Animal Rights – Joel Feinberg 
· Discusses two basic ethical concepts: tight and interest 
· His main argument: to have a right to have a claim to something and against someone, the recognition of which could be used to protect one’s legal rights or one’s moral rights 
· In either case we appeal to the enlightened conscience 
· To have a right in the full moral sense of the world, then is to have enlightened conscience 
· But there is another, conceptual way of having rights 
· There are certain kinds that can have rights because we can meaningfully predicate rights to them (following a certain logic of reasoning)
· Such beings have only contingent rights which ate always in some way combined with the rights of the enlightened conscience  (warren and the right of the fetus)
· The rights of seven groups: individual animals, vegetables, whole species, dead persons, human vegetables, fetuses, and future generations
Individual animals 
a. There are legal rules against cruelty and meaningless killing of animals but this does not solve the problem whether they have rights or not 
b. The law reflects that we have duties regarding animals but necessarily to animals. What is the difference?
i. Animals are not genuine moral agents, therefore they do not have rights and duties in the same way that humans do
c. Common reasons to deny animal rights 
i. Animals intellectually incompetent, we cannot reason with them 
ii. They cannot claim their rights by making a motion or appearing in court on their own 
iii. Animals don’t understand whether any of their rights have been violated and they cannot respond adequately to that 
· Feinberg: the ability to understand your own rights and set the legal machinery toward protecting them, are not necessary for the possession of rights 
· If that were the case incompetent human beings (human vegetables) and babies would be deprived of rights and that is problematic 
· A more sound argument would be:  a being that has a right is one that has interests and could be represented: one that is capable of being beneficiary in his own person 
· Animals are incapable of interests 
· Animals are like mere things
· 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 (like a future like ours)
· Animals conation
· So the laws against cruelty against animals are laws for us not for the animals, we don’t want to encourage cruel behaviour in humans 
· But animals do have interests in an important sense  
· Many of the higher animals have appetites and conative urges, rudimentary purposes, the integrated satisfaction of which constitutes their welfare or their good that is worth protecting 
· The animals are among the sort of beings that can have rights of some sort (animals could be treated consistently as pets)
· Examples: pets made beneficiaries and trustees of funds 
· But it is still conceptually confusing to talk about animals as moral agents who have rights and duties 
Plants 
d. Interests are linked to desired, needs and aims, which means they presupposes at least a rudimentary cognitive equipment or cognitive awareness 
e. Then, plants cannot have interests and so they cannot have rights 
f. Conclusion: plants unlike animals cannot have rights 
g. However thee is clearly a conceptual confusion when it comes to the rights of vegetables 
· First we often get confused with needs and desires that plants have for sunshine and nutrients for needs and desires similar to these of higher animals or even humans. What is the difference?
· The ethical or aesthetical value we ascribe to the needs of plants is purely human 
· Second, there is a confusion with the use of language when taking about plants 
· We use language metaphorically more often then we think when talking about plants that are flourishing under someone’s care 
Whole animal species 
· Compared to individual animals: we run into a paradox 
· Animal species cannot gave beliefs that they are associated with interests and therefore they cannot have rights 
· However, the preservation of whole species say the species of Siberian tigers, might be morally more important then the preservation of an individual Siberian tiger 
· utilitarism approach 
· Still for Feinberg the interests of whole species are human inters 
· We feel an obligation to protect whole species because we feel we have an obligation to the future generations 
· Note: there is an important difference between whole animal species and corporate entities for example 
· We often link corporate interest and rights 
· Unlike biological species a corporation/institution has rules, or bylaws because it is composed of human beings that create ad administer the rules 
Dead persons
· They do not have rights since they do and don’t have interests
· Strictly they don’t really have rights and interests in the way a living person does 
