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Summary

In the spring of 2008, a lively debate on preimfsion genetic diagnosis (PGD) coloured the
Dutch media. Jet Bussemaker, acting state secriaiealth, Welfare and Sport, kick-started
the discussion when she issued a policy letter @B kh which she consulted the parliament on
the inclusion of the genetic defects BRCA 1/2 toDP@ocedures. These genetic mutations are
responsible for an aggressive form of breast aratiaw cancer. PGD can be used to select
embryos to prevent the transfer of hereditary dioms from one generation to the next, and thus
had appealing utility for several other hereditdiseases, among which Huntington’s disease and
Duchenne muscular dystrophy. While these diseasksdewvelop with 100% certainty if the
corresponding genetic mutation is present, the g&RCA 1/2 indicate only a high chance for
the development of breast and ovarian cancer.

The conservative ChristianUnion (CU) was unhappyBussemaker’s move. This political
party feels uncomfortable with any type of embregtestion because life is created, selected and
also destroyed in the process. The bad embryosieu@y thrown away in the PGD procedure
and, valuing unborn human life from the momentafcaeption, the CU felt morally troubled by
Bussemaker’s letter. Being part of the governmeuditlzeing ill-informed by Bussemaker, the CU
resisted the implications of the policy letter. gi@vent a serious conflict, Bussemaker withdrew
the letter and a period of internal deliberatiorsvaanounced. This conflict sparked a colourful
and emotional debate in the Dutch media centretth@mopic of PGD, and the CU’s opposition to
it.

This study focuses on the role of religious arguts@eployed in the PGD debate, as sketched
above. The main question addressed throughoutthigsis is:Can religious arguments be
valuable according to an analysis of a public deban preimplantation genetic diagnosis in
Dutch society?This question is tackled in two main steps: Thst fstep discusses whether there
are reasons according to which religious-mindeglgeshould restrict their speech in public. The
idea will be explored that religious reasoning nbigbt be suitable for public discourse, especially
when this reasoning implies a universality thataties how other (non-religious) people should
live their lives. The second approach to the maiestjon seeks to identify a rationale by which
one can say that religious arguments in some wégr af valuable contribution to the public
debate and, consequently, public policy on PGD.

Liberal political philosophers in particular haveyaed for some version of religious restraint in
public policy matters. In this study, | rely on ttleeory of John Rawls as expressedPaoiitical
Liberalism (PL). Chapter 2 contains an exposé of PL. Accordin®awls, policy on matters of
basic justice — and that includes PGD — can onlypfoperly justified by appealing to political
values. Because policy is essentially coercivézanis expect from one another that they advance
good reasons for their coercive actions. This mélamisarguments that limit someone’s freedom
need to express values that are equally fundamanthimutually embraced. Rawls argues that
citizens already endorse this principle through éeression of reciprocity: Because citizens
understand that other citizens do not share th@mpcehensive views on life, they feel they
should advance reasons which they can reasonapBcexther reasonable citizens to accept as



legitimate, justifying reasons for coercive polimgasures. In practice, this means that it would be
unreasonable to oppose gay marriage as an institofi the state because that would exemplify
an inequality on the basis of sex-preference. &myil it would be unreasonable to restrict
someone’s freedom to vote on the grounds that keallaw 1Q. The basic idea here is that of the
golden rule: do not do to others what you would k@t to be done to you. In the political arena,
one can only truly apply this rule when one reasaoording to the most fundamental liberal
ideas of freedom, equality, justice and all thahesessary for a democratic society to prosper.
Rawls offers a framework to assess the role ogjiii in public debate. Because the framework
has a liberal character, the conclusions of thaessnent should be particularly acceptable to
those who generally appreciate liberal ideas.

In Chapter 3, | describe the debate on PGD for whigcely on an inventory of typical
arguments and follow-up arguments drawn from siiendiscussions on new and emerging
science and technology. Such arguments can beocated along traditional ethical categories of
deontology, consequentialism, justice, virtue ettaod meta-ethics. Furthermore | have added a
category for responses that focus on the role®fQb instead of PGD. By dividing the different
arguments into different categories, the particdl@ontological, virtue ethical and meta-ethical
styles of reasoning can be made explicit. Of thgpes of arguments, the practise of the debate
shows how virtue ethical arguments are not coné@non their merits, but are instead
delegitimized as the opinion of the religious féke CU and their supporters are then labelled as
fundamentalists who wish to conform the privatedivof other people to their specific religious
views.

In Chapter 4, the arguments proposed by the CULtlaeid supporters are measured against the
theory of PL in order to analyse whether they amper political values. Meta-ethical arguments
are excluded for this assessment. In the pracfiseeodebate, meta-ethical arguments are more
about logic and rhetoric, and the values foundhimsé arguments can be placed in one of the
standard ethical categories. Along the lines oind@ogy and ethics of the good life, arguments
have been proposed against PGD. The deontologgairent that suggests human life — and that
includes an embryo — is worthy of protection, is@ally accepted as a legitimate concern. Many
disagree with the argument, but they accept itlagiimate concern, and so would Rawls, on the
grounds that respect for human life is a fundaneudktical value. The virtue ethical arguments
are more controversial. The analysis of these aegisnshows they express a sense of humility
and solidarity. Solidarity is arguably a key elemeha cooperative society, and humility is a
good life-expression of the respect for human [ifeese arguments too express proper political
values. According to the liberal theory of Rawlgligious-minded people have not been
unreasonable by advancing these arguments.

The good life arguments are used to portray a goewere solidarity and proper human
relations are at stake. They point to a future @heGD becomes more widely accepted and
where a chance for Alzheimer’s or even hay fevegghtnwarrant the use of PGD. In this matter, it
is not only important that these arguments exppeeper political values, but that they also
satisfy some level of credibility. Think about tbentroversy over climate change. The idea is that
people’s lives and society at large is at stakethisdrationale demands that action be taken. But
action is really only necessary when the threaergous and not imaginary.

For PGD, the imperative to take the good life conseeriously depends on the existence of a
slippery slope. The slippery slope is real wherrentrdecisions opt for similar decisions in the
future. By discovering what values and principlefim a decision, it can be shown whether a
future decision is already legitimized in advarcethe case of PGD, the slippery slope shows up
by including the genetic mutation that causes breascer to the selection procedures. Because
BRCA 1/2 only indicate a chance for developmenth& condition, a whole spectrum of new
diseases becomes eligible for PGD. The idea hehaidhere really is no principled distinction at
any point down the spectrum of chance: a chan&%f is similar to one of 60%. Every decision
implies the justification for the selection of ahet disease all the way down this slippery slope.



The slippery slope has been countered by suggesiigt does not exist because we as a society
basically have enough sense and sensibility togmtefurther developments. While it surely can
be argued that the slippery slope does not makbeiudevelopments necessary and the slippery
slope in this case does not point to anything eldsach as genetic enhancements, it is simply
naive to think that our future wisdom about PGIa @irect projection of our current moral ideas
about it. Instead of refuting the slippery slopee @hould explore how our present attitudes can
shape future decisions. The good life concerne®fiU and their supporters should thus be taken
seriously.

The exploration of the slippery slope is the taiChapter 5. Here | ask whether religious
arguments can be valuable. The question is a diffiene, for choosing a normative standard
inevitably runs the risk of only convincing one esioh the debate. After all, the different parties
are in conflict exactly because they appear to fhfferent ideas about the role of religion and
religious arguments in the first place. | have dedithis dilemma with the idea of amerlapping
wisdom a spinoff from the concept of an overlapping @nssis in PL. The overlapping wisdom
is that area where both religious and nonreligiageee on how the matter of PGD should be
governed. Crucial here is the proclaimed wisdonhe-4ense and sensibility — to stop at some
point down the slippery slope. Chapter 5 explom@s buch an attitude can be fostered in light of
the dynamics in the debate on PGD. The conclusdhat religious arguments — most notably
those of the good life are valuable in the discussion over PGD.

