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should think about a person’s moral rights. We owe it to our 
friends, children, “neighbors,” and so on, to care about them, 
to care for their welfare, and, when they need it, even to take 
care of them. When we talk about respecting another’s rights, 
we are giving modem voice to the classical understanding 

 that justice is giving to each her due. On this view, what isIs Based on Caring (continued on page 2)

Between Persons
By. J.L .A . Garcia

Some recent proponents of the revival of ancient virtue 
ethics have sought to explain their position by contrasting it 
with the ethics of rights. These scholars view a morality based 
on rights as bankrupted by its links to the liberal tradition’s 
rationalism, universalism and individualism. Despite the deep 
historic differences between these two traditions, rights talk 
can be accommodated and even illuminated by a moral view 
that conceives of certain virtues as fundamental within the 
moral life.

Suppose that we follow and develop in a specific way the 
hints of some feminist theorists in taking interpersonal re
lationships and the attitudes of caring they demand to be the 
core of morality. We can say that, from the moral point of 
view, the individual is to be seen as the inhabitant of a variety 
of roles she plays in people’s lives. Her moral duties will, 
for example, include some of the duties she has as my friend 
or your neighbor, and her moral virtues will be defined in 
the context of her roles as confidante to this person or partner 
to that one; for her to be good or bad is for her to be, for 
example, a good citizen or a bad parent. Because of its con
centration on a person’s being caring, that is benevolent, in 
a way that pervades her life— her desires, hopes, fears, inten
tions, as well as her actions— such a conception of morality 
can properly be classed as virtue based.

There is intuitive appeal to thinking of our moral lives as 
centered on what it takes to be good in roles such as the ones 
just mentioned— friend, confidante, citizen, parent, partner, 
and “neighbor“ in its broad, Scriptural sense. These relation
ships seem particularly meaningful because when we think 
of what it would mean for someone to have a full, flourishing 
human life, we think of her as having, among other things, 
friends, confidantes, parents, fellow citizens in a community, 
and so on. This is related to a second way in which roles 
such as these appear especially important— the desire to have 
them filled in our lives seems to lie deep in our nature as 
humans.

Given this perspective, it is not difficult to see how we

N ew Journal Coming
The Kennedy Institute of Ethics will begin 1991 with 

the publication of a new journal featuring articles on 
the most significant issues in bioethics and other areas 
of applied ethics. The institute has long recognized that 
a research center such as the Kennedy Institute could 
provide a service by regular publication of scholarly 
and public policy articles at the cutting edge of current 
controversies. The new journal, designed for health 
professionals, public officials, clergy, teachers and con
cerned citizens, as well as scholars, will provide a forum 
for debate on these issues.

The journal will appear quarterly replacing the current 
newsletter. Among its areas of concentration will be 
international developments in bioethics and the Wash
ington public policy scene. The feature “Bioethics In
side the Beltway” will provide an inside account of 
public policy developments in Washington. The journal 
will be peer reviewed by an editorial board of interna
tional distinction. It encourages manuscripts from all 
those working in the field and it is committed to 
reasoned presentation of all points of view.

Institute members will continue to receive the quar
terly “New Titles,” a full listing of the acquisitions of 
the National Reference Center for Bioethics Literature. 
“Scope Notes,” the annotated topical bibliographies, 
will be absorbed into the journal. Other membership 
activities will continue as before. The journal will be 
published in cooperation with Johns Hopkins Press. As 
part of the new program, the Kennedy Institute has 
lowered its membership rates to $65 for institutional 
members and libraries, $45 for individual associate 
members and $17 for students. For additional informa
tion, contact Irene McDonald, assistant to the director, 
at (202) 687-8099.

We are grateful for the contribution Stephen Klaid- 
man has made as editor of the newsletter. Mr. Klaidman 
will continue at the institute as a Fellow.
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Link Between Rights and Virtue Ethics 
Is Based on Interpersonal Relationships

(continued from page 1)
due one person is shaped by how others are related to her, 
but fundamentally, what we owe each neighbor, confidante, 
friend, etc., is to care for her, to seek her good. This is 
another way of saying that our most basic right is the right 
to be loved and to have others express that love in ways 
appropriate to their relationship.