· But it is moral duty of the promisor to keep his/her word not to defame or tarnish reputation of the promise (who might happen to be dead)
· We have interest while alive that some of our interests, such as, the interests to keep a clean reputation, continue to be served after we are dead
Human Vegetables 
· They do not have interests and therefore, they do not have rights 
· We think of them as having rights for our sake and not theirs 
· They are no longer capable of having a ‘good’ of their own 
Fetus 
· If we think of a fetus as a potential human being, then we can meaningfully speak of them as such entities that can have rights 
· While fetuses and newborns do not have interests strictly speaking and so they do not have rights 
· But we assume that they will acquire such traits so that they will have interests and thus rights 
· So we feel justified in protecting the rights of the unborn but shouldn’t forget that those rights are NOT unconditional as is often assumed 
Future Generations
· Are even more remotely potential than fetuses 
· The 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 
·  Only have contingent rights because they have no present interests 
· But just like fetuses, they are the kinds of things that can have rights 
Paradoxes of potentiality 
· The biggest problem with potentiality is it leads to a slippery slope 
· How to avoid 
· By introducing such criteria as causal important and (deviation form) the normal course of events 
· As vague as they are at least they provided somewhat of a compass 
· Causal importance: cement is causally important for the foundation of a building 
· Causal importance is relativistic: depends on purposes and interests 
· Normal course of events: dehydrated orange juice, when it is mixed with tape water will under normal circumstances become orange juice 
Conclusion 
· We best understand the concept of right in the terms of concept 
· Interests are defined as conscious desires, needs, hopes and beliefs 
· Only autonomous humans have present interest and therefore full-fledged rights 
· But there are other things such as higher animals, dead person, fetuses, and future generations that can have interest and therefore at least contingent rights 
Animal Liberation – Peter Singer
· He rejects from the very beginning the claim that intellectual capacity has anything to do with moral equality 
· If IQ were a criterion for moral equality, then there will be no equality among even humans 
· So moral equality is defined in terms of the interests of every living being in which are to be taken into account and treated equally with the like interests of other beings 
· If a being suffers there can be no moral justification for refusing to take that suffering into consideration and count it equally with the like suffering
· The important question is can animals suffer 
· The answer will give us the criteria for treating animals as morally equal 
· What do we know about suffering 
· Suffering is intimately related to the concept of pain and pain is a mental event, a state of consciousness, a feeling which can never be directly observed by another being 
· How do we know someone is in pain 
· First by analogy with ourselves 
· Second by reading the external signs of their behaviour 
· We can use the same criteria applied to animas and conclude that they do suffer 
· Those who question the suffering of animals ground their arguments on the belief that animals are substantially different from us .HOW?
· They do not posse rule-governed language which is pre-condition for conceptual thought, and therefore they do not posses intentionality (suffering presupposes intentionality)
· Singers response: the feeling of pain is more primitive than the use of language 
· The use of language to despite pain and suffering is not always the best/most reliable way to express it 
· Animals have similar neurological structure to humans 
· If animals do suffer like humans, how far down the evolutionary scale the analogy between human and nonhuman animals hold 
· Singer admits that the farther away we get from humans, the less likely we are to understand whether and how much the animal suffers 
· But this difficulty does not entitle us to speciesism which seems to be the case at the present 
· The logic of speciesism – most apparent in animal experimentation 
· We feel justified in treating animals the way we do 
· The speciesitic attitude treats animals as pure utilities that is as a means to our ends 
· Speciesism is a bias of the same order as sexism and racism 
· Thus we need to abolish all animal experimentation and also become vegetarians 
· Animal liberation will require altruism even stronger than any form of altruism exhibited by us towards a fellow human. WHY?
