv napdAnAa npoc¢ TO unodAoino
aploToTeAIKO corpus npokUMTEl OTI N avaykaidtnTa yevvnong uylwv
naidiwv €yKEITAl OTO OTI N OPYAVIKN KAl CWHPATIKN TEAEIOTNTA AMOTEAEI
npolonoBeon yia va PNopeCssl TO €KAOTOTE ATOPO va NMApakoAoubnoel
ME emTuXia To naidaywylkd npoypapua nou Ba To eBiosl oTIC NOIKEG
ApPETEG. YN’ AQUTAV TNV €VVOIA Ol OUYKEKPIUEVEG PUBUICEIG NOU NpPOTEIVEl
0 ApIOTOTEANG NEPA ANO TOV EPPAVWG EUYOVIKO TOUG XAPAKTNPA £XOUV
Kal évav naidaywylkod oTdxo, evracoovTtal, dnAadn, OTO YEVIKOTEPO
naidaywyiko npoypaupa Tou ApIOTOTEAN, ONWG AuToO JIATUNWVETAlI OTA
BiBAia 7 kai 8 Twv [MoAITikwv, YeyovOC MNou pac odnyei oto va
unooTnpi&oupe Tn 6€on OTI TEAIKA TO APIOTOTEAIKO EUYOVIKO NPOypaApua
ekunnpetei TNV idla TNV apioToTeAIKn nOIkA Bewpia [ PE AAAN
d1aTUNWOoN NPOKEITAlI YId €&vd €UYOVIKO MPOYypaAupa OTnV UnNnpecia Tng
aploToTeAIKNG NOIKNG Bewpiac.
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Aiva Manadakn

2QMATA, ANOPQMOI KAI ZEBAZMOz NMPOZ THN ANOPQIINH
IAIOTHTA: MIA KANTIANH ANAAYZH THZ HOHKOTHTAZ THz
NQAHZHZ KAI AQPEAZ ZQTIKQN OPrANQN

SUpewva Je Tov Kant, «... o dvBpwnoc¢ Oev gxel 1O dikaiwua va
MOUANCEl KArolo anod 1a HEAN TOU MPOKEIUEVOU va KePDIoeEl Xpnuara...
KavovTtag KdTl TETOIO, ETATPENEI TOV €QUTO TOU Of€ QVTIKEIUEVO, TO
oroio o Kabevac Unopei va UETaxeIpIoTel onwc embuueEl...» (Lectures on
Ethics 27:346).

To apBpo autd e€&nyei TOoug AOYouC via Toug onoioug o Kant
EVAVTIQWVETAI OTNV NWANCGN 0pYyavwy, avTAWVTAG UAIKO and TIG anoyelg
TOU YyIa TNV nopveia kalr Tnv avndikdéTnTa TnG oeEouaAlkng xpnong o€
autd TO nAdiolo, Mia nepinTwon TNV onoia o idlo¢ o Kant Bewpei
avaioyn He TNV NwANon {WTIKWV Opyavmy.

Eivai n emAoyn kanoiou atoépou va dwpicel €va and Ta vePpd Tou
oUNPwWVN ME TNV nBIkh; And Ta emixeipnuata Tou Kant, ¢aiveral va
EneTal OTI n Owped opydavwv e€ival cUPNP®WVN PE TNV NBIKA, HOvo av
AauBavel xwpa o€ €va nAaiolo onou To kaBeva and Ta ePnAekodpeva
atopa €xel dikaiwpha Xpnonc TOu aTOPOU TOU AAAOU. 2€ €va TETOIO
nAgiolo, OMwG, o0 OPOHMOG VYia TN OWMATIKA napaBiaocn napapevel
avoixtoc. EmnAgov, n B€on autn nepiopilel onuavTika Tnv nBIkOTNTA
NG dWPEAC opyavwy.

