ANIMAL RIGHTS
Joel Feinberg
1. two basic ethical concepts: Right and Interest
1. main argument is to have a right is to have a claim to something and against someone, the recognition of which could be used to protect ones legal or moral rights
1. in either case we appeal to the enlightened conscience
1. t have a right in the full moral sense is to have enlightened conscience
1. another way, conceptual way of speaking about rights
1. certain kinds of beings/entities  that can have rights because we can meaningfully predicate rights to them (following a certain logic of reasoning)
1. such beings only have contingent rights which are always in some way combined with the rights of the enlightened conscience
1. rights of seven main groups: individual animals, veg tables, whole species, dead persons, human vegetables, fetuses and future generations
1. INDIVIDUAL ANIMALS: there are legal rules against cruelty and meaningless killing of animals, but this does not solve the problem whether individual animals have rights or not
1. Not wanting to be cruel to animals is not the same as thinking they have the same rights as use
1. We as human have certain duties regarding animals but not necessarily too animals. What is the difference?
1. Animals don’t seem to be genuine moral agents, therefore do not have the rights and duties in the same way that humans do
1. Common reason to deny animal rights
1. Animals are intellectually incompetent, we cannot reason with them
1. They cannot claim their own rights by making a motion or appearing in court on their own
1. Don’t understand whether their rights have been violated and they cannot respond adequately to that
1. Grant them rights because they are useful to us
1. Feinberg: The ability to understand your own rights and set the legal machinery toward protecting them, are not necessary for the possession of rights
1. Under this stipulation incompetent human beings (human vegetables) and babies would be deprived of rights
1. A more sound argument: a being that has rights is one that has interests and could be represented: one that is capable of being a beneficiary in hos own person
1. Animals are incapable of interests
1. Animals are like mere things. Like a simple object
1. In order to have interests one has to have conative life, conscious wishes, desires and hopes, urges and impulses, aims and goals, direction of growth, natural fulfillment
1. Animals lack conation
1. So the law against cruelty against animals are laws for us, not for the animals. We don’t want to encourage cruel behavior in humans
1. Animals do have interests in an important sense
1. Many of the higher animals have appetites and conative wishes, rudimentary purposes, the integrated satisfaction of which constitutes their welfare or their good that is worth protecting
1. Animals are among the sorts of being that can have rights of some sort (animals could be treated consistently treated as pests)
1. Example – pets made beneficiaries and trustees of funds
1. But it is still conceptually confusing to talk about animas as moral agents who have rights and duties

Vegetables
1. interests are linked to desired needs and aims which means they presuppose at least a rudimentary cognitive equipment or cognitive awareness
1. then, vegetables cannot have interests and so they cannot have rights
1. Feinberg’s conclusion: vegetables unlike animals cannot have rights
1. There is clearly conceptual confusion when it comes to the rights of vegetables
1. We often confuse the needs nd desires that plants have for sunshine and nutrients for needs and desires similar to those of higher animals pr even humans.. what’s the difference
1. The ethical or aesthetic value we ascribe to the need of plants is purely humans
1. Second, there is confusion with the use of language when talking about plants
1. We use language metaphorically more often then we think when talking abut plants that are flourishing under someone’s care

Whole species
1. compared to individual animals: we run into a paradox
1. animal species cannot have beliefs that are associated with interests, and therefore they cannot have rights
1. however the preservation of whole species might be morally more important than the preservation of one individual animal. Ei the species Siberian tights more important than a single Siberian tiger
1. consider animals objects and when they become inconvenient or useless we do something
1. the interests of whole species are human interests
1. we feel an obligation to protect whole species because we feel we have an obligation to the future generations
1. note” there is an important difference between whole animal species and corporation for example
1. we often link corporate interests and rights
1. unlike biological species a corporation/institution has rules or bylaws because it is composed of human beings that create an administer the rules



Dead Persons
1. they do and don’t have rights since they do and don’t have interests
1. strictly speaking they don’t have rights and interests the way a living person does
1. but it is a moral duty of the promisor to keep his/her word not to defame or tarnish the reputation of he promise
1. we have an interest while alive that some of our interests continue to be served when dead

Human Vegetables
1. they do not have interests and therefore, they do not have rights
1. we think of them as having rights but that’s for our sake and not for theirs
1. human vegetables are no longer capable of having a good of their own

Fetuses
1. if we think of fetuses as potential human beings, then we can meaningfully speak of them as such entities that can have rights
1. while fetuses and newborns do not have interests strictly speaking, and so, they do not have rights
1. but we assume that they will acquire such traits so that they will have interests and thus, rights
1. so, we feel justified in protecting the rights of the unborn but we shouldn’t forget those rights are not unconditional as of often assumed

future generation
1. even more potential than fetuses
1. problem here is not the temporal remoteness but rather the fact that we are not certain of who they will be and what kinds of interests they will have
1. just like fetuses, future generations have only contingent rights because they have no present interests
1. just like fetuses they are the kid of thing that can have rights


