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Bioethics Lecture 15

Cloning
· Second mistake: 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.
· Iva: emphasis is on the personal, we look at the cloning debate as a technology of development that has some reference to the personal or individual. Ideas that it goes against human dignity etc..
· Baylis’s response: we need to broaden the scope of the argument to include the societal.
· Iva: do you see any type of danger in that type of thinking? Get into societal from individual? We are getting into some sort of hardcore utilitarian approach. Cloning if we think about it may trump individual rights, she tries to avoid that by broadening the scope of the argument.
· Third mistake: we perceive cloning predominantly as a reproductive technology. and it is so much more than that!
· Baylis’s response: cloning represents difference in kind, not degree, in the way that humans will continue to procreate.
· Iva: it is really a technology that gives you a whole different perspective on procreating
· Cloning not only separates reproduction from sexual relations, but it also separates reproduction from recombination (of genes) because it reshuffles the human genes.
· In other words, human cloning transgresses species norms.
· The alternative in our attitude toward cloning: view cloning as and individual and a species enhancement technology.
· Cloning is a mechanism for environment and biological improvement on a scale that we never knew before.
· Our genes do not determine who we are, but they provide us with possibilities and set certain boundaries.
· Cloning is not about getting a healthy baby, it is about getting it right, that is correcting the mistakes of the previous generations through unique foreknowledge.

· And important distinction: between the goals of individual enhancement and those of species enhancement.
· The goal of the individual biological and environmental enhancement: to promote health, happiness and success.
· On a species enhancement level: improving the survival mechanisms, promoting better quality of life, and eradicating misery.
· 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.
· So, instead of asking whether cloning violates the principle of autonomy of the clone, we should be asking such questions as:
· Is cloning compatible with diversity?
· Should we promote or demote diversity?
· Will homogenizing the human species help use to eradicate such social evils as racism, sexism, speciesism, etc.?

Stem Cell Research
“Ethics and policy in embryonic stem cell research” by John A. Robertson

· Main questions in embryonic stem cell research:
· What makes a human being a human being?
· Which stages of human life deserve to be assigned value?
· Embryonic stem 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 morally wrong to kill and/or use fetuses and embryos as a means to accomplish something (knowledge, etc), then we should also believe that stem cell research is morally wrong.
· Robertson’s caution: according to this causative principle only the original researches who derived the stem cells from the aborted fetuses or pre-implantation embryos, are complicit.
· The research which 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 (wrongdoing), then the research should be considered immoral.
· Robertson’s caution: this principle is too broad to be taken seriously.
· A few case scenarios:
· 1) stem cells derived from aborted fetuses.
· The stem cells are removed from the fetus only after the fetus is dead, so stem cell research does not cause abortion.
· If the same people who oppose abortion believe in the ‘no benefit’ principle of complicity, then nothing can convince them that embryonic stem cell research is not immoral.
· 2) stem cells derived from pre-implantation embryos
· Unlike the case of aborted fetuses, the embryos are alive at the time when cells are derived from them which poses a moral problem
· The issue here: do we consider embryos to have intrinsic value or only symbolic value?
· If embryos are potential human beings, then they have intrinsic value and we should oppose all (non-therapeutic) research on embryos.
· If we believe that embryos are pre-viable fetuses and they have no interests of their own (and thus, no rights), we don’t have moral obligation 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 intrinsic moral value, they may have a symbolic value, since they are to become humans.

· Then, we should endorse only research that has a good reason, that is, research which cannot be pursued in any other way and which will greatly benefit humanity.
· E.g. we should oppose toxicology tests on embryos; we should create additional safeguards that protect the rights of the people that donate them, etc.

