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The Interface Between Science and Ethics: Probing the Deeper Questions
Nancy L. Jones, Ph.D., Associate Professor of Pathology,
Wake Forest University Health Sciences (Winston-Salem, NC)
Editor’s Note: Center Fellows Nancy Jones and Bill
Cheshire represented CBHD at the American
Society of Bioethics and Humanities’ 5th Annual
Meeting, held October 24-2 7, 2002 in Baltimore,
Maryland. Drs. Jones and Cheshire participated in a
panel discussion entitled “Artificial and Asexual
Human
Embryos:
Grappling
for
Policy
Derivation.” Joining them on the panel were Glenn
McGee, Ph.D. of the University of Pennsylvania’s
Center for Bioethics and
Christine Coughlin, J.D. of
Wake Forest University School
of Law. Dr. Jones shares below
some of the insights gained
from this event and, more gen
erally, from her position as a
research scientist. Anyone wish
ing to successfully engage the
complex ethical issues raised by
biotechnology would do well to
take into account the considera
tions Dr. Jones presents below
before entering into the discus
sion.

munity is often not prepared to address the
deeper fundamental “scientific” justifications
for experimenting on the human embryo that
are already percolating throughout the scientific
community.

The next affront to our core cultural values
will arise from the resultant biological revolu
tion—rather than from
way scientists think is clinical practice and clinical
research. The same strate
often so fundamentally dif gies
for bioethical engage
ferent that the ‘answers’ to ment that resonate with a
bioethical issues offered by physician are often merely
noise to someone trained to
the non-scientific community “be a scientist” who
are perceived as (at best) only embraces pragmatism. How
can non-scientists effective
minimally relevant by those ly engage the ethical
who are actually pursuing debates spawned by emerg
biotechnologies? Using
the research in question.” ing
as an example the debate
over human embryonic
Debates over bioethical issues necessarily
stem cell research, I have offered an initial
involve people from diverse circles. Scientists,
framework for facilitating successful dialogue
health care professionals, lawyers, clergy, and
below.
representatives from other disciplines join for
merly-trained bioethicists in assessing the
Why Do Many Scientists Desire to
appropriateness of various forays within med
Experiment Upon Human Embryos?
icine and biotechnology. It is my hypothesis
Before simply speaking Out against research
that the way scientists think is often so funda
on human embryos, the above question should
mentally different that the “answers” to
bioethical issues offered by the non-scientific be thoughtfully entertained. Embryonic stem
community are perceived as (at best) only min cell research, “therapeutic” cloning, and
imally relevant by those who are actually pur regenerative medicine are merely second-tier
suing the research in question. Furthermore, I justifications for conducting research on
believe that the current system of medical human embryos. The first-tier justifications
ethics that governs clinical practice and were linked to clinical practice and “research”
human subject research is inherently limited in on human reproduction. The more recent
its ability to speak to the ethical decision-mak wave of justifications may have been publi
ing of biomedical “bench” (laboratory) cized so aggressively in part because the ther
researchers. Consequently, the bioethics corn- apeutic benefits allegedly promised by stem
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cell research, cloning, and regenerative
medicine have such widespread appeal.
However, the basic rationale for why sci
entists seek to engage in human embryo
research is actually much more deep-seat
ed. This is evident in the explanation that
Dr. Craig Venter and Dr. Hamilton Smith
offered
to the
Washington
Post
(November 21, 2002) to justify their plan
to create a man-made microbe containing
the minimum number of genes needed to
sustain life: “The goal is to fundamentally
understand the components of the most
basic living cell.”
For most scientists, the primary motiva
tion driving research on human embryos is
rooted in the fact that the embryo is the
earliest form of human life and therefore
the best experimental system for under
standing human development. These scien
tists believe that if they can discover how

“Perhaps nowhere is the maxim
‘What can be done should be done’
more exalted than in the context of
scientific research.”
the embryo is programmed, they can even
tually understand all of human function
ing. Th!s fundamental knowledge is the
carrot that scientists are essentially chas
ing; therefore, basing objections to embry
onic stem cell research on the premise that
there are alternative methods for securing
equal (and perhaps greater) therapeutic
benefits will likely prove to be only a tem
porary deterrent to research on human
embryos.
Why Do Many Scientists View Human
Embryo Research As Ethically Permissible?
Most research scientists are generally
removed from the medical setting and its
emphasis on clinical ethics and human
subject research. For decades, scientists
have been probing animal embryos in their
quest to obtain fundamental knowledge
about normal development, nuclear pro
gramming, patterns of inheritance, and tis
sue/organ growth and maintenance.
Within the context of such experimenta
tion, animal embryos are not even consid
ered to be “animals” and are not governed
by Animal Care and Use Guidelines. Only
the “adult” animals that donate the
oocytes or sperm to produce, or provide
wombs for, the embryos to be experiment
ed upon fall under the guidelines for ani
mal welfare supervision. This mentality
toward embryonic subjects also commonly

