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Introduction

The main component to this essay is a critique of scientific ideology or, in the words of Habermas, the technization
 of society. However, by looking at the effect this has on public policy making I will show that this is no idle academic endeavour. The ideology that underpins science has spread throughout all parts of western society and effects, and affects, the way we all tend to think about ethical issues. There is a feeling in our society that technology is getting away from us and that we do not have the faculties with which to control its progress. Somehow, because the actions that we can now undertake are so new, we cannot develop our ethical frameworks fast enough to be able to judge the good from the bad. I think this is a tired and old fallacy. It works only to benefit those who would profit most from exploitation.

Some people would say that this view is too cynical and that things are not that bad - we have always got by in the past. Others are more cynical still and would say that it’s a matter of survival of the fittest and you either sink or swim in this dog-eat-dog world. I am dissatisfied with these positions and think they both belittle the full potentiality of what it means to be human. I do not suggest that there is an easy answer to ethical questions but rather that questions are ethical precisely because they are not easy to answer.

In our modern times there has been an ever increasing ability to affect and apparently control our environment. We have circumnavigated the world, devastated civilisations, wiped out species, visited the moon, increased communication, and learnt how to mass-produce practically anything. This ability is extremely alluring and the mantra of the free market economy is a tacit endorsement of our ability to work the soil to make it our own
. We are now rewarded for our work by ever more intricate baubles that we can buy in the shops. Liberty is now represented by our ability to choose between products A-Z: more choice equals more freedom. Unsurprisingly there is a paradoxical loss of freedom that is not just limited to the consumer but also to the governmental structures that allow society to exist. This lack of freedom is a straight jacket that determines that all human goods are represented by new products. This has meant that it is extremely difficult to argue against any new technology, as it is, almost by definition, good.

Another strong theme in modern times is the idea of equality and the rights of humans. Unfortunately within the notion of equality there is the rather more base feeling that if rich people can have a thing then I should have it as well. This, coupled with the assumption that all new products are good, results in there being no examination as to whether a thing is worth having in itself, or whether the actions necessary to procure it are appropriate to the gains that would entail. Everyone is ever more looking to their neighbour to assess the worth of their own lives. There is an argument that it was ever thus, but I believe that as our wealth increases and our society becomes more secularised, so this trait is magnified and the alternative seems ever more ridiculous. With only one life to live, why deny any excess? Given we have to work so hard, what point can there be to limiting possibilities? The counterbalance to this question shall be presented in this essay and calls for a maturity that allows individuals and society to examine what and why they do a thing.

This shall be done by looking at the issues surrounding human reproductive cloning. This is a technology that is not yet technically feasible but it is likely to be possible in the not too distant future. I shall look specifically at the ethical arguments presented by the Lords Committee on Stem Cell Research
 where they have an appendix that discusses human cloning and why they think it should be prohibited. This Committee was formed to update the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act 1990 that was initially put in place following The Warnock Report on Human Fertilisation and Embryology
. This update was required because the products of new technology had outstripped the ability of the original act to legislate effectively. The underlying ethical principles for this legislation were put in place by the Warnock Report and were neither challenged nor updated by the Stem Cell report. I will show that there were deficiencies in the ethical analysis of the Warnock Report 1985 but that they were further diluted in their efficacy by the subsequent handling in the Stem Cell Report. I lay the blame for the initial deficiencies and their dilution squarely at the feet of scientific ideology.

In the Warnock Report the ethical principles were based on a mixture of utilitarianism and judgement based on perceived public sentiment
. Duty based ethics were disregarded because they felt that in the area of new technology there could be no prior established rules that could be of help – “…the rules were yet to be invented.”
 There was no mention at all of virtue based ethics. This blinkering of moral vision was because the focus of ethical concern was on the embryo – the product of science. This focus is part of technization: actions no longer matter, all that matters is the product. Inevitably, in the area of new technology the potential benefits can be maximised to produce a utilitarian argument that is further enhanced by the sentiments aroused when we see a suffering child devastated by a disorder that might be relieved if research were permitted to go ahead. With the ethical dilemma so resolved it then becomes a matter of finding the funding. There is a further argument that is often espoused that states that it would be unethical not to undertake this research given the suffering that it might relieve.

In this essay I shall examine an alternative to this utilitarian and sentiment based framework. In order to do this I shall be looking specifically at the nature of scientific knowledge and its deficiencies. This will be primarily based on an Aristotelian framework emphasising the epistemological deficiencies within the embryo debate. Hopefully, this will provide a narrative that will show how the policy decision making process has gone awry by presuming that science is somehow value-free and separate from the rest of our culture. By studying the nature of scientific practice the focus is removed from the products of science to its actions thereby demanding an ethical framework for that practice. This hermeneutic interpretation will, I hope, be suitably cogent to persuade that this viewpoint is the most valid when dealing with ethical problems of the kind thrown up by new technology. By definition this persuasion can only come via the transference of phronetic understanding
, and this is why I use the term narrative based ethics. What I mean to imply by this term is the importance of our cultural narrative and how this is reflected and formed by the narratives of religious parables, fables etc. so providing us with our moral sense.