· Because animals are incapable of defending their rights themselves 
· Singer makes an additional argument about killing animals 
· Most people have a mixed attitude towards animals 
· They believe that we should not let animals suffer, while at the same time, it is okay if we kill them humanely 
· Singer: this attitude is unacceptable for two main reasons 
· First of all we combine the claims hat animal suffering is to be avoided and there is nothing wrong with killing animals if done humanely 
· It follows that we should exterminate all animal life all animals are likely to suffer at some point in their lives 
· If we want to avoid this absurd conclusion we have to admit that we do place certain value on animal life just like we place value on human life and that is why we are so careful with the issues surrounding euthanasia 
· Second as long as we think that an animal should die so that a human can satisfy his/her taste for meat which is probably an acquired taste, we are still thinking of animals as pure means to an end
· Potential flaws in singers arguments
1. He relies on the fact that we understand what is means for an animal to have a moral right but what he does not discuss the concept of morality, right or interest at all 
2. From this understanding of moral equality suffers, you cannot count someone or something as morally equal to you, unless you have clarified whether you have a basis for comparison and whether you understand them or not 
3. Since he places such importance on suffering, it is not completely clear why he thinks that killing animals in a humane way is morally wrong 
4. He equivocates intellectual capacity with IQ but they are not the same 
5. An infant has an intellectual capacity, which is not yet developed, but an adult pig (or chimp) will never have the intellectual capacity to discuss such issues, rights, duties, responsibilities etc.
Francoise Barylis - Human Cloning Three Mistakes and an Alternative 
1. Taking a cell from a human embryo and growing it into a genetically identical embryo 
2. Taking out the nucleus of one cell and putting it into the cell wall of the nucleus of another cell 
· Purpose of cloning 
· Non-reproductive cloning such as the production of pharmaceuticals from cloned transgenic animals; DNA research; research on human reproduction and infertility; research on aging and ocogenesis; possible production of cloned human tissues and organs to be used in medical experiments/ organ transplants 
· Reproductive cloning – producing a human being 
· Her overall theory – we should not only fear cloning but we should regard it as a technology aiming at improving our quality of life, making us better individuals and a better species 
· Two types of attitudes toward cloning 
· The first attitude – expresses our fear of cloning and our reaction of prohibition of the replication of individuals 
· The second attitude- shows a little more faith in science and is more complex 
· According to some, the law which prohibits replication of individuals is only a temporary manoeuvre to preclude the misuse of cloning and make the practice safe 
· Proponents of the latter view believe that cloning is an irresistible scientific and technological challenge and we cannot prevent it from happening 
· 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)
· There are 3 mistakes hidden in both types of attitudes toward cloning which need to be addressed 
· Apparently we fell quite complacent about a technology which is more earth-shattering and ground-breaking than we may think 
· We often think that cloning humans is somehow unnatural 
· The reason while twins, triplets etc. are natural clones, the somatic cell nuclear transfer is not 
· Also we humans reproduce naturally via sexual intercourse, so cloning which allows for asexual replication is against human nature 
· She has two responses
· First self transformation is inherent to human nature 
· So it is in our nature to master ourselves and make plans for our nature 
· Second, we accept other interventions that seem to influence our nature so why not accept cloning?
· Another part of the first mistake: cloning is playing god 
· Her two responses 
· God expects us to live a high quality, so if cloning improves it what’s the problem? 
· Moreover humans are created to be co-creators and they share the divine will 
· In a pluralistic multi-cultural society, the debate about cloning should not be a part of the debate of Good as the creator of the world
· Yet another part of the first mistake: cloning is against human dignity 
· The human dignity argument in a nutshell 	
· Once you start cloning humans we are going to create slaves or robots that is we will use human beings solely as means 
· These slaves/ robots will lack a proper human identity 
· Her response it is a scientific fact that clones are not absolutely identical 
· Also human identity is shaped by the environment and not only by genetic factors 
· Also concerns about using humans as pure means have existed prior to the cloning debate
· Also twins do not seem to suffer from abuse or misuse 
· The 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 
· Her response- we need to broaden the scope of the argument to include the societal 
· The third mistake we perceive cloning predominately as a reproductive technology and it is much more than that 
· Her response: cloning represents a difference in kind not in degree in the way that humans will continue to procreate 
· Cloning not only separates reproduction from sexual relations, but it is also separates reproduction from recombination (of genes) because it reshuffles the human genes 
· In other words human cloning transgress species norms 
· The alternative in our attitude toward cloning: view cloning as an individual and a species enhancement technology 
· Cloning is a mechanism for environmental 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 
· An important distinction between goals of individual enhancement and those of species enhancement 
·  The goal of 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 
· Her thoughts -Cloning should be used to promote such traits as sympathy and altruism, as well as enhancing our intellectual capacity which will promote species survival 
· Verging on deontological but is really ultristic 
· So instead of asking whether cloning violates principle of autonomy of the clone we should be asking questions such as
· Is cloning compatible with diversity 
· Should we promote diversity 
· Will homogenizing the human species help us to eradicate such social evils as racism, sexism, species etc.
