Cloning: March 1st
1) Benefits of cloning
2) Response to uniqueness criticism
3) Questioning right not to be cloned
4) Response to right to ignorance
Tooley’s article: For cloning
· From Pg. 166 onward  Is cloning inherently wrong? No. He focuses on benefits of cloning (utilitarianism)
Benefits of Cloning
1) Contribution to knowledge – has theoretical and practical implications. Ie. Nature vs. Nurture. Can bring up two same individuals in different settings, and see how they develop based on genetics/nurturing. 
2) Social Benefit – Skeptical...  even if we clone someone (let’s say Einstein), their clone would not necessarily have the same social benefit as the original one did. Could be based on certain individual experiences.
3) Happier and healthier lives –  Population of clones with more desirable traits = happier and healthier
4) More satisfied child rearing – May want child to be athletic or smart etc... if we can isolate those genes that produce these traits, we could engineer an ideal child
-If we made a clone of ourselves, you would already know how this individual thinks, you could create an environment that benefits you more (like how some things could’ve been better) 
5) Children of homosexual partners  
6) Saving Lives – ie. A child has leukemia and needs a bone marrow transplant, clone can provide this bone marrow (genetically identical). However 2nd child must not be harmed... and their autonomy must also be respected as well.  
-However: wouldn’t the 2nd child have a chance of having leukemia as well?
Response to Uniqueness Criticism 
-Treat to uniqueness: a treat to our sense of being irreplaceable (Tooley). Not distinct.  
1)  Does not mean a loss of value. (ie. Identical twins – each of them are autonomous agents, have their own values.. etc.)
2) Uniqueness is not lost.  Who you are isn’t just the result of genetic in heritance, but also in social inheritance and in chance.  
Cloning/Human Experimentation –March 4th
1) The right not to be cloned
2) The right to ignorance
3) Is it intrinsic value violated?
4) Is autonomy violated?
5) Introduction to human experimentation

1) Right not to be cloned
-no one has the right for our body except for ourselves
even if our parents gave us the biological aspect of life, they still do not have authority over our bodies

- Tooley says: The basic of our rights are serious self-regarding interests
    - since it is based on interests, it is a form of utilitarian point of view

- If a mere existence of a clone, when we are unaware of it, does not affect us at all

- If we were aware that the fact that we've been cloned and sees the clone on a daily basis, then our sense of individuality might be damaged or threatened

- A genetic determinism must be present (you are simply a result of genetic inheritance)

- Therefore, the existence of a clone only affects your sense of individuality if genetic 
determinism is taken into account because what makes you you is based on your experiences in life etc.

- Tooley: You don't have the right not to be cloned (i.e. Tooley= pro clone)

- Objection: one's interest can be harmed if the clone is evil which will have negative repercussions on you (bad rep)

- Tooley counters: Whatever the clone does cannot be tied to you because the clone is a different person and you did not commit any evil acts while the clone did

Right to ignorance:
Authentic/Autonomous Self

- The clone's ability to become authentic or an autonomous self will be hindered.
- Ex: Einstein's clone cannot successfully fulfill a career in science because of how the original Einstein accomplished so much in science. Therefore, the clone will be demoralized to become a scientist



- Tuly proposes that clones will either be useful to us or useless to us. 
For example, if we wanted to run a marathon, simply clone yourself and make the clone run the marathon. if the clone cannot complete the marathon, then it is a waste of time for you to try completing the marathon

- Counter: You would want to experience the marathon yourself. Therefore, Tooley contradicts himself based on the fact that your clone cannot be considered a part of you, but he uses the clone to do something for you...two different people. Genes don't make up who you are.


Intrinsic Value Violated?