The research question addressed in this thesecessarily a broad one, and it produces a number
of surprising conclusions. My aim is to invoke het curiosity about the topics raised in this
summary, yet it is understandable that some readyist not wish to read through my extensive
treatment of Rawlsian philosophy, nor my empiridakcription of the debate. Therefore | will
suggest a short walkthrough by which readers withitéd time can get acquainted with the
fundaments and the highlights of this study. Chapi#.2 gives a broad idea about the main idea
of the research. In Chapter 2, the introduction 8edtions 2.5- 2.6 are especially informative,
though a warning is in place for the understandindpese sections depends partially on those that
precede them. Chapter 3 is a straightforward eogianalysis of the PGD debate drawing on a
large sample of quotes from key actors. Sectior&23elarify the methodology behind the
analysis. Where Chapter 2 provides a framework ¢éasure the arguments found in Chapter 3,
Chapters 4 and 5 take on the task of answeringnthie research question. Chapter 4 does not
leave much room for skipping content, but Sectidt® and 4.3 are definitely the analytical
highlight of this chapter. The same logic applie€hapter 5, but if one lacks the time to read it
all, I would certainly recommend reading its intugtlon and Sections 5.3-5.5.
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Preface

Those who are close to me will acknowledge tha lvehat one might call a full-blown atheist. |
do not believe in a supreme being (or supreme bemg sketched by religions generally and | am
convinced that people who do are mistaken. Thdt $dio have my own moral truths, which have
their origin in the period of the Enlightenment.oBk truths tell me to respect each and every
person’s search for meaning in life. | fully undarsl and respect that people can find comfort,
peace and meaning in articles of faith and | dowish to deprive anyone of their moral truths
even though they may not resemble my own.

This all does not mean that | cannot give an infnvalue judgment about religion or
religious institutions. Recently, the Catholic Ctlurwas severely criticized because of the
widespread child abuse in traditional Catholic sth@nd churches. The attitude of the Vatican
towards the many instances of abuse has beensjaggering. While acknowledging the horror
of the abuse, the Vatican also holds that this endiears no relation to the institution itself.
Moreover, on Holy Friday, the Franciscan Capuchied® who serves under pope Benedict XVI
likened the criticisms aimed at the Catholic Chundth anti-Semitism, a statement for which he
apologized shortly afterwards. Add to this the vat's view on condom use in Africa, and | must
agree with one of my personal heroes, Stephentkay,the Catholic Church is not a force for
good in the world. In a debate between supportaisopponents of the Catholic church in Central
Hall Westminster in 2009, Fry convinced ninety @rtcof the audience of his views.

Having said this, | have taken up the task to explmossible valuable religious arguments by
analyzing a debate on embryo selection. For theesaasons | can be critical of the Catholic
Church, | feel I am equally able to support a aagavour of the value of religious arguments, if |
were to discover it. This might feel a bit awkwdod those who see liberal and religious ideas as
opposing and conflicting. But although liberal argligious people are often each other’s
opponents in discussions, it is undeniably the daesethey share many basic ideas about morality
and the proper society. This overlap between pewjite different views on life and everything,
will guide the assessment of religious argumentkismstudy. In that spirit, | attempt to convince
both the religious and the nonreligious liberahking readers of my argument, though the nature
of the exploration requires that | be particularynvincing to liberal people like myself.

In the early stages of this study, | realized thateeded to be careful with my style of
reasoning. My task resembled that of a tightropékeva always struggling to keep the right
balance when walking from one side to another.thisrparticular study, the balance would have
to be struck between rational analytical argumants simultaneous appeals to both religious and
nonreligious people, who often profoundly disagabeut what makes up a rational argument in
the first place. | hope this study shows that | mteshed my balance and made my way
successfully to the other end of the rope.

| have a few people to thank for that. Intelledigaiost important was Prof. dr. Tsjalling
Swierstra, my first supervisor. Whenever | wasfadrisjalling’s analytical capacity and his sense
for overview helped to put me back on track. Olkstdnave been short, to the point, but always
helpful. To Prof. dr. Jan Hoogland, my second super, | do not only owe my thanks but also



an apology. After Jan agreed to be my second sigoenhe did not hear from me until | asked
him to review the writings in their final phaseam thankful for Jan’s participation and his
commentary that motivated me to clarify and adaptes of the writings.

On a more personal level | wish to express my @i to my housemates and my fellow
PSTS students. | have always enjoyed the many shighthe Bolwerk where we sometimes
seriously discussed philosophy or politics, usutling to acknowledge that 3am in the morning
is no time to think you have anything useful to.s@fen there are my parents, for whom
philosophy is sometimes just an awkward bunch ofmimotjumbo, but who have always
supported my efforts to develop my love for thecgibne of analytical thought. Finally and most
important is Floortje, the beautiful love of myejfwho supports, accepts and loves me despite all
of my flasws.



Chapter 1

Introduction

With new types of biomedical technologies comepbtential to improve our lives significantly.
Ripe with the promise to battle disease and cisetéchnological developments in the medical
field can improve the quality and length of humafe.| Fundamental to the more recent
developments in biomedical technology is the insirga understanding of the basic workings of
the human body. The discovery of the double helixWatson and Crick was an especially
important step towards understanding how our gemetikeup influences our well-being. From
this we have learned that, from the conceptionushén life onwards, the genes in our body tell
us whether we may be at risk of disease. In sorees¢cauch as cystic fibrosis and Huntington’s
disease, the genetic profile makes absolutely elbather the disease will occur or not.

Half a century after Watson’s and Crick’s breaktlgio, developments in embryonic stem
cells and preimplantation genetic diagnosis (PGBjnpse significant advancements in the
treatments of disease. Stem cells have the ahilityifferentiate into a range of specialized cell
types. For embryonic stem cells in particular, plssibilities to treat diseases such as Alzheimer
or Parkinson might be even greater than with otgpes of stem cells. PGD allows for the
differentiation between embryos such that the hgatain be selected and placed in the woman’s
womb with in vitro fertilization (IVF). In this c&s such an intervention can result in the disease
prevention. Developments in both types of embryotéchnologies are subject to moral
objections. At this point in time, research on eyobic stem cells and the procedure of PGD
cannot proceed without simultaneously destroyindorges. Some uphold that these medical
developments are therefore morally wrong. Anothee lof criticism focuses on the wider
consequences for society once these biomedicalindémiies become commonplace. This
criticism is best known as the Brave New World angat, named after the book by Aldous
Huxley, first published in 1932 [1]. If we are noareful, so the argument goes, and we allow
these technologies to become part of everyday tsodleey may pose threats to our present-day
morals and values.

1.1 Should religion govern technology?

Religious institutions and individuals are oftertte foreground of voicing concerns on cloning,
stem cell research, IVF or PGD. Informed by holgigares and comprehensive ideas about life,
objections are formulated against the use of entha® a means to cure reproductive health
maladies. Sometimes outright religious terminolégysed and psalms or other scriptures are
invoked to argue against technological and scientiévelopments in the field of medicine. A
clear example that shows why Christians struggté thie destruction of embryos can be found in
this passage: “Before | formed you in the womb éwnyou.” (Jeremiah 1.5) Also, the Vatican
often expresses how new scientific findings andhrtetogical possibilities should be integrated
within a religious view and society in general.tte Dignitas Personagethe Vatican formulates
several fundamental goods that medical technologtesuld respect. Among others, new
technologies should respect “human values of séxyal.) which require that the procreation of
a new human person come about as a result of thegad act specific to the love between a
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husband and wife” [2]. It should be no surpriset tiee Vatican is no supporter of conception
through IVF.

Such religious arguments, however, do not go uteigéd, and many opponents claim that
religious speakers should not rely on their religiscriptures and comprehensive ideas of the
good when they argue for a ban on stem cell resgR@D or IVF. Mostly liberal critics hold that
it is inappropriate to influence policy on the sasif a particular religious view while many
citizens who are subject to that policy do not shdre same conviction. In a constitutional
democracy, they argue, one should only try to fygiolicy on the basis of secular (nonreligious)
values that all citizens can share. The argumeumts aven deeper when these values are
historically placed in the period of the Enlightesrmy which gave way to reason above belief.
This milestone in history is used to explain hoigieus warfare made place for peaceful
coexistence of different religions. The critics clude that an involvement of religious thought
into the public domain is not only unjustified aiso jeopardizes the Enlightenment project of the
past centuries.

What role, if any, should religious arguments playpublic debate on new biomedical
technologies? Over the past decades there hassbbstantial discussion on the proper role of
religion when it comes to matters of policy. Altlgbuthe discussions have been intense and the
body of books and articles written about this tdmpis grown considerably, there is little sign of
agreement. Progress has been made though. Ondthefsihe critics, who usually reason from
liberal grounds, it has been suggested that argismeased on secular ideologies such as
utilitarianism are no less controversial than tielig arguments [3]. On the religious side of the
discussion, it has been suggested that religiooggtit can be most influential when translated
into secular terms [4]. These examples show therbgéneity of opinions on both the liberal and
the religious side on the proper role of religiaiguments. But when it comes to answering the
normative question of whether religious argumehtsifd influence policy, the two camps remain
divided.

