
CASE NO. 1: Theresa 

Theresa, a 20-year-old professional, was diagnosed with acute myeloid leukemia 3 years ago which caused 

her to have clinical depression. The medicines she has been taking have side effects affecting her body 

functioning. She is an active member of Save Lives Philippines, a non-government organization that caters 

patients who need support system in times of life-threatening crisis. It has open group chats where you can 

talk to a random stranger. This led her to meet Louie, a father of a 1-year-old kid, who suffers from a heart 

coronary disease. Louie is looking for a heart donor while Theresa is fighting against leukemia and 

depression at the same time. After an attack which happened month after meeting Louie, Theresa decided 

to talk to her parents and physician to undergo euthanasia. She believes that meeting Louie accidentally is 

a sign for her to stop fighting for her life and give her good-functioning heart to him instead, for him to 

further raise and take care of his child and provide for his family. Her request can be easily granted but she 

worries about her parents’ constant refusal.  

Questions 

1. How do we value human life? 

2. If you are Louie, would you accept Theresa’s plan knowing a one life would be gone for you to 

continue living? 

3. If you were in a position to make the final decision in this case based on feminist ethics and 

biomedical ethics, what would it be and why? Justify your answer based on these two ethical 

principles.  

 We cannot measure the value of life in amount or in numbers, it is indefinite. Years ago, I asked 

myself, who are the people who deserves to live. I cannot find any justifiable answer to that question; every 

book, every person and every story have their own meaningful answers. Since then, I tried to look for own 

story about the people who deserves to live. On September 2019, I found the answer to my question- 

everyone is deserving of life, no matter how good or how bad of a person you are. What makes life valuable 

is by the way how you live your life. It depends on how you recognize your life as a service to yourself, 

other people and God and how you change according to your purpose. Your life is already valuable as it is, 

only that the value intensifies with service and purpose. As a person who values life a lot, I can testify to 

this statement. Since I started my service to God and other people, I became surrounded of people and 

things that reminds me of my value. This paved the way of me being an instrument of change to other 

people. And all of that started with a service that became a path of my way to change. That service is the 

starting point of achieving purpose of my life. And this is how I value my life, through service and purpose. 

 As much as I value my life, the way I decide for my life should never defeat the purpose of my 

existence. If I am Louie, I would never accept Theresa’s offer, in any chance; not because I am not grateful 

that someone is actually willing to help me to extend my life, but because her life is as valuable as my life. 

I strongly believe that no one deserves to die for somebody to live, at least not because of euthanasia. First 

of all, the case mentioned that she’s a member of Save Lives Philippines, she needed a support system for 

her to continue to live. She’s depressed and probably thinks so lowly at herself that she has decided to end 

her life. But again, this isn’t what she need. She needs a support system to remind her the value of her life, 

that she can continue and she have an equal chance to live as I am. I won’t take her situation for granted. 



Instead of accepting her offer, I could be the one to help her regain her lost self-value. I might be in the 

verge of death like her, but I will never be selfish for the life, that everyone fairly deserves. 

 The manner of death by active euthanasia is a morally unaccepted practice. Theresa, as a woman, 

should learn to value herself more, because she’s a precious human being who is loved. Women are said to 

have different ways to reason morally. According to Parks (2000), a woman who is suffering from terminal 

illness are more likely to request for euthanasia as they see themselves aa a burden to others.  So Theresa, 

being depressed, decided in a way that she thinks she deserves less than a man who is determined to live 

longer. The ethics of care is imperative for this mater. Women ought to decide on things on the way where 

she benefits the less and thinking the best for others. Though ethics of care is important in daily basis, still 

women should never end their meaningful life through euthanasia for someone as valuable as she is. 

 In the field of biomedical ethics, euthanasia is medically right and it is considered to be a right of 

a person to choose how to end their life. According to Boudreau and Somerville (2013), euthanasia is not a 

medical treatment. Physicians’ Hippocratic Oath declares that “I will neither give a deadly drug to anybody 

if asked for it, nor will I make a suggestion to this effect.” thus, euthanasia violates the oath. Beville (2014) 

stated that hopeless cases and terminal illness should be attended with medical treatment and not by quick 

painless death. Considering her reason, donating her heart to Louie, is not a very practical reason for 

euthanasia. Any organ transplant procedure, especially the heart, is risky. After dying, it is not certain that 