This premise has two noteworthy implications. First, what 
one is fundamentally entitled to is mental, to be the object 
of appropriate intentions. Second, our most basic rights are 
positive: It is my right that you desire and pursue various 
elements of my welfare. I f  someone murders me, she surely 
violates a fundamental moral right, but this is a positive right, 
a right to life, as we say, that is, a right that she care for and 
seek to protect my life. Thinking of rights in this way helps 
us to see not only why the slaying is wrong, but also how 
wrong it is. For in aiming at the destruction of my life, this 
assailant directly opposes herself to my welfare, thereby 
greatly distancing her actual stance toward me from the be
nevolent stance that would constitute virtue in her as my 
“neighbor,” and therein grievously violates my right to be 
loved.

The practical value of any conception of moral rights lies 
in its ability both to explain and to let us see more clearly 
how they may and may not be used to justify, condemn or 
guide the things people do. The brief sketch that follows can 
help illuminate concepts of rights, extent, scope, and strin
gency.

Extent. If X ’s moral rights against Y arise from certain 
roles Y fills in X ’s life, roles essential to X ’s flourishing and 
which it is natural for X to want somebody to fill for her, 
then it is unlikely that any lower animal has rights. This is 
so because it is not plausible to maintain that it is part of 
some creature’s nature, say a dolphin or a chimpanzee (let 
alone some lower animal), that she want humans to love her, 
or that it is intrinsic to her flourishing that she have human
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friends, neighbors and so on. Such animals may be naturally 
averse to human cruelty, but that will not ground rights, since 
even our rights against each other are grounded not in such 
aversions, but in our nature as social animals wanting and 
needing to be variously connected to other people. In contrast, 
sick or comatose or severely undeveloped people can be de
nied such rights only if we can support the view that in their 
unfortunate condition it is no longer part of human nature to 
want and need others’ loving attention.

Scope. The virtue-based view sketched above enables us 
to stake out a middle ground between advocates of basic 
welfare rights and their libertarian opponents. I n  having a 
right to your goodwill, I have a right that you take a favorable 
stance toward my life and needs— food, shelter, health and 
medical attention; perhaps even, as the United Nations thinks, 
periodic holidays with pay. So we should allow that I have 
the corresponding rights to food, shelter and the rest; in short, 
basic welfare rights. However, just as my right to life is not 
the same thing as a right that you keep me alive, so my right 
to food is not itself a right that you feed me. Rather, what I 
am entitled to is that you treat my right to having sufficient 
food as the good that it is, wanting it, hoping for it, and even 
pursuing it when the cost to you or others is not significant.

It remains to be worked out just when a cost is significant, 
but even before that is done it is clear that the concession we 
made to the advocates of welfare rights does not bind us to 
their strong conclusion that it is an injustice that some go 
hungry. I am treated unjustly when my right to food is viol
ated. But that right is a right that others care about my having 
enough to eat and, in view of the many other things they 
ought to care about, and the many things they are merely 
permitted to care about, it need not be the case that in leaving 
me without food others are manifesting an insufficient interest 
in my welfare.

In the real world, there are further complications in negotiat
ing the passage from my fundamental moral right to food, 
which I hold against everyone, to the moral duty of a particular 
individual to make a sizable donation to such charitable or
ganizations as C .A .R.E. or Oxfam. Philosophers sometimes 
like to compare such a putative duty to an imaginary one in 
which we confront on our doorstep a starving person. They 
think there is little to differentiate the two cases except the 
geographic and cultural distance between the former and latter 
examples. Attention to rights, however, helps illuminate a 
more significant difference. In our lives, most of us are not 
in a situation in which there is an identifiable beneficiary of 
a charitable donation who will suffer or die if the donation 
is not forthcoming. Since there is no identifiable individual, 
there is no one whose right to life is critically at issue in my 
decision. For every relevant individual, my choice is between 
making a donation with a minuscule chance of saving that 
person’s life and not making it. In such a circumstance, there

(continued on page 4)
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Information Needs 
Of Public Constrain 
Political Candidates’ 
Right to Privacy

By Stephen Klaidman
What does the public need to know about any political 

candidate’s nonpublic life? And how may it be possible to 
reconcile the public’s limited need to know about the private 
behavior of political candidates with the privacy rights candi
dates for office may have? To answer these questions it is 
necessary to specify what is meant by privacy.