1.2 On the value of religious arguments

Could a study on religious arguments on biomed®athnology add anything to what has already
been said? Scholars of religion have already fatase the history of religion in policy [5]; the
‘unliberal’ character of political theories such @t of Rawls [6] [7]; or even highlighted
religious ethical principles that may suit libemdlicy very well [8]. An analysis of religious
arguments links up to this last type of study.olld be shown whether, and how, religious people
endorse liberal principles when they argue in mudibate. But an analysis of arguments in a
debate on a biomedical technology has more poteiitiaffers an opportunity to identify and
assess the dynamics of an actual debate includengpte of religious arguments.

The discussions over the role of religion tend torkwfrom principles in which the
disagreement between the two disagreeing campdresds embedded. From a religious
perspective, they might hail the freedom of speg¢bbreby reducing the relevance of asking
whether theyoughtto restrain the religious element in their sped@h. it is asked how other
people dare to criticise the religious people faroking religious reason because everyone relies
on some sort of similar inspiration. From the ofHéyeral side, it is suggested that religious
people do not respect the opinion of others whey thy to enforce their specific ideas upon
others. In any case, these arguments provide edtmsitions from which both camps continue
keep the disagreement alive.

Simply to ask whether religious arguments aatuable helps to avoid getting too bogged
down in this entrenched disagreement. Upfront, sugaestion allows for an approach that aims
for consensus. The challenge in such a questisnriithe rationale by which a religious argument
can be considered valuable. | will return to thatter shortly, but first, | will discuss the resdar
question that will guide me throughout the lengtkhe chapters to come:

10



Chapter 1 Introduction

Can religious arguments be valuable according to amalysis of a public debate on
preimplantation genetic diagnosis in Dutch society?

In this question, a few ideas and concepts arigewiill be explained shortly. The technology of
PGD is further introduced in 1.3. The focus on &ljgudebate is original but logical, and offers
an opportunity to look at the actual role of redigg arguments. The concept and the analysis of a
public debate will be discussed in 1.4. The conoé religious argument will be discussed in
1.5. The topic of PGD is a suitable subject forehare still many uncertainties about its future
applications and religious groups have voiced magnycerns about it, in part because of those
uncertainties. Most importantly, a value-based yamiglof religious arguments is explored in the
following section

1.2.1 Two basic steps

Much weight rests on the connecting term ‘valualtethe research question. First, we should
recognize that the use of terminology matters greatdiscussions over embryos. This much has
become clear from debates in the United Statesrendigortion is often labelled as murder and
where those who argue over it position themselwbgreas ‘pro-life’ or ‘pro-choice’ depending
on which side they are on. Asking whether religiauguments can be valuable does not give
preference to supporters or opponents of religemgsiments in public debate. Instead, framing
the disagreement over the role of religion in tewhsalue provides an analytical method that
seeks consensus among competing parties. On asulbjere liberals and people of faith deeply
disagree, reaching an enduring consensus is adiyitt&ficult. On the liberal side it would
demand openness to the possibility that liberalatracy may thrive well on a dose of religious
influence. On the religious side it would requirdeeep respect for the liberal ideology so that the
religious arguments proposed do not come in canflith the most basic liberal values.

In Political Liberalism (1993) (PL), the most influential liberal political thestiof the 28
century, John Rawls, sets out his theory on pud#izates in liberal democratic society [3]. Rawls
argues that any argument that does not reflectahess of a liberal political conception of justice
has no legitimate place in the public forirRawls calls this way of proper reasoning ‘public
reason’. In practice, this means that argumentshaie to rely on those few values that can be
shared by all citizens such as freedom, equalitijastice. These values can be shaped according
to one’s own interpretation of them, such as freedo vote, equality of opportunity or solidarity
as an expression of both equality and justice. Axgpts that rely only on cultural or metaphysical
values are outside the scope of public reason lmad not be used to justify poliéy.

Rawls’s theory takes neutral ground because itsciples aim to be acceptable to both
religious and non-religious people. The theory bfi® a liberal theory and therefore, religious
people might have their reservations. In the académerature, furthermore, the demands of
public reason are not endorsed by all [7] [9] [I0¢netheless, if we may believe Rawls, people
understand that their specific system of beliefios shared by all. And furthermore, because of
that awareness, they themselves feel it would lbeasonable to impose their religious ideas upon
others. Only when those religious ideas supportesatea or principle that is crucial to the

| will use the terms “public forum” and “public sare” to refer to the arena or agora, which costaiplurality
of arguments with the aim of justifying policy. it different from Rawls’s ‘public reason.” The kttmakes
expresses an ideal on the way the public forumldhmzei morally governed.

2 This only goes for constitutional essentials arattens of basic justice, which will be explainedGhapter 2.
For now | will say that policy on PGD is arguablyraatter of basic justice. As an additional noteptighout
this thesis, the terms ‘policy’ or ‘law’ refer toatters of basic justice instead of other typesalifcy, unless
specified otherwise.

11
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existence and flourishing of liberal democracy witlzens endorse them in public debate. Hence,
if one follows Rawls’s line of reasoning, therellgads no problem because reasonable people
already endorse the limits of public reason.

Because PL is essentially a liberal theory and liez# provides neutral ground, it is a perfect
first step towards determining whether religiouguanents can be valuable. The main question
asks to explore whether a case can be made in rfadforeligious arguments. But since the
purpose of asking whether these arguments can lb@bla lies in the possibility of finding
agreement among both sides, the rationale of pubdson should be particularly acceptable to
those who generally oppose the use of stricthgi@lis arguments. Those arguments will thus be
measured against the demands of public reason. &uamalysis provides the opportunity to
conclude whether the religious arguments in thiecgjg debate on PGD are legitimate
arguments. The results of this analysis can bedauiChapter 4.

While this first step is about the possible reagoresxclude religious arguments, the second basic
step focuses on the positive contribution of thaggiments. A number of writers have already
focused on the limited value of the standard typesecular reasoning, most notably when it
comes to new biomedical technologies. PhilosophkesLeon Kass and Michael Sandel have
suggested that we are in need of a more comprefeensiral vocabulary. To talk about rights,
freedom and justice, they argue, gives little goa#ato the challenges that come with new
developments in cloning, stem cell research and .AGi83s makes a case for the preservation of
human dignity and Sandel fears for the loss ofesoftlues like solidarity, responsibility and
humility [11] [12]. Biotechnology may be employed produce better children, create ageless
bodies and make happier souls. But while we tryaimbat imperfections and improve our human
condition, do we not risk losing much that is ofue®

Kass and Sandel have convincingly argued for asofierhaps more religious, approach to
dealing with the challenges of new biomedical tetbgies. PGD is one of those technologies
that could fundamentally change the way peoplepseereation or contribute to changing the
relations between parents and children. Such coe@e abstract but there is good reason to take
them seriously. Technology enters society and opgneew spaces for ethical deliberation. In
those discussions, argumentative patterns emerdesame values will inevitably come in
conflict, most notably, the values of equality drebdom. During those discussions, the balance
between values is reaffirmed or realigned. Someraamts will win and others will lose. Kass
and Sandel believe that we currently have a prohilerour discussions on new biomedical
technologies. In particular, the rationale to usehhology as a means to reduce suffering is
extremely powerful. With respect to the softer esluin life, these thinkers hold that new
technologies and the strong justification to ussntlthreaten those softer, but important matters.
Ethical discussions on new and emerging technaogieeal these softer values and it is here that
religious arguments might be of particular value.

A positive conclusion on the value of religiouswargents should be convincing to those who
are most sceptical. The matter is difficult, foraking a convincing argument implies persuading
people — people who already endorse a well-reaspasition — that their judgments are in need
of revision. It is not at all certain that such aigument can be made, but, if possible, it should
reflect anoverlapping wisdonbetween supporters and opponents to PGD. Whete daohps
argue according to their own rational views anagiise with one another, it will be my aim to
identify those areas where they share an idea @G and its proper embedding in society.
Finding that consensus among the two camps — tleelapping wisdom — might provide a
rationale for discussing the religious argumentse fese arguments necessary to guide PGD
properly? And if so, could it be said they are adlie? Chapter 5 will pursue this matter.