Section 1 will look at the Warnock Report and the ethical decisions made, and the reasons given for them. It should be remembered that at that time the Human Genome Project was not even underway and that although they did refer to human cloning as a possibility
 there was no direct application of the ethical stance adopted in the main part of the report to this issue. Section 2 will, therefore, deal with the scientific and medical considerations in the Stem Cell Research Report appendix on reproductive cloning and begin to show how technization has crept in to their thinking processes. Section 3 will consider the ethical arguments that the Stem Cell Committee thought were adequate to prohibit reproductive cloning and show them to be inadequate in the long term. This will be followed by a look at the background to technization by examining the nature of the intellectual virtues as outlined by Aristotle and how they have been undermined, as shown by Husserl and Habermas. This section will finish with how this has affected the individual, society and scientific practice. Finally, in the conclusion I will propose how narrative based ethics should be used to remedy this situation.

Section 1

1.1 The Warnock report

In her introduction to the Warnock Report, Mary Warnock says

“I do not believe that there is a neat way of marking off moral issues from all others; some people, at some times, may regard things as matters of moral right or wrong, which at another time or in another place are thought to be matters of taste, or indeed to be matters of no importance at all.”

Warnock recognises that the problems that lie at the heart of the report are moral and thinks that most people regard sentiment rather than reason to be the main arbiters between right and wrong. She admitted that some people regard rules as being of greater importance but in the subjects dealt with here, because they are so new, “…the rules were yet to be invented.”
 She regarded utilitarianism as being of some use but only once a moral position is set on the moral status of embryos. The question of whether embryos were of moral significance had to be established first before the calculus of utilitarianism could be performed. In this way she seems to be admitting a degree of moral relativism that must be arbitrated by trying to sense what the majority of people in a certain time and place feel is either right or wrong.

Because of her reliance on feelings as playing a crucial part in the moral dilemma posed by embryo research she admits that there will necessarily be moral conflict in any stance that the committee recommended just because people’s feelings differ. However, Warnock points out that because the remit of the committee was to recommend on legislation that its final decisions were primarily legally based rather than morally, although recognising the strong link between the two. Clearly to an advocate of either end of the spectrum of sentiment the report is wide open to the critique of moral relativism and weak willed diplomacy. I feel that the report should have mounted a stiffer defence to this critique and dealt directly with the implicit charge of moral dishonesty. The fact that it did not suggests that either there was too great a conflict within the committee to be able to debate clearly, or that they really thought that a paternalistic attitude was best because there was not a sufficient defence to this charge. In order to side step the moral issue as much as possible, the committee split the recommendations into those pertaining to infertility and those to research.

1.2 Infertility

There were two issues here – Artificial Insemination by Donor (AID) and Surrogate Mothers. In the first they thought that there was no place for legislation as it would be impossible to implement without unacceptable infringement on people’s right to privacy. They arrived at this view by recognising that there was a spectrum of concern regarding AID from those who thought it was abhorrent, to those who had concerns for the subsequent offspring, to those who thought that AID was a right to which everyone should have access. Because of this range of opinion it was held that there was no “common morality”
 to which an appeal could be made to determine which view was correct. They thought that an appeal to common morality was a backhand way of persuading people to agree with what was stated. This seems to be a confusing issue: on the one hand, Warnock is suggesting that there is a more or less palpable “sentiment” that can be appealed to but, on the other, that there is no “common morality”. In the case of surrogacy the committee unanimously disapproved of its practice and thought it morally wrong thereby providing a ‘palpable’ sentiment for the moral decision. This looks to be much the same process as appealing to a common morality but perhaps a little more honest: it is still the opinion of one group of people selected by various characteristics that are not typical of the general population. Nevertheless in both these instances they felt that whatever the moral concerns it would be impossible to implement a law against either practice because of the infringement on personal liberty that would ensue if it were to be enforced.

1.3 Research on embryos

This was a far more difficult, and more important, question as everyone on the committee felt that legislation should be made and enforced. The problem remained on how to decide on the moral status of the embryo. The Committee felt that this could not be a matter of private conscience but should be one of public legislation, although they could not say exactly why this was the case. However, it was thought to be because research was largely publicly funded and so society should have some say in what goes on. Further, if society thought it was wrong for public monies to be spent on certain types of research then it followed that society would not want these activities to occur even in the private field. This need for public scrutiny of research was there because people were generally afraid that science might be “…up to no good.”
  There is no place here for the individual freedom of scientists to do whatever they please in the pursuit of knowledge because of the need to protect, especially the very young or very old, from exploitation. This is where public sentiment came into force for the committee. The sentiment involved, they thought, was fear, and this was fear of what scientists might get up to if given a free reign. Fear is often a symptom of the unknown and this public sentiment is often belittled as being irrational. However, there is ample evidence of previous experiments being undertaken that are now viewed widely as being morally wrong and most rationally so, as in the case of Nazi medical experiments on their ‘enemies’.

Everyone was agreed therefore that legislation needed to be passed and enforced. This still left the question of whether embryos count morally, or not. They thought that utilitarianism could not answer this question, and indeed in my view there are no universal theories that can. Some on the committee believed that because embryos were human they should be extended the rights that are due to all. The majority believed that there was a distinction to be made between a human and a group of cells and as an arbitrary limit on when this occurred they agreed that 14 days was sufficient to ensure this distinction. “Specifically we argued that, unlike a full human being, it…” (an embryo less than 14 days old) “…might legitimately be used as a means to an end that was good for other humans, both now and in the future.”
 This was a moral judgement weighing certain human goods on one side with the status of a group of cells on the other. They deemed that if on “…broadly utilitarian grounds…”
 the benefits seemed great, especially as there was no pain to the embryo and no general moral outrage, then the embryo could be used for research.

There was clearly moral disagreement within the committee but the law had to come down on one side or the other.

