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Ref 3 

What do you think about those who regard global warming as nonsense? 
 
To those who don’t believe in global warming I have a message to you. We see 
evidence every day. Kiribati slowly disappearing, shrinking ice sheets, the Amazon 
fire, heat waves, typhoons and flooding, is this not proof of global warming? The 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change said “Scientific evidence for warming of 
the climate system is unequivocal”, yet people still want to refuse climate change is 
real. However, I don’t blame them completely. The public just want a clear answer 
but politicians and economists can manipulate and interfere with the way data is 
presented to the public, to prove global warming. I want people to think about 
everything they do that can contribute to climate change. One of the most obvious is 
driving, cars emit  CO2 which is the gas responsible for the most warming in our 
atmosphere. Do you eat meat? Did you know that livestock farming contributes to 
land degradation, biodiversity loss, acid rain and deforestation? What about 
holidays? Tourism is responsible for 8% of global greenhouse gas emissions. People 
think ecotourism can help prevent this but ironically the overall trip carbon footprint 
may be worse for an international tourist than a locals’. At a lecture, Professor Mike 
Hulme described invisibilists as those “who believe climate change cannot be 
sensed directly and that it is only through models constructed by scientists that 
climate change can be made visible.” On the other hand, he described visibilists  as 
those who “feel the effects of climate change and can be seen through one’s own 
eyes,”. Through global co-operation and spreading more awareness, I hope that 
more people will become visibilists who will try to make small changes to their 
lifestyles in order to save our planet. 
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Ref 5 

Should someone sell their kidney? 
 
As we are the greatest, most complex organism on planet Earth, every part of us has 
an epitome of importance. Showing compassion through organ donation is the 
fundamental evidence of selflessness in humanity. Even though we are not 
consciously aware of who the recipient may be, the very act of giving up something 
priceless is proof of our glorious attempt to reach a higher cause; almost merging 
into divine acts of benevolence. However, science has told us that we can live with 
only one kidney, so is our selflessness not given full justice? Even not knowing the 
recipient legitimizes the selflessness we can give, as families are not willing to give 
consent. The relationship between donor and recipient is improving as shown by the 
recent opt-out organ donation law In England hoping to reduce the shortage of 
organs available to recipients. However, insecurity in the availability of organ 
transplants to patients is something that may increase mortality rate in developed 
countries. A country that has embraced this problem in an inhumane way yet on the 
bounds of being just, is China. Though illegal under the international convention, 
investigations have shown some discrepancies in the rather large availability of 
organs to patients who need organ transplants. Forced organ donation from an 
ethnic minority of prisoners (Uighurs) in China has been the source. This shatters 
every human right law in a sense that the freedom of their own bodily possessions is 
stripped away from these prisoners. However, it could be argued that their own 
criminal act against the law trumps their own rights, hence forced organ donation 
serves as a balancing act of justice. Any organ transplant, whether it may be kidney 
or liver, needs to look at both the patient and the recipient as both are a human 
being. 
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Ref 9 

What is the point of using NHS money to keep old people alive? 
 
The question seems to indirectly assume that there is no point in keeping old people 
alive, therefore I will assume that the definition of ‘ old people’ in this case are those 
who are retired and do not work nor pay taxes.  
Firstly, these people have the right to use NHS services. Over a lifetime, an average 
household will pay £826,030 in taxes(TPA).19% of government spending Is on 
healthcare, primarily on the NHS. (ukpublicspending.co.uk) , so an average 
household will therefore contribute around  £156,945 to the NHS over their lifetime , 
it’s unlikely that the total value of NHS services used by these old people during their 
working life will reach the total amount of taxes they have contributed to the NHS, 
since more than 2/5 of the NHS budget is spent on people over 65. It would make 
sense to allow these old people to continue accessing health care since 2/5 of‘ 
NHS’s money could be seen as their money. The point of using NHS money to keep 
old people alive is a matter of spending their tax contribution on themselves , i.e 
returning what they gave. 
Secondly, although it could be suggested banning old people access to the NHS 
allows more money to be allocated to the younger generation and problems such as 
long waiting lists can be reduced. However, from banning these people access to the 
NHS,it would reduce the incentives of those who are near retirement but still working 
to pay their taxes.The increase in situations of tax evasion can worsen the funding 
available for the NHS, and thus lead to a reduction in health services available for 
others.Problems such as long waiting times will not be resolved while the health of 
young workers may also be sacrificed. 
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Ref 10 

Should we allow people to die? 
 
The dispute between predominantly atheists, (or those of non-Christian beliefs), and 
those of generally a Christian faith remains a prominent and ubiquitous debate in 
today’s 21st century. Whilst ostensibly, the Christian beliefs opposing any form of 
suicide (whether with personal conduct, or individual consent) appears as though 
they are less prominent and influential in the contemporary society, yet de facto, they 
remain a significant argument still supported by many.  

 
In Greek and Roman antiquity, suicide was putatively accepted, with some 
individuals regarding it as an honourable means of death and the attainment of 
immediate salvation. Stoics and others saw suicide as the triumph of an individual 
over fate, for example, Socrates’ decision to commit the act of suicide rather than 
violate the state’s sentence of execution influenced many to regard the act as 
admirable and praiseworthy. However, Socrates highlighted that as individuals, we 
fundamentally belong to the gods and cannot terminate our lives unless they wish. 
Augustine was the strongest opponent of any form of self-murder, appealing to the 
sixth commandment and its prohibition against murder. He agreed with Socrates of 
our lives belonging to God, thus humans possess no powers of suicide. Over time, 
many in church would regard self-murder as an unpardonable sin.  
 
