
The Trolley Problem

A module for philosophical discussion

by Leo Heska
Central ideas drawn and adapted from the paper by Phillipa Foot*

Summary

A variety of thought experiments are presented, each of which elucidate different aspects of the Double
Effect.

Warm-up questions

Since the Trolley Problem is not based on a story, the warm-up questions are a little different than usual.

1. Who has read the introduction? [Note: it is optional. Basically it just explains what a trolley is. If
children haven't read it you can go over it.]

2. Who can tell us what a trolley, or a trolley car, is? 
3. How is a trolley car different from a passenger train? [Lighter, steerable.]
4. How is a trolley car different from a bus or a car? [The trolley runs on tracks. Even if a trolley can be

steered, you can only steer it on to one of two tracks.]

Guidelines for philosophical discussion

Though there is no "story" that accompanies this module, there is an introduction. You should read it so
that you know what the children read. It may also be a good idea to have it available in case someone has
not read it, or you need or want to refer to it.

A whole lot of philosophical or ethical topics get introduced in this discussion. Here are some of them in no
particular order.

Consequentialism

First, there is the idea of "consequentialism" - that the definition of a moral action comes from its
consequences. Most people believe this to some extent and therefore, to  the original problem, most people
will say that they would, or one should, steer the trolley down the track with just one man on it. "Better to
kill one than five."

Moral Imperatives

Sometimes some people will not feel comfortable with that. You are still killing one person and that is
fundamentally or categorically wrong. For example, the bible says "thou shalt not kill" and this prohibition is
absolute. Perhaps Kant would also consider this to be subject to a categorical imperative.

Some people may feel uncomfortable with the formulation of the original question, in that you have to steer
one way or the other. What if you just don't? Someone may ask. Firstly, you can discuss whether this
amounts to cowardice, or shirking a duty. You can also discuss the saying that "not to decide, is to decide."
Is this true in all cases? Suppose a person refuses to decide or intervene, with predictable consequences.
Are they still responsible, though they did not act?

The second formulation of the question is designed to address this. Instead of "you have to steer left or
right" it's said that the tram naturally goes straight, unless steered/diverted. The track straight ahead leads
to the five people; only if you divert will you kill the one and spare the five.
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You should be especially on the lookout for anyone who might say they would not grab the steering lever
and divert, even though that results in the death of five people, not one. This unpopular view should be
noted for later; you may even praise the person(s) holding this view for having strength of conviction. 

Utilitarianism

As the discussion progresses into other related examples, such as sacrificing a person to harvest their body
parts, the topic of "The greatest good for the greatest number" will arise.

Human Rights

Most people will recognize that it is not OK to kill a healthy person who came in for a checkup, in order to
save the lives of 5 other people waiting for organ transplants. How does this reconcile with utilitarianism?
What about pushing this to a limit? What if the person could donate half their blood and from the
antibodies, save half the world from a terrible plague? What if by giving up all their blood, and therefore
dying, they could save the whole world? Should we expect them to do so? Do they have the right to not do
this?

Physicality

When it comes to pushing the fat man off the bridge, a visceral feeling is what occurs to most people. We
tend to think in the abstract; and even pushing a steering lever one way or the other is not a personal act,
affront, or attack. Actually physically pushing another human being off a bridge, is. Is our natural human
hesitation to do this OK? Should we overcome it? What would you do if it were you, that somebody else
was trying to push off the bridge?

There is room for a lot of discussion about how things are different mentally, than when your very own
body is involved. You may ask the children if they have ever "just done something" based on what their
body wanted to do, that did not really make a lot of sense, once thought about and analyzed. Most kids will
have stories of doing stuff that their parents later criticized. Examples might include jumping or running
around, clobbering somebody, snitching goodies, pranks, or acting in anger, excitement, enthusiasm, glee,
or frustration.

The Double Effect 

When Phillipa Foot invented this problem, she did so in the context of exploring and discusing the problem
of the Double Effect. That is, that certain actions have not just one, but two effects. Or more.

This is a good moral, ethical, and philosophical point, and it is good for children to learn about this. You
can just tell them that it is too simple, to think that in real life, things have just one cause and one effect.
Most of the time there are multiple causes for actions or events, and we may not even know them all. Also
most of the time, actions, events, decisions, et cetera have multiple effects.