12



Chapter 1 Introduction

1.3 Preimplantation genetic diagnosis

Preimplantation genetic diagnosis in the Nethedairsl the topic of the public debate. The
technology is an expansion ito vitro fertilization, which concerns the fertilization efgs in a
controlled environment, after which the fertilizedg — the embryo — is placed in a woman’s
womb. PGD is the screening of genetic deficits mbryos before they are implanted. A parent
who carries a genetic mutation typically has a Bfcent chance of transfering it to his or her
offspring. PGD allows for the selection between grab to ensure that future children do not
carry a genetic mutation that can eventually resultisease. Depending on the criteria for
screening, PGD could also increase the likelihamrdstuiccessful pregnancy (compared to IVF
without selection). In the Netherlands, PGD is gogyformed on a case to case basis. Depending
on the severity and nature of the disease and dissilplities for other types of treatment, a
committee of the institution where the treatmemt take place decides whether it is appropriate
to screen and select embryos for their geneticitie{il 3].

Depending on a woman'’s plans for future pregnan@esumber of eggs are harvested that
varies between as much as a few to thirty and fedys [14].A sufficient amount of eggs is
fertilized and one or two of them, pre-screeneduiodesired genetic mutations, will be placed
inside the woman’s womb. Usually, three days dé#dilization an embryo has grown to a size of
eight cells. At this point, one or two cells ar&emn from the embryo to be screened for the
particular genetic mutation. After the screeninghaf fertilized embryos, which is usually on the
fourth or fifth day after fertilization, the embrydhat do not carry the mutation are placed in the
woman’s womb. Remaining embryos may be frozen, whielps to save approximately 50% of
these embryo¥If an embryo has a genetic deficit or some ottregularity, if the parents choose
not to have another child, or if the state no lorggbsidizes the expensive procedures, unused
embryos might never be implantéd.

The technology of PGD that allows for the screerang selection of embryos can be applied
in a number of situations. PGD can be applied fonagenetic diseases such as Huntington’s
disease and Duchenne muscular dystrophy. When theesponding genetic mutation is
diagnosed, eventual development of the diseasertaic. PGD can also be used to screen for
genetic mutations where a positive result doesgnat certainty about the development of the
disease. The genetic mutations BRCA 1/2 fall unidisr category because approximately 65% of
the female carriers will eventually develop breestcer if no measures are taken [16]. In line
with BCRA 1/2, other genetic mutations that indé&catchance for a disease can be included in a
PGD procedure. Advancing one step further beyorel gpectrum of disease, other human
phenotypic traits can be identified and screenedhfthe genetic makeup of an embryo.

These possibilities give rise to controversy over desirability of PGD. On the one hand, people
wish to protect their future children from the dises they themselves carry. If there is a
technological possibility to prevent harm to onelsldren, it seems only right to pursue that
option. On the other hand, PGD is not morally ubfgmatic. It is argued that embryos, being
human life in its earliest phase but human lifeless, deserve our respect. It is argued that
although there is nothing wrong with trying to peavone’s children from harm, the morality of
that action changes completely when it result®édestruction of embryos.

In the Netherlands, the policy on PGD is constritg Planningsbesluit klinisch genetisch
onderzoek en erfelijksheidsadviserifig] (PKGOE). This regulation belongs to the lavet op

% Experiments are nowadays conducted to freeze tilizied egg cells. While the general consensus thias
only fertilized eggs, ergo embryos’, were suitafile such a procedure, the academic hospital of Ardaim
(AZM) has the intention to start freezing eggs 1@ [15].

“ In the Netherlands, a procedure has a successfrapgproximately 20%. The procedure is costly #ralstate
subsidizes the first three procedures.
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bijzondere medische verrichtingefi8] (WBMYV). It was first promulgated on 14 Jany2003
and was adapted on 16 February 2009 according @orgulationRegeling preimplantatie
genetische diagnosti¢k3] (RPGD). Before 16 February, the criteria f@P were formulated as
follows: “for decisions on PGD, it is central thtée individual parents have an elevated risk of
transferring a serious genetic condition or dise@aséheir child.” After 16 February, a more
comprehensive framework with criteria for PGD wasriulated. Now, not only the nature of the
disease matters in the decision to warrant PGDsbwbo do the possibilities for treatment, some
additional medical criteria, and psychological amaral factors.

1.4 Analysis of a public debate on PGD

The term ‘public debate’ in the research questioasdnot refer to just any kind of debate or to
one specific debate for that matter. ‘Public debagkers to the collection of arguments used in
debates to justify laws and to create policy. Tgfc public debates on new and emerging
technologies discuss whether the risks or morablpros of the topic under discussion justify
some sort of policy. The public debate is not re&td by physical boundaries and arguments
voiced on the radio may be just as relevant asthogten in a column. But since the voices in
such a debate intend to exercise influence oveacyoit is restricted by the influence of the

speaker. Practically this means that a commenhim&rnet forum holds little relevance, but a
column of a member of parliament in a national rEaper carries significant weight.

The Dutch debate on PGD in the spring of 2008 lallthe subject of analysis. The debate
was kick-started when Jet Bussemaker, state secretaHealth, Welfare and Sport, issued a
policy letter to the parliament on PGD [16]. Inttketter she announced her intention to widen the
use of PGD to protect against the genetic defe®REM 1/2 that are responsible for a form of
aggressive breast cancer. With this decision, sbkeel irritation among those of the conservative
Christian coalition partner, the ChristianUnion (CWUhe inclusion of BRCA to PGD procedures
means that, for the first time, a genetic mutatfoimcluded that does not give certainty about the
development of disease. Due to a serious disagrgemethe administration, Bussemaker
withdrew the letter and a period of internal deldi®n was announced. During that time, a
vigorous debate coloured the Dutch media. On tel@vj medical experts were positioned against
people of faith and the newspapers contained mpimjams from a variety of relevant actars.

The analysis of this debate will be performed with help of NEST-ethics [19]. NEST refers to
New and Emerging Science and Technology, and NHEBTsis basically an inventory of
arguments that usually occur in debates about NE&Iv technologies come with uncertainty
about their possible implications and this chanéstie drives specific lines of reasoning. For new
science and technologies, a distinctive group otearring arguments can then be identified.
Arguments are used because they carry specifingttren specific situations and subsequently
invoke typical responses because those too arieydarty powerful. A debate is therefore much
like an arena where strategic steps and counteturesaare taken to ensure vict8yjor example,
one can argue that a human embryo is human andfoherdeserves protection. A typical
response would be to suggest that it really is noenthan a mere bunch of cells and it would be
silly to assign moral rights to it.

NEST-ethics helps to structure the debate in tivespapers and on television, and compare
the two camps’ arguments face-to-face. Along défferethical categories, the relation between
arguments and responses are easily identified. Men@eople who express arguments do not
always say against whom or against which positteey texactly argue. Therefore, one might

® There are basically two sides in the discussioithvh will label as ‘religious’ and ‘liberal’ thraghout this
research. Naturally, this distinction does not mieat opponents of PGD do not share liberal priesipor that
supporters of PGD are all non-religious liberals.

® The arena-metaphor is borrowed from SwierstratsRip’s article on NEST-ethics.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

wonder whether the reconstruction by means of NESIIGs is true to the intentions of those who
argue. Does the NEST-ethics approach possibly pedlready biased information? This is a
serious concern which should be answered. The ioxef NEST-ethics relies on the idea that

arguments are used in specific situations becdizdas when they are most powerful. Patterning
the arguments to make them interlock only means ttia specific strength of each specific

argument is respected. If we may assume that aatoes debate voice particular arguments
because they feel that an argument is particukplyropriate (an easily defended assumption),
NEST-ethics only helps to reconstruct a debatedtcimthe intentions of the actors.