 Rannan Gilon - Human Reproductive Cloning
· Arguments against cloning are either weal or indefensible
·  Five arguments against cloning 
1. Hubris, yuck etc. cloning is disgusting unnatural, playing god
· Those are emotionally charge arguments 
· The main problems seems to be emotional/gut reactions are highly questionable form a moral/rational point of view 
· They don’t provide us with a moral compass to distinguish between morally right and wrong feelings 
· Only reflection and analysis (not he raw feeling) can justify a moral action 
· Brave new world:
· Cloning is playing god/hubris 
· Gilon – playing god means that we are arrogant and incompetent at the same tie
· We need concrete examples that show such hubris tendencies not sweeping generalizations 
· Cloning is unnatural 
· Gilon- we need to clarify first what is natural for humans 
· Natural/unnatural 
1. Anything that occurs in nature is natural 
2. Natural is unaffected by human intervention 
3. Doing something that weakens, undermines, destroys or harms our moral human nature is against human nature 
· One and two don’t seem to pose a problem for cloning 
· However 3 does- we really need to provide reasons and rational criteria as to what this human moral nature is and what undermines, harms and destroys it 
2. Autonomy and Personal Identity- producing identical human beings is immoral because the clones will lack personal identities as well as autonomy 
1. Gilon- is a myth that genetic identity equals personal identity 
2. Twins are natural clones but nobody will think that their existence implies morally malignant consequences 
3. Is there a difference for human dignity/autonomy between natural cloning and deliberate cloning?
4. Gilon- most plausible account of human dignity is Kant 
· Human dignity resides in ones ability to be autonomous to will or choose to act according to the moral law 
· Then how is the clone not autonomous moral agent 
· On the contrary too much state control in such private decisions as to ones reproductive choices, sexuality, choice of partners etc. is damaging and against human dignity 
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 
1. Spontaneous abortions 
2. Abnormal births 
3. Premature ageing 
4. Resentment of the clone at having been conceived to be used as a means to an end 
5. Resentment of the clone at their predetermined genetics structure 
6. Confusion about personal identify 
7. The feeling of burden of responsibility 
8. Gilon- we really need to distinguish between current harms and anticipated harms as well as between the types of harms 
· Currently cloning is not safe to be used on humans 
· However, there is no justification for any of the anticipated harms 
· The alternative for children conceived via cloning is for them not to exist at all 
· But is this alternative in the name of the best interests of the child that was conceived as a result of cloning?
9. The potential social harms sound implausible or misdirected 
10. We should be more concerned about the social structures that permit dictatorship and other harms of state control over people rather than about new genetic techniques 