Paradoxes of potentiality
1. biggest problem with potentiality: leads to a slippery slope
1. how to avoid the slippery slope
1. introduce such criteria as casual importance and (deviation from the normal course of events
1. as vague as these terms are , they at least provide somewhat of compass
1. causal importance: ex) cement is causally importance for the foundation of a building
1. causal importance is relativistic: depends on purpose ad interests
1. moral course of events: ex) dehydrated orange juice when mixed with tap water will, under normal circumstances will become orange juice


conclusion
1. we best understand the concept of rights in terms of the concept of interests
1. interests are defined as conscious desires, needs, hopes, beliefs
1. only autonomous humans have present interests ad therefore full-fledged rights
1. but there are other things such as higher animas dead persons, fetus and future generations that can have interests s]and therefore at least have contingent rights

Varner concludes
1. researchers do not actually disagree with singer’s moral theory
1. they use same def’n of suffering singer provides
1. disagree on how to apply this moral theory
1. singer thinks we should ban animal research and either completely abolish farming or restrict its use to the lower species
1. researches believe that as soon as we treat animals humanly as the situation permits then
1. Dramatic disagreement based on the moral theory emerges in the views of Tom Regan
1. Regans views are truly deontological
1. Regan 0 we have a right not to be harmed on the grounds that doing so benefits others
1. Harm is defined in terms of diminution in the capacity to form and satisfy a desire
1. Therefore is animals are capable of desires they have this basic right not to be harmed for the benefit of others (humans)
1. All adult mammals as well as birds have desires but we don’t have the evidence of how far down the evolutionary chain we should go to fond desires in animals
1. However it is sometimes impossible to not harm animals or our benefit
1. Two principles to help us determine
1. First the worse-off principle
1.  	- non comparable harms are involved ad it requires us to avoid 	harming the worse off individual
1. 	-even though death is the worse off possible harm that could be done to any individual with desires death of a human individual is non-comparably worse than death to a non-human individual
1. Second, the miniride principle
1. 	-applies where comparable harms are involved and it requires that we harm the few rather than the many (reasoning behind it is non-utilitarian)
1. Varner: the worse off principle, combined with the defn of harm allows for a least a certain kind o animal experimentation
1. Regan’s response: risks are not morally transferrable to subjects who do not participate voluntarily in the experimentation
1. Animals do not voluntarily choose to participate in the experiment
1. The only justifiable experiment done on animals is one that tests for a potentially incurable disease
1. Varners conclusion: a philosophical understanding of the animal rights/animal welfare issue will lead to overcoming the opposition between researchers and animal rightists
1. Most animal rightists are utilitarian which brings them closer to the researchers with whom the differences are mostly empirical

STEM CELL RESEARCH
Facts
-	Sir John A Gurdon and Shinya Yamanaka received noble prize in 2012 for discovery that mature stem cells can be reprogrammed to become pluripotent
-	Some difficulties with adult stem cells
-	Blood and retinal cells show much higher rates of cell death and premature ageing
-	We don’t know exactly in which tissues adult stem cells originate and how exactly they differentiate
-	Its more costly to experiments on adult stem cells than on embryonic stem cells
-	Use of stem cells
-	1. Basic research in human development: Important because scientists want to know how we, humans, develop froma  singular cellular structure
-	2. Safer and more specific drug development: we can grow organs from the cels of different people and test different drug and therapies on these organs as opposed to using lab animaks (will inc presicions)
-	3. Regenerative medicine: the most attention, repair or replace damaged organs, cure in curable disease

Main questions in EMbroyinic stem cell research
-	what makes a human being a human being
-	which stages of human life deserved to be assigned value?
-	Embryonic stemm cell research raises ethical questions similar to the questions surrounding abortion
-	Robertson’s caution: must keep in mind that the stem cells themselves are not embryos