NEST-ethics plays a crucial role in this reseamt B more than just a way to categorize
arguments in the debate. The identification of arguntative patterns helps to identify the position
of religious arguments. If religious arguments ygdittle value, one might expect to see striking
counterarguments. However, from typical argumevegagiatterns on NEST, it is also clear that
some arguments are not really countered but arginsdized. Those arguments are seen as
inappropriate for public deliberation because theflect personal and private matters. This
rhetorical move appears to be particularly prominenthe debate on PGD where the CU is
blamed for imposing their Christian ideas upon rth&Vhether this is a reasonable attitude will
be discussed in the section on Rawlsian publicoreaBut first, it is my aim to explore the value
of religious arguments. Here too, NEST-ethics pithve its worth. PGD, like any other new and
controversial technology, opens up spaces for &thieliberation. In those spaces values come in
conflict which can clearly be identified with NESThics. An analysis of the debate makes clear
how some values win and others lose.

1.5 Religious arguments

So far | have used the term ‘religious argumergély without explaining what is exactly meant
by it. Intuitively, the reader will be able to gpaa general idea about it, but an elaboration is in
place: Encyclopaedia Britannica describes ‘religiast “Human beings’ relation to that which
they regard as holy, sacred, spiritual, or diviReligion is commonly regarded as consisting of a
person’s relation to God or to gods or spirits”][28 search in a dictionary provides several
results of which the first two are: “a set of bdieoncerning the cause, nature, and purpose of the
universe, esp. when considered as the creation safpearhuman agency or agencies, usually
involving devotional and ritual observances, anttrofcontaining a moral code governing the
conduct of human affairs,” and: “a specific fundautaé set of beliefs and practices generally
agreed upon by a number of persons or sects: thsti@h religion; the Buddhist religion” [21].

God. Nature. The purpose of the universe. Ritllsdamental sets of beliefs. Practices and
beliefs agreed upon by a number of persons. Religam be described in many ways and it does
not seem possible to give a strict definition dfut most people would be able to identify it when
they see it. Just as there is no generally accepatidfactory definition of religion, so is there
satisfactory definition for a religious argumenutBhat does not mean that religious arguments
cannot be identified. See, for example, how a ¥odlp of Christianity could argue both in a
religious or a nonreligious way: Think of Peter gi#ris example of the drowning child in a
shallow pond. Singer argues that it is one’s datywtade in and pull the child out.” The muddy
clothes are a small price to pay considering treghdef the child would have been significantly
worse [22]. A different argument for the same attiould be made, for example, by appealing to
the parable of the Good Samaritan in Christiarpsane.

In the latter case, a religious argument is anragqi that relies on religious scripture. But for
many arguments, this link is not easily establisidrality itself is continuously changing such
that a man held to be good a couple of centuriesiayilified today. The words in religious
scriptures remain the same yet with each passiag yeligious books appear to be holding more

" Chapters 3 and 4 discuss these rhetorical moves.
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and more evils. Therefore, reinterpretation is seagy as time passes and morality changes. Over
the years, religion has become an institution witiak often evolved with the spirit of the time.
Scriptures are reinterpreted and the answers tewée] the universe and everything else are
constantly changing. Stories such as that of thedG@amaritan are still referred to constantly,
and many verses or psalms will always contain soneeal wisdom. Nonetheless, religious
arguments, or arguments inspired by religion, dtenonot mere evocations of words from the
past.

So, the question remains: how do we recognizeiogligarguments as such? The answer lies
in the practice of the debate. Where conflicts g@end people fight over the legitimacy of one
another’s position, controversial arguments — thik@se voiced by religious people — are likely to
be found. In the debate on PGD, the conflict broNer the role of those who reason from a
religious background. It is difficult, however, éosgue when an argument is religious or not, for
there remains no general consensus on what religaly is. Therefore, it would be good to look
at the actors in the debate and see what theypiiobdlematic about religion. The general idea
would be that religious people appear to ‘tell otheople how to live their lives.” More than
others, people of faith tend to base their argument ideas of the good life and the proper
society. These are the arguments that others dftenproblematic and, as such, will be of
particular interest in this research.

1.6 Overview

Chapter 2 contains a thorough investigation of RaMolitical Liberalism.A few concepts stand
central, of which overlapping consensus and pubbson are most relevant. In this chapter, | will
make explicit how Rawls’s liberal theory arguest tath citizens should be motivated to exercise
some restraint when justifying coercive laws. Ilwalso make clear the ways in which the theory
helps to demarcate between proper arguments fdicpldbate and arguments that might be ‘too
religious.” Chapter 3 offers a description of trebdte along the lines of NEST-ethics. Arguments
in the debate on PGD are clustered in differeritatltategories and they are discussed in relation
to each other. By virtue of the plurality of argumee and the aim to provide a thorough and
accurate description of the debate, this chaptenisextensive one. Chapter 4 endeavours to
discuss the role of religious arguments in the telba PGD. First the question is raised as to
whether those arguments can live up to the demaingisblic reason. Second, | consider whether
those arguments should be taken seriously. Ch&ptesmpletes the assessment on religious
arguments and asks whether they are valuable.ddaehiere is to search for a rationale by which
critics of religion in public might conclude thatligious arguments can be valuable. Chapter 6
closes off with a discussion.
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Chapter 2

Rawls and the Public Forum

John Rawls played a decisive role in liberal pdditi thinking of the twentieth century. In
particular the volume#a Theory of Justic€TJ) [23] andPolitical Liberalism(PL) [3] have been
very influential. In the first volume, Rawls setatchis idea of justice as fairness, which he
considers to be morally superior to utilitarianighe other well-known liberal doctrine. In TJ it is
assumed that citizens will accept the two govermngciples of justice as fairness in a well-
ordered societ§.In reality, however, a well-ordered society whallecitizens happily endorse the
principles of TJ is unrealistic. People always hawel always will disagree on principles of
justice and the general good. In PL, Rawls recagnthis problem and reconceptualises justice as
fairness of TJ as a moral conception of justig8], p. xvii), which can be distinguished from a
political conception of justice, which is the focofsPL.

Citizens affirm different worldviews, or doctriness Rawls calls it, which may inform
people’s views on every aspect of life. The modwetrine tells about preferable ways of life and
living, the more comprehensive it is. Prime exaramiepartially or fully comprehensive doctrines
are religions, but also Marxism or more liberaldlbgies such as Kantianism or utilitarianism, are
comprehensive doctrines. Rawls defines a doctrisecamprehensive when ‘it includes
conceptions of what is of value in human life, &tehls of personal character, as well as ideals of
friendship and of familial and associational relaships and much else that is to inform our
conduct, and in the limit to our life as a wholg3], p. 13) None of these doctrines command the
support of citizens generally and it is unlikelatlone will gain the allegiance of all citizengne
foreseeable future.

Consider the two worldviews of Christianity andlitdarianism. The latter dictates that the
moral worth of an action follows from its contriban to happiness. It tells us whether actions are
right or wrong and it poses a moral obligation up@ople to act in a way that contributes to
increased happiness. Christianity urges its follswe learn from the teachings of Jesus Christ,
the Son of God, who, among other lessons, teadimsg forgiveness, sin, humility and salvation.
The followers of Christianity and utilitarianismeaboth convinced that the principles of their
respective worldviews indicate proper moral actidg what rationale, then, does it seem likely
that all of the followers of Christianity will tr&din their system of beliefs for utilitarianism? Or
by what motivation may all utilitarians come to enstand they have been wrong all along and
admit that the teachings of Christianity are supdp that of utilitarianism?

8 «“A. Each person has an equal right to a fully adeggaheme of equal basic liberties, which is coibfeat

with a similar scheme of liberties for all.

B. Social and economic inequalities are to satigfy conditions. First, they must be attached tdceff and
positions open to all under conditions of fair digyaf opportunity; and second, they must be te reatest
benefit of the least advantaged members of sotidty.

° Moreover, in PL, Rawls uses the fact of reasonphlealism to change the idea of justice as fasrssthat is
can be a proper political conception of justice phrticular, the role of the original position byhish Rawls
determines how rational citizens will uphold thenssprinciples of justice, has changed. | will copaek to this
point in my discussion of the original positionAr8.
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The problem is the following: To put it in Rawlsigords, “a modern democratic society is

characterized not simply by a pluralism of comprediee religious, philosophical, and moral

doctrines but by a pluralism of incompatible yeasenable comprehensive doctrines.” ([3], p.
xvi) A reasonable doctrine would be one that accép essentials of a democratic society which
always considers people to be free and equal fitsisand foremost free democratic society that
allows citizens to confirm either Christianity, dsh, Judaism, Marxism or a Kantian doctrine
under one and the same democratic redfinéet, and | wish to emphasize what follows now,
while these people disagree on many aspects ofitiéduding justice, they also affirm the same
political conception of justice (as opposed torm@ral conception of justice). Citizens accept the
constitution, the laws, the institutions and thandiards that make up political justice in a
democratic regime. It is this dualism between tladls political society supported by all citizens
and the private worldviews about which citizens deeply divided, that is the problem and
inspiration of PL.