The classic example is, you can eat up all the ice cream, and this has two effects. One is that you get to
enjoy (or hog) all the ice cream, which is delicious. The other effect is that there is no ice cream left for
your mom to eat. Now, suppose your brother or sister or friend found ice cream in the freezer, took it out
and ate it. Then said "I did it to help mommy because she is on a diet." Would you believe them?

This understanding may (hopefully) help children not get confused when somebody says "the end justifies
the means." You can explain that "means" are the action or actions taken, the ends are the desired
outcomes. Examples include spanking a child, and also murdering an entire class of people, as Lenin did
and justified by (supposedly) saying "you can't make an omelette without breaking eggs." So, is it always
true that the end justifies the means? Some examples will show that it is not always the case. They will
also show that it's not always easy to figure out just what is or is not justified, or right.

Given that pretty much all real-world actions have multiple effects, it can happen that some particular
action has both a good and a bad effect. This presents or poses the problem of the Double Effect. What is



to be done if one of the effects is good, the other bad? Can the good effect outweigh or justify or excuse
the bad? Sometimes? When? How should or could these things be balanced, reconciled?

Many attempts have been made over the millenia to answer this question. A famous example is that of
killing in self-defense. The radical Christian point of view is: it's never OK to kill in self-defense. If you kill in
self-defense you're a murderer (and will go to hell); if you are killed, you become a martyr to your
Christian faith, including nonviolence (and will go to heaven). The commandment "thou shalt not kill" of
course predates the bible and Jews and others have also believed this way, and acted in accordance.

Of course not all Jews or Christians agree on this point. For example the two most famous Christian
philosophers, both Roman Catholic Saints. Saint Augustine maintained that killing in self-defense was not
permissible, arguing that "private self-defense can only proceed from some degree of inordinate self-love."
Saint Thomas Aquinas however, referring to the Double Effect, said that "Nothing hinders one act from
having two effects, only one of which is intended, while the other is beside the intention. … Accordingly, the
act of self-defense may have two effects: one, the saving of one's life; the other, the slaying of the
aggressor." Here we see the crux of the modern treatment of the Double Effect - it depends on your
intention. It is OK to kill him if you did not mean to kill him. Quite a paradox and apparently quite open to
abuse. Probably every child has offered in defense "But I didn't mean to do it!"

Aquinas addresses this by introducing the concept of proprtionality: "... though proceeding from a good
intention, an act may be rendered unlawful if it be out of proportion to the end. Wherefore, if a man in
self-defense uses more than necessary violence, it will be unlawful, whereas, if he repel force with
moderation, his defense will be lawful."

Catholics and others have attempted to precisely craft versions of the Double Effect principle that may
cover all contingencies, such as abortion, euthanasia, and self-defence. Here are two. The first is from The
New Catholic Encyclopedia:

1. The act itself must be morally good or at least indifferent.
2. The agent may not positively will the bad effect but may permit it. If he could attain the good effect

without the bad effect he should do so. The bad effect is sometimes said to be indirectly voluntary.
3. The good effect must flow from the action at least as immediately (in the order of causality, though

not necessarily in the order of time) as the bad effect. In other words the good effect must be
produced directly by the action, not by the bad effect. Otherwise the agent would be using a bad
means to a good end, which is never allowed.

4. The good effect must be sufficiently desirable to compensate for the allowing of the bad effect.

The second formulation comes from a paper titled "An Historical Analysis Of The Principle Of Double Effect"
written by Joseph Mangan, a Jesuit Catholic priest:

A person may licitly perform an action that he foresees will produce a good effect and a bad
effect provided that four conditions are verified at one and the same time:

1. that the action in itself from its very object be good or at least indifferent;
2. that the good effect and not the evil effect be intended;
3. that the good effect be not produced by means of the evil effect;
4. that there be a proportionately grave reason for permitting the evil effect.

Note how similar are these two formulations, yet also how different. The differences are in some ways
really subtle, yet when you look at them, there is a big difference. For example, one "point 2" focuses on
intention, the other mentions a "due diligence" item to be checked off - have you explored the possibility of
accomplishing the good effect without the bad effect?  

Probably there is no way to formulate a definitive doctrine of the Double Effect that everyone would agree
on. If this could be done, everyone would agree about such cases as whether to perform abortion to spare
the life of the mother. But, they don't. Which is just the problem that Foot intended to address with her
various thought experiments. It all provides a lot of good fodder for a discussion group.