A general right to privacy can be located in the concepts 
of respect for persons or human dignity, but there is no settled 
definition of privacy. Many definitions are either too inclu
sive, such as a condition of being let alone by others, or too 
narrow, such as a condition of not having undocumented 
personal information about oneself known by others. For pur
poses of this article, privacy means a condition of holding 
one’s person, one’s mental state, and information about one’s 
self and one’s family beyond the reach of others, a rephrasing 
of the definition used by Anita Allen in her book “Uneasy 
Access.”

By choosing to run for office, political candidates voluntar
ily limit their right to privacy by enlarging the sphere of things 
about themselves that it would be appropriate for others to 
know. Moreover, as Paul Freund wrote: “It could be said, in 
general, that the more exalted or sensitive the office, the 
greater the shrinkage in the domain of private affairs.” A 
candidate must give voters the opportunity to assess his qual
ifications for office, therefore he does not have a full claim 
to seclusion, anonymity, or keeping his thought processes or 
his biography secret. What follows is an attempt to specify 
the legitimate moral limits on privacy claims by political 
candidates as they relate to the duty of the media to report 
news.

In modem times the dialogue on privacy and the press 
begins in 1890 with the efforts of Samuel D. Warren and 
Louis D. Brandeis to find a basis in the common law for a 
right to privacy. Warren, a prominent Bostonian, was fed up 
with the stories in the Saturday Evening Gazette about the 
active and stylish social life he and his wife, the daughter of 
a senator, had been leading. In response, he teamed up with 
Brandeis to write what is still widely considered to be the 
most influential law review article ever published, “The Right 
to Privacy.” Warren and Brandeis wrote:

“The press is overstepping in every direction the obvious 
bounds of propriety and of decency. Gossip is no longer the 
resource of the idle and of the vicious, but has become a 
trade, which is pursued with industry as well as effrontery. 
To satisfy a prurient taste the details of sexual relations are 
spread broadcast in the columns of the daily papers. To occupy 
the indolent, column upon column is filled with idle gossip, 
which can only be procured by intrusion upon the domestic 
circle.”

Their article goes on to find in the common law of property, 
in Judge Thomas Cooley’s phrase, “a right to be let alone” 
by the news media and everyone else. But Warren and Bran
deis are not privacy absolutists. They recognize that the right 
to privacy must sometimes yield to other individual rights or 
societal interests with which it is in conflict. They write that 
“To determine in advance of experience the exact line at 
which the dignity and convenience of the individual must 
yield to the demands of the public welfare or of private justice 
would be a difficult task ....” They then specify that “The 
right to privacy does not prohibit any publication of matter 
which is of public or general interest.”

It becomes clear with this assertion that Warren and Bran
deis believe that even disclosure of private information that 
breaches the bounds of propriety and decency in some cir
cumstances might be of sufficient public interest to warrant 
publication. They amplify as follows: “The design of the law 
must be to protect those persons with whose affairs the com
munity has no legitimate concern, from being dragged into 
an undesirable and undesired publicity and to protect all per
sons whatsoever...their position or station, from having mat
ters which they may properly prefer to keep private, made 
public against their will. It is the unwarranted invasion of 
individual privacy which is reprehended, and to be, so far as 
possible, prevented.”