In this chapter, a complete overview of PL is givEhe aim is not only to provide a thorough
description of the theory, but simultaneously towlihe relevance of the theory in connection to
a debate on PGD. It will become clear how and why#Rvides a convincing framework for the
evaluation of religious arguments.

2.1 Political Liberalism

PL tries to uncover the conditions and content pbkical conception of justice that is acceptable
to free and equal citizens who affirm different guehensive, religious, philosophical and moral
doctrines. Always the answers can be found by looking at what ppies are implicit in
democratic regimes for it is here where free andakgitizens live in a stable society with
legitimate law. These ideas of stability and legécy are essential because they arise as problems
from the dualism between citizens accepting law amntultaneously affirming different
comprehensive views. The problem of PL can therfobmulated in the question: “how is it
possible that there may exist over time a stable jast society of free and equal citizens
profoundly divided by reasonable though incompatilbkligious, philosophical and moral
doctrines?” ([3], p. xviii)

The answer to this question starts with an asswmif the citizen as possessing two moral
powers — a capacity for a sense of justice an@ foonception of the good. It is fully rational for
citizens to accept different and competing prirespbf the good, whether it be utilitarian or
Christian. In justice as fairness in TJ, howevke, tational good and the capacity for a sense of
justice belong to one theory of justice. PL recagsithat justice in a society with a plurality of
doctrines can never rely on a single rational idga.instead, Rawls prioritizes the reasonable
above the rational. This means that citizens magysutheir own ideas of the good insofar as they
recognize that others citizens may do the samehilVdé reasonable scope, there are then only a
few principles about which we can say that theyappall and restrict the pursuit of the good.

In the end, Rawls builds towards an understandfrifye political relation among citizens: a
relation that does not specify that citizens shoatdept rational principles of the good, as
comprehensive doctrines usually do, but speciftg titizens may live together while accepting
that they disagree and respect another’s ideaseofbvod. Rawls captures the political relation
among citizens under the idea of public reasonli®ubason aims to specify how the political
relation is to be understood between citizens roatance with the ideals and the reality of a
democratic society. This means that public reasoldd upon the idea that citizens are free and
equal and accepts that they all endorse differedtimcompatible comprehensive views. In view
of this, the citizens are considered to have theamand intellectual capacities to distinguish
between the reasons they may propose on fundampalitical questions, which are public

1% Not to say that all doctrines have only reasonalg#enents or are equally reasonable.
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reasons, and those reasons that concern any o#ttermnin the following sections, | will make
clear exactly what counts as a good reason, whal & policy it may address, and how this fair
system of cooperation works.

2.2 Principles of democracy

One of the ideas implicit in the idea of democrasythat of “society as a fair system of
cooperation over time, from one generation to tegt'h([3], p. 15). Democracies in Western
Europe and Northern America are prime examples avbiizens are engaged in a system of fair
cooperation. People here accept and respect the amd procedures that legitimate law places
upon them. Whenever efforts are made to changérexisws or introduce new ones, citizens do
not use methods of revolution or rebellion but east make use of the opportunities available
within democracy such as free speech, the rightidic assembly, the right to demonstrate or the
ability to become politically active. Whenever zé&ns are not able to achieve desirable changes
such as a higher minimum wage or lower health casts, they consider the laws in place to be
legitimate despite their own opposition, and witley them. Note that in a democracy, despite
fundamental differences between ideas on propencgoiz policy, citizens work together under
law and procedures that are acceptable to allecitiz The idea of society as a fair system of
cooperation is not just an ideal, but is a redhst is confirmed daily in Western democracies.

Another idea implicit in the idea of democracy ahd idea of society as a fair system of
cooperation is that of the reasonable citizenz@its who underline democracy as a fair system of
cooperation respect their fellow citizens as frad aqual human beings. Rawls formulates this
respect according to a principle of reciprocity,iefhmeans that one should be prepared to
“propose principles and standards as fair termsoaiperation and to abide by them willingly,
given the assurance that others will likewise dd §8], p. 49) The idea of reciprocity expresses
the relation between citizens in a democracy whdres and equal citizens exercise political
power over one another. It can furthermore be féated as a criterion which says: “our exercise
of political power is proper only when we sincerélglieve that the reasons we offer for our
political action may reasonably be accepted byrotitezens as a justification of those actions.”
([3], p. xliv) It basically says that political p@w (condensed in laws and institutions and enacted
by citizens, politicians and judges) can only beperly justified if is exercised in accordance
with conditions that are acceptable to all citizeimsethics and religion this principle is often
better known as the golden rdfe.

Two remarks about the reasonable citizen: firsshibuld be stressed that the reasonable
citizen is not just a concept present in the idéalemocracy. Rather, people accept that their full
outlook on life may not be shared by all citize@#izens accept that policy that applies to all
should not involve those ideas that only a few rshgre, but should consist of those values
citizens share generally, including the conditioesessary to ensure théhiThen, in the ideas of
society as a fair system of cooperation and theorgble citizen we can see how citizens who
affirm different comprehensive doctrines nonethekscept that there are limits to the policy they
can reasonably impose upon each other. Secone@fittectitizens as reasonable means that they
are defined as political beings. Here, the ternasomable’ says little about one’s character
concerning non-political affairs such as the stgq@oal well-intentioned, but overprotective
father who is seen as unreasonable in his daughdges. Reasonableness, as meant in the context
of PL, is thus a moral political conception thatyosuggests that citizens (are willing to) act
according to a principle of reciprocity that isanfhed by the values of freedom and equality.

2 An example in Luke 6:31: “And as ye would that nséould do to you, do ye also to them likewise.”
2 For example, because citizens in a democracy rarelvied in collective self-rule, they should have t
possibilities to exercise their power and be gitrenmeans to vote.
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2.3 A political conception of justice

We can see that citizens are in agreement ondiairst of cooperation, which finds its inspiration
in a respect for all citizens as being free andakgnd a natural tendency to only accept policy
that satisfies the principle of reciprocity. Rawkptures this idea under a political conception of
justice that is shared by all citizens. In theadtiction to this chapter, | distinguished the padit
from the moral conception of justice. The latter s par with any other reasonable
comprehensive view in the sense that it gives @&iapposition for values and norms that not
everyone may share. In contrast, the political eption of justice only aims to specify those
values and standards (which we can call politiedl®s) that are necessary for a stable and just
society to exist over time, always assuming thera pluralism of comprehensive doctrines. A
political conception of justice then can be defined the features that separate it from
comprehensive doctrines. Such is the task of PLiawil be discussed shortly according to: 1)
the subject or scope; 2) the mode of representadiuh, 3) the content of a political conception of
justice.

To continue, a first characteristic of a politicainception of justice is that it applies to thesica
structure of society, which (...) | take to be a nmodeonstitutional democracy” ([3], p. 11). By
this, Rawls means that it concerns only thosetingins, rules of law and principles in general
that collectively govern conduct in society accoglio a fair system of cooperation. To explain,
not just any coercive law falls under the scopepuablic reason. Only those “constitutional
essentials and questions of basic justice” ([3R¥1), on the principles of which citizens should
agree, can belong to a political conception ofigestRemember that reasonable citizens willingly
conform to the demands of reciprocity when it consehe exercise of political power over those
who live under the same rule of law. Those citizagsee that comprehensive values, such as
religious ones on salvation or eternal life, orestialues such as love, friendship or altruism,
form no legitimate basis for the exercise of pcditipower and would not qualify as a public
reason.

Then the question might be raised how we can datablretween constitutional essentials or
matters of basic justice and other types of politly@ constitutional essentials specify the relation
between citizens on the most fundamental levelgfts and duties in light of a fair system of
cooperation. Citizens agree on these principlasthiey concern the most basic interpretations of
freedom and equality, including freedom of speectequal suffrage, as well as standards to
secure these principles, including the ability toamge constitutional essentials only when
mandated by a large majority. Note that | have tgexpplied the democratic principles discussed
in 2.2 to the idea of the overarching constitutldaa that specifies the relation between free and
equal citizens on the most fundamental level.