There is a concern that the clone's intrinsic value is being violated if the clone is used only to help the original live longer (bone marrow/transplants/etc) thus, clones=instrumentally value
Cloning/ Human Experimentation - March 8th
1) Threat to autonomy
2) Veil of ignorance
3) Introduction to human experimentation
4) Lack of Consent
5) Subject to harm
6) Obligations toward patient – clash with experimental method
7) Clinical equipoise 

1) Threat to autonomy – Tooley says cloning is for genetic engineering (ie. Increase capacity for mathematical thought, athletic abilities... etc)
-If you create beings in a certain way, you are limiting the choices to that individual 
a) CAPACITIES: Capacity is different from a deposition.  We are simply making it POSSIBLE for the clone to be successful, if it is to their choosing. 
b) DEPOSITIONS NOT TO BE HARMED: ie- design a clone to be unsusceptible to cancer. Ultimately we are not making choices for the clone, just making them better.
c) DEPOSITIONS IN TERMS OF TRAITS: ie- compassion etc.  we are making the clone’s traits go in certain directions 
-Tooley thinks that this is not morally problematic
-He proposes that we already engage in social engineering. (Ie. Parents do this to their children already, parenting in certain ways. They do this in hopes to benefit the children.  Utilitarian principles) 
-However, genetic engineering is more effective and efficient. Whereas parenting has a good chance of not impacting the child indefinitely. 
2) Veil of ignorance- a deontological principle
-Test of reason, use reason to try to generate claims about what we want, and how we want to live
-ie. Imagine a scenario where everybody is removed from their body (our consciousness). You might be put back into someone else’s body (rich, poor, white, black, Christian. Etc). You don’t know. You have a veil of ignorance. You don’t know where you are going to be/who you are going to be. 
-Tooley says that you would pick genetic engineering via cloning because if you don’t know where you want to end up (and who you wanna be), the benefits of cloning would appeal to you.  
-Benefits of cloning: Driving the individual towards a certain direction (genetically) in hopes of benefiting them


Human Experimentation
· Beecher = argues that human experimentation is only accidently wrong
· Hellman = proposes that there is something inherently wrong

· Beecher:  Believes that he can fix human experimentation
· Hellman:  The values and procedures involved with this are incompatible with the values of patient care
-None of these two really SUPPORT human experimentation, or say that it’s wrong. 
1) VALUES OF H.E.  
a) AQUISITION OF KNOWLEDGE – Can be considered intrinsically valuable. Can support human experimentation, as it gives us expanded knowledge of our bodies, how things work, etc. 
b) CONTRIBUTION TO HUMAN WELL-BEING – We can take this knowledge and use it for better treatments, medical practices.... raise the conditions of humans
-So we’d have a sort of obligation to experiment. If we could save millions of lives, it would be obligatory to experiment on hundreds of thousands of people  more benefit than harm. 

Non malifcence not to harm

-However, these people’s autonomy is not respected. 
Human Experimentation – Mar 11th 
1) Lack of Consent (BEECHER –accidently wrong)
2) Harming Patients (BEECHER-accidently wrong)
3) 2 recommendations (BEECHER –accidently wrong)
4) Patient-centered care (HELLMAN –inherently wrong)
5) Methods of experimentation (HALLMAN-inherently wrong)
6) Clinical equipoise (HELLMAN – inherently wrong)
7) Breast Cancer (HELLMAN – inherently wrong)
1) Lack of Consent:
a) People are not informed of risk
b) People are not informed that they are involved in a experimental situation
Scientific Progress: Must have respect for autonomy, and FACILITATE that autonomy
-Get them involved in the scientific processes
*Consent must be obtained and it must be meaningful
-Patient must understand what is going on, and be aware of all the risks. 
2) Harming Patients
i) By withholding treatment: ie. Withheld penicillin from some patients, placebo given to other patients  (could be morally right if the patient knows that there will be chance of them getting the placebo, because this would be respecting their autonomy)
ii) Directly causing harm: ie. 22 individuals injected with live cancer cells in order to test human immunity
*The expected benefits of the experiment have to be equal to, or greater than the expected harm. 	
-Non-malfeasance = prescription not to harm
Hellman’s position: Human experimentation is inherently wrong.
-PATIENT-CENTERED CARE: Unique treatments based on the knowledge of their patients (values, goals, beliefs...)
-Positions are required or obliged to engage in patient centered-care
-Obligated to respect their autonomy
-Patient should be involved in any decisions 
 (
Control      
Experi
-
Group       mental
    Group
)Similarities/sameness: Not focused on what’s unique about the patient, but what’s similar between that patient and the other patients 
-The pool of participants is often the same pool of patients







Clinical Equipoise: Developed by Benjamin Freedman
-Ethically justify the experimental situation: where there is genuine uncertainty amongst the medical expert community as to the comparative value of alternative therapeutic measures. 
-Standard treatment vs. Novel Treatment: now, which is better? Medical community/patient has mixed views.