The more Warren and Brandeis elaborate their argument 
the more labyrinthine it becomes. Now one must unravel 
what is meant by “legitimate concern,” matters “properly” 
kept private and “unwarranted” invasion of privacy. They go 
on to say that: “Peculiarities o f manner and person, which in 
the ordinary individual should be free from comment, may 
acquire a public importance, if found in a candidate for polit
ical office. Some further discrimination is necessary, there
fore, than to class facts or deeds as public or private according 
to a standard to be applied to the fact or deed per se. To 
publish of a modest or retiring individual that he suffers from 
an impediment in his speech or that he cannot spell correctly, 
is an unwarranted, if not an unexampled, infringement of his 
rights, while to state and comment on the same characteristics 
found in a would-be congressman could not be regarded as 
beyond the pale of propriety.”

In other words, according to Warren and Brandeis, cir
cumstances such as running for office change the rules about 
invasion of privacy. The thrust of their argument here seems 
to be that defects such as a political candidate’s inability to 
spell well are a “legitimate concern” of the public and cannot 
be “properly” kept private. This would seem to be because 
such defects are somehow relevant to the candidate’s ability 
to perform his public duties. The authors explain that because 
different situations demand different outcomes, a fairly elastic 
rule of liability is required, summing up as follows:

“ .. .the matters of which the publication should be repressed 
may be described as those which concern the private life, 
habits, acts and relations of an individual, and have no legiti
mate connection with his fitness for a public office which he 
seeks or for which he is suggested, and have no legitimate 
relation to or bearing upon any act done by him in a public 
or quasi public capacity.”

(continued on page 5)
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Books

Recent Acquisitions
(New additions to the collection o f  the National Reference 
Center fo r  Bioethics Literature.)

Bandman, Elsie L. and Bandman, Bertram. NURSING 
ETHICS THROUGH THE LIFE SPAN. Norwalk, CT: Ap
pleton & Lange, 1990. 288 p. (Second edition.) Moral foun
dations of decision-making in nursing including the 
philosophy of nursing, the nurse-patient and nurse-physician 
relationships, and codes of nursing are introduced. Bioethical 
issues in abortion, care of infants, minors and the aged, the 
reproductive technologies, and euthanasia are treated.

Brown, Sarah S., ed. PRENATAL CARE: REACHING 
MOTHERS, REACHING INFANTS. Washington, DC: Na
tional Academy Press, 1988. 254 p. The report and recom
mendations of the Committee to Study Outreach for Prenatal 
Care, Division of Health Promotion and Disease Prevention 
of the Institute of Medicine are described. Thirty-one prenatal 
programs throughout the United States are presented with 
their focus on overcoming barriers to prenatal care such as 
reducing financial difficulties, increasing system capacity, 
improving institutional practices, and providing societal sup
port.

Buchanan, Allen E. and Brock, Dan W. DECIDING FOR 
OTHERS: THE ETHICS OF SURROGATE DECISION 
MAKING. New York: Cambridge University Press, 1989. 
422 p. Consent to treatment by minors, the elderly and the 
mentally ill is focused on. Both theory and application are 
considered. Competence versus incompetence, autonomy, 
guidance, advance directives, personhood and distributive jus
tice are discussed.

Gostin, Larry, ed. SURROGATE MOTHERHOOD: POLI
TICS AND PRIVACY. Bloomington: Indiana University 
Press, 1990. 366 p. Surrogate motherhood is explored in the 
areas of civil liberties, law, ethics, women’s autonomy and 
public health. Appendicies contain status of proposed or 
enacted state legislation, model surrogacy acts, and statements 
of policy on surrogacy.

Levin, Faitel. HALACHA, MEDICAL SCIENCE AND 
TECHNOLOGY: PERSPECTIVES ON CONTEMPORARY 
HALACHA ISSUES. New York: Maznaim, 1987. 210 p. 
(Kampelman Collection of Jewish Ethics.) Preventive 
medicine, euthanasia, consent to treatment, organ transplan
tation and caring for the handicapped are analyzed in light 
of Jewish law.