Social status

Foot and others commonly refer to the 19th century case of Dudley and Stephens, "who killed and ate the
cabin boy when adrift on the sea without food." Though it may seem kind of repugnant to consider this sort
of thing, in fact, most people fairly quickly attempt to evaluate the worth of the people involved. In fact this
can be one of the things going on in a person's reluctance to push the fat man off the bridge. The 5 other
people are just unknown "others" - the fat man is someone right there with you personally. Even if he is a
complete stranger, he is still more "personal" - more personally present, more known to you. Therefore
gaining importance or status as related in some sense; if only "occupying a space close to me."

Besides proximity there are other considerations. For example you can hypothesize that the one person to
be killed might be close to death anyway - for example imagine a patient from the cancer ward with only
days to live, in their bed on one of the two tracks. Should that matter? What about social class, as in the
case of Dudley and Stephens? The modern sensibility may recoil at the idea of literally killing and eating the
lower classes to feed the rich, but this consideration was part of the discussion back in the day. Nowadays
we might use the example of a convicted murderer awaiting execution on death row. 

Questions for philosophical discussion

Today we are going to discuss a number of famous philosophical questions. These are sometimes also
called "thought experiments." As you will see, they are all related. As you will also see, though each
question by itself may seem simple, like the answer is easy and obvious, once you start to consider the
various questions together, things get complicated.

Problem 1 - the original trolley problem

This is the famous and original trolley problem, though the philosopher who invented the problem did not
mention a trolley. 

Suppose you are "the driver of a runaway tram which [you] can only steer from one narrow track on to
another; five men are working on one track and one man on the other; anyone on the track [you enter] is
bound to be killed." [Quoting/closely paraphrasing Foot here - restate in your own words as appropriate.]

1. What would you do? [Most people will say that it is better to steer down the track and kill one man
rather than five. Find out who in the group feels this way. If anyone does not, make sure and discuss
this. Once everyone children have made a final decision, note their opinions. Take special care to note
everyone's.] 

2. Why? [Most will simply answer that it's better to kill one than five. But check if there may be other
answers.]

3. Steering is a deliberate, conscious act. To steer you have to make a decision. 
Who gives you the right to make a life-or-death decision?
Is the statement "Well, I had to do something" an excuse?

4. Since no matter what you do, someone is going to get killed, are you at fault no matter what you do?
5. Suppose you make the decision to steer the trolley one way or the other, and then family members of

whomever got killed, sue you. After all you killed their relative(s).
But did you really?
If you say "I didn't kill them, the trolley did," how is this different from a driver on the street
saying "I didn't kill that pedestrian by running over him; my car did it?"

6. What if the numbers were even, for example with 3 people on each track?

Problem 2 - refusing to act

The first problem assumes you will do something but what if you do nothing? In the real world we often
hear that "not to decide is to decide." In other words, taking no action also has a consequence. So let's
consider a slightly different form of the problem.

The trolley car you are on will go straight if no one steers it. You are approaching a fork in the tracks and if



you do steer the trolley to the right, it will run over and kill one worker on that side track. On the track
straight ahead are five workers who will surely die if you do not steer the trolley off of the straight, main
track.

1. What would you do?
2. The outcome now is that if you do not act, 5 will die; if you do, one will die. Yet you would be making

a conscious decision, choosing to kill the one, and taking physical action to accomplish your choice. 
Does that make you responsible for the death of the one, if you steer?
Does that make you responsible for the deaths of the five, if you refuse to steer?

3. What if the family members of the five sued you?
Should they win?
Should you be convicted of the murder of 5 people? Or maybe only 4 people since 5 minus one
equals 4? You could have prevented their deaths.

[You may not see much movement as regards who would do what. But as before, do note what each
participant says they would do. Especially note anyone who says they would not steer but just let the trolley
keep running; perhaps ask their reasons.]

Problem 3 - the fat man and the spelunking party

Suppose you and 5 other people are exploring in a cave. [You may introduce the vocabulary word
"spelunking."] All but one of you are children and therefore find it very easy to move around in the narrow
cave. But one of you, who is in the lead, is a big, fat man. He gets stuck and none of you can move
forward. You also notice that the cave, near the water line, is becoming flooded by the tide. [You may
introduce the vocabulary word "inexorable" and/or explain about tides.] If you do nothing you will all surely
drown.