“Without agreed rules (and it is, as I have already said, idle to pretend that there are rules, somehow already laid down, which tell us what to do in these wholly unfamiliar matters) and without any agreed feeling except the feeling that some regulation or other had to be introduced, the Committee was obliged to use a mixture of utilitarian considerations and of judgement.”
 Any law “…must therefore be drawn with a view to the common good, however this notoriously imprecise goal is to be identified.”

1.4 Criticisms

The central problem at the heart of the Warnock Report is the moral status of the embryo. Because of the range of opinion within the committee as to that status, moral relativism rears up and threatens to dash all hopes of any definite moral position at all. What the committee did not see or was not able to express was the simple fact that there really is a moral position that can be discussed. Their position was to suggest that because they could not reach a consensus that an arbitrary limit had to be set. There was no call for further debate or search for why this conundrum had arisen. It was simply accepted implicitly that no definitive moral position existed at all. This is pathognomic of technization and has arisen because the debate is about the products of science rather than its practice and how this relates to the living of a good life.

In my view, the report should have stated more clearly that they believed there was a moral position to be found and that this would require further deliberation or that they had failed to come to a decision that did not result in some degree of moral tragedy. This would have given a clear message to future deliberators that the debate was not over and that the moral position taken by the committee was unsatisfactory and required further modification. They should have suggested that there was a moral truth and that they were going to, as far as they were able, reflect that truth in the decisions that they made. Also, because these issues were problematic they should have embraced them as being the issues in most need of further and ongoing exploration.

One of the reasons that this did not happen is because the committee had no advice on the role of virtue ethics (although it is alluded to in the text i.e. “the common good”). Virtue ethics could be seen as a mode of rules although not presentable in propositional form. This inability to be presented in propositional form is, I believe the reason it was ignored and the underlying reason for this is embedded within the idea of technization which shall be explored in more depth in Section 3.

However, I do not think that virtue ethics gives a clear answer to the question of the moral status of the embryo but gives us the ability to shift the perspective away from this polemic issue. It is no longer a question of the rights of the individual to reproduce, nor a question of the rights, or moral status, of the embryo. It is a question of whether the actions involved in infertility treatment, or the actions involved in research on embryos are virtuous. 

This section shows that the underlying ethical objections to human cloning have not been previously fully discussed. The Stem Cell Report relies on the moral status of the embryo as supplied by the Warnock report. The Warnock report, however, did make the caveat that its moral standpoint was based on utilitarianism and judgement based on sentiment. There was no claim made that this moral standpoint should be held for all time but there was also no call for serious investigation to further clarify that position. In some respects the moral position held by the Warnock Inquiry appears to be protected by some unspoken rule of double jeopardy. I believe this should be abolished and the case of the moral status of the embryo should be tried again but the defendant should be scientific practice rather than its product.

Section 2

2.1 Human cloning – the view from the Lords

In the Select Committee report on Stem Cell Research the authors state that “…(t)here is widespread opposition to reproductive cloning”.
 They substantiate this on the basis of their deliberations and on the evidence that they compiled form a wide range of sources
. They considered reproductive cloning even though their primary remit was to address the issue of Stem Cell Research. They did this because reproductive cloning was one of the main objections to stem cell research as it was a “...significant step on the way…”
 towards that end. They made no effort to address the ethical position as set up by the Warnock report presumably because they did not feel it fell within their remit. I believe it should have been as within the Warnock report there was a built-in acknowledgement that human mores change so that any change in recommendation should have worked from an appraisal of those moral principles and then up to the practical issues involved. In this I agree wholeheartedly with Warnock when she states that she does not believe “…that there is a neat way of marking off moral issues from all others…”
. The Lords committee obviously thinks there is but make no argument for why they deviate from this advice. My hypothesis is that, because of this failure to address the moral issues from the bottom up, their ethical arguments for prohibiting reproductive cloning are seriously undermined and provide no more than a stopgap measure. With this they hope to postpone proper decision making to some future date when it will either be clear what is to be done or too late to change: most likely the latter.

The committee delineates five areas of concern split into two sections. The first section deals with scientific and medical considerations and I shall address these first. The second section considers the ethical issues of human dignity, family and child welfare and the right to reproduce and these shall be dealt with in Section 3 of this essay.

2.2 The scientific considerations

It is extremely interesting, and I believe very revealing, that the committee chooses to have a separate section to consider the scientific and medical issues of human reproductive cloning. The objections that they list here, although technical, still appear to have important ethical elements which are perhaps of greater relevance to whether reproductive cloning should be permitted than the concerns listed in the section that they later devote specifically to ethics.  Their shearing off into a separate domain is also, along with the concentration on the products of science, pathognomic of technization
.

They state that “…the scientific objections to reproductive cloning are currently overwhelming”. This “scientific objection” is based on the case of Dolly the sheep where it required 277 attempts to successfully reproduce her, and it may take many more to reproduce a human. This is a technical problem. The objection, in actual fact, arises due to ethical concerns. They say that it “…would be unthinkable to allow that degree of experimentation on a human being”.
 This is a strong ethical statement and begs a number of questions. What does unthinkable mean and why is it unthinkable? What degree of experimentation would be thinkable? What justifies this degree of experimentation on an animal? Is that justification pertinent to the human question or vice versa?