11. What about the germ line argument of dangers of future generations?
· Gilon- it is true that the genomes resulting from reproductive cloning is germ line transmissible and any mistakes that occur can be passed on to future generations 
· But so can any benefits such as the elimination of genetic abnormality 
12. His conclusion- the principle of beneficence should always take into account the principle of non-maleficence 
13. In other words we shouldn’t use the principle of non-maleficence as a beneficence moratorium 
4. Benefits: (in the thought of harms) there is more research done on the benefits of non reproductive cloning
1. Gilon- a few potential benefits from reproductive cloning 
· The dolly type cloning techniques prevent inheritance of certain mitochondrial genetic conditions 
· Designer babies 
· Parents who wish to clone a child they’ve lost in an accident 
· Parents who are carriers of fatal recessive genes and prefer to clone a child from one of them to avoid the danger rather than use other peoples genetic material 
5. Justice: according to the EU cloning is contrary to the principle to human equality because it leads to eugenics and racism 
1. Gilon- the only plausible argument against cloning comes from the position of distributive justice (the principle of fair distribution of scarce resources)
2. 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 
· Conclusion: the arguments from the permanent ban of cloning fail; most arguments from temporary ban of cloning fail too 
· However Gilon accepts four arguments in favour of temporary ban of cloning 
1. It is not safe enough 
2. The current benefits are insufficient to outweigh the harms 
3. Cloning should have low priority for public funding 
4. (Violation) 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 Kaas- Cloning of Human Beings
· Thesis – the prospect of human cloning is revolting 
· Yes revulsion is a feeling, not a rational attitude but in crucial cases revulsion is the emotional bearer of deep wisdom behind reasons power to fully articulate 
· 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 
· Deontological position 
· Four objections to cloning 
1. The ethics of experimentation: cloning is an unethical experiment upon the child to be clone 
1. It leads to deformities as experiments have shown 
· One cannot presume the future clones consent to exist 
2. The identity and Individuality: cloning entails serious psychological issues concerning identity of the clone 
1. The clone may be disturbed by the fact that his or twin is actually be his or hers mother/father/son/daughter
2. This clone will always be comparison with the original by the parents (why did they create him/her otherwise) and by society 
3. Genetic distinctiveness symbolizes the uniqueness of each human life, the independence of he child from his/her parents, and the meaningfulness of one’s life 
3. Fabrication and Manufacture: cloning inadvertently turns begetting into making, and procreating into manufacturing 
1. What is the difference between begetting /procreating and making/manufacturing 
2. 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 were – finite and inherently erotic human beings 
· Reproductive cloning is asexual, and since we are sexual human beings that changes human nature exceptionally 
3. In cloning as well as any other form of manufacturing we adopt a technocratic attitude: we create an artefact not by what we are but what we intend and design 
4. This way the creator/artefact is not equal but superior to the artefact 
5. The technocratic attitude toward human nature turns it into raw material to be according to our desire, as well as disposed of when not needed any more 
4. Despotism and violation of parental prerogatives: cloning just like any other genetic procedure, will violate the child parent trust and skew parental responsibility 
1. When we decide to have children, we tacitly agree to love and support those children, whatever they may turn out to be 
2. In other words when we become parents we agree to relinquish the total control over reality and life 
3. The genetic distinctiveness f 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 
· Cloning is inherently despotic because 
1. It exercises total control over reality and the life of the clone 
2. It selects the future of the clone and this way, and deprives them of their uniqueness 
· Conclusion: cloning should be banned with all means possible
STEMCELLS
· Uses of stem cells:
1. Basic research in human development: important because scientists develop form a singular cellular structure (this would answer questions about aging, injuring and disease 
2. Safer and more specific development: we can grow organs from the cells of different people and test different drugs and therapies in theses organs opposed to using animals 
3. Regenerative medicine: the most attention; repair and replace damaged organs; cure incurable disease
· Main questions in embryonic stem cell research 
1. What makes a human being human 
2. Which stages of human life deserve to be assigned value 
3. Embryonic stem cell research raise ethical questions similar to the questions surrounding abortion 
Creating and Sacrificing Embryos for Stem Cells 
· What is the discarded created distinction 
· The DCD position considers itself a compromised position; that the use and the derivation of stem cells from spare embryos is justified, while the creation of research embryos is not 