One of you happens to have a stick of dynamite, making it possible to put the dynamite near the stuck fat
man and blow him up, thereby unblocking the cave and allowing the five of you to escape to freedom
unharmed (we suppose that you are able to retreat far enough down the cave to avoid harm or hearing
injury). 

1. If you don't blow up the fat man you will die. Unlike the trolley problem, this is a matter of life and
death for you personally.

Does the fact that you have a selfish interest make a difference in how you choose? 
Should it?

2. It is not wrong to be fat. Is it really OK to kill an innocent person to spare the lives of other innocent
people?

3. What about if it were just two of you in the cave, you and the fat man? Then would it be OK to blow
him up?

4. Would you feel differently about it depending on whether you were one of the kids, or the fat man?
5. Most people in the fat man's position would want to wait until the very end; holding out hope as long

as possible. But this means the certain deaths of all the others. Would you feel this way if you were
the fat man?

6. Suppose the fat man makes the argument that this is just God's will; that it is wrong to kill him. How
would you answer that?

7. You know that people feel guilty, have consciences. How do you think you would feel, deep down for
maybe the rest of your life, if you did blow up the fat man, and thereby escaped?

8. What if it were not a fat man but just a larger child, also with their whole life ahead of them? Would
that make any difference?

9. What if only the 5 children would die because of the flood, but the fat man would get rescued.
Perhaps his head is outside the cave and only his body, and all of your bodies, are inside, so he will
escape drowning. Would this matter and how?

10. Imagine that you were judging someone who had been in this situation, decided to blow the fat man
up, and did it; then been accused of murder. Suppose they said "We did not intend or want to kill him
- we just wanted to blow him out of the hole, to get him out of the way. We did not mean him any
harm." What would you say to this?



Problem 4 - the trolley and the bridge

Let's return to the example of the trolley car. But this time the situation is a little different.

This time the trolley car is not one of the kinds that can be steered; there is just a straight track with an
out-of-control trolley car on it, speeding toward 5 people working on the track. If it is not stopped they will
all surely die.

However, this time you are not on the trolley car. Instead, you and a fat man happen to be standing on a
bridge that goes right over the tracks. Even though you are a small person, he is precariously balanced
right on the edge, and you are right behind him, and if you give the fat man a great big push you can
shove him off the bridge and he will fall onto the tracks below. He will surely be killed by the trolley car but
his body will also cause the trolley car to derail, or "jump the track," sparing the lives of the 5 track
workers.

1. Would you shove the fat man off the bridge? [Now is when you refer to your notes of who said what,
earlier. Many who would have steered the trolley car to kill the one and spare the five, would not
shove the fat man off the bridge. Explore this.]

2. [If this is true - otherwise modify as appropriate] Most people said that it would be right to steer the
trolley car away from the five, because it is better that one should die instead of five. So what is your
[or "the"] problem with shoving the fat man off the bridge?

[Many will not be able to articulate their reasons; especially anyone who said they'd steer away from the
five but would not push the fat man. See if you can elucidate whether their reasons might be as discussed
in the guidelines for discussion.] [However, just listing all the reasons and letting participants choose, like
from a menu, is not a good way to get them to think and articulate for themselves - so don't.] [Possible
stated reasons might include "It's just wrong," "I could never do that," "I couldn't look him in the face and
do that to him," "It isn't right to take a life," "Some things you just can't do," "He has the right to live,"
"For me to kill him is different than for the trolley to kill them," and so on. Be aware of consequentialist and
utilitarian arguments and be ready to present them as questions if the participants don't. Also be aware of
"moral imperative" and pragmatic arguments, including "You can't be sure where he'll land" and "If every
one 'played God' like this society would break down."]

3. What about intent? Suppose you are standing on the bridge, behind the fat man as before. You don't
even know there is a trolley car or trolley tracks down there. You just decide for no good reason,
maybe because you don't like the way the fat man wears his necktie or the look on his face, that you
are going to push him to his death. Just because nobody is around who can see you, so you can get
away with this, and you feel like it. So, you do this. He falls, blocks the trolley, and you end up saving
the lives of 5 people. After it becomes known what happened, everyone (with the possible exception
of the fat man's loved ones) concludes that you did the right thing. 

Did you? 
Are you guilty? Of what? 
Your observable action and the outcome is identical in both cases. Only your intent is different.
How does that matter?