The idea of “basic justice”, however, is less gfindfiorward. In the additional sections added
to PL, namely “Introduction to the Paperback Editi@and “The Idea of Public Reason” [3],
Rawls makes clear what he understands matters ¢ lpastice to be. In a footnote, Rawls
suggests that “matters of basic justice relat@edoiasic structure of society and so would concern
questions of basic economic and social justiceatiner things not covered by a constitution” ([3],
p. xlviii, 442). But this category remains very aibst, and whenever Rawls considers matters that
may be categorized as basic justice, there is ptaeation as to why that would be. Consider the
case of abortion, which Rawls also discusses beap to political values only ([3], p. 243
footnote:32). | agree (and | assume that | agreéb ®awls) that policy on abortion should be
considered as a matter of basic justice. But idstdaarguing why abortion would qualify as a
guestion of basic justice, Rawls simply assumesithihe case ([3], p. 244 footnote: 32).

To see what counts as a matter of basic justiceshemild return, as | often do in my
assessment of Rawls’s PL, to the basic principleemocratic society. To recap, people are free
and equal citizens who work together in a fair eysiof cooperation. Whenever citizens argue
that a certain principle should inform policy, givthat the principleinmistakably influencethe
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freedom or equality of citizens, they should argleng the lines of the principle of reciprocity,

which suggests that they need to offer reasonshniey reasonably believe other citizens will
reasonably accept as relevant arguments. In thtersent, | have italicized the principle that
distinguishes matters of basic justice from othatters of justice, as | understand it (and as |
believe Rawls understandsif).

Whether something is a matter of basic justicensaster of degree. When applied to the case
of abortion, we can understand that any law thahipits or constrains abortion is a matter of
basic justice because it can begoéat influencdo a woman’s freedom and equality as a citizen.
Therefore, reasons to constrain abortion need povess political values that all citizens may
share. On abortion, that principle would be the prggection of human life. Whether this means
that abortion should be illegal, simply possibleatiowed under some restrictions, is negotiable
in normal political process. Concerning the questd pollution, it may rightly be argued that
because pollution is of influence to citizens’ llealt qualifies as a matter of basic justice. But
much depends on the degree of pollution. Not arlitigaed decision that brings about a level
pollution, such as licensing a power plant, falisler the scope of basic justice, and, hence, public
reason. To some degree all citizens pollute. Thestipn is whether that pollution may be of such
influence to the health of citizens that it shob& constrained by the principle of reciprocity. To
conclude this discussion on constitutional essksnéiad matters of basic justice, | wish to remark
that there are certain rights that are easily $ipecisuch as freedom of speech or equal suffrage,
which can be embedded in the constitution. Themetrege those cases where citizens are
motivated to argue reciprocally when the policyhahd may have significant influence on the
citizens who will be affected most by it. Citizesn®, however, less likely to consider it their duty
to reason reciprocally when the matters of basitiga are less visible.

Second, the political conception of justice shdaddseen as a ‘freestanding view.” ([3], p. 10) As
discussed, citizens agree about the basic prirscgiigustice that should inform political power.
Because these principles do not rely on other cehersive views, it should be seen as
unattached (freestanding) from them. Furthermdre,political conception of justice is ‘neutral’
towards the wider systems of belief that citizerssyrmaintain. It is neutral in the sense that it
does not aim to prefer any comprehensive doctrgg another. That, however, does not imply
comprehensive views find equal currency in a piticonception of justice. It is likely that a
religious perspective may find the political to @at with some religious values. In Christianity,
for example, it is often valued that marriage isereed for people who wish to marry somebody
of the opposite sex. But because marriage has tecyar status in the political domain and
certain rights are connected to it, it would beeasonable to oppose to such marriage on gender
grounds. Marriage is also a political institutiamd the state cannot legitimately make distinctions
between people’s sexual preference for that woudthte the fundamental idea of all citizens
being free and equ&l. Nonetheless, Christians are also motivated to pactiee values and
standard presented in a political conception afigas For by the same standards that Christians
are expected to keep their comprehensive idealhémnselves, others cannot deny them the right
to exercise their religious freedom.

The final and third feature that | discuss hereceons the content of a political conception of
justice. Rawls mentions three features that shepigtify its content when viewing people as free
and equal reciprocal citizens:

3 To prevent any misunderstanding, | do not pretéati my formulation of legitimate justification amding to

the principle of reciprocity is sufficient to sustahe full scope of public reason. Nor do | sudgist my

formulation of legitimacy in the perspective of tea$ of basic justice, would be the best interpiateof PL.

%] realize that especially people of faith may hdiféiculties with same sex marriage. Although | dot wish

to say that these religious people are unreasoialgieneral, it would be difficult to find a reastivat reflects a
political conception of justice to deny gay peofite privilege of marriage. For marriage as a matfethe

Church, the arguments would not need to reflecvéitees of a political conception of justice.
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1) a specification of certain basic rights, libestiand opportunities (of a kind familiar
from constitutional democratic regimes);

2) an assignment of special priority to those sghberties, and opportunities, especially
with respect to claims of the general good andeofgetionist values;

3) and third, measures assuring to all citizensgaae all-purpose means to make
effective use of their liberties and opportunitig3], p. 6)

So far | have maintained that the political conmeptof justice is shared by all reasonable
citizens. But there is also room for different npietations of values that inform political justice
Citizens may thus disagree on the way the prinsipé freedom and equality should be
formulated, how they may relate to each other, batwstandards are most suitable to guarantee
these values. A well-known problem in democraticisty concerns the level of democracy a
society can accept and still be effective. A vargat democracy could use the tool of referendum
to decide most policy matters. But that would askuech greater involvement of the citizens and
could reduce the effectiveness of the politicatesys Whatever the preferable level of ‘direct
democracy’ is, citizens would nonetheless agreealth@ave an equal say in it.

Throughout history, democratic societies have alealioped particular liberal political
conceptions of justice that may differ from eacheotin the relative weight they attribute to
substantive principles of justice. Events in thet@and cultural traditions change the way people
understand how freedom and equality among citizersafeguarded best. As an example, the
differences between the priority of freedom of gteean be shown by comparing the constitution
of the Netherlands and the Bill of Rights of theitdd States. For the Netherlands, freedom of
speech (article 7 of the Constitution of the Ndtms) is limited by the first article of the
constitution that forbids discrimination on the isasf all citizens being equal. Freedom of speech
in the United States is protected in the First Admant and is not restricted by an article similar
to that of the first article of the Dutch constiturt.

The content of a political conception may thus dearbut only within certain limits. Those
limits are expressed by what Rawls calls “ the nitgraof the right” ([3], p. 176). This means that
“admissible ideas of the good must respect thetdiraf, and serve a role within, the political
conception of justice.” ([3], p. 176) Ideas of theod are then worked-out expressions of citizens
being free and equal including the means to suppoge values, standards and institutions that
allow for a society as a fair system of cooperatiGther ideas of the good may always be
pursued, but only insofar as these do not comermfiict with the political conceptions of justice.
One may, for example, argue for allowing prayersamool insofar as it does not replace the
curriculum that is necessary for a child to becoandully informed, autonomous citizen.
Furthermore, that a society may consider freedosiliits forms to be the highest good, such as
is embedded in the constitution of the United Stawéhich is consistent with the priority of the
right, does not mean that discriminatory expressigmotected under the right to freedom of
speech, is also consistent with the priority ofriigat.

As a way to develop the content and principles pbétical conception that is undistorted from
cultural preferences or personal gain, Rawls goes the “original position” ([3], p. 22-28),

originally developed in TJ. The original position a way to identify principles that one could
consider to belong to a political conception otigesif one would imagine oneself detached from
the current social position. A person is supposenniagine what a just society would look like
from a position where one is entirely ignorant ole® own inherited race, gender, ethnicity,
intelligence, disposition to disease, or any ottteracteristic relevant to the role of a citizen in
that society. The idea is that the content of atipal conception of justice can be achieved by
pure reason when one thinks about the principlaswould be to one’s own advantage. When
people reason in accordance with their own interigetn the original position, they will come to
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the best — though others may disagree — princfplea political conception of justice that should
govern the relation between free and equal citireassystem of fair cooperation.