Human Experimentation/ Research on non-humans
1) Clinical equipoise
2) Breast Cancer
3) Hellman’s prescriptions
4) Non-human experimentation
5) 2 points of disagreement
6) Moral equality is not based on factual equality
Clinical equipoise: A situation where there is genuine uncertainty amongst the expert community concerning the comparative therapeutic value of the standard treatment vs. The novel treatment
-Medical expert community is divided between novel and standard treatment...
-Ie) Breast Cancer: 
1) Considerations about the Tumor
2) Considerations about the patient
3) Considerations about the Physician 
Tumor: Stage 1 tumor: Any tumor that is less than 2 cm that has not spread to the lymph nodes
Unique tumor Profits:  Proliferation activity tumor suppressor genes... tumor vasciliarity ?!
Patient: 1) Past history and current status
2) Attitudes and Beliefs
-Clinical equipoise cannot justify human experimentation in of itself  
-Must have respect for autonomy
-Criticism of Hellman: We do not have the resources to provide individualized care (what Hellman wanted)
-OUGHT implies CAN....
Physician
1) Education and training
2) Risk prone or Risk averse
3) Severity of disease itself
Hellman’s Recommendations
1) Individual patients should not be treated as a means to social desired ends if this compromises the right to individual care.
2)Trails should be limited, and patients can participate only if there is an individual equipoise for that patient 
3) The roles of physician and researcher should be separated 

Research on Nonhumans ( animals) - March 18, 2011
1) Traditional argument for animal experimentation
2) Two points of disagreement: facts and values
3) Problems with basing moral equality on factual equality
4) Moral equality is prescriptive not descriptive
5) Sentences is a prerequisite for moral consideration
6) Animal experimentation is legitimate in rare cases

Traditional Argument for animal experimentation:

Premise1: Via experimentation we can provide a lot of benefit for humanity
Premise2: It is wrong to experiment on humans because of their moral status
Premise3: Animals do not have same moral status or are not part of moral community
Therefore: It is permissible to experiment on nonhumans

1) Do animals have the same moral status as humans? (value) Use moral theory to figure out if animals have moral status
2) Does animal experimentation have a significant benefit for humanity? (factual) Must conduct empirical research to see what kind of benefits occur from experimenting on nonhumans

Peter Singer disagrees with point 2 while Carl Cohen disagrees with point 1.

Problems with basing moral equality on factual equality:

· Liberation movements
· Civil rights
· Factual equality = moral equality
Peter Singer = THIS IS FALSE

Moral Equality is prescriptive not descriptive:

· Moral equality is a moral ideal and not an assumption of fact. How we SHOULD treat people –fact/value

Moral Equality: We must give equal consideration to the interests of all those who will be impacted by our actions

Animals are morally equal to humans because they possess one thing necessary to have interest…sentience. (Singer)

Sentience: the ability to experience pleasure and pain 

Animal Experimentation is legitimate in rare cases:

· If we experiment and harm only one animal we will provide a lot of benefit for humanity (utilitarian)
· Singer believes that the only way to justify if an experiment is appropriate is if we would take a human that has the same level of sentience as the animal (orphaned infant or mentally disabled person) and experiment on it instead of the animal. If we are willing to do that (experiment on a baby) then it is then justifiable that animal experimentation is acceptable (Singer)
· Same level of sentience is what Singer cares about
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Singer= if it is wrong to experiment on animals, it is also wrong to eat animals


Non-human Animal Experimentation/ Genetic engineering - March 22th
1) Only moral agents have rights
2) Can have obligations without rights
3) Difference in kind and not degree
4) All humans are factually equal
5) Obligation to be “speciesist”
6) Experimentation has had immeasurable benefit
7) Introduction to Genetic Engineering
2 Points of Debate
VC) 1) Animals are morally equal to humans and have moral rights.
FC (factual claim) 2) Animal experimentation produces much benefit for humans