Problem 5 - the tainted oil

There once was an actual case in which merchants bought aircraft lubricating oil, mixed it with cooking oil,
and sold it. This was terrible because you are not supposed to eat industrial oil, or cook with it, or consume
it in any way, or even get it on your body. This particular lubricating oil contained a poison. Many people
bought the mixed oil, cooked with it, and consumed it. At least 10,000 people were paralyzed and another
30,000 so weakened that they could no longer work.

1. The merchants who did this did not intend to kill or even harm anyone. They did not see themselves
as poisoners or bad guys. They just wanted to make money and to them, oil was oil. Were they
poisoners anyway, guilty of poisoning?

2. When the merchants did what they did, there was no law against it. But after this all happened, a law



was passed to make what they did illegal. 25 merchants were convicted of violating the law and
sentenced to death. 

What the merchants did was not against the law at the time they did it. So, was this fair?
If no law had been passed, should the merchants have gotten away with what they did? Since
they had broken no law?
Should they perhaps have had to pay their victims since they could no longer work? 
There were 10,000 or more victims and only 25 merchants; this would kind of make the
merchants into slaves. Would this be right?

3. Would the oil merchants be guilty of poisoning even though they had no intent to poison?
4. Suppose a group of gravediggers hears about what is going on with the poisoned oil. Suppose also

that they decide to buy a lot of the oil and sell it, or even give it away, knowing that people will die
and that this will increase business for the gravediggers. Now, the motive for both the merchants and
the gravediggers is the same - they want to increase business. Also their actions are the same -
selling tainted oil. The difference is that the gravediggers know what they are doing.

Does the fact that the merchants did not intend to poison, make a difference? Does it excuse
them?

5. No one should ever play with a gun. But suppose someone does, and shoots it off, accidentally killing
a person. The shooter says "I didn't mean to kill her." 

Does the fact that the shooter did not intend to kill, make a difference? Does it excuse them?
6. Suppose you are walking down the street and you see a string lying there. For the heck of it you

decide to yank the string, and you do. It turns out that the string was attached to a detonator and by
yanking it, you cause a building to blow up. People die. Are you guilty of murder even though you had
no intent to murder?

Problem 6 - the judge, the mob, and the innocents

Suppose you are a judge or other powerful person. A crime has been committed and a mob of rioters has
formed. they demand that you find and execute the culprit. The rioters are filled with hate and blame one
particular group in the community; you know that that group is in fact innocent. The mob says that if you
do not find and execute the culprit they will kill 5 hostages they have taken from the group they hate. Since
the real culprit is unknown, it seems like the only way to prevent the bloodshed would be to frame some
innocent person and have them executed.

1. What would you do?
2. Would it be right for a judge to give in to the rioters and execute an innocent person? 

Would it be right if the judge was sure the rioters really would release their 5 hostages, and if
after the execution, they really did?

3. If the judge does execute the innocent victim, is that any worse or different from steering a trolley to
avoid killing 5 people, instead killing just one?

The original trolley problem states that "anyone on the track ... is bound to be killed." But we all know that
in the real world things are not always so certain. 

If you are steering the trolley you may hope that the one track worker can somehow jump out of the
way. So you don't really intend their death. 
On the other hand the judge does intend the innocent victim's death. They must die or else the mob
will kill the hostages, and if the execution somehow fails, the judge (or perhaps the executioner)
would need to try again, until the innocent victim really was dead. The intent is to actually kill and
this must be carried out.
But back to the trolley example, if you steer on to the track with one worker on it, and see them
amazingly jump out of the way, you don't then jump out of the trolley and go back and kill them with
a crowbar.

4. Does this difference matter? One actor or decider, that is the judge, fully intends the death to
happen. The other actor, the trolley steerer, doesn't intend the death to happen, even though fairly
certain that it will. 

5. Is this another difference of intent? Or is it a difference of certainty?



6. If you are not absolutely certain of what is going to happen, are you just as guilty?
The oil merchants were not certain of what would happen - in fact they did not even know that
it might. So they were very uncertain. [See if you can identify participants who though the oil
merchants did wrong, but do not fault the trolley steerer.]