>TOo Keigevo auTtd unooTnpilw OTI MIa MPOCEKTIKN avaAuon Twv
anodyeswv TOoU Kant oOXeTikG ME TO ogBacuou npog Tnv avBpwnivn
I010TNTA anokaAunTtel OTI n Owped opyavwv Oev napafialel Tnv
Katnyopikn MpooTtayr. AvTiBeTa, 8a unopoUcape va OUPNEPAVOUE OTI
and Tnv npoaoTayrn auTtn nnyalsl n unoxpewon dwPEAc opyavwy.

BODIES, PERSONS AND RESPECT FOR HUMANITY: A KANTIAN
LOOK AT THE PERMISSIBILITY OF ORGAN COMMERCE AND
DONATION

According to Kant, ‘... @ man is not entitled to sell his limbs for money...
If a man does that, he turns himself into a thing, and then anyone
may treat him as they please, because he has thrown his person
away...” (Lectures on Ethics 27:346).

This paper explains Kant's reasons against commerce in organs,
drawing on his views on prostitution, and the moral impermissibility of
sexual use within this context, a case which he himself compares to
the selling of one’s body part(s).

Can choosing to donate one’s kidney be morally permissible? If we
take Kant’s views at face value, it would follow that organ donation is
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on a par with morality only if it takes place in a context where people
have gained rights over each other’s persons. In such a context,
however, the path to bodily violation is open. Moreover, this view
severely restricts the permissibility of organ donation.

I argue that a closer examination of Kant’s views on what is involved
in the idea of respecting humanity could reveal that organ donation
does not violate the Categorical Imperative. In fact, it could be said to
follow from such an imperative that we actually have a duty to organ
donation.

BaogiAikn MeTouon

2TOXAZMOI I'TA THN ANOKATAZTATIKH AIKAIOZYNH KAI TH
BIOHOIKH. AIABAZONTAZ «TO TrAMO TOY KAPAXMETH» TOY
AA. NANAAIAMANTH

H anokaTaoTaTikn dikalooUvn wg €vvola Kal NpakTikn (Kivnua
eniong o€ PEpog TNG BiBAIoypapiag) xpnaoiyonoisital edw kai nepinou 20
XPOVIa NPOKEIJEVOU VA NEPIYPAWEI £va NAROOC EVAAAAKTIKWV
NPOCEYYioEWV OTNV anovoun dikaloouvng OTOXEUOVTAC KUPIWS aAAd Oxi
HMOVO OTNV anokataoTaon OXECEWV PMETAEU NPOOWNWV KAl KOIVOTATWYV Ol
onoieg yia kanoio Adyo €xouv diatapaxBei. Av kal n Eupacn TEiVel va
gival otn d1aTapa&n oxE0EWV NOU NPOKAAEITAl ANO EYKANUATIKEG
EVEPYEIEC KAl NPAEEIC NPAKTIKEG ANOKATACTATIKAG OIKAIOOUVNG
epapuolovTal o€ d1IAPOPOUG TOUEIG TNG KOIVWVIKNAG, MOAITIKAG Kal
0IKOVOUIKNG {wNC Kal apopouv nolkiAoug Aoyouc d1aTapa&nc Kkail
TpONoug anokataoraonc. H éugaon TnNG Bewpiag kKal TWV NPAKTIKWOV
nou oxeTi(ovTal JE TNV ANOKATAOTATIKN dIKalooUvn O OXEOEIC JETAEU
NPOCWNWYV KAl KOIVOTATWY AanoTeAEl Yia mibavn evaAAakTIKA
NPOCEYYION oTNV €niAuon N kai otn dianpayparteuon {NTNHNATWY Nou
evolapépouv Tn Biondikn. To dinynua Tou AA. Manadiapavtn «O Fapocg
Tou Kapaxuern» 6a xpnoiponoinBei wg évauoua yia culntnon Kal
oToxaouo Ndvw OTNV anokaTaoTaTikn dikaioouvn kKal TV nieavn oxeon
TNG WE TN BionBikn.