-Speciesism: Prejudice, not treating them as moral rights (analogous to racism and sexism)
 Sentience: Animals like us have the ability to feel pleasure/pain, therefore other non-human animals possess sentience.
Humans ----------I-----------Animals  Not difference in kind, but certain degrees of difference (Singer)
COHAN:
· Capacity to formulate moral rules
· Rights: An ability to make a claim on someone else 
-To possess these rights, we must understand who has rights, to what they will make claims of against, and the nature of the right itself. 
· Ability to formulate and act on the moral law
· Rights only arise when we have certain types of agents. Without them, the moral law would not exist. 
· Since only humans are part of the moral community, and this is because there would be no moral law without humans.
· PROBLEM: Humans could also create obligations not to harm animals, even though they might not be part of the moral community. 
-Rights can create obligations. One way street.
-We have obligations, but they don’t generate rights.
-(ie.) A friend helps you move out, and then he moves out, you are obligated to help him move out as well. But he doesn’t have rights
· Reciprocity rights  
· Humans and animals are different in kind
H----------------I  Moral Agents
A----------------I   Not moral agents
· We don’t use moral agency as a test for each individual human agent
· Animals possess reasoning, common sense, community, care etc, just like us but to a lesser degree
· The ability to employ an ethical premise in a practical syllagsen. 
1) Killing is wrong
2) Euthanasia is killing
THEREFORE, euthanasia is morally wrong. 
· Since all humans are equal in regards to race, since animals simply do not have the same capacity as us, we have an obligation to be speciest. 
· Obligation to experiment to benefit humans – weight of sufferings are different for animals than for humans
· THOUGHT: A lot of animal experiments are repetitive and pose no benefit for humans. So what gives? 
· Cohan’s reply: The benefit for humans cannot be quantified. 

March 25th  - ???
Genetic Engineering: March 29th 
1) Introduction: Utilitarian justification and 3 Categories of concern
2) The negative/positive distinction
3) No overall benefit (2 arguments)
4) Familial Threat
5) Risks and Mistakes

· Utilitarian justification: 
a) Preventing Harm (removing genes that cause disorders/disease)  THERAPY/THERAPEUTIC MEASURE
b) Cause benefit (Changing genetic inheritance, making people more intelligent for ex.)  ENHANCEMENT