2.3 What does “unthinkable” mean?

This is a strange thing to say in this context. To state that something is unthinkable is a colloquialism that we use in everyday speech to mark out the horrific or disgusting. It does not mean the same as inconceivable as we would not say it unless the thought was possible. Nor does it mean that such ideas are illogical. It does seem to be a moral claim that we ought not to think about such things at all. However, seeing as we have thought about them to think we ought not to think about them, it is essentially a paradoxical statement. In a serious professional document, that has potentially major implications for the future of humanity and the rest of the biomass on this planet, it seems totally out of place. The point should be that indeed we ought to think about it – a lot.

2.4 Five senses of “unthinkable”

I can think of five reasons that it might be unthinkable. Firstly, perhaps the implication is that science is inherently ethical and would not allow such practices to occur so that no thinking is required! Secondly, and more likely, the separation of scientific from ethical considerations in fact highlights a special ethical worry regarding science that is to do with the spectre of Nazi experimentation on humans. Thirdly, it is perhaps understandable to say something is unthinkable as a policy-maker, where they actually mean that it should not be allowed to be on their agenda. Fourthly, and related to the preceding reason, perhaps it is proclaimed unthinkable because if we did think about it, it would be more likely to happen. Lastly, it may be that there is a hidden reference to the fact that many people would consider experimentation on animals to be similarly unthinkable although this is not at all alluded to in the text.

1. The “no thinking required” position is dubious to say the least but, even if it were so, why does this section on scientific considerations not at least outline the underlying ethical premises? Why does it seemingly command us to stop thinking? I think the answer lies in a misconception of what science is, what its ethical underpinnings are and what constitutes a valid ethical objection and again is related to my charge of technization.

2. With the implication of Nazi experimentation there is, far from a reliance on scientific morality, an underlying anxiety that scientists would allow that degree of experimentation on humans, given the right social circumstances or financial incentives. This spectre arouses feelings of horror within us related to both holocausts (the Nuclear one was a kind of experiment) and ethnic cleansing and is in this way unthinkable. It is unthinkable precisely because we can think of it, because it has, and is happening around the world
,
. This is a moral claim based on a sentiment, and as detailed earlier it is the sentiment of fear, that prohibits this activity. I would also suggest that the underlying thinking that allows human experimentation is related to technization as well, and the viewing of humans as standing reserve
 or means to an end
.

3. Maybe for policy-makers it is understandable to say “unthinkable” because it would be politically unacceptable to be seen to be supporting this issue: any debate might be construed as a tacit approval. This would seem a reasonable interpretation but a dangerous presumption on the part of policy-makers as it implies that the issue is not within their remit. If seen not to be within their remit then undoubtedly someone else will see it as up for grabs – especially in the international arena where it is easy to find parts of the world where life is cheap and technical problems can therefore be overcome.

4. What of the position that if we think about it, it is more likely to happen? This seems akin to magical thinking or superstition when stated thus. This sort of policy can be related to banning certain forms of swearing before 10p.m. on television, or making heroin illegal to possess without a prescription. There is an expectation that by limiting certain activities and thoughts, that the behaviour of people can be modified. Or, rather, that if certain things were allowed then people’s activities would be modified for the worse i.e. everyone would be swearing and “doing” drugs. Given the vast sums of money invested in advertising it would seem reasonable to expect that the modification of people’s behaviour is possible (although I do not take this as given - much money, I suspect, has been spent on useless advertising). However, any evidence that might back this position would undoubtedly be statistical and based on populations rather than individuals (again, this comes back to the technization of society and epistemology). This sort of mass brainwashing may be appropriate to the advertising industry but hardly so to the issue of human cloning. Policy-makers in this case would be attempting to avoid people developing nasty habits by not letting then think of any to start with – “just say no”. Superficially this seems like a good idea but displays a misunderstanding of the nature of knowledge. If it is the development of good habits that leads to a morally good life and telling people not to think about certain things is the complete opposite of the original Aristotelian project. Also Kant in What is Enlightenment?
, shows that to truly be enlightened requires an understanding of what is wrong in our society coupled with the discipline to carry out one’s duties to that society. This requires full and open debate with the courage to state opinions that may be wrong but cannot be criticised unless made public. Policy-makers are here caught between a rock and a hard place because they misunderstand both scientific knowledge and knowledge in general. They find it difficult to say why something is wrong with any moral certitude and because of a lack of time, and the tendency for arguments to be polarised, it is easier to remove the idea from the public domain and defer the debate to a future date.  Unfortunately, this is just lazy thinking and again leaves the barn door wide open for any rustler who fancies his chances.

5. Experimenting on animals is becoming a less accepted thing to do from a moral point of view. This may, in part, be due to the fact that humans are becoming increasingly isolated from a “working” relationship with animals resulting in an anthropomorphising of that relationship. The animals that we now have contact with tend to be pets that are compressed teleologically into human roles. There is subsequently a blurring of the line drawn between what is acceptable practice on animals compared to humans. Partly it is because the experimenting on, and farming of animals is becoming increasingly widespread and industrialised
. To many people experimenting on animals is abhorrent and the fact that it took 277 attempts for Dolly the sheep to be made shows that science is already out of step with acceptable moral practices.

2.5 What degree of experimentation would be thinkable?

The committee clearly do not think that all experimenting on humans is unthinkable. In the context of this report it would seem that if these technical problems are overcome there would be no specifically scientific objections to prohibit research into reproductive cloning. This statement is heavily underlined by the presumption that scientific practice is value-free which is discussed in Section 3. However, experimenting on humans is not generally held to be acceptable and I would suggest that if we need to think more comprehensively about why experimentation on humans is unacceptable. Without careful thought, once the technical problems are overcome, the way will be open to go ahead without further debate regardless of any adverse consequences. Adverse consequences always tend to be undermined by future possible benefits.