Anthony Price
THE TROLLEY PROBLEM AND THE DOCTRINE OF DOUBLE
EFFECT

Anthony Kenny (2006: 89) states the Doctrine of Double Effect (DDE)

as follows: 'If an act, not evil in itself, has both good and bad effects,
provided that the evil effect is not intended, the good effect is not
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produced by means of the bad effect, and the good achieved
outweighs on balance the harm done.’

Kenny gives a common-sense example to show that it can make a
difference whether a bad outcome is intended or just foreseen: ‘It is
unfriendly deliberately to seat a guest at table next to a person she
dislikes; it is not unfriendly if the assignment if an unavoidable
outcome of the conventions of placement’ (103). However, is he right
to use the term ‘deliberately’? Surely that just conveys that one has
given thought to the matter, and weighed things up. It is intention
that can make things worse. (Cf. Austin (1966) on the example of
running over my neighbour’s child go-cart, ‘the apple of his eye’,
because I have to drive off in a hurry. Maybe I act wrongly, but I
don’t act maliciously; I damage the cart deliberately, but neither
intentionally nor on purpose.) And what we really want is examples
not of malicious intentions, but of unacceptably intending an evil for
the sake of a good, in contrast to foreseeing an evil as a side-effect -
which is precisely what trolley cases provide.

So it would be wrong in the Bridge Case (Figure 2) to throw
someone into the path of a runaway trolley in order to stop it and keep
it from hitting five people on the track ahead; that would involve
intending harm to the one as a means of saving the five. But it would
be permissible in the Trolley Case (Figure 1) to divert a runaway
trolley onto a track holding one and away from a track holding five: in
that case one foresees the death of the one as a side effect of saving
the five but one does not intend it. It plays no part in one’s plan,
though one needs to take it into account (for it would be different if
there were six people on the sidetrack).

This is the Loop Case (Figure 3). Here hitting the one will kill him,
but halt the trolley so that the five are saved. Here it seems that one
would be diverting the trolley in order that it should hit the one, and
not the five. Which DDE forbids. Or does this tell against DDE?

Frances Kamm (2007), intuiting that diversion is permitted here
also, proposes instead of DDE a Doctrine of Triple Effect (DTE),
according to which we distinguish three things: that which is intended,
that which is foreseen, and that which, if not foreseen, would preclude
some intention that one has. She grounds this on a distinction
between primary and secondary reasons, distinguishing between doing
something just because an effect will occur (secondary), and doing it
also in order that it occur (primary). She gives the example of inviting
some friends to a party only if one expects them to help clear up.
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Here one’s primary reason is to give pleasure, one’s secondary to
avoid a mess.

Kenny has a test which applies here: ‘Suppose that one does, for a
good purpose, a lawful act A, which is likely to have bad consequence
B. To see whether B is not intended, ask whether if, contrary to
expectations, B did not happen, would one’s purpose be frustrated? If
it would not then the pleas that it is unintended may well be valid’
(2006: 90). So the question is not simply ‘Would I still act so?’, but
‘Would my intention in so acting be frustrated?’ However, if my
intention is to be inviting people who will help (which seems a possible
description of Kamm’s case), it will be frustrated. So we rather need
ask whether I have an intention that they help which will be frustrated
if they don't. It is a general point that I can intend that p & g, without
intending that p or intending that qg.

Otsuka offers a variant grounding (2008: 101): ‘One does not do
something in order to mitigate the bad consequences of the doing of
that very thing’; e.g., ‘“You do not throw the party in order to get your
guests to clean up afterwards.” I may intend that they clear up; yet I
do not lay on a party in order that they clear up. This seems the best
account.

He also takes DTE to permit diversion in the Six Behind One Case
(Figure 4). He thinks this permits one to send the trolley down a
diversion with six people at the end of it, but expecting one to be in
the way and save them - without intending the death of the one: ‘You
do not divert the trolley in order to hit the one in the Six Behind One
Case’; rather, you divert the trolley only in order to save the five, a
goal that is in no way served by hitting the one; one does this not in
order to hit the one, but rather merely because it will hit the one (101-
2). So Otsuka thinks Kamm’s move works here — but not in the case
where the death of the one is needed to save the original five.