· Devolder: the DCD position is very weak 
· The main reason for the weakness: inconsistency between the revealed and the professed beliefs of the DCD defenders 
· Devolder: once IVF is accepted as a morally legitimate procedure, the creation of research embryos must be accepted 
· Deriving Stem Cells form Spare IVF Embryos 
1. The defenders of the DCD often quote such principles as 
1. The principles of beneficence and non-maleficence 
2. The right to freedom of research 
3. The principle of progress and science 
4. The principle of proportionality 
5. The principle of subsidiarity 
6. The principle of waste avoidance 
7. Devolder: none of those principles however, justifies the DCD position, they only express why one may want ESCR to continue 
· Arguments against the creation of research embryos
1. If one can justify why creating research embryos is morally indefensible, one will be able to justify the DCD position 
2. Six arguments against the creation of research embryos which devolder refutes 
· The main complaint against the creation of research embryos: their intrumentalization 
· When we create an embryo solely for research we are treating and respectively, human life as a means to an end 
· In other words Kant principle of autonomy and human dignity is violated 
· Devolder: when we use spare IVF embryos for research our goals is to alleviate suffering and increase wellbeing 
· Why is our goal interrupted as different when we create research embryo 
· The DCD defenders claim that by creating research embryos we get involved in a distinct kind of exploitive attitude which is not commensurate with the moral status if embryos 
· But what is this special exploitive attitude and what is the moral status of embryos

1. Creation of research embryos is not commensurate with moral status of embryos 
a. According to this view, even though the embryo is not a person it has a intrinsic value that is a value which is independent of human interaction s
b. There is no agreement however, on what this intrinsic value is or what the consequences for certain research practice are 
c. Some suggest that the human embryo has symbolic value 
d. On the e=symbolic value view, though, the concern is not with the status of the embryo but with the impact of certain practices on our communal respect for human life 
e. Then the question is: will the creation of research embryos weaken our communal resoect for human life 
f. Devolder: nothing suggests that this is or will be the case so with regards to the intrinsic value of human embyros, there is no moral dfference between spare and research embyros 
g. In other words th edefenders of the intrinsic value positon do not seem to believe that just because the embryo has human diginity means protecting it under all circu,stcnes 
2. Parental project 
a. Under this postion the embryo is perceived as the expected child which justifies its creation for IVF 
b. DEVOLDER : but according to theis view thw value of the embryo is determined acocridng to the parental progect, if the embryo is to be implanted then its value s great, if its fate to be a spare then its value significantly decreases 
c. Then the parental project outweighs the valuesof the embrypo 
3. Intention/ foresight distinction 
a. The use of spar IVF embryos for stem cell research is justified on the grounds of the principle of double effect 
b. According to theis principles. The real intention for creating an ebyro is to implant it but we may anticipate that there will be some non-intended side effects such as the destruction of the spare embryps 
c. Devolder: according to the principle of double effect, it is nthe creation of spare embyros that is the nonintended side effect, not the research on embyros or the destruction of embryos 
d. How then do defenders of DCD JUSTIFY THE USE OF spare embryos for research 
i. On the consequentalist gorunds: if we will beinfit more form  doing research on the human embryo then the benefit outweighs the harm or destruction of the embryo 
ii. Devolder: what becomes clear from this position is that the value of the human embryos is not percievd idependetly og human intentions 
4. The creation of research embyros entails a different kind of explotive attityde 
a. The different kind of explotive attitude comes form the fact that at least a spare IVF embryo has had a chance of becoming a person while research embryos never had a chance 
b. Devolder; to test if this resoning is good enough to justify the DCD postion consider the following thought experiment 
i. Suppose that we decided to donate the same percentage of randomly selected research embryos to IVF clinics as IVF clinic donate to research centers
ii. What argument could a defender of DCD put forth against the practice
iii. Devolder: to be sure, not a string one
5. We can intrumantalize embryos only for reproduction 
a. Devolder: there is a lot of non- reproductive use of embryos that surrounds the reproductive use i.e. the creation of spare embryos to protect women against the risks of hormone treatments to gain more efficient and safety in freezing procedure etc 
6. Harm/Omit Benefit
a. Embryos used in IVF procedures prevent harm to actual infertile couples while in the case if research embryo they benefit unidentified population 