However, in a nontheistic or relativistic society, it is difficult to argue for life and 
against suicide. If we are our own “higher power,” we possess the ultimate power 
over our lives. As the philosopher Immanuel Kant highlighted, rational human beings 
must be treated as an end in themselves and not as an approach to something else. 
The fact that we are human has value in itself. 
Arguments for the significance of life still triumphs in modern societies, suggesting 
beliefs in the privileges of life remain entrenched in the minds of many. Although 
ostensibly it may appear as though such valuable ideas have withered away, 
replaced by science, this assumption is inherently flawed. 
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Ref 11 

What is the point of using NHS money to keep old people alive? 
 
Elderly people are often blamed for being a burden on the NHS due to the fact that 
around 2/5 of the NHS budget is spent on caring for them. However due to the fact 
that they have been paying taxes all their lives it can be seen that they are entitled to 
this as they have given the country the most money so we should be giving the most 
back to them. Additionally in many cultures, particularly ones such as Indian and 
Pakistani both of which make up a considerable proportion of a population the lives 
of elderly is extremely valuable and they believe that caring for them is of the upmost 
important as so not using resources on the elderly could upset groups like this. 
Finally, although they are elderly, they are still humans and it is unfair to reduce their 
human dignity merely because of their age because although they may have a lesser 
life expectancy, a 50 year old treated today could die tomorrow in the same way a 89 
year old treated could live for another 10 years. 
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Ref 13 

Should someone sell their kidney? 
 

Around 250 people die every day in the UK awaiting a kidney transplant; a huge 
demand for kidneys could be combated through people being able to sell their kidney 
especially as we have a shortage of organ donors in the UK and can relieve the 
pressures on the NHS. Trading of organs is illegal in many countries and it goes 
against terms set by the World Health Organisation. It could serve as an incentive for 
people to sell their kidney, however this could have negative impact on certain social 
groups like the working class who are vulnerable to being victims to organ selling. 
The “Give a kidney” charity reports more than 5000 people are on the waiting list to 
receive a kidney transplant, to encourage more people to give their organs 
introducing a regulated legal market where donors are compensated fairly and the 
government or another organization that is non-profit will orchestrate this through 
paying the donors. The government would give the kidney on basis of need rather 
than wealth so that the poorest in our society are not at a disadvantage. 
At times governments may work in their own interest and selling of organs may lead 
to the wrong person orchestrating organ selling. Working class people are mostly 
vulnerable to black markets as they are poor and less protected. Gangs and groups 
target them to sell their kidneys. Selling of kidneys may also introduce altruism in our 
society where we only do good for the money rather than helping others. 
We have a right to our autonomy so the decisions is ours, if we want to sell our 
kidney but I believe introducing a market on selling human organs encourages 
corruption and could harm vulnerable groups whereas the opt out system 
encourages more people to donate their organs. 
 
Illegal kidney trade ‘booming’, Monday 28th May 2012,NHS 
https://www.nhs.uk/news/medical-practice/illegal-kidney-trade-booming/ 
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/opt-out-organ-donation-max-and-keira-s-bill-pa
ssed-into-law 
Why we are short on donors, Bland. A 20th July 20115 
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2015/jul/20/shortage-donor-organs-sup
erstition-squeamishness 
 Give a Kidney http://www.giveakidney.org/why-we-need-more-donors/ 
Why selling kidneys should be legal, Berger. A, 11th December 2011 
 
https://www.nytimes.com/2011/12/06/opinion/why-selling-kidneys-should-be-legal.ht
ml 
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Ref 14 

What is the significance of the human genome project? 
 
The human genome project aimed to decipher the complete set of genes present in 
human cells. This was achieved in three major ways: by determining the sequence of 
all the bases of our DNA, making maps that show the location of genes for all our 
chromosomes, and creating linkage maps where inherited traits can be tracked over 
generations. The human genome project has revealed that there are approximately 
20,500 human genes. This is significant as it has provided us with detailed 
information about the structure, organization and function of the complete set of 
human genes. Reading the National Institutes of Health publication on the human 
genome project, I learnt that by studying the similarities and differences between 
human genes and those of other organisms, it is possible to discover the functions of 
particular genes and identify which genes are critical for life. Furthermore, the role of 
genetics in human health and disease can be better understood as this project had 
allowed scientists to see how diseases develop, and how we can apply this 
knowledge to improve the diagnosis and treatment of them. However, I believe that 
there are some ethical issues that have arised with the human genome project, such 
as the issue of privacy and fairness in the use of genetic information and ethical 
issues surrounding the design and conduct of genetic research.  The integration of 
new genetic technologies, such as genetic testing, into the practice of clinical 
medicine has especially caught my interest as the issues surrounding the idea of 
'designer babies' is one that is often debated about. However,  an Ethical, Legal and 
Social Implications (ELSI) program was founded in 1990 to identify and address 
issues raised by genomic research that would affect individuals, families, and 
society. Hence, the many significant scientific advancements that the human 
genome project has achieved outweigh the few ethical issues that have arised. 
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