Suppose instead a Five Behind One Case. One still diverts the
trolley in order to save the five on the main track - though there
would be no gain outweighing loss if that killed five on the side track.
Still, this is different from diverting the trolley so that it doesn’t hit the
original five from in front, in the expectation that it will hit the ame
people from behind (perhaps even at the same time), which has no
point, i.e. nothing gained. (This brings out clearly how non-
consequentialist our thinking is.)
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But what of the Loop Case? Kamm argues that redirecting the
trolley has as a primary reason the goal of preventing the trolley’s
hitting the five from the front, not of ‘defeating the defeater’ that it will
then curve round and hit them from behind (a danger that is defeated
if the one is hit). This is absurd - unless we suppose that it is being
hit from the front that is bad news. (Imagine that sending the trolley
down the side-track is a wonderful thing to do, and worth even a life
or two - but it turns out it would cause five deaths. We then send it
that way only if in fact it will cost many less than that. But there is
nothing wonderful about putting five people at risk from the back
rather than the front; if there were, then one should hope that there is
no one on the side-track.)

Otsuka plausibly suggests that one’s intuitions about the Loop
Case are distorted by our starting with the Trolley Case, where
diversion is permitted. Considered against a different range of cases
(he proposes a number of ingenious ones), it isn’t at all clear that
diversion is permissible. I conclude that DDE stands (though we can
welcome DTE as making a further distinction that may help apply DDE
in certain cases, such as the Six Behind One).
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Barry Smith
HUMAN SUBJECTS - THE NORMAL CASE?

Our difficulty in making sense of the strange experience of certain
neurological patients may be due to our having a faulty view of our
own experience, and once we correct it, their condition may not
appear as unintelligible. New findings in neuroscience revealing the
intricate collaboration of brain systems required to produce and
sustain our familiar experience of a familiar face, or the position of
our limbs, or our feeling of agency and our movements, point to a
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hidden complexity in such experiences. Several sub-components must
be present to give us the feeling of familiarity we take for granted. If
one of these components is missing our experience can change in
radical but predictable way. I will show how a better understanding of
our own experience makes it easier to understand others suffering
from selective brain damage. The remaining mystery is why
experience takes the form it does in the normal case and why we our
experience is not more like the clinical cases we see in pathology.

Navayi®wTng T{aveTng
HOIKA AIANAHMMATA KATA TH AIAAOIH 2E ZYNOHKEZ
KATAZTPOO®HZ

KaTtaoTpogpr ovopdloupye kabBe kartaoraocn oOnou epgavileral
avendpkela duvaTtoTnTWV avrtanokpiong TOU UYEIOVOMIKOU CUOTAHATOG
0€ MIa 1aTpIKR Kpion Kkal €ival péyebog npo@avwe oXeTikO. EEapTaTal
and To BaBuo unépBaonc Twv OIATIBEPEVWY €Ni TONOU JduvaToTNTWV,
and TO Ol1aB€0Iyo XpOVO KAl TO nooa Buparta JdiEpuyav Tov APECO
BavaTo kal ouvenwc Xpnlouv nepibaAyngc.

Eni kataoTtpo®nc eyeiperar n avaykn Oialoyng, OnAadn Tng
KaTtavoung Twv onavi(ovTwv noépwv Kata TPOno nou va OETeEl Toug
XPAOTEC O WIA O€Ipd NPOTEPAIOTNTAC. Molog OpwG kaBopilel To OTI TO
ouoTnUa unepeBn Ta opia Tou kal xpeialeral nAgov diahoyn; Eival nBika
opOn n 1oxUouoa HEBODOC JIAAOYAC MOU AMNOOKOMEl ‘0TO MNEPICOOTEPO
yla TOUC NePIOOOTEPOUC, WE Toug AlyoTepouc nopouc’; Eival apaye ol
ano@acsig d1IaAoynG EYYEVWG WPEAIUIOTIKEG;