characterizes the attitudes of scientists
toward human embryos—leading to the
validation of human embryo research.
Why Do Many Scientists Oppose
Restrictions on Human Embryo Research?
Contrary to the suspicion of some, scien
tists pursuing research on human embryos
are not motivated by a simple base desire
to destroy human life. As mentioned
above, a primary goal of such research is,
rather, to determine the fundamentals of
human development and, by extension, to
improve human health. Many scientists
therefore regard restrictions on embryo
research as nothing but barriers to benefit
ting the human race. Perhaps nowhere is
the maxim “What can be done should be
done” more exalted than in the context of
scientific research. In a 2001 issue of
Fertility & Sterility (76(1): 132-37),
L.anzendorf et. al. articulated a crucial
concept that the bioethics community
must fully appreciate. To justify the cre
ation of embryos as a means of obtaining
embryonic stem cells for research purpos
es, they maintained that biomedical sci
ence has “the duty to provide mankind
with the best understanding of early
human development.” However, to invoke
the language of “duty” raises in my mind
another question: What limits the duty sci
entists have to acquire knowledge intend
ed for the benefit of humanity?
A Charge to the Bioethics and Scientific Communities
In keeping with our focus on embryonic
stem cell research, I would like to clarify
that the potential alternative of conducting
research on “adult” stem cells is not with
out merit. However, I think that a stronger
argument can be made than the often cited
claim that they will afford the same (or
even greater) therapeutic value as would
embryonic stem cells. Let me explain.
Although we are correct in the analysis
that adult stem cells do presently appear to
be more clinically beneficial than their
embryonic counterparts, the field of regen
erative medicine and stem cell transplanta
tion is still in its infancy. There is therefore
no guarantee that adult stem cell research
will continue to hold the advantage over
embryonic stem cell research. Rather than
tie their position to such a tenuous foun
dation, those in the bioethics community
must articulate a precedent for demanding
a morally higher ground that scientists are
obliged to uphold. The good news is that
there is already such a precedent in both
research and medicine: scientists and med
ical researchers don’t necessarily pursue

knowledge via the easiest venue possible if
someone can show them that doing so
would be unethical. For example, some
animal research that may have been con
sidered ethical just ten years ago is now
restricted as the result of increased concern
for animal welfare. This is the case even
though the experimental design may be
“compromised” as a result. It would seem,
then, that rather than limiting the heights
to which scientists aspire, bioethicists can
help spur them on to even higher levels of
excellence by challenging them to engage
only in experiments that are staked on
morally high ground.
Strategies for Engagement
The more I consider the use of human
embryos as research subjects, the more I
am confronted with the realization that
those who object to the use of human
embryos in research rarely address the fun
damental issues that are driving such
experimentation. We must recognize anew
that the battle is not against flesh and
blood, but against principalities and spiri
tual forces. Scientists are not the enemy.
Although they may propose protocols that
are unethical, our battle is not against
them personally.
I believe that forming genuine relation
ships with scientists and actually hearing
their concerns, motivations, and desires
will prove essential to effectively address
the next generation of bioethical chal
lenges that is fast encroaching upon us.
Secular bioethicists have long been provid
ing guidance behind the scenes through
serving on university ethics committees
and building relationships with scientists
Christian bioethicists also need to volun
teer their services and partner with scien
tists (as well as with the secular bioethi
cists) at their local universities. University
committees need outside community mem
bership to function and may likely wel
come such participation.
We scientists are trained to be doubters,
which means that we need to be presented
with the facts behind an ethical interpreta
tion and given the opportunity to think
through them for ourselves, rather than
being told what to believe or do. The task
of Christian bioethicists is to stay ahead of
the bioethics current, anticipating with the
scientists what various novel experiments
will mean and suggesting ethical ways to
pursue our common interest in serving
humanity.

40 Years of James Bond:
The Fruits of the Sexual Revolution
Paul van der BijI, Cultural Commentator
The Center for Bioethics and Human Dignity

News from the Field
Daniel TvlcConchie
Director of Public Relations & Public Policy
The Center for Bioethics and Human Dignity