Many people feel that  to corrupt justice is a terrible thing - that it would be terrible for a judge to lie or
harm any innocent person. So now suppose instead of the judge knowingly executing an innocent person,
some private citizen, knowing of the mob's demand, finds an innocent person, kills them, frames them, and
presents their body to the judge. The judge then presents the body to the mob, which, satisfied, releases
the 5 hostages unharmed. So, the judge remains uncorrupted; never tells a lie, never kills anyone who is
innocent.

7. Is this right or correct? Since the justice system remains uncorrupted?

Problem 7 - triage

Suppose you work in a hospital, and are trying to save the life of a patient who is very badly sick. You are
about to give this patient a massive dose of a very rare drug, which would cure them. Just at this very
time, however, five other patients arrive. They are also sick but less so; each of them could be saved by
one-fifth of the very large dose you were just about to give to the one patient.

1. Is it right to say to the very sick patient "I am sorry but you must die, since with this same medicine I
can save 5 others."?

2. Suppose instead that a different patient is in your hospital. They have suffered a head injury and will
eventually die. Suddenly 5 victims of car accidents come in who need organ transplants to live. Is it
right to harvest the organs of the brain-injured patient, and transplant them to save the lives of the
5?

3. How are these two different? In both cases you are allowing one to die so that 5 may live.
4. Suppose now that a perfectly healthy person comes in to the hospital for a checkup. They are in the

next room taking a nap when the 5 accident victims come in. Is it right to harvest their organs and
save the lives of the 5?

5. In each of these cases, you would be sacrificing the life of one, for the sake of the five. But in some
cases, but not in others, we aim for the death of an innocent person. What makes the difference? 

Problem 8 - evil tyrants and blackmailers

Suppose that an evil tyrant threatens to torture five people unless you torture one. 

1. Would it be your duty to do so? To torture someone?
2. Would it matter if they were innocent or not?
3. Would it matter if you knew the person?
4. Would this be different from rescuing 4 victims from the tyrant, but leaving behind the 5th? Both

ways, one person gets tortured instead of five.

Now suppose that an evil murderess, known to keep her promises, says that unless we kill some innocent
person, she will kill two. 

5. Do we have the duty to kill the innocent person?
6. If we start acting like this, then anyone who wants us to do something we think wrong has only to

threaten that they themselves will do something we think worse.
Is that our only reason to not to give in to these evil demands?
What if we could somehow be sure that no one would ever find out what we did, therefore our
bad act would never become encouragement for others?

Again we find ourselves facing a question of intent. It is not our intent to torture the five or to kill the two.
We can see that this will happen as an unavoidable consequence of our action (of our refusing to torture or
kill) but that is not our intent. It is the tyrant's intent, or the murderer's.



7. Is that really a good excuse?
8. Suppose that you were one of the two people that the murderer threatened to kill, or one of the five

that the tyrant threatened to torture. How would you feel about this?
9. Is what's good for society different from what's good for the five, or the two?

10. Isn't "society" just another word for the people who make it up?
So how could something be good for society but not the individuals in it?

11. Suppose that it's good for society because more people would benefit, for example by not living under
a tyrant's power, than would be tortured or killed.

How would you do the math? Being under a tyrant's power is less bad than being tortured. So,
do a lot of people need to be freed of the tyrant's power, to make up for the harm that comes
to the one who is tortured?
If a person thinks that this "good for the greater number" argument is correct, then what is
wrong with harvesting the organs of the healthy person in the hospital, to save the lives of 5
others?

Problem 9 - owing aid, owing non-interference

1. Suppose a man denies his children or his aged parents food, and they starve to death as a result.
Is he morally wrong to deny them aid?
Is he guilty of murder, for denying them aid?

2. Suppose a man actually poisons his children or his aged parents.
Is he morally wrong to poison them?
Is he guilty of murder, for poisoning them?

3. So, is it the same, in morality and in law, to deny a person aid they need, as to actively harm them?
4. Suppose, knowing that Africans are starving, instead of sending them food or money, you spend it on

yourself, and, predictably, they die of starvation.
Are you morally wrong to deny them aid?
Are you guilty of murder, for denying them aid?

5. Suppose, knowing that Africans are starving, you send them poisoned food.
Are you morally wrong to poison them?
Are you guilty of murder, for poisoning them?

6. [Same question as #3] So, is it the same, in morality and in law, to deny a person aid they need, as
to actively harm them?

Is your answer different than it was when talking about the man and his children or parents?
7. When do we owe to others, what, how much, and to whom?
8. Do we owe others anything at all?
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