H npakTikl TOU anokA€lIopgoU €vOC atohou anod Tn napoxn
nepibaAywng, orn Baon TnG KATATa&éng Tou O HIa uNopada MPIKPOTEPNG
anodoonc Twv dIaTIBENEVWY NOpwV, 1000UVAUEl PHE TO va eniBAAAeTal
hia odnyia do not resuscitate (DNR) €EwBev. AuTd OHWC appioBnTeiTal
KUPiwG NBIka aAAd kal euneipikd. ApeioBnteitTal dnAadn akoun kai n
NPAKTIKN XPNOINOTNTA MIag TETolAg OIAAOYAG Mou gyyudTal HeEyaAuTepn
anoteAeopaTikdTNTa. O OKANPOG nupnAvag Tou OIAAPPATOG agopad
EVTEAEI OTO AV OTOXEUOVTAC OTNV BEATIWHEVN QVTIMETWNION TWV NOAAWYV
dikalouTal Kaveic va eykataAsinel avBpwnoug va nebavouv aponbnTol.

ABSTRACT
Disaster (catastrophe) is the name we give to a situation where
there is a lack of efficiency in the response of the health-care system
during a medical crisis. Disaster obviously has a relative size. It
depends on the rate of excess capacity on the field, on the available
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time and on how many victims were saved from immediate death and
thus need medical care.

During the disaster there is a question of triage, namely the
allocation of scarce resources in a way that puts users in a priority
order. But who decides that the system has already reached its limits
and now demands triage? Is the current method of “more for more
with the minimum resources” morally acceptable? So are triage
decisions utilitarian by their own nature?

The practice of excluding a person from providing care on the basis
of classification in a subgroup of lowest efficiency of the available
scarce resources is equivalent to a DNR instruction being forced from
the outside. This is brought in question mostly morally but also
empirically. Even the practical use of this triage is doubted. Is it really
more ‘efficient? The basic core of the dilemma boils down to whether
somebody has the right to leave people die helpless in the pursue of
helping a larger number of individuals.

Znupog TEyog

H ZXEZH BIOAOI'IKOY KAI KOINQNIKOY ENZTIKTOY =2TO
AIA®PQTIZMO

H €vvola Tou evoTikTou UNNpPE&E Nnapadooiakd onueio TPIBAC NETAEU
@IAogoiag kal BloAoyiag(n QuUOIKnG I0Topiag) oTto Babud TouAdyxioTov
nou oTnv NOIKA Kal NOAITIKI @IAoco®ia n £€vvold TOU KOIVWVIKOU
EVOTIKTOU, AppnKTa oUVOEDEPEVN HE TOV VATOUPAAIONO KAl TN QUOIKN
KOIVWVIKOTNTA, UNNPEE KATI NEPIOCCOTEPO ANO PETAPOPA. ZTO NAdioIO
autd n napouoa sionynon dokipadlel va avadeiel Tn oxeon dapBIVIKWV
Kal VEO-OapBIVIKWV NMPooeyYioewv oTo €V AOyw {NTNHA. Q¢ onueio
aQeTnpiac AauBAveTal 0TO EOWTEPIKO TOU OKEMNTIKIOTIKOU PEUNATOC TOU
Eupwnaikou AlapwTiopoU, n xioudiavin napadoon avaBioong kai
avadeliEng TnG £vvolag ToU EVOTIKTOU WG KEVTPIKNAG €vvolag TNG NOIKNG
PIAOCOPIag TOU PE NPOEKTACEIG KAl OTNV KOIVWVIKN TOU OKEWN, .

THE NOTIONS OF BIOLOGIAL AND SOCIAL INSTICT IN THE
EUROPEAN ENLIGHTMENT

The notion of instinct has been traditionally seen as a borderline case
and a point of friction between moral philosophy and biology (or
natural history as it used to be labelled until the 18" century), insofar
as the notion of social instinct, intimately bound up with any
conception of naturalism or natural sociability, carries more theoretical
weight than a mere metaphor. In this paper I explore the relationship
between Darwinian and neo-darwinian approaches of the notion of
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social instinct taking as vantage point the Humean rehabilitation of the
notion of instinct in his moral as well as in his social thought within the
frame of the sceptical current of the European enlightenment.