Two Principles of Complicity
-	1) the Principle of complicity based on causation: the belief that if something comes from an immoral act, then no matter what benefit it brings, it is still immoral
-	if we believe that it is mirally wrong to kill and/or use fetuses and embryos as a means to accomplish something, then we shoud also believe that stem cell research is morally wrong
-	Roberts Causation: according to this causative principe only the original researchers who derived the stem cells from the aborted fetuses or pre-implantation embryos are complicit
-	The research hich uses these stem cells that have already been derived for a specific research should not be considered immoral
-	2. The no benefit principle: if the research somehow benefits from an immoral derivation, then the research should be considered immoral
-	Robertson’s causation: this principle is tpp broad to be taken seriously
-	A few case scenarios:
-	1) stem cells derived from aborted fetuses
-	the stem cells are removed from the fetus after the fetus is dead, so stem cell research does not cause abortion
-	if the same principle who oppose abortion believe in the no benefit principle of complicity, then nothing can convince them that embryonic stem cell research is not immoral
-	Robertsosn causation: very ahrd to exist as moral agent
-	2? Ste cells derived from pre-implatation embyos (mostly from IVF clinics)
-	unlike the case of aborted fetuses, the embryos are alive at the time when the cells are derived from them which poses a problem
-	the issue here: do we consider embryos to have instrinsic value or symbolic value
-	if embryos  are potential human beings, then they have intrinsic value and we should oppse all (non-therapeutic) research on embryos
-	if we believe that embryos are pre-vialble fetuses and they have no interests f their own (and thus no rights, think Feinberg) we don’t have moral obligations to embryos and so it is acceptable to use them in different types of research
-	however, some believe that, even if they do not have an instrinsic moral value, they may have a sumbolic value, since they are t become humans
-	then we should only endorse research that has a good reason,, that is, research whise cannot be pursued in any other way and which will greatly benefit humanity
-	eg. Toxicology tests on embryos; we should create additional safeguards that protect the rights of the people that donate them
-	3) what about creating embryos specifically for stem cell research
-	many people are fine using already available embryos for research but against creating embyros specifically for research
-	the Main Problem: when we create embryos for research, we treat them as mere objects
-	this may lead to commercialization and demeaning of procreation and parenting
-	Robertson: two tyoes of concerns here: consqentiatlsit (utilitarian) and deontological concern
-	Consequential (utilitarian) concern – creating embryos for research will demean human procreation, put woman donating eggs at risk and carry over this attitude towards other research subjests
-	Robertson’s Response – Not very likely, ut need to be aware of the risks for woman
-	Deontological concern: against Kant’s idea that we should never use a human being soley as a means to achieve an end
-	Creating embryos specifically for research purposes shows an inherent disrespect for human life and is morally wrong
-	This position assumes that the embryo is a human being/person
-	Robertson’s response: the same deontologists do not seem to have a problem with IVF procedure; this creates inconsistently in their position on the status of embryos
-	A more useful non-consequential view against the creation of embryos for research is the symbolic/constitutive view
-	According to it, embryos are the first stage of life and they are normally created to bring human life into the world
-	Embryos function as symbols of human life and they demonstrate that we, humans. Precieve human life as something inheriently valuable
-	But embryos themsekves do not posess rights and interests; they ar just symbols or occasions of expressing how valueable human life is
-	Their function as sumbols of human life becomes a main constituent of out moral status towards life
-	The intensity of the symbolic power of human embryos is not universal, it differs rom person to person, from group to group, and depends on the context of personal, as well as public policy preferences
-	 We could accept the use of embrs in research o the grounds it will save human lives and eventually lead to protecting human life

Robertson’s conclusion
-	instead of banning rsearch on embryos or aborted fetuses, we should allow it only when good reasons exisg, and after these good reasons have been carefully review on an onstituional and national level


Stem Cell research Continues
Katrien Devolder
-	What is Discarded Created Distinction (DCD)
-	The DCD position is a compromise position, claims tht use and derivation of stem cells from spare IVF embyos is justified while the creation of research embryos is not 
-	Devolder: the DCD position is very weak
-	Main reason for the weakness: Inconsistency between the revealed and the proffessed beliefs of the DCD defenders
-	Once IVF is accepted a s morally legit procedure the creation of research e,bryos muct be accepted as well

Derviing stem cells from spare IVF embryos
-	the defenders of the dcd position often quote such principles as:
-	-the principles of benefinicene and on-maleficence
-	the right to freedom of research
-	th principle of progress in science
-	the principle of proportionality
-	the principle of subsidiarity
-	principle of waste avidance
-	Devolder: none of those principles however, justfifies the dcd position; they only express wy one may want ESCR to continue