3 Categories of Concern
1) Utilitarian arguments for and against genetic engineering
2) Negative/positive distinction 
-Negative  Therapy
-Positive  Enhancement
3) Decision Problem
-The question of, how we do we make decisions about what types of genetic engineering are permissible and impermissible? 
-Could regulate all ideas, have one central decider 
-Or have the market decide (let people decide on their own)
THE POSTIVE/NEGATIVE DISTINCTION:
*Eugenics: selective breeding practices to alter the distribution of traits in a population
-Gene counselling: Huntingtons chorea  Debilitating disease. Lose mental abilities. If one parent has it, 50% chance that their offspring will have it. 
-If we prevent these genes (NEGATIVE GE), we are preventing harm and is therefore therapeutic 
-Able to change to change the genetic inheritance so that children will not get this disorder
-We’re also causing benefit by allowing those who cannot have normal children to have normal healthy children
-Glover focuses on positive genetic engineering. 
NO OVERALL BENEFIT FROM PGE (Positive Genetic Engineering)
-If you attempt to enhance a human genome in any way (benefit), this will always have certain costs. Any benefits will incur costs.  Factual claim (descriptive)
1) Evolutionary argument: Natural selection is so efficient that it produces optimal results
-Chosen for if they contribute to reproduction (ie. Aggressiveness [favoured] as opposed to abstract reasoning)
- If it were possible to enhance something without weakening something else, natural selection would already done so.
2) Specific empirical evidence:  Empirical = Opposite of theoretical. Based on facts and experience. 
-Sickle cell anaemia: 
-Two alleles -> SG + NG (immune to malaria)
-Two alleles -> SG + SG (Sickle cell anaemia) 
-If we use GE to knock out sickle-cell anaemia where malaria is common, there will be more malaria! 
-Supports that any benefit in an effect to treat sickle cell anaemia, will have costs
FAMILIAL THREAT
-Families want their children to be similar to them in terms of traits, personality, beliefs, appearance, etc. This will create bonds between the parents and the child. 
-If we made genetically engineered children that will look better and be better than the parents, there is a threat to this similarity and bonding. 
1) Problems of bonding: Genetic determinism...
-But what about adoption? There is no genetic inheritance, and thus are genetically distinct. Yet there could be strong bonds. 
-Solution: Engage in genetic engineering such that no drastic changes are made to the genes, that greatly affect the next generation. 
-Could cause environmental causes (ie. One generation is suddenly literate, as opposed to illiterate. This could cause tension)
2) Loss of a certain type of immortality: GE alters the way we pass on our genes. (ie. Keeping royal blood in the family... etc.) 
-Glover poses that in the future, your genes will be different anyway. It would be inevitable. So GE would just be speeding up the inevitable. So this shouldn’t be a problem to begin with. 
RISKS AND MISTAKES
-Aggressive and violent generation might be difficult to change at this point
-Glover proposes a principle of extreme caution when engaging in genetic engineering only when the risks are low and the benefits are very high.  
-It might even be a mistake to NOT partake in GE
The Decision Problem Concerning PGE (Positive Genetic Engineering)- April 1st 2011
1) The Playing God objection:2 formulations
2) The problem of central Decision-making
3) The Genetic supermarket (Nozick)
4) A mixed system
5) The value problem
FINAL EXAM: Human Cloning to Genetic Engineering (no stem cell research... etc.)
-2 sections: 
1) Essay Questions (2), 2) Essay questions (2)  Give beforehand ???
*Negative genetic engineering: Therapeutic   removing gene that contributes to a disease/ailment
THE PLAYING GOD OBJECTION
1) Deontological justification... We don’t have a right to interfere with either God’s plan or natural selection, regardless of the consequences.
-If we are interfering with our DNA, we are interfering with God’s plan for humanity
*WHAT ARE THE BOUNDARIES?
-Medicine, environmental changes
-By using things like fossil fuels , we are impacting on our humanity, yet we still continue on using them 
-The problem with is objection is that it doesn’t really set out any legitimate boundaries... so this means that we cannot have medicine, education, politics, etc. We simply have to let things run their course (natural selection) 
-Medicines and stuff directly impact the human genome 
THE PROBLEM OF CENTRAL DECISION-MAKING
*NGE is considered more morally permissible since we are already doing it 
*So if we already allow direct interference and NGE, then why is PGE not allowed as well?
2)  No one should have that much power over humanity. 
-There could be a single group/centralized authority that would make these type of decisions.
-This could lead to problems such as:
a) Lack of diversity amongst humans. (bad consequences)
b) Deontological: No fallible individual or group of individuals has the right to make  decisions over all of humanity
-Those who are not genetically engineering will have to complete with those who are 
THE GENETIC SUPERMARKET
-Robert Nozick: Respect for Autonomy
-Nozick advocated a form of liberalism that emphasizes the importance of autonomy or LIBERTY
-People should be allowed to be as autonomous as possible. This means that the government shouldn’t impose any notions of good onto people. 
-He proposes that there should be some regulations in an attempt to avoid moral wrong
-Genetic engineering that may harm or affect autonomy should be regulated, for example. 
-This would increase diversity.
· Glover has a problem with this. 
*It doesn’t guarantee no convergence. It’s still possible to have a homogenous society. People can still be swayed by other people, and may desire to have the same values as them. Etc.
-This creates social problems..
-ie. People preferring one gender over the other. Or people who prefer to have children who are aggressive and competitive. People will think that these will make them/their children more successful than others.
*This is why Glover advocates a mixed system
A MIXED SYSTEM
-Glover doesn’t want to reveal too much about this because he feels that this should have the technology in place first before we determine the nature of this ‘mixed system’, and allow the market and people decide how to regulate this
-Veto power: The ability to say no.  The regulatory body will monitor what types of individuals will be made, and they will make able to say ‘no’  if they see an imbalance.   How lack of diversity can be avoided
-