TAKHZ TZANETH2

HOIKA AINAHMMATA KATA TH AIAAOIH ZE ZYNOHKEZz
KATAZTPO®Hz

KaTaoTpo®pr ovoualoupe kKabe kataoTaon 6nou eugavileral
avenapkeia dUVAaToOTATWV avTanokpiong ToU UYEIOVOUIKOU OUGTANATOC
O€ MIa 1aTPIKN Kpion Kal gival Jeyebog npopavwg oxXeTIkO. EEapTaTal
and To Babpo unepBaong Twv dIaTIOEPEVWY €Mi TOMOU dUVATOTATWY,
and To d1abeoipo XpOvo Kal To nooa BupaTa diEpuyav Tov AUECO
BavaTo kal ocuvenwg xpnlouv nepibaiywng.

Eni kataoTpo®png eyeipeTal n avaykn diahoyng, dnAadn Tng
KAaTavoung Twv onaviZoviwyv nopwv KAaTa TPONo nou va BETEl Toug
XPHOTEC O WIa O€Ipd NPoTeEPaIOTNTAG. Mo10G OPWC Kabopilel To OTI TO
ouoTnua unepeBn Ta opia Tou Kal Xpeialeral nAgov dialoyn; Mpénel
Aapaye To KAaTW@PAlI auto va npoPBAENETal pNTa €K TWV NPOTEPWV N
anoTeA&i To B€pa piIag eniToniag kpiong €101kou; To KPITRAPIO TNG
npotepaldTNTAc otn dlaAoyn Ba npenel va AauBavel un’ oyn
napayovTeg Onwc n nAikia n n koivwvikn a&ia Twv Bupatwyv; Eival
n6ika opOn n 1IoxUouod HEB0S0G S1IaAOYNG NOU anooKonEi ‘'oTo
NEPICOOTEPO YIA TOUG NEPICCOTEPOUG, HE TOUG AIYOTEPOUG
nopoug’; Eival dpaye ol ano@aceig d1aAOYNG EYYEVWS WPEAIMIOTIKEG;

H npakTikf Tou anokAgiopoU evog atoépou and Tn napoxn
nepibaAywng, otn Baon TnG KATATAENC TOU OE WIa unopada PIKPOTEPNG
andédoonc Twv dIATIBEPEVWY NOPwYV, 1I00dUVANEl NE TO va eniBAAAeTal
pia odnyia DNR €EwBev. AuTO ONWC AN@IoBNTEITAI KUPIWG NOIKA aAAd
Kal egneipika. Aggiopnreital dnAadn akoun Kai n npakTIKn
XPNOINOTNTA MIAg TETOIAG dIAAOYNG NMou gyyudaTal HEYAAUTEPN
anoTteAeopaTikoTnTa. O okAnpog nupnvag Tou SIAAPUATOC Apopda
EVTEAEI OTO AV OTOXEUOVTAG OTNV BEATIWHEVN AVTIMETWNION TWV NOAAWV
dikalouTal Kaveig va eykataAsinel avBpwnoug va nebavouv afonbnTol.

TAKIS TZANETHS

MORAL DILEMMAS REGARDING DISTRIBUTION IN SITUATIONS
OF CATASTROPHE

Catastrophe is the name we give to a situation where there is a lack

of responsiveness of the health-care system during a medical crisis
which obviously has a relative size. It depends on the rate of excess

18



capacity on the field, on the available time and on how many victims
were saved from immediate death and thus need medical care.

During the catastrophe there is a question of triage, namely the
allocation of scarce resources in a way that puts users in a priority
order. But who decides that the system has reached its limits and now
demands triage? Should this be decided beforehand or should it be
decided by an expert on the spot? Should the criteria of priority on
triage take into account factors such as the age or the social value of
the victims? Is the current method of “more for more with the
minimum resources” morally acceptable? So are triage decisions
utilitarian by their own nature?