Arguments against the creation of research embryos
-	if one can justifiy why creating research embryos is morally indefensible, one will be able to justify the dcd position
-	six arguments against the creation of research embryos which devolder refutes
-	the main complaint against the creation of research embryos: teir instrumentalization
-	when we create an embryo solely for purposes of research we are treating it, and respectively human lfie, only as a means to an end
-	in other words Kants principle of autonomy and human dignity is violated
-	Devolder: when we use spare IVF embryos for research pur goal to allievate suffering and increase wellbeing
-	Why is out goal interpreted as diferent when we create research embroyos
-	The dcd defenders clain that by creating researchem broys we get involded in a disctint kind fo explotative attitude which is not commensurate with the moral status of embryos
-	1. Creation of research embryos is not commensure with the moral status of embryos
-	According to this viw even though the embryo is not a person it has an instinric value that is, a value which is independent of human intentions
-	There is no agreement, however on what this instrinsic value is or what the consequence for certain research practices exactly are
-	Some suggest the human embryo has symbolic value
-	On the symbolic value though, the concern is not with the status of the embryo itself but with the impact of certain practices on our communal respect for human life
-	The question is will the creation of research embryos weaken out communal respect for human life
-	Devolder: nothing suggests thus is or will be th case so with regards to the instinsic value of human ambryos, there is no moral differeme between spare and research embryos
-	In other words, the defenders of the instrincis value position do not seem to believe that jst because the embryo has human dignity mean protecting it under all cirumstances
-	2. Parental project
-	under this position the embryo is perceived as the expected child which justifies its creation for ivf
-	Devolder: but according to the view the value of the embryo is determined according to the paretnal project: if the embryo is implanted then its value is gret=at, if its fat is to be a spare then its value significantly decreases
-	Then the parental project outweights the value of the embryo itself
-	3. Intetnion/foresight disction
-	the use of soare ivf embryos for stem cell research is justified on the grounds of double effect (intention/foresight disction)
-	Accorsing to this principle, the real intention for creating an ambryo is to implant  but we anticipate/ have forsight that there will be some non-intended side effects such as the destruction of the spare embryos
-	Devolder: ccording to the principle of double effect, it is the creatinon of spare embryos that is the nonintended side effect not the reseach on embryos or the desctruction of embryos
-	How then do deefenders of DCD justify the use of spare embryos for research
-	On consequentialist grounds, if we benefit ore form doing research on human embryos, then the benefit outweights the harm or destruction of the embryo
[bookmark: _GoBack]-	Devolder: what becomes clear from this position is that the value of the human embryo is not perceived independently of human intention
GEN-ETHICS

The Moral Significance of the Therapy-Enhancement Distinction in Human Genetics (David Resnik)