Experimenting on humans is only really allowed if it will confer some future benefit either to the individual, as in the case of some new cancer treatments, or to society in general. It is acceptable on the grounds of utilitarianism. There is a worry here about exploitation of the vulnerable but this is defended on the grounds that where informed consent is obtained that this is not exploitation. If people consent to research in the knowledge that it may benefit themselves or others then this is acceptable. However, determining when someone is truly fully informed or just hearing what he or she wants to hear is, as far as I can see, an impossible task. Even in retrospect the outcome will colour the interpretation of the previous events when interrogating either the experimenter or the experimentee. Moreover, in practical terms it would take a great deal of learning and practical experience to achieve the level of understanding necessary to be fully informed. Some may undergo this but many have neither the time nor the inclination. My own experience of obtaining consent for operations and other procedures is that I barely new the issues involved, not because of my lack of technical knowledge (although that was not always adequate either) but because of my lack of life experience. This results in an inability to empathise or understand what effect such a procedure would have on the practical aspects of that persons life. Now if this is as good as it gets in a so called value-free environment what happens when there are other currents working beneath the surface that are not explicitly shared.

For instance, take the area of scientific research and the search for “cures” to characteristics, which are now viewed as increasingly abnormal (because of the very fact that “cures” have been invented
). It can easily become normal, even to the practitioners themselves, to view technical hurdles and/or cost as being the only reasons behind reluctance to proceed with a given therapy. The corporations behind such therapies turn to human rights as a way of promoting their products. People have a right to live full and happy lives and if breast augmentation or hair rejuvenation will increase happiness and fulfilment then people have a “right” to those therapies. The underlying ethical objections are lost to the past or reprocessed to an alternative future practice in a kind of ethical bootstrapping: the fact that certain practices are unthinkable now puts current practices in a better ethical light in comparison. Hair rejuvenation is okay because we would not dream of genetically manipulating embryos to not go bald. This is the reverse of the slippery slope argument and just as useless
, it might be called the unshakeable principles argument. In the slippery slope argument it is if a given practice is allowed now then it will inevitably lead, due to the dilution of ethical principles, to depraved acts in the future. Conversely, in the unshakeable principles argument because our ethical principles are so well formed and fixed as to not allow this future act, we can be confident that current practice can proceed without ethical qualms.

When this argument is then ported to the “right” to reproduce, or the alleviation of illnesses affecting children, then the power of the argument seems to grow. It seems petty and mean to deprive people of possible benefits that would allow them to live happy and fulfilling lives instead of measurably miserable and unfulfilled ones. This seems to provide good ground for allowing some degree of experimentation on humans and if it is just a group of cells that is to be manipulated then why not? Asking parents to donate their embryos for research seems to make good sense and appears to be for the common good.

This demonstrates the power of the utilitarian argument and the importance of the declaration of competing interests. However, where the doctors advising and informing are not fully informed of the vested interests involved at the level of governmental policy where the backing of a multinational corporation is essential for private and public institutions
, no competing interests would necessarily be declared. Advertising presumably also affects what doctors think and do so that they start to believe the hype. Moreover, even if doctors were informed it would in fact be in their interests to promote these activities for that, after all, is the “business” of medicine
, and it could be justified that there is no competing interest because they would be simply giving people what they wanted.

The presentation of this ethical issue by the House of Lords Committee, although I am sure it is not maliciously done, opens the way for corporate concerns to hold sway in future arguments. Once technical problems are overcome the scientific objections would seem to crumble. I would also suggest that this is almost inevitable, as there will surely be a suitably rich couple who will fund this research somewhere where these scientific objections can be bypassed at the right price. They will also be able to justify their activities on the basis of utilitarianism and their “right” to reproduce. Because of this I believe that it is non-sensical to try and prohibit human reproductive cloning. As I have said it is a red herring debate and what needs to be addressed is the ethical vacuum within scientific practice.

2.6 The medical considerations

Medical considerations are dealt with in the same section as scientific and are likewise separated from the section on ethical considerations. Here they suggest that because the consequences of cloning animals are not well understood, and indeed there seems to be evidence that it is deleterious to the health of the animals so far cloned, it would be too risky to attempt the cloning of a human. They say that this is “not just a scientific issue”, that “it would be unethical to attempt to produce a cloned baby, given the high risk of abnormalities”
.

The implication here again is that there are some people who think that it is just a scientific issue and that the appeal to adverse consequences should stay their hands. I have argued before that the appeal to adverse consequences can never be a successful argument in the face of the maximisation of possible benefits. This is a classic consequentialist argument that would result in an overall benefit and could justify any means toward any end, regardless of the fact that it is an imaginary one. Indeed it is commonly argued that to suggest a slowing down of medical advancement is ethically wrong because it stops the discovery of new cures to disease. This is an ethical argument (and not a very good one) and, as they state, not just a scientific issue. Unfortunately by putting this in a separate section they again imply that once the technical problems are overcome there is no longer any ethical case to answer. 

Section 3

3.1 The  ‘proper’ ethical considerations

The Lords committee thought that ethical considerations are important because it “…is possible that in time the scientific difficulties could be overcome…”
. I think there is a problem here as the Lords’ view of the ‘proper’ ethical considerations do not make any direct reference to scientific practice. They delineate six ethical reasons why cloning should be prohibited.