Mann, Ronald D ., ed. RISK AND CONSENT TO RISK 
IN MEDICINE: THE PROCEEDINGS OF A CONFERENCE 
ORGANISED BY MANAGEMENT FORUM LIMITED 
AND HELD IN LONDON, APRIL 28 & 29, 1988. Park 
Ridge, NJ: Parthenon Publishing Group, 1989. 224 p. Twelve 
essays discuss clinical trials of drugs and their risks for human 
volunteers. Informed consent, risk assessment and liability 
for injury during drug trials are considered.

McKenzie, Nancy F ., ed. THE CRISIS IN HEALTH 
CARE: ETHICAL ISSUES. New York: Meridian, 1990. 640 
p. Allocation of health-care resources, human experimenta

tion, euthanasia, organ procurement, AIDS, and other topics 
in medical ethics are discussed in 30 essays by ethicists and 
physicians.

Miller, Roman J. and Brubaker, Beryl H ., eds. 
BIOETHICS AND THE BEGINNING OF LIFE: AN 
ANABAPTIST PERSPECTIVE. Scottsdale, PA: Herald 
Press, 1990. 227 p. Fourteen authors discuss bioethics and 
religion, human reproduction, embryonic development, ad
vances in biomedical technologies, historical, maternal, 
psychological and legal perspectives of abortion and reproduc
tion from the Anabaptist viewpoint.

Smith, Russell E ., ed. CONSERVING HUMAN LIFE. 
Braintree, MA: Pope John XXIII Medical-Moral Research 
and Educational Center, 1989. 342 p. The Catholic stance 
on euthanasia and withdrawing treatment from terminally ill 
patients is presented in three papers. Daniel A. Cronin writes 
on the moral law of preserving life. Orville N. Griese discusses 
the application of moral principles to caring for the hopelessly 
ill. Albert S. Moraczewski concludes with the moral option 
not to maintain life.

United States Congress. House Committee on Energy and 
Commerce, Subcommittee on Health and the Environment. 
FETAL TISSUE TRANSPLANTATION RESEARCH. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1990. 
220 p. In a hearing held April 2, 1990 testimony was given 
by 23 individuals and groups on the ethics and need of using 
human fetal tissue in research.

Wennberg, Robert N. TERMINAL CHOICES: 
EUTHANASIA, SUICIDE, AND THE RIGHT TO DIE. 
Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1989. 246 p. The ethical as
pects of passive and voluntary euthanasia are examined from 
the patient’s perspective. Suicide and the right to refuse life- 
sustaining treatment are compared.

World Health Organization. LEGISLATIVE RESPONSES 
TO AIDS. Boston: M. Nijhoff, 1989. 296 p. Laws from 55 
countries, the Council of Europe, the European Communities 
and the World Health Organization dealing with the control 
of AIDS are discussed.

By Marlene Johnson

Virtue Linked to Rights
(continued from page 2)
is no reason to think that failing to donate manifests a vicious 
insufficiency of goodwill, and therefore no reason to think it 
would violate anyone’s rights.

I conclude that the hungry person has real moral rights to 
food and to life, but that in any given case, failing to contribute 
to charity need not be unjust, for it need not violate those 
rights. Of course, someone who seldom or never contributes 
and who doesn’t do much else for the needy because she just 
doesn’t much care whether they live or die acts unjustly when 
she acts from this vicious callousness. This view, I think, 
comports well with both our belief that we don’t have a duty 
to contribute and with our concern that consistent failure to 
contribute may be immoral. This line of reasoning suggests 
two further points: (a) The homeless in our own cities, whom 
we confront on something more like a one-to-one basis, may 
pose a greater issue of justice than do the needier abroad,

(continued on page 5)
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Informational Needs of Public Constrain 
Right to Privacy of Political Candidates

(continued from page 3)
Private habits, acts and relations that have no legitimate 

connection to public office or public acts: This then is the 
protected sphere circumscribed by Warren and Brandeis, in
effable, almost weightless, like Charlie Chaplin’s globe in 
“The Great Dictator.” Judges, philosophers, journalists and 
other legal scholars are left to flesh out what constitutes a 
“legitimate connection” between “public office” and “private 
habits, acts and relations.” Over the last century, jurists and 
journalists alike have found the challenge of giving substance 
and precision to this connection virtually insurmountable.