b. Furthermore infertile couples will be made worse off than they would be otherwise (without procedures) while sick people ( in need of stem cell treatment) will not be harmed by not engaging in stem cell research 
c. The underlying principle of non-maleficence is stronger than the principle of beneficence 
d. Devolder: two min arguments with this position 
i. We forget that infertile people do benefit form fertility treatments (if we banned IVF which the dfenders of DCD do not want, we will not be harming the infertile people but we will be simply omitting to benefit them 
ii. From here one has to argue that benefiting a child wishing person is better than benefiting of sick person which is absurd 
· What is a more defensible position for ESCR
· For volder the fact that one has respect for an enitity does not meqan that one cannot use this enity as a resource for a goal which is believed to be important 
· I.E. the use f cadavers for research 
· Thus we can respect embyros by ensuring that they are used with care 
· Generates substantial benefits such as alleviating pain and suffering 
· Ensures that mbryos will not be wasted and which 
· Ensures that embryos will be used only if there is no better alternative 
· Concusion: once we have accepted the creation of embyros for IVF that is for the benefit of interile people with a child wish as the DCD postion has, we do not have moral grounds to refuse the creation of research embryos 
Karen Lebacq- Stem Cell ethics: Lessions form the Context 
· main argument if we accept as we seem to thee practice of IVF we should accept the embryonic stem cell research without any moral remorse 
· two main reasons againast stemcell research 
· life begins at conception and human embyros are persons, so killing them for reseach puposes equals killing an innocent being which is not morally permissible 
· western moral tradition iss dominated by kants categorical imperative which suggest that we shiuldnt treatothe people  solely as means to anothers end 
· her postion: she agres with the categorical imperative but at the same time she uspports stem cell research in all its forms 
· how can she reconcile the teo 
· the first step: comparing IVF and embryonic stem cell research 
· the general lpublic has accepted IVF without too many moral qualms 
· but if iVF involves deliberate creation and destruction of human embryos, just like embryonic stem cell research 
· also ivf has created and destroyed more embyros than stem cell research 
· what if we change the iVF technology so that we create only as many embryos as can be implanted 
· this will not allow IVF to serve someof the purposes that it currently serves, namely, to help avoid serious genetic conditions
· what if we freeze the apre embryos 
· empirical problem: after 7 years ( at best they are destroyed after 1 year in some countires) thierf viability driops significantly and they are being destroyed 
· when frozen embyros enter into another state of existence, which eben though not superior to being implanted and becoming a human person is superior to being destroyed 
· when frozen embryos are in a state of limbo neither dead or alive 
· we somehow find this limbo state morally superior to the state if non being 
· it is not then true that when used for stem cell research embyros also enter into a different state of exsistence which being superior than the state of non being 
· it is then not more respectiful to continue their lives in a different form namely to etract their stem cell lines rather than throw them into the incinerator 
· her conclusion: we have to either revise our moral position on IVF or we accept embryonic stem cell research 
· our problem with stem cell research is that IVF serves immediate need namely to reproduce and raise children, while the stem cell research serves the need to know about human development which is  a ore genral future need 
· also we see IVF catering to one of the basic moral rights, the rights to reproduce 
· her response: the end, to reproduce, does not justify the mean s- to deliberalty  create and destroy human embryos ( and violate basic morla principles)
· next step in her argument – to restructure the debate about stem cell research 
· first step: the debate about embryonic stem cell research has gotten entangled with the debate on abortion but it shoud not be 
· two reasons 
· the legal permissibility of abortion does not make it morally permissible 
· the debate on abortion circles around the conept of personhood 
· roman catholics accept that fetuses are persons, killing them immoral 
· feminist  argue that fetuses are nor human persons and therefore killing them is not immoral 
he positon: even if we accept that the fetus and embyros are not person s this does not solve the moral issues with abortuion 
so it cant do the job for embryonic stem cell research either 
a redwood tree is not human persons but this fact does not make it morally permissible to kill a redwood tree

· at the same time there might be circumstances suh as just war or self defence when it is morally permissible to kill an innocent human being 
· it is necessary to further investigate what we mwan by killin an innocent himan being 
· this includes a dosscussiion of the circumstances under whixch this killing occurs between absolue no killing of innocent benings and conditional no killing 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]
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