Human Genetics
1. Only a handful of writers have defended genetic enhancement
0. Makes people think of Nazi eugenics programs, Brave New World, X-Files, Gattaca
0. He wants to examine the moral significance of therapy-enhancement distinction in human genetics
1. The distinction does not mark a firm boundary between moral and immoral genetic interventions, genetic enhancement is not inherently immoral
1. Resnik's thesis: before judging the moral significance and consequences of human genetics, we should make a distinction between genetic therapy and genetic enhancement
1. Difference between somatic versus germ line interventions
0. Somatic interventions: modify somatic cels, germline modify germ line cells
0. Even some somatic cells can affect germ cells
0. Germ line interventions affect future generations > significant
1. The distinction however doesn't mark a firm moral boundary between moral and immoral genetic intervention
1. Genetic therapy and genetic enhancement and health: two approaches to health and disease: descriptive and value-laden
3. Descriptive (value neutral) approach: normal is typical and anything that does not fall under the species-typical traits is considered abnormal
0. Genetic therapy should not be considered a threat to normality but genetic enhancement performed on healthy people, should be
0. Gene therapy serves morally legitimate goals therefore acceptable but enhancement is not morally acceptable
0. However this way of thinking of medical genetics makes at least 2 questionable assumptions:
2. 1) that we have a clear and uncontroversial account of health and disease
2. 2) that the goal of treating diseases is morally legitimate, while other goals are not
0. But the descriptive approach can't tell us whether one or the other is moral or immoral
0. Value neutral approach says disease and health are empirical and factual (Boorse)
4. Normal = statistics
3. The value laden/normative approach: our understanding of health and disease is based on moral, cultural and social norms
1. Eg schizo or homosexual = disease in some cultures
1. Under this approach, genetic therapy is morally good because it helps us fight disease which is considered bad
1. The descriptive account of disease does not provide us with a way of drawing a solid moral line between therapy and enhancement
2. Therapy has some positive moral value (therapy is attempt to control disease that are defined as traits that do not fall within social norms)
1. But what about genetic enhancement?
1. Resnik: the answer depends on the scope of our definitions of health and disease
4. If we take them to mean that all members of society should be healthy and any deviation from this norm is considered disease, then, genetic enhancement is inherently wrong
4. This definition-- too broad; doesn't leave room for normal deviation and freedom of choice
4. But if we accept normal deviations, then genetic enhancement is not inherently wrong and is acceptable as long as it doesn't violate other moral norms such as non malfeasance, autonomy, etc.
1. The goals of medicine approach:
5. Main goals: prevention of disease and promotion of health and well being
5. We endorse immunization which is an enhancement of our immune system, so why don't we endorse genetic enhancement?
5. The goals of medicine are to prevent disease so this promotes the idea of enhancement
5. Eg enhance human immune system to fight diseases such as cancer
5. Eg immunizations
5. Eg relieving pain
5. If goal of medicine is to treat and prevent disease in human beings
6. assumes we agree on the goals of medicine and the definition of health and disease
6. Second, even if we could agree that medicine's goals are to treat and prevent diseases and we can define health and disease, why would it be immoral to use medical technology and science for non medical purpose? Eg masectomy in men with overdeveloped breasts
5. If a procedure violates medical norms, its not unethical outside of medicine
5. Therefore the goals of medicine also do not set a morally sharp dividing line between genetic therapy and enhancement
1. The humanness approach:
6. Many fear genetic enhancement because they think it will alter our human form/humanness
0. How is our human form characterized? Why is it wrong to change those traits or abilities?
0. It's not easy to define what the human for exactly is (remember the abortion debate)
0. Then, why is it wrong to change whatever the human form is?
0. Humanness defined as:
2. Physical traits and abilities (bipedalism, opposable thumbs)
2. Psychosocial traits and abilities (cognition, language, emotion)
2. Phylogenetic traits (homo sapien)
0. Can we alter the human form? Depends on the definition of humaness and our scientific/technological abilities
3. According to this definition, it is possible to alter the human form since the human form consists of a collection of physiological, psychosocial and phylogenetic traits and abilities, which can be changed in principle
0. Resnik: most moral theories, with the exception of the natural law approach, do not see any problem with changing the human form
0. Utilitarianism: we could change the human form if it will bring more benefits than harms to humanity
5. An action or policy that alters our humanness could be morally right or it could be morally wrong, depending on the consequences of that action or policy
5. For example, enhancing human immune system is okay
0. Deontology: if the attempts to change the human form do not violate the principle of autonomy and the right to human dignity, they do not pose a real moral problem
6. Kantians: object to things that attempt to violate human dignity and autonomy
0. eg creating a race of slaces or freaks
1. Natural Law Approach: the human form has inherent worth and any tampering with it will destroy it
7. The human form is morally sacred and should not be altered
0. Under this approach, one neo-Darwinian argument: nature is wise and any attempt to change nature's design is vain and foolish
0. Natural selection has designed us to have specific traits and any attempt to change those traits would be fool hardy and vain intervention in nature's wisdom
0. We are more likely to make a major blunder with human genetic engineering
0. The problem for Resnik = it is panglossian and naive: natural design and natural selection are not perfect; we should ignore human carelessness in experimentation as a more probable cause for damage to humanity
1. We posess major traits (eg appendix) that are not useful
1. Some traits could be useful (eg enhancing immune system)
1. It is false that nature has made us perfect with no room for change or improvement
0. Also, it overestimates human ignorance and carelessness
2. We've had many successes (artificial limbs, eyeglasses)
0. Another natural law argument: the world was created by God and it is wrong to tamper with God's creation
3. The problem for Resnik: non-believers won't be convinced; theologians are divided on why God gave us the knowledge of genetics in the first place
3. Changes we could make would promote human welfare and justice (why would God not want us to use them?)
3. Religious denominations are not united in their opposition to genetic engineering
7. The rights of the future generation (unborn) argument: against genetic enhancement and forms of genetic therapy
7. These procedures violate the rights of unborn children because they:
2. 1) are experimental procedures that violate the informed consent of unborn children
0. Resnik: parents are acting in child's best interest
0. We use this all the time, eg child needs surgery to survive parent says yes
2. 2) deny unborn children the right to have a germline that has not been genetically manipulated
1. Resnik: this is esoteric
0. What kind of right is this?
0. Usually we have rights in terms of interests (needs and benefits that most people require to have a fulfilling life, such as freedom, health, etc.)
0. Children don't really have this interest to not be genetically manipulated
0. Being born with excellent health is a greater interest
2. 3) deny unborn children a right to an open future
2. A right to an open future is a right to make choices and life plans on reaching adulthood
0. Parents who excessively impose on kids rights violate this
0. More of an open future with a great immune system for example
0. No sharp distinction between violating a child's right to an open future and being a responsible parent
2. Resnik: the concept of right applied to an unborn entity is rather controversial (remember Feinburg)
2. If we want happy and healthy children, then why should we stop at athletics, tutoring, etc?
1. The eugenics argument: is eugenics inherently wrong?
8. Distinction between positive and negative, parental and state-sponsored eugenics
0. Positive: increase the number of favorable genes in the human gene pool
0. Negative: reduce the number of harmful genes (eg diseases)
0. Parent eugenics vs state sponsored genetics (they control the human gene pool) vs parents having rights to choice through their reproductive choices
8. Resnik's conclusion: parental eugenics is not really morally wrong (We engage in parental eugenics every time we select a mating partner, or an egg, or a sperm donor)
8. State sponsored eugenics are morally wrong because:
2. constitute unjustifiable violations of individual liberty and privacy
2. are a form of genetic discrimination
2. can have adverse evolutionary consequences by reducing diversity
2. can lead us down slippery slope towards increased racial and ethnic hatred, bias, genocide
1. Resnik's overall conclusion: we cannot say that genetic enhancement is inherently morally wrong and genetic therapy is inherently morally right
9. Therefore, we should not use, as is commonly done, genetic enhancement as our moral compass when dealing with human genetics
9. When deciding whether a given genetic intervention is morally right or wrong, we should consider whether it offers significant benefits, presents us with significant risks, violates the right to human dignity, the principle of autonomy, etc.