· 3) What about creating embryos specifically for stem cell research?
· Many people are fine using embryos for research but against creating embryos specifically for research.
· The main problem: we treat these embryos as products or as mere objects.
· This may lead to commercialization and demeaning of procreation and parenting.
· Robertson: two types of concerns here: consequentialist (utilitarian) and deontological concern.
· Consequentialist (utilitarian) concern: creating embryos for research will demean human procreation, put women donating eggs at risk and carry over this attitude toward other research subjects.
· Robertson’s response: not very likely; but need to be aware of the risks for women.
· Deontological concern: against Kant’s idea that we should never use another human solely as a means to achieve an end.
· Creating embryos specifically for research purposes shows and ‘inherent disrespect’ for human life and is morally wrong
· This position assumes that the embryo is already a human being/person.
· Robertson’s response: the same deontologists do not seem to have a problem with the IVF procedure; this creates inconsistency in their position on the status of human embryos.
· A more useful non-consequentialist 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, perceive human life as something inherently valuable.
· But embryos themselves do not possess rights and interests; they are just symbols or occasions of expressing how valuable human life is.
· Their function as symbols of human life becomes a main constituent of our moral attitude toward life
· The intensity of the symbolic power of human embryos is not universal, it differs from person to person, from group to group, and depends on the context of person, as well as public policy preferences.
· So, we could accept the use of embryos in research on the grounds that it will save human lives and eventually, lead to protecting human life.
· Robertson’s conclusion: instead of banning research on embryos or aborted fetuses, we should allow it only when good reasons exist, and after these good reasons have carefully reviewed on an institutional and national level.

March 27 2012
Stem Cell Ethics “Lessons From The Context” – Karen Lebacqz
· David Prentice, “scientific, Ethical and public Policy Perspectives”:  because there is so much controversy surrounding embryonic stem cell research, why don’t we turn to adult stem cells?
· Adult stem cells are just as useful: they can also be pluripotent 
· Iva: (the 2001 experiment at Yale with lab mice)
· Embryonic stem cells haven’t cured anyone yet, so their pluripotency is only rumored but not proven yet.
· Some of the issues with adult stem cells: we don’t know exactly in which tissues they originate and how exactly they differentiate; cost.

· Kevin Fitzgerald, “Ethics in the face of uncertainty”:
· Central problem in embryonic stem cell research: the ambiguity in the definition of human embryo used by scientists and by ethicists.
· Important to know what we will be using the embryonic stem cells for: drug development, regenerative medicine or for gaining more knowledge.
· The first two can be handled by other means, including adult stem cells.
· What if we argue that large numbers will benefit from it?
· Fitzgerald: there is no direct correlation between the research results and who will benefit from it.
· The health care system needs to be improved so that the basic health needs of people are met before we can implement cutting edge research into it.

· Karen Lebacqz’s main argument: if we accept, as we seem to, the practice of IVF, we should accept the embryonic stem cell research, without any moral remorse.
· Two main reasons against stem cell research:
· 1) Life beings at conception and human embryos are persons, so killing them for research purposes equals killing an innocent human being, which is not morally permissible.
· 2) The Western moral tradition is dominated by Kant’s Categorical Imperative which suggests that we shouldn’t treat other people solely as means to another’s end.
· Labacqz’s position: she agrees with the Categorical Imperative, but at the same time, she supports stem cell research (in all its forms).
· The first step: comparing IVF and embryonic stem cell research.
· The general public has accepted the IVF procedure without having too many moral qualms.
· But IVF involves deliberate creation and destruction of human embryos, just like embryonic stem cell research.
· Also, IVF has created and destroyed more embryos than stem cell research.
· What if we change IVF technology so that we create only as many embryos as can be implanted?
· This will not allow IVF to serve some of the purposes that it currently serves, namely, to help avoid serious genetic diseases.
· What if we Freeze the spare embryos?
· Empirical problem: after 7 years their viability drops significantly and they are being destroyed.
· When frozen, embryos enter into another state of existence, which, even though not superior to being implanted and becoming human persons, is superior to being destroyed.
· When frozen, embryos are in a state of ‘limbo’, neither dead nor alive.
· We somehow find this ‘limbo’ state morally superior to the state of non-being.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Is it not then true that when used for stem cell research, embryos also enter into a different state of existence which is superior than the state of non-being?
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