1. Reproductive cloning could be used for eugenic purposes. They thought that just because a technique could be used for an immoral purpose does not give sufficient reason for it to be prohibited. This, rather in disguise, is the opposite argument to the “maximise future possible benefits” argument. Here they are suggesting a minimisation of future possible harms by reducing them effectively to nil. This gives the dubious position of being able to promote cloning on consequentialist grounds but to not be able to prohibit it on the same grounds. Further, this is at odds with their earlier claim that the technical difficulties make the consideration of cloning unthinkable. At this point they are saying that because it is immoral to conduct experiments on humans that this does give sufficient reason for the practice to be prohibited. This is a non-consequentialist argument based either on the virtue of action or on duties to humans. Unfortunately they are again painting themselves into the position that once the technical difficulties are overcome the way is open, because of the possible benefits, to allow reproductive cloning.

2. Human dignity is undermined because each person has the right to a unique genetic identity. But this argument is weakened by the fact that genetically identical twins have the same genetic identity, although their identities are given rather than chosen. Another difference, that they do not mention, that exists between twins and clones is a time difference
, which also confers at least a different narrative identity
 and arguably a different moral identity. 

3. They then made what they saw as being their strongest case against reproductive cloning. This is the familial and child welfare considerations. This is based on the fact that the strongest calls for reproductive cloning would come from infertile couples who were unable to have children any other way. Therefore, one of their cells would provide the genetic code for the new child. This would result in confused familial relations where a male child, for instance, would be the genetic son of its own grandparents, the genetic siblings of its uncles and aunts and the genetic uncle of its cousins. This would raise a level of ambiguity and emotional confusion to warrant, in the committee’s opinion, the prohibition of reproductive cloning. I think this is a weak argument because reproductive cloning would affect so few people that it seems to carry little general welfare or utilitarian weight. As for the individual child’s welfare, given that it would seem likely that he or she would come from the richer parts of society, their relative welfare would already be great, and certainly greater than if they had never existed at all. I also feel that given that familial relationships are a fluid entity at the best of times, that this ambiguity would have little bearing on the overall development of a family or the individuals within it. The same argument was raised regarding test-tube babies in the 1980’s (and this is what stimulated the formation of the Warnock Committee) but little or nothing is heard of this now and indeed it is almost seen as a right to have infertility treatment.

4. The situation where a couple had had a child that died. Reproductive cloning would give an opportunity to replace that child with no familial ambiguities. However, the committee objected to this because the child would not have been brought into the world for its own sake and would be expected to be a replacement whereas it may be significantly different due to environmental factors. Again I think in the situation where the couple are infertile that the objections are the same as the preceding paragraph and that this does not represent a coherent hindrance to cloning. Where the couple are not infertile it would seem a strange and morbid activity to undertake and because of this unjustifiable. Nevertheless there may, and probably will, be situations that would make this seem like the only course open to a couple and may easily be construed as a right. In fact, given that the child would have a separate identity this may give parents scope for arguing that it is incoherent to argue that they could expect the child to be the same as the one who died. Another way around the familial objections would be to clone from a stranger but the committee felt this would rather miss the point of cloning in the first place as, presumably, Artificial Insemination by Donor would perform the same function.

5. The right to reproduce. They pointed out that such a right has not been established in law and that there would be strong objections to it because it would subjugate the welfare rights of the child to the reproductive rights of the parents. This is complicated by the fact that the child in question does not exist and so does not have any welfare rights. The question arises as to whether it is better to have diminished welfare rights or not to exist at all. A further interesting twist, not mentioned by the committee, is that the rights of the individual who is replicating is being undermined, or at least diluted, by the production of a copy
. This might result in interesting debates over ownership and inheritance but is not a strong reason to prohibit cloning.

6. To meet the “needs” of infertile couples. They felt that this “should not take priority over the considerable scientific and ethical risks inherent in permitting reproductive cloning”. This alone, by identifying infertility as a “need”, shows how far down the line of technization we have come. This need would not exist without the technical advances that have occurred in the past thirty years.

The ethical confusion that the Lords committee has demonstrated is part of a process that has been happening over the past three hundred years starting from within the scientific community. MacIntyre has pointed out that this modern demarcation of life into different arenas of action has undermined the idea of the virtues because virtuous action only has meaning within the context of the good life as a whole
. Human cloning is an activity that occurs specifically within a subculture within society that has separate rules of conduct from the mainstream
. I shall now look at scientific practice and offer up a view that supports and explains how this has come about.

3.2 Science

Scientific knowledge, episteme
, was originally described by Aristotle as one of five intellectual virtues required to live a good life. He described it as “…demonstrative knowledge of the necessary and eternal.”
 Episteme was, for Aristotle, something that was derived from intuitive knowledge. He wrote that intuitive knowledge was “…knowledge of the principles from which science proceeds.”
 It is something prior to science and is given by the fact that we are in the world. As we grow and learn we are already within a cultural narrative that imparts knowledge to us before we ever are conscious of it, if indeed we ever fully are. Science therefore is already embedded within that narrative before we start to practice it. This is a fundamental fact that both committees have failed to recognise. They seem to think that science resides within a separate realm evidenced by their suspicion of it, as if it were something alien. They do not realise that it is not within a separate realm at all and that it is deeply set within our culture. Science is both informed by and informs the cultural narrative that the committee and everyone else resides within. This is the primary reason for why it cannot be value-free.