Human Cloning

Human cloning: three mistakes and an alternative” - Francoise Baylis
1. 2 pts - 1st part = all mistakes of cloning, 2nd part = offers alternative
1. types of cloning
1. taking a cell from a human embryo and growing it into a genetically identical embryo
1. taking out nucleus of one cell and putting it into cell wall of another cell to be clones
1. purposes of cloning
2. currently illegal in most parts of the world, under the table cloning in USA
2. 1st purpose – non-reproductive
1. such as production of pharmaceuticals from cloned transgenic animals
1. DNA research
1. research on human reproduction and infertility
1. research on aging and oncogenesis
1. possible production of cloned human tissues and organs to be used in medical experiments and/or organ transplants
2. 2nd purpose – reproductive
2. producing human being
2. really problematic – where we are headed
1. Baylis's theory: we should not only fear cloning, but we should regard it as a technology aiming at improving out quality of life, making us better individuals and a better species.
3. Two types of attitudes:
0. 1 - expresses our fear of cloning and out reaction of prohibition of the replication of individuals
0. fear that we will replicate individuals – not really good. We fear this.
0. 2 – more faith in science, not quite based off fear, more complex.
3. According to some, the law which prohibits replication of individuals is only a temporary manoeuvre to preclude the misuse of cloning, and make its practice safe.
1. At the moment, cloning has not been successful, it is not entirely safe.
3. Proponents of the latter view believe that cloning is an irresistible scientific and technological challenge and we cannot prevent it from happening.
3. The second attitude also points to the fact that cloning is a type of reproductive technology with a clear commercial side (once it becomes 'for sale', there will always be a buyer).
3. Will become buy and sell business – market will explode.
3. There are 3 mistakes hidden in both types of attitudes toward cloning, which need to be addressed.
4. 1 - Apparently, we feel complacent (don't give enough credit to) about technology which is more earth-shattering and ground-breaking than we may think.
0. Technology is really game changing, like no other.
0. We think that cloning humans is somehow unnatural – visceral reaction that cloning is bad.
0. Reasoning: we have natural clones (twins triplets) but when we think about 'artificial clones' (somatic cell nuclear transfer) it is not right because it is not natural.
0. Also, humans reproduce naturally via sexual intercourse, so cloning which allows for asexual replication is against human nature; intercourse is not required.