The practice of excluding a person from providing care on the basis of
classification in a subgroup of lowest efficiency of the available scarce
resources is equivalent to a DNR instruction being forced from the
outside. This is brought in question mostly morally but also
empirically. Even the practical use of this triage is doubted. Is it really
more ‘efficient? The basic core of the dilemma boils down to whether
somebody has the right to leave people die helpless in the pursue of
helping a larger number of individuals.

Apng Xatlng, EuAaAia ApuydaAakn

ANOPQIMINH KAQNOMOIHZH KAI KOINQNIKH HOIKH:
KATAPPINTONTAZ TO ®INOZOPIKO (HARMLESS WRONG-
DOING) KAI TO OIKONOMIKO ENIXEIPHMA (MORAL
EXTERNALITIES)

'Eva peyalo PEPOG TNG KPITIKAC NoU €xel aoknBei oTnv avBpwnivn
KAwvonoinon €xel va KAavel Ue TNV unoTIBEPevn «avndikoTnTa» TnG. H
KaTnyopia «nepi avnBikoTnNTac» Pnopei va Bacileral oTnv avTibeon piag
NPA&nc NE BPNOKEUTIKEC AVTIANWEIC I ME Bewpiec NOIKOTNTAG. 'ONwC OTa
nAaiola piag cuyxpovng QIAEAEUBepNG dnuokpaTiag n avtibeon autn
duokoAa pnopei va otnpi&el 10eoAoyika Tnv anayopeuon n akoua
NEPICCOTEPO TNV Noivikonoinan. 'ETol ol NBIKIOTEG KATAPEUYOUV OTO
ENIXEipNMA TNG avTiBEONG TNG CUYKEKPINEVNCG NPAENG OTa «XpPNoTa
nen», Tnv oupBaTikn NBIKNA, TIG ENIKPATOUCEG O€ 1A KOIVWVia NOIKEG
avTiIAnYeIc. Ano Tnv enoxn Tou Stephen kai Tou Devlin To enixeipnua
TNG «d1GBpWONC TOU KOIVWVIKOU 10TOU» £XEl UI0BETNBEI anod OAoug 0ol
BEAOUV va neplopioouV TIG EMNIAOYEG TOU ATOPOU dIaTNPWVTAC WOTOCO
Tov OnuokpaTikd pavoua. Mapd Tnv 1IoxXupn KPITIKN Mou ackndnke anod
Tov Mill kar apyoTepa and Tov Hart oTIC OXETIKEC HOPAAIOTIKEG BEWPIEC,
AQUTEG €XOUV NPOCPATA avakApWel Je apopun Ta {nTnuaTta nou BeTel n
BionBIKMA Kal ol VEEG TEXVOAOYIEG. ZTO KEIPEVO Pag unevBupifoule Ta
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ENIXEIPANATA NOU KATAPPINTOUV TO VOUIKO NOIKIOWO KAl NpoEPXOVTal
anod Tnv NoAITIKN Kal nBikn giAocoPia. NMpoopepoue ENIMAEOV £va
ENIXEIPNHUA KATA TNG 10€AG OTI N CUMNEPIPOPA MOU NPOKAAEI 1Io0XUPN
npoaBoAn (offence) Twv KolvwVviKwV NBwv (conventional morality)
MEIWVEI TNV eunuepia d10TI dnUIOUpPYEI «NBIKEC EEWTEPIKOTNTES» (moral
externalities). To emyeipnua pac BacileTal oTn €punveia Tou
KavovioTikoU Bewprjpatog Tou Coase ano Tov Guido Calabresi.