Our particular western cultural narrative has grown since the time of Descartes and reifies episteme to be the sum total of all knowledge. Everything that is uncertain is examined through the lens of science and is either defined by it or put on the “future research pile” – no other options are available. This rationalisation of knowledge lies at the heart of the political dilemma and is eloquently detailed by Michael Oakeshott
. In the setting up of a committee to advise on reproductive cloning the government is implying that there is a rational, universal principle, separate from the issues involved, nothing to do with either public sentiment or the practice of science, but existing a priori. Although this may not be their intended remit it is clear from the example given above that this is what happens in actuality. The ethical principles that the Warnock Inquiry suggested have now been set in stone as if they were immutable fact. Their stance on the status of the embryo has become something definite within our cultural narrative and this results in, and is the result of, our impoverished scientific narrative. Committees are under pressure to come up with the truth and this limits their ability to question why they have been given this task in the first place. 

There is more to knowledge than episteme, not least of which is phronesis
. This is knowledge of how to act in unique situations where there is no precedent – particularly pertinent in the question of new technology. Unfortunately science, and society, has become much more enamoured of techne, or knowledge of how to make things. It is this technization of society that has resulted in the concentration on how best to produce a product. This may be well and good when considering how best to make a car but research on embryos is done to make cures for genetic diseases. Healing, although an art, is to do with a return to a normal state of health, and, therefore, has no product. In this sense healing requires phronesis as it requires judgement of when and when not to intervene
. Modern research unfortunately no longer tries to restore a state of nature but attempts to replace nature with the artificial. There is an essential paradox here because the more advances are made in the diagnosis and treatment of diseases the less it is possible to clearly state what health entails. In the traditional narrative restoring health is achieved within the wider field of the patient, their illness and society and is but one part of a whole. The state of health only has meaning within a cultural narrative and cannot be defined as being within certain scientifically determined parameters. Health can only be achieved within the project of living a good life and that must be individualised to each person’s situation and capabilities. This requires phronesis both for the individual but also within the narrative that upholds the institutions of our society. MacIntyre proposes that it is the virtues that can give this narrative framework. This starts with virtuous practices that can only be virtuous if they are intelligible. They can only be intelligible by being a part of a wider narrative or history
. This is the importance of looking at the ethical dilemmas produced by the issue of cloning within the context of scientific practice and further to see that practice within the context of society and striving to live a good life.

Before a narrative like this can be formed there has to be an explanation for why the state of affairs as we now find it has come about. Husserl in The Crisis of the European Sciences, I believe, has explained this
.

3.3 Technization

There are four aspects to the process of technization as described historically by Husserl. These are the reification of episteme into representing the whole of knowledge; the loss of phronesis and its practical morality; the industrialisation process allowing the production of surpluses; and the growth of technical knowledge and its associated experts.

1. The success of technological discoveries around the time of the Enlightenment greatly bolstered the Galilean view of the universe. This view formally split our experience into two sorts. Objects in the world had two properties according to Galileo: primary qualities that resided within objects and could be measured; and secondary qualities that resided within us and could not be measured
. These two properties of objects under this system are classified further into objective and subjective experience, respectively.

2. Science at this time included theoretical philosophy, which was steeped in the tradition of a Christian ethic. Technological successes, within the comfort zone of that tradition, also gave rise to the expectation that a universal theory of philosophy would also be possible. This resulted in a search for equivalent objective ethical principles. However, practical morality is carried within phronesis and only has intelligibility within the project of living a good life and requires a reliance on tradition
. In the Galilean sense phronesis is subjective knowledge and therefore unmeasurable and has become increasingly viewed as ‘unreal’. This is why moral knowledge has fallen away within both science and society.

3. Industrialisation has resulted in the production of surpluses. New institutional frameworks have sprung up to provide the solution of how to “…distribute wealth and labour both unequally and yet legitimately according to criteria other than those generated by the kinship system”
. These governmental institutions then feed back into the system to legitimate new ways of securing more efficient methods of production so to create more wealth and so on. This work is governed by “technical rules based on empirical knowledge”
 (episteme). This knowledge is split off from social interaction which is “communicative action, symbolic interaction”
 (phronesis). There are now virtues that are associated with work that are separate from those associated with personal interaction – “It’s just business – nothing personal”. As a result of this demarcation and the subsequent loss of an intelligible virtue ethic, society no longer sees its goal as the attainment of the good life but rather the production of technology for its own sake. Societies communicative action then merely becomes a search for technology that will produce more wealth more efficiently and loses the ability to discuss, or hold within its practice, the investigation and attainment of what constitutes the good life.

4. This new form of knowledge, this technical knowledge, becomes the feed to the institutional system and replaces tradition, both to keep it going and to make it grow, as without continued increase in affluence the population would become unhappy and start to destabilise the system. All communicative action therefore becomes focused on solving technical problems. Oakeshott described this process as one that results in governments lurching from one crisis to the next. We certainly have evidence for that in recent times in the UK with the problems of drought, flooding, BSE, Foot and Mouth, health scares and the crisis in the health service. This is what leads governments into setting up special committees composed of experts to solve these crises. This means that public debate is ousted from the seat of government because the “…solution of technical problems is not dependent on public discussion”
. Even if the public are unhappy there is no outlet for general moral outrage and it never results in an uprising. This is because there is usually a pressure group (comprised of anti-whatever experts) which is relied on by society to “do something about it” leading to ignorance invoked apathy. The public are left with no input into the institutional system and an increasing sense that their purpose is a technological goal. There is an assumption within a sufficiently large part of society that they are literally part of a technological machine. Modern medicine and especially genetic research seems to promise the hope of the ultimate technological fix to all of life’s problems. The health service is the interface between science and the public at large, but there is no rebuttal here to this erroneous assumption that people are just cogs in a technological world. New diagnoses such as ME and Gulf War Syndrome are made and eventually formalised into “treatable” conditions that are given further bolstering by claims of compensation which encourages more people to approach health services
.