3. Baylis's two responses:
0. self-transformation is inherent to human nature.
0. So, it's in our nature to master ourselves and make plans for our nature (ex. Immunizations, change of environment and self).
0. We accept other interventions that seem to influence out 'nature', so why not accept cloning?
4. Cloning is 'playing God'.
1. Baylist's two responses:
0. God expects us to live a life of high quality, so if cloning improves it what's the problem?
0. Very hard to argue with this logic, God is a controversial topic.
0. Moreover, humans are created to be 'co-creators' and they share a divine will.
0. In a pluralistic multicultural society the debate about cloning should not be a part of the debate of God as the creator of the world.  
1. Who created the world is 'not important'.
4. Cloning is against human dignity.
2. Human dignity argument: once we start cloning humans, we will create slaves or robots – use humans solely as means.
0. These slaves/robots will lack proper human identity.
2. Baylis's response: it is a scientific fact that clones are not absolutely identical.
1. Human identity is shaped by the environment, and not only by genetic factors.
1. Also, concerns about using humans as pure means have existed prior to the cloning debate.
1. Also, twins (natural clones) do not seem to suffer from abuse of mistreatment.
2. We don't prison them, or consider them freaks or slaves.
4. 2 – because we fear eugenics, the cloning debate is stuck on the level of the personal, as though the technology is to address individual needs and wants.
3. Baylis's response: we need to broaden the scope of this argument to include the societal.
3. The scope is too narrow and this is where fear comes from.
4. 3 – we perceive cloning predominantly as a reproductive technology and it is so much more than that!!!!!
4. Baylis's response (very optimistic towards cloning):
0. way beyond reproduction.
0. Cloning represents a difference in kind, not in degree in the way that humans will continue to procreate.
0. Cloning not only separates reproduction from sexual relations, but it also separates reproduction from recombination (of genes) because it reshuffles the human genes.
2. In other words, human cloning transgresses species norms. It is a complete new way of survival, never seen before in our wildest dreams.  
1. Baylis's alternative
4. change our attitude towards cloning: view cloning as an individual and a species enhancement technology.
4. Cloning is a mechanism for environmental and biological improvement on a scare that we never knew before.
4. For her, it's mostly about survival and improvement on a scale we've never seen before.
4. Our genes don't determine who we are, but they provide us with possibilities and set certain boundaries. We give our genes too much acknowledgement.
4. Cloning is not about getting a healthy baby, it's about getting it right, that is correcting the mistakes of the previous generations through unique foreknowledge (basically mistakes that out past generations have made).
4. An important distinction: between the goals of individual enhancement and those of species enhancement.
5. We don't think of humans as part of a species, we cherish our subjectivity. Think of ourselves as species when 'shit goes down'.
5. With cloning, we have to distinguish between species and individual.
4. The goal of the individual biological and environmental enhancement is to promote health, happiness and successful.
4. On a species enhancement level: improving the survival mechanisms, promoting better quality of life, and eradicating misery.
4. Baylis: cloning should be used to promote such traits as sympathy and altruism, as well as enhancing our intellectual capacity which will promote species survival.
8. So instead of asking whether cloning violates the principle of autonomy of the clone, we should be asking questions like:
0. is cloning compatible with diversity? (Is diversity important for us and our survival?)
0. is diversity something we should be promoting or demoting?
0. Will homogenizing the human species help us to eradicate such social evils as racism, sexism, speciesism, etc?

Human Cloning: Raanan Gillon, “Human Reproductive Cloning”
1. Thesis: the arguments against cloning are either weak or indefensible
1. Five groups of arguments against cloning:
1. 1) “Hubris, yuk, etc”: cloning is disgusting, unnatural, playing God (hubris)
0. Hubris: audacity, but used for when one of the heroes (Ancient Greek) started believing they are Gods
0. These are highly emotionally charged arguments
0. The main problem here: emotional/gut reactions are highly questionable from a moral/rational point of view
0. They don't provide us with a moral compass to distinguish between morally right and morally wrong feelings
0. Only reflection and analysis (not the raw feeling) can justify a moral action
0. Brave New World:
5. Cloning is playing God/hubris:
0. Gillon: playing God means that we are arrogant and incompetent at the same time
0. We need concrete examples that show such hubris/playing God tendencies, not sweeping generalizations
5. Cloning is unnatural
1. Gillon: we need to clarify first what “natural” is for humans
1. “Natural/unnatural”
1. 1) anything that occurs in nature is natural
1. 2) “natural” is what is unaffected by human interventions
1. 3) doing something that weakens, undermines, destroys or harms our moral human nature = against human nature
1. Gillon: 1) and 2) don't seem to pose a problem for cloning while 3) does
3. There are natural clones in nature
3. However, for 3) we really need to provide reasons and rational criteria as to what this human moral nature is and what undermines, harms, and destroys it
1. 2) Autonomy and Personal Identity: producing identical human beings is immoral because the clones will lack personal identity as well as autonomy
1. Gillon: it is a myth that genetic identity equals personal identity
0. Twins are natural clones/genetically identical but nobody will think that their existence implies morally malignant consequences
0. Is there a difference for human dignity/autonomy between natural cloning and deliberate cloning?
0. Gillon: the most plausible account of human dignity/autonomy is Kant's:
2. Human dignity resides in one's ability to be autonomous, to will or choose to act according to the moral law
2. Then how is the clone not autonomous moral agent?
2. On the contrary, too much state control in such private decisions as one's reproductive choices, sexuality, choice of partners, etc, is damaging and against human dignity
1. 3) Harms: cloning, especially reproductive cloning, causes and is expected to cause physiological, moral, psychological and social harms on the clones themselves, the families and society, in general
2. Some such harms include:
0. spontaneous abortions
0. abnormal births
0. premature ageing
0. resentment of the clone at their predetermined genetic structure
0. resentment of the clone at having been conceived to be used as a means to an end
0. confusion about one's personal identity
0. the feeling of burden of responsibility
2. Gillon: we really need to distinguish between current harms and anticipated harms, as well as between the types of harms
2. Currently, cloning is not safe to be used on humans
2. However, there is no justification for any of the anticipated harms
2. The alternative for children conceived via cloning is for them not to exist at all
2. But is this alternative in the name of the best interests of the child that was conceived as a result of cloning?
2. The potential social harms (eg cloning leads to state eugenics) sound implausible or misdirected
5. We should be more concerned about social structures that permit dictatorship and other forms of state control over people rather than about new genetic techniques
2. What about the germ line argument of dangers to future generations?
6. Gillon: it is true that the genome resulting from reproductive cloning is germ line transmissible and any mistakes that occur can be passed on to future generations
6. But so can any benefits, such as the elimination of genetic abnormality
2. Gillon's conclusion concerning possible harms of new techniques: the principle of beneficence should always take into account the principle of non-maleficence
7. In other words, we shouldn't use the principle of non-maleficence as a beneficence moratorium
0. Just because you don't want to do harm doesn't mean you have to pose a ban on any potential benefits
1. 4) Benefits: there's more research done on the benefits of non-reproductive cloning
3. Gillon: a few potential benefits from reproductive cloning
0. 1) the Dolly-type cloning techniques can prevent inheritance of certain mitochondrial genetic conditions
0. 2) designer babies
0. 3) parents who wish to clone a child they've lost in an accident, etc.
0. 4) parents who are carriers of fatal recessive gene and prefer to clone a child from one of them to avoid the danger rather than use other people's genetic material
1. 5) Justice: according to the EU cloning is contrary to the principle of human equality because it leads to eugenics and racism
4. Gillon: the only plausible argument against cloning comes from the position of distributive justice (the principle of fair distribution of scarce resources fairly)
4. We shouldn't use public funding for cloning since currently the harms are greater than the benefits but nothing prevents us from using private funding
1. Conclusion: the arguments from permanent ban of cloning fail; most arguments from temporary ban of cloning fail too
2. However: Gillon accepts 4 arguments in favour of temporary ban of cloning:
0. 1) is it not safe enough to be used on humans;
0. 2) the current benefits are insufficient to outweigh the harms;
0. 3) cloning should have low priority for public funding;
0. 4) respect for autonomy in a democratic society requires an adequate social debate where the public can make informed and well-reflected instead of frantic and emotional decisions