Louie can receive her heart. Proceeding with the voluntary euthanasia and organ donation means putting 

the lives of both Theresa and Louie at risk, wherein one will surely die. By any means, if I am Louie, I will 

not accept Theresa’s offer, whether it is my personal or ethical reasoning. I strongly believe in God’s plan, 

in His perfect timing and His right reason, I will find my own heart donor without harming innocent 

individual’s life Theresa. And Theresa, needs more of God in her life to see more of her value, and live her 

life according to her purpose. 
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Case No. 2: Danger 

A condensed matter experimentalist of company A and his team were conducting experiments on thin films 

of common metals such as aluminum and tin. They realized that they could substantially enhance their work 

by switching the samples to the metal beryllium that can only be found in the mountain of Sitio Magpantay, 

a remote area in the south. But this metal beryllium is highly toxic and can bring about irreversible 

poisoning. The procedures that they are employing with aluminum and tin would not be suitable for a toxic 

material such as beryllium. They also discovered that this experimental research can open a lot of 

opportunities for the company and for the team and workers to increase in salary, causing for their general 

manger to raise fund 10% higher than the original funding The head experimentalist wants to regain his 

reputation after associated with a research case 5 years ago. However, he worries about the hazard of this 

experiment on the mountains of Sitio Magpantay as well as to people.  

Questions 

1. In this ethical dilemma, who is the most responsible? Explain your answer. 

2. Why is it important to value biodiversity? 

3. Based on environmental and business ethics, how would you solve this dilemma fairly to the 

experimentalist, company workers and to Sitio Magpantay? Justify your answer objectively. 

 If the company continues with the experiment despite being aware of its harmful effect, the 

knowledgeable ones should be responsible for that; in this case, the head environmentalist and his team. 

Every person has their fair share of responsibility in taking care of the environment. The actions performed 

by individuals have aggregate negative consequences for the environment (Fahlquist, 2009). If the head 

environmentalist further insists the pursue the project, he hold the biggest accountability for this matter. 

Other than that, the company has a responsibility in this matter. Every company has a corporate 

environmental responsibility wherein the companies must abstain activities that will damage the 

environment. 

 In the Earth, where we live and interact with all other living organism is what we call the 

biodiversity. According to Treat and Callahan (2015), we, humans, value biodiversity to a great extent 

because we are so dependent on it. We get the most of our basic needs for survival and security from it. We 

have to preserve it for use to able to use it as long as we can. Biodiversity not only caters human but also 

animals, plants and every other organism, and each plays an important role. Humans are known to be the 

highest form of life, thus giving us the highest responsibility of taking care of the environment. Apparently, 

the way we live destroys the biodiversity rather than protect them. The value is biodiversity is visible only 

when we realized how much we need from it and we already destroyed it. The most relevant example for 

this is when the Amazon forest, the lungs of the earth, burns. Before that incident, the government allows 

numerous commercial projects to take place in the said forest, thus displacing the indigenous tribes who 

lives and attends to the needs of the forest. the rest of the world only cares when a big part of Amazon forest 

is already burning. Admit it or not, we’re not directly concerned to the biodiversity but we are more scared 



of the danger it will bring. As much as we value and care for the the biodiversity, we cannot deny the fact 

that we’re the ones to destroy it. 

 The solution for this matter might not be in favor for the company’s sales. But if they have a 

corporate social responsibility(CSR), they would not insist the continuance of the project. With regards to 

business ethics, the company must align their CSR with stakeholder theory (Freeman and Dmytriyev, 2017). 

In the first place, they have to consider their purpose. The company should be purpose-driven, wherein 

purpose resides within moral domain. There is a possibility of the project of becoming ethical, aside from 

permissions from the government agencies, they also have to get the permission of the residents from Sitio 

Magpantay. They also have to secure a back-up plans for the affected residents while the project is on-

going and plans for restoring the mountains of Sitio Magpantay, otherwise, continuing the experiment is 

morally wrong. In concern with environmental ethics, continuing the experiment on any reason and 

condition is not acceptable. Metal beryllium had an adverse effect for people’s health. Inhaling air exposed 

to beryllium will damage your lungs, thus it directly damages the environment. Metal beryllium will only 

be acquired through mining, which is a violation to land ethics. Doris (2018) stated that science without 

ethics is blind. The company and the environmentalist should consider the land ethics. Land health, which 

is protected by land ethics, have attributes such as integrity, stability, productivity and beauty (Walck and 

Strong, 2001). Mining minimizes the productivity and beauty of land. So we are allowed to use the land as 

much as we can but only limited to what land ethics allows. We humans, as moral agents, have the duty to 

protect and regulate the biodiversity and that includes the land. The company might lose the chance to of 

having 10% increase on the company’s funding but it is better than to lose the biodiversity we ought to 

protect. 
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