3.4 Scientific practice

In scientific practice no one can deny that both episteme and phronesis are used on a day to day basis. Technization has resulted, however, in a search to replace all phronesis with episteme: phronesis is simply made up of hunches and anecdotal knowledge that requires further research. There is no place in this system now for cultural narratives, such as morality, that lie outwith technological manipulation. This means that within scientific practice there is a moral immaturity. Moral immaturity is a dangerous commodity as it often results in worse acts of immorality than if there had been no moral sense whatsoever. This is due to the reaction to guilt, as rather than admit responsibility to bad actions the response tends to be a denial of any responsibility at all. This is the parable of the prodigal son and results in a wanton pursuit of bad actions in order to prove that lack of responsibility. Facetiously, one could say that scientific practice is almost by its own definition amoral (as it often claims to be value-free) and has no explicit code of virtue within its structure. There are also few stories of virtuous scientists – it is only their creations that struggle for dignity
. Both the idea of infertility as a disease, and the ability to perform experiments on embryos are creations of, or at least allowed to come into existence because of, science and that is why we are perplexed by differing moral standpoints about them. They have dignity and it is this that appeals to our feelings of moral right and wrong. 

There are some rules of conduct alluded to within science but they are inadequate and more to do with lip service than actions per se. There are four main areas that represent the moral code for science.

First, there is the good implied within the pursuit of knowledge. Unbridled, this obviously leads to the worries detailed by the Warnock Report in that certain practices should not be allowed regardless of the quality of the knowledge gained. In terms of virtue ethics the pursuit of knowledge should be done within the context of the good life that represents the telos for humankind.

Second, there is the expectation that fraud should not be committed in the publication of research. Fraud is not a crime that is limited to scientific practice, however, and is committed, I am sure, as frequently within scientific circles as without.

Third is the limit set on research bias by the process of peer review. At present, however, this is primarily an internal and opaque process that is wide open to abuse by cronyism and/or the blind acceptance of received wisdom.

Lastly, and more recently within the scientific press
, has been the move towards declaration of competing interests. Unfortunately, this process has been somewhat diluted by the tendency to rely on the fact that if competing interests are declared then everything is alright. It seems that then miraculously it will be clear to the reader which opinions to believe and which to ignore.

All these processes would be well and good if I did not have personal experience and anecdotal reports of how the medical fraternity carries out its practices. I have written on this before but it is sufficient to point out here that the form of hierarchy is such that juniors are, in general, mentally abused by long hours of highly stressful work and more often than not by the bullying tactics of their superiors. This is all good character building stuff but leaves little room for the development of a well-rounded socially and ethically mature individual. Also, with the growing relative importance of technical knowledge over practical knowledge there is increasingly less space to include true moral learning, based on experience and tradition, within the training required to produce the technicians necessary for today’s society. For this reason I do not think it is facetious to say that scientific practice is amoral as I believe it has been leached of its former moral tradition (based on “traditional” Christian virtues) and left with little of value as replacement. All this means that in scientific practice any technological advance, like human cloning, can be justified on the basis of maximising the possible advantages so as to provide an immature moral imperative to performing the said action.

Conclusion

Alasdair MacIntyre thinks that the virtues that we learn are taught to us via the myths and stories of our childhood and I wholeheartedly agree
. These stories form the stuff of life, which is essentially narrative
. He also thinks that the stories that we tell and live through are tragic in nature. This means that an expectation that there will be a single answer to a given ethical situation is wrong. Ethical decisions are difficult precisely because they are to do with weighing up equally valid alternatives. When one future is chosen over another there is always a sense of loss for what otherwise might have been. What becomes important therefore is not the future we aim at but how we live our life. Modern western society has lost sight of this perspective and is lost in the process of producing more choices in the hope that one of them will give us happiness: this is technization.

Human cloning is the archetype of technization: it is the final resting-place where the consumer finally becomes the product. I have shown that the ethical debate as stated so far by the Warnock and the Stem Cell Inquiries leave the way open for commercial exploitation once technical difficulties are overcome. There is no cogent argument to prohibit reproductive cloning. This is because they have focused on the product rather than the practice of science. They have so focused because they think the practice of science is divorced from society. 

This I believe to be erroneous and think that the amoral practice of science infects and is infected by society in a vicious circle. The answer to this is to present and interpret the history of science so that it can be seen in context and return to the original human project of discovering what constitutes the good life. This project is endless, rather than pointless as it is so often presented, because although there are ethical limitations on what we should do there are always choices to make. This may result in some people’s current or future needs no longer being met. This constitutes the tragedy of human existence but without it there could be no rejoicing in small mercies which is what makes life worthwhile and is the foundation of true happiness. What is required therefore is not a decision on whether human cloning should or should not be prohibited but rather a comprehensive review of scientific practice to re-introduce and re-value ethical mores. This must be done by choosing a past and a future that has ethical intelligibility. So, yes, narrative based ethics can not only provide a framework but is in fact the only way that the ethical issues of human cloning can be intelligibly discussed.

Epilogue

In Brave New World there are two societies: a rigid work orientated mass produced society kept happy by the use of soma; and a wild, brutish culture that lives outside the walls where people are free to do as they wish. Both are tragic in their own way but we aspire as a society towards freedom and it is the tragedy of the somatized that is the more poignant: perhaps because it is closer to the truth.
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