Leon Kass, “Cloning of Human Beings”
1. Thesis: The prospect of human cloning is revolting
0. Yes, revulsion is a feeling, not a rational argument but in crucial cases, revulsion is “emotional bearer of deep wisdom, beyond reason's power to fully articulate it”
0. The reason why we feel revulsion toward cloning is not because it's a new and strange technology but because we intuit immediately and without an argument, the violation of things we consider important to us
1. Four objections to cloning:
1. 1) The ethics of experimentation: cloning is an unethical experiment upon the child to be/clone
0. It leads to deformities, as experiments have shown;
0. One cannot presume the future clone's consent to exist
1. 2) Identity and individuality: cloning entails serious psychological issues concerning identity for the clone;
1. The clone may be disturbed by the fact that his/her twin will actually be his/her father/mother or son/daughter
1. The clone will always be compared to the original both by the parents (why did they create him/her otherwise?) and by society;
1. Genetic distinctiveness symbolizes the uniqueness of each human life, the independence of the child from his/her parents, and the meaningfulness of one's life;
1. 3) Fabrication and manufacture: cloning inadvertently turns begetting into making, procreating into manufacturing
2. What is the difference between begetting/procreating and making/manufacturing?
0. When we procreate naturally, two human beings of opposite gender, come together to give existence to another being who is formed exactly as we were, by what we are-- finite, and inherently erotic human beings
0. Erotic = sexuality
0. In cloning, as well as any other form of manufacturing we adopt a technocratic attitude: we create an artifact not by what we are but by what we intend and design
0. This way the creator/artificer is not equal but superior to the artifact
0. The technocratic attitude toward human nature turns it into raw material to be molded according to our desire, as well as disposed of when not needed any more
1. 4) Despotism and the violation of parental prerogatives: cloning, just like any genetic engineering will violate the child-parent trust and skew parental responsibility
3. When we decide to have children, we tacitly agree to love and support those children, whatever they may turn out to be
3. In other words, when we become parents, we agree to relinquish the total control over reality and life
3. The genetic distinctiveness of our children is the natural foreshadowing of the deep truth that these children are not our property, they are not within our control and that they have their own lives to live
3. Cloning is inherently despotic because:
3. It exercises total control over the reality and life of the clone;
3. It selects the future of the clone and this way, it deprives them of their uniqueness
1. Conclusion: cloning should be banned with all possible means