Human Cloning Advocates Claim 1st Birth Near
No one debates that with the introduction of the contraceptive pill in 1960
significant cultural changes were set in motion—the most obvious being the
beginning of the sexual revolution exemplified in the separation of sexuali
ty from reproduction. In his book Life, Liberty and the Defense of Dignity,
Leon Kass, Chair of The President’s Council on Bioethics, despairs that we
are already on our way to establishing the “brave new world” Aldous
Huxley envisioned in 1932—a world where sexuality is bereft of love and
completely homogenized. At first read his statements seem a bit dramatic,
but I think his arguments are truly compelling and disturbing. Kass
observes: “Thanks to the sexual revolution, we have been able to deny in
practice, and increasingly in thought, the inherent procreative meaning of
sexuality itself. But if sex has no intrinsic connection to generating babies,
babies need have no necessary connection to sex.”
You don’t have to look far within popular culture to see this view of sexu
ality. It’s no coincidence that 1962 brought the first of the now 20 James
Bond films. With the introduction of saucy European films and Hugh
Hefner’s Playboy magazine, the entrance of James Bond was a perfect fit for
America’s new ideals. Bond was unencumbered by romance or obligation;
he was simply a sensualist with the good fortune to run into gorgeous
women equally interested in sex for its own sake. Agent 007 was the icon of
the sexual revolution, the embodiment of sexual freedom.
Now, I admit, I like a good action movie, even ones shy on content which
most of the Bond movies are. They’re eye candy. The super-spy agent 007
shoots and sneaks his way out of every imaginable squeeze, all the while
kissing the girls and saving the world. (And did I mention he gets all the
girls, at least two to three a movie? Some argue Bond is the classic misogy
nist, but in the context of the 60’s I would argue that the Bond women in
their own right are empowered icons of the sexual revolution. Their sexual
ity is a tool for manipulation, seduction, and power. For our culture this was
sex at its best—mutually detached and free of consequences. The most
recent Bond film, Die Another Day, fits neatly into the 60’s Bond mold, but
not all of the movies have viewed sex so casually. Interestingly enough, in
the mid-80’s when AIDS was a relatively new threat and promiscuity fell out
of favor, Bond’s 007 checked his ardor for two movies and had only one girl.
But, alas, this was short-lived, and by the 90’s “safe sex” had agent 007
back to his old philandering ways.
More recently, though, in the wake of a growing cultural tide of education
al STD campaigns and “Just Say No” motifs, the latest Bond films (partic
ularly the most recent) seem out of place. Why does our culture tolerate this
60’s free-sex ideal? I would argue, beyond the obvious fact that being Bond
will always be a male fantasy, that our culture’s desire to separate sex from
reproduction is the constant here. Within our culture people will differ on
their views of STD’s and how to handle the AIDS epidemic. The “Right”
will promote abstinence policies, the “Left” will uphold sex education and
free access to contraception, but both sides will quietly assent to the slow
inexorable separation of sexuality and reproduction. As we perhaps near the
birth of the first human clone, the separation of sex and reproduction begun
in 1960 is approaching its startling completion. Kass notes, “For this new
dispensation [the culture upholding such a separation], the clone is the ideal
emblem....”
It’s easy to wink and nod at the sexual innuendo in a Bond movie, although
even then we ought to ask ourselves how sexuality has become such a
humorous and lightly held topic. But we can’t wink and nod anymore as we
face great societal shifts in attitude regarding the meaning of sexuality.
Unless people speak out, James Bond will always hold the day.•

In late November, Severino Antinori, the Italian reproduc
tive specialist known for enabling a 62-year-old woman to
have a baby, claimed that a human clone will be born in
January 2003. Not to be outdone, Clonaid, the project of the
cult group the Raelians, claimed a couple of days later that
they have five clonal pregnancies in progress—with the
first baby due to be born by the end of 2002. In addition,
Panos Zavos, an American fertility specialist and former
partner of Severino, dismissed Antinori’s claims and assert
ed that he would be the first to offer proof of a successful
human cloning.
The race between these various individuals and groups
underscores the feverish determination to be first in the
human cloning race. However, there has been no proof yet
offered by anyone of a successful cloning of a human
embryo, let alone a successful clonal pregnancy and birth.
The lack of proof that a cloned embryo has been created
may reflect how much the competing parties see absolute
secrecy as a necessity to be first in their quest. However, if it
is revealed that no clonal pregnancies are actually under
way, it may also indicate just how far some will go for
media attention.
Group Offers Members ‘Preferred’ Organ Bank

If a person is in need of an organ transplant and cannot
obtain an organ from a family member or friend, he or she
has traditionally been at the mercy of the United Network
for Organ Sharing (UNOS). Currently about 80,000 people
are on the UNOS waiting list. 17 people on the list die each
day.
Now there is an alternative. Persons in need of a transplant
can join the non-profit group LifeSharers and potentially
move up the list.., for free. All that is required is that they
promise to donate their organs to any needy person in the
group first before permitting their organs to go to UNOS for
transplantation. Such ‘directed donations’ are not illegal,
though only 75 of them occurred in 2001.The founder of
LifeSharers, David J. Undis, claims that once the group
reaches 17,500, there will be a 50% chance that a donor
will match a needy recipient on the list. As of the end of
November, about 170 people had signed up. More informa
tion about this program is available at http://www.life
sharers.com.

