 
Dear Brian as well as other ssf comrades,

Thank you for your note. First of all I am not too comfortable with "rights" as they are used in our culture. If you use "rights" to serve as "trump cards" (Churchill LR, Siman JJ. Abortion and the rhetoric of individual rights. Hastings Center Report. 1982;12:9–12.and Churchill LR, Simán JJ. Principles and the search for moral certainty. Soc Sci Med. 1986;23(5):461–468. and I would much prefer to speak of claims because these may be a better or worse claim. Claims are more plastic and may change over time and react to an adaptive process. In other words, we have a milieu exterieurs which must adapt to the changing milieu interieur (Churchill LR, Simán JJ. Principles and the search for moral certainty. Soc Sci Med. 1986;23(5):461–468.). I think that "rights" just as "persons" are very "set in their ways", 

Personally I think it would be well to read Jefferson's Declaration of In dependance paragraph II. He speaks of "rights" as "in" and logically compelling. Life, Liberty and the Pursuit of Happiness are preconditions which certainly are not "natural" in a Lockian sense. He states that governments exist to safeguard these basis "rights" and if they fail to do so (or actually wrecks them) the people have the right (indeed the duty) to abolish such a government and install one willing and able to do so.

Margalit (Margalit A: The Decent Society. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press; 2,000), furthermore, has claimed that a "decent society" is one in which the people and individuals are disparaged least. By this he means not only that individuals should not be disparaged but that a society who does this is not a "decent society". By disparagement he does not mean being publicly called names but rather includes economic rights, being considered an integral part of this society, not being poverty stricken, etc.

I do not believe in "rights" as somehow being "natural" in the sense that "out there" we can find. Truth with a capital "T" (which is quite similar to believing in an  absolute God who we pray to for good weather but who tolerates the Armenian genocide, the entire events which led up to and allowed the Shoa, Rwanda, etc). On the one hand we like to say that God is unknowable and on the other hand (and at the same time)
say that "this is what God wants."

I believe that we Bioethicists have failed in not taking a position on access to medical care, on poverty, etc. (these are connected everywhere to the incidence of disease); that we in ssf should take an official stance on these deadly failures in our society and be a part in repairing them. No one, I think, would argue that the gap between "haves" and "have nots" is ethically tolerable nor that we lack solidarity which would be expressed in many ways: redistribution of wealth, a limit to inheritance with a steeply graduated income and inheritance tax, etc.. To answer your question (and excuse my having strayed from it) I would consider the following as being strong claims: 

Fulfillment of biological needs (sufficient to eat, sufficient shelter and warmth, sufficient access to medical care, etc.  
Fulfillment of social needs (we all need others and our autonomy needs something prior; i.e. autonomy is developed in the cradle of beneficence) which would be things like access to medical care, free education for all who wish it and who show that they can profit from such education for themselves and the community.   
Prevent, as far as that is possible, that persons in our Community need to needlessly suffer 
There are others: we need to develop (since assuredly we do not now) a feeling of solidarity with one another. I think that to see the "conflict" between these two as a dialectic in which thesis and anti-thesis (the community and the individual) develop an armed truth rather than a solution. The synthesis in a dialectic system soon becomes an armed truth and continues the struggle since synthesis becomes another limb and soon develops "the struggle."

I have suggested in prior works that the dialectic model does not fit. Rather I have suggested that (as in many relationships)  it would be better to look on this as a homeostatic balance in which multiple forces try to balance one another to a common goal: survival and nurturing (Loewy EH,: Moral strangers, moral acquaintance and Moral friends, SUNY Press, 2002)

It is, I think, necessary to realize how much we "individuals" and the "community" need one another. Both need to realize that they have a common goal: surviving and flourishing. The individual needs the support of the community, and community needs well trained, satisfied individuals if it is to thrive.
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