Many journalists argue that the Warren-Brandeis test— re
levance to public performance— is too narrow and that the 
appropriate test is newsworthiness, a subjectively arrived at 
judgment by journalists of significance and interest to the 
public. But just as the Warren-Brandeis standard fails to pro
vide a way to balance “relevance” against a candidate’s right 
to privacy, the journalists’ standard fails to do so for “news
worthiness.” A warrant for the “relevance” standard is not 
lacking. Information that may illuminate the fitness of candi
dates for office is a requirement of democratic government. 
To deny citizens of a democracy such information is to deny 
them their fundamental political rights and a portion of their 
human autonomy and dignity. In general, this is a consider
ation of such importance to everyone, that it should take 
precedence over an individual’s right to privacy, especially 
when that individual has thrust himself into the public arena 
by seeking office.

The “newsworthiness” standard, however, is more prob
lematical. It admits into the debate a purported public right 
to personal information that has at best a trivial relationship 
to the public’s business, and like some soap operas, may even 
appeal principally to base or unwholesomely sentimental in
terests.

The best justification for a broad newsworthiness standard 
is found in legal not moral reasoning. Such a legal standard 
guards against unwarranted use of privacy actions to limit 
political expression. This is not a frivolous purpose. It is 
sometimes difficult to discern from the published material the 
morally relevant difference between the salacious reports of 
a Peeping Tom National Enquirer-type journalist and the more 
clinically intended ones of a more high-minded Washington 
Post investigative reporter. Because of this difficulty, the 
threat of law suits under a political relevance definition of 
privacy rights could represent a significant constraint on inves
tigative reporting. Stanley I. Benn has written correctly that 
“The courts have been properly wary of recognizing rights 
that might discourage if not disable the press from publicizing 
what ought to be exposed.”

There is, therefore, a good practical justification for retain
ing the broad legal standard of newsworthiness. Morally 
speaking, however, the relevance standard is on much firmer 
ground. Since the press’s privileges are grounded in a moral

duty to serve the community, and the law is designed to 
support this goal, journalists should strive to observe the 
morally justified standard even though it is stricter than the 
legal test. This lofty moral standard applies to the “elite” 
media, including the television evening news programs, be
cause the commodity they promote to the public is salient 
information, not entertainment.

(This article is based on a chapter titled "Changing News 
Standards: Media as Character Cops” in the forthcoming 
volume “Blurring the Lines: Media and Elections in 
America, ” which will be published by the Free Press in 1991.)

Virtue Linked to Rights
(continued from page 5)
and (b) if charities were organized so as to establish clearer 
lines of one-to-one dependency, along the lines of some foster
care arrangements, the problem of the welfare rights of distant 
peoples might be posed with greater moral force.

Stringency. Recognizing that our fundamental moral rights 
are all positive enables us to recast the old questions about 
the comparative stringency of positive and negative rights 
(B’s right to be saved, for example, against A’s right not to 
be killed). We now ask, instead, would my killing A violate 
A ’s right to life more grievously than would my not saving 
B violate B’s? There is a strong case to be made that this 
new question should be answered affirmatively, at least in 
conflict situations where the agent contemplates killing A in 
order to save B. This is because what I do in order to ac
complish some goal I intend to do and in thus willing A the 
evil that is the loss of her life I distance myself more greatly 
from the goodwill to which A is entitled than I distance myself 
from the goodwill to which B is entitled when I refuse to do 
what I can to save her. (This is true even when I anticipate 
that B will be killed if I don’t accede to a blackmailer’s 
demand that I kill A. Goodwill, as its name implies, is a 
function of not what I expect, but what I intend.)