XATZOYAH AITAH

H ouvavrnon avlpwnoAoyiag kai Bion6ikng. (Bio)diapopda kai
«KavovikoTnTa». To napadeiypa tng @alacoaipiag

H BaAacoaipia anoteAei onuepa nAgov otnv EAAGdA pia eAeyxouevn
YEVETIKN-KANPOVOUIKNA NAabnon, Kupinwg AOyw TNG CUCTNNATIKNG
npoANWNG, TNG e€eIdikeuevNG d1ayvwaong Kai TnG ouyxpovng Bepaneiag.
H BioiaTpika diapecoAaBnuevn (wn Twv BaAacoalpikwy nou BewpeiTal
onueEpa oxedov KoIVOC TOMoG, dev €ival HOVOV TO AnoTEAETHA TNG
BioTexVOAOYIKAG Kal BloiaTpikng €EEAIENG. Mia O€Ipd KIVNTOMOINOEWVY
TOOO «and Ta ndvw» 000 Kal ano Ta idla Ta atopa Pe 6alacoaiyia, og
Hia npoondbsia oUAAOYIKNAG avTIMETWNIONG TwV {NTNHATWV TOUG, EXOUV
OUMBAAAel oTn BIWOINOTNTA TOUC, OTNV KOIVWVIKI TOUG 0padTOTNTA KAl
TN B€0N TOUG OTNV KOIVWVia, TNV Napaywyn eVvaAAakTIKOV AOywv
yUpw ano Tnv guneipia TnG 8alacoaidiac ouvoAikd. 'OANeG AauTEG ol
aAAQyEG Kal JETATONIOEIC MOU agopouV OTn BEPANEUTIKA AVTIMETWMION,
TNV EvaoXOANoN TWV KPATIKWV POPEWV AAAA KAl TN GUAAOYIKN
KivnTonoinon Twv 8aAacoaidikwVv O ouvepyaaoia Kal Je AAAEQ
KOIVWVIKEG OPAdEG, anoTEAOUV Kal TIC KIVNTAPIEC OUVAUEIC OTNV
KATAOKEUN TwV NOAAANA®V TOUC TAUTOMOINCEWY, TWV VEWV HOPPWV
KOIVWVIKOTNTAG KAl KAvoVvIKOTNTAG Nou napartnpouvTadl. To
oup@palopevo TNG Balaocoaiyiac n Blokolvwvikn diaxegipion TNG
dlapopdc apopd os Pia oTadiakn TNG anopdkpuvaon ano Wia
VTETEPUIVIOTIKI 0pYaVIKN-BIOAOYIKN-YEVETIKI €VVOIOAOYNON, APEVOG
AOYW TNC eUpUTEPNCG TEXVOEMIOTNHOVIKAG avaBewpnong Tou idlou Tou
opyavikou-BioAoyikoU napayovTa Kal a@eTeEpou AOYyw TNG oTadiakng
avaywyncg tng (Bio)diapopdc o€ kKoIVwVIKO {NTNHA ME KOIVWVIKA AUon
Kal o€ «3IapOPETIKOTNTA».
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Antoine Harfouche

BIOETHICS, INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY AND AGRICULTURAL
BIOTECHNOLOGY: ARE WE AS ETHICAL AS WE THINK WE ARE?

Biotechnological advances are at the heart of modern agriculture,
which has eradicated hunger and malnutrition in many parts of the
world. For a more sustainable future in agriculture, technological
innovation will need to play an even bigger role. In the 1980’s, the
United States began awarding patent rights for genes and plant
varieties. Several countries have since followed in extending patent
rights to gene and plant variety inventions. This approach is likely to
stimulate government and private-sector investment, catalyze and
spur further scientific inquiry, foster economic development, and
improve the quality of life worldwide.

Despite these advantages, protecting intellectual property remains a
highly contentious issue. A variety of ethical arguments are expressed
when supporting patenting of biotechnology inventions. However,
much of the debate does not concern the validity of the patents but
rather the ethics of how the patent rights are exercised commercially.

This seminar is intended to promote a deeper understanding of the
stewardship of discoveries and of the different kinds of intellectual
property protection in agricultural biotechnology. In addition, it will
include a discussion on how best to address ethical issues in patenting
and licensing of biotechnological discoveries.
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