Seeing the moral life and its attendant duties to be derivative 
from various role relationships provides a challenge to those 
who hold that numbers are important in moral decision-mak
ing. Suppose that unless we kill A, not only B but also C 
will be killed. It remains true that we violate A ’s rights to 
our goodwill (in this case, a right that we care for her en
dangered life) more gravely in intentionally killing her than 
we violate any other individual’s corresponding rights in act
ing so as (foreseeably, but not intentionally) to let her die. 
There may well be a sense in which it is a worse thing that 
both B and C die than it is that just A die. What utilitarians 
(and other proponents of the ethical numbers game) need to 
show is that the fact about the value of states o f affairs deter
mines the normative issue about what the agent should do.
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Roundup
•  A conference on African-American Perspectives on 

Biomedical Ethics will be held November 7 to 9 at 
Georgetown University’s Leavy Conference Center. 
Glassboro State College, Harvard University, Howard Uni
versity and Georgetown are sponsoring the event. The goals 
of the conference are to systematically explore African-Amer
ican perspectives in bioethics and to develop this perspective 
as a bona fide area of scholarship. Papers presented at the 
symposium will be edited into a publication. Scholars of 
religion, philosophy, African studies, history, anthropology, 
sociology and psychology, as well as health-care providers 
and educators, are encouraged to attend. Participants include 
Edmund D. Pellegrino, Robert Veatch, Jorge Garcia, Tom 
Beauchamp and Bryan Hehir, all of Georgetown, Kwasi 
Wiredu from the University of South Florida, Mitchell 
Spellman, Harvard, and Herman Branson, Howard. Advance 
registration is $75 and on-site registration is $90. The student 
rate is $10 and the cost of an African dinner the evening of 
Nov. 8 is $20. For further information please contact Marti 
Patchell at (202) 687-8999.

•  The Kennedy Institute of Ethics will offer a course on 
Ethical Issues of Animal Experimentation from March 24 to 
28, 1991. The course will be held on the Georgetown Univer
sity campus. Its purpose is to address the ethical dimensions 
of animal experimentation. The course is aimed at members 
of institutional animal care and use committees, biomedical 
scientists, philosophers, bioethicists, administrative officials 
and other interested persons. Topics to be addressed include 
the moral standing of animals, rights and obligations, the 
application of moral standing to individual species, animal 
pain and suffering, trading harms and benefits and government 
responsibilities. The faculty includes Tom Beauchamp, Ruth

Faden, R.G. Frey, Franklin Loew, Charles McCarthy, Bar
bara Orlans, Edmund Pellegrino, Robert Veatch, LeRoy Wal
ters and Thomas L. Wolfle. Tuition for the course is $950. 
For additional information call Michelene Sheehy at (202)687- 
6766 or write to Ms. Sheehy at The Kennedy Institute of 
Ethics, Georgetown University, Washington, DC, 20057.

•  The American Society for Healthcare Risk Management 
invites the submission of one-page abstracts and detailed out
lines of an original article on any area of health-care risk 
management and bioethics to be published in the fall, 1991 
issue of Perspectives in Healthcare Risk Management. Em
phasis should be on the way in which risk management can 
become involved in ethical issues and decisions, as well as 
the way it can positively influence those decisions. Abstracts 
and outlines are due by March 4, 1991. They should be 
submitted in duplicate to: Margaret Veach, Staff specialist/ 
publications, American S ocie ty  fo r H ealthcare  R isk  M anage
ment, 840N. Lakeshore Drive, 10 East, C hicago,IL  60611.

•  “The Good of Selective Conscientious Objection” by 
John Langan, S .J., of the Kennedy Institute has been pub
lished in a volume of essays title “Conscientious Objection” 
and issued by Westview. Father Langan’s “Two Centuries of 
Contest and Consensus” is included in the volume “Liberalism 
and the Good” published by Routledge.

•  Intensive Bioethics Course XVII will be offered by the 
Kennedy Institute of Ethics at Georgetown University from 
June 2-8, 1991. The course is an in-depth study of ethical 
theory and the application of ethical principles to selected 
problems in health care and biomedical research. An inclusive 
fee of $1,400 will cover the cost of tuition, books, continental 
breakfasts, and lunches. Continuing education credit is avail
able for physicians and nurses. For further information call 
(202) 687-6771, FAX (202) 687-6770.
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