But while the original position may be a perfeciyund rational way to determine the most
preferable conception of the good, it makes nardisbn between the reasonable and the rational,
or the priority of the right over ideas of the god@ecause reasonable pluralism means that
different rational ideas of the good are a facsafiety, the idea of TJ to provide a rational moral
framework that should govern justice needed to d&y@aced by a political framework that
prioritizes the reasonable over the rational. dastis fairness has thus been reformulated to
express that society should not be remodelled enirttage determined by the original position,
but according to a proper civic relation among oeable citizens. Then, justice as fairness is a
moral conception that may fit a political conceptiperfectly, but is nonetheless constrained by
political values. The content of a political conttep may be given by justice as fairness, but only
insofar as it reflects the relation among free aqudal citizens?

To summarize this section: citizens are free anthkegnd recognize that this applies to fellow
citizens equally. Citizens confirm different incoatiple but nonetheless reasonable
comprehensive doctrines. Therefore, citizens actiggitultimate political power (constitutional
essentials and matters of basic justice) can oaliegitimately invoked if they reasonably think
that other reasonable people can accept the redsorike use of democratic power. These
principles underlie the idea of democracy and aexluo explain the character (freestanding view
& subject or scope) and content of a political @ptmn of justice that would be endorsed by
those who reason within the limits of public reasSnch a conception of justice is the focus of
proper legitimate reasoning and justification ofvda so essentially, it organizes the ideas of
reciprocity and that of free and equal citizensjolvican be used as justifications for policy or
standards and institutions necessary to regulatedecy effectively. The political conception of
justice is not merely an ideal that would be prégean ideal society but is present in democratic
societies. Rawls ‘merely’ identified how and why &g citizens reason according to the values
and standards of a political conception of justice.

2.4 The overlapping consensus

To preserve the unity and stability of a democraticiety, Rawls argues, the political conception
of justice should be the focus of an overlappingsemsus. The general idea of the overlapping
consensus is that each reasonable doctrine endbeséiseral political conception of justice from
its own point of view. The Vatican, for examplederses the idea that all people have a right to
religious freedom. “The [Vatican] council (...) dexda that the right to religious freedom has its
foundation in the very dignity of the human persanthis dignity is known through the revealed
word of God and by reason itself (...) This rightloé¢ human person to religious freedom is to be
recognized in the constitutional law whereby sgcistgoverned and thus it is to become a civil
right.” [24]

According to Rawls it is furthermore important thlé political conception of justice is not
merely accepted asmaodus vivendibut is in fact wholeheartedly embraced. To explahat he
means by a modus vivendi, Rawls traces the origfir@spluralist democratic society of toleration
back to the Reformation and the Enlightenment. ddv&flicts in the Catholic Church during the
Reformation and the conflicts between the legitinatreason and the authority of the Church
during the Enlightenment had enormous consequefaresocieties in the years to follow.
Centuries of wars and intolerance made way forr@mdalistic conception of toleration. To avoid

!5t is then also interesting to point out how tlaéerof the original position has changed. While dniginal
position was initially intended to specify the t@a between citizens on a most fundamental lemeRL, the
fundamental level is constructed upon an idea®f#asonable citizen in a fair system of coopematinly with
due respect to this idea can the original positiercalled upon.
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a clash between the competing comprehensive destrimhich ran the risk of destroying society

altogether, the diversity of religions had littleoice but to tolerate their opponents. This modus
vivendi, in which religious doctrines only toleratéher comprehensive doctrines for their own

interests, may very well produce a just societyt &ilong as a religious doctrine, for example,
only tolerates other worldviews out of mere selgarvation, the just society is not a very stable
one. In contrast, when a political conception stige is endorsed from one’s own comprehensive
worldview, citizens will accept it for the rightasons (wholeheartedly) and are more likely to
resist injustice.

So basically, the idea of the overlapping consemsysains the stability of democratic society
where the content of a political conception of igestreflects values and standards that are also
present in a reasonable comprehensive doctrinereBugmber that comprehensive doctrines such
as Christianity say a great deal more than thokeesaand standards that are supposed to reflect a
political conception of justice. By what rationalleen, should Christians decide that only political
values present in their religion are proper jusdifions for constitutional essentials and mattérs o
basic justice? In view of the coercive nature @f that can only be legitimized with due respect
to citizens being free and equal, Rawls says iinseeasonable if a comprehensive doctrine is
forced upon others, for that would violate a crierof reciprocity. But the case is not that simple
for those who affirm a religious doctrine. Whileopée of faith may sincerely value the political
conception of justice including its criterion ofcrerocity, they, as reasonable and rational
citizens, may also value competing religious ideas.

The problem is the following: why should somebodyovaffirms a reasonable comprehensive
view (and this holds particularly for those whoirmff a religious doctrine) judge the values
expressed in a political conception of justice tdaeigh whatever other values that may conflict
with them? Rawls gives two reasons. The first & the liberal values of a political conception of
justice are “very great values [that] govern thesibaframework of social life — the very
groundwork of our existence.” ([3], p. 139, 157-19®ese values are the focus of a fair system
of cooperation. By assigning a special priorityite values and standards of a political conception
of justice, citizens can cooperate with mutual eesgnd with reasonableness. The second reason
suggests that the problem proposed is less setf@msmight be imagined. Conflicts with other
values are likely to be reduced because citizedsree the political conception of justice from
their own comprehensive view. That is the idearobeerlapping consensus.

2.5 Public reason

With the exception of the original position, all thfe previously discussed ideas are related to
ideas of reasonable pluralism and the legitimacga#rcive democratic power of a collective
body of free and equal citizens. The purpose igldatify the most reasonable basis upon which
citizens who affirm a pluralism of comprehensivettlimes can cooperate. That basis is reflected
in a political conception of justice. The formutati of the nature and the content of a political
conception of justice has been the focus of PLubinout the ideas discussed. In this matter, the
greatest challenge Rawls faced was to propose kaWwier liberal political theory that would be
acceptable to those citizens who affirm non-libdyat nonetheless reasonable comprehensive
views (especially religious ones). Further, Ravasl ho explain why a citizen’s first allegiance
should be to the value of a political conceptionjusitice, regardless of whatever other values
might be specified in the comprehensive doctrineshich one subscribes.

The terms upon which citizens cooperate can bedfauran ideal of public reason. A discussion

of the idea of public reason adds little to whas ledready been said. Both the problems of
legitimacy and stability have been discussed ahave already alluded to the duties (which are
also specified in the idea of public reason) tiée@s upon citizens. Nonetheless, public reason is
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in some way the culmination of all the other ide@k. aims to materialize the ideals and the
practice of democracy in a coherent family of idde may be supported by all citizens. Public
reason is then the final idea under which the oithesis come together. Hence, it is also the focus
of most criticisms when it concerns the basic progé PL. It is these criticisms that give meaning
to this section and which compelled Rawls to retisadea of public reason slightly.

It is necessary to briefly explain the idea of pulbéason more thoroughly before addressing the
the concept’s most relevant critics. First to defthe term: “public reason is the reason of equal
citizens who, as a collective body, exercise fpalltical and coercive power over one another in
enacting laws and in amending their constitutidfB], p. 214) Public reason is then an ideal of
reason that citizens would uphold if they respextheother as free and equal citizens, to whom
they have the civil duty to properly explain theipporting reasons for coercive policy. There are
two types of reasons that would satisfy the demahgsiblic reason. First, citizens may appeal to
the “substantive principle of justice for the basitucture” ([3], p. 224), which are exponents of
citizens regarding each other as free and equél a8 equal suffrage, equal opportunity, freedom
of speech, right to education. Second, citizens agpeal to the values of public reason. These
“fall under the guidelines for public inquiry, wiianake that inquiry free and public.” ([3], p.
224) That includes standards of proper reasonicy si3 principles found in common sense or
logical ways of reasoning, or conclusions of unooversial scientific facts, or political virtues
such as a willingness to change one’s opinionenight of new arguments.

Public reason does not aim to say whether compsdlerdoctrines are right or wrong.
Rather, it starts from the idea of citizens in ia $gstem of cooperation and suggests that the two
types of reasons mentioned are the only reasompblend for free and equal citizens to justify
political power. Citizens can endorse these priesi@s the focus of an overlapping consensus
and are compelled to give these principles priavitgr other ideas of the good. This, however,
does not fully exclude ideas of the good as | rémin my discussion on the priority of the right
in Section 2.3. PL suggests that ideas of the goedpermissible, as long as they belong to a
reasonable political conception of justice, meanirag they can be shared by citizens regarded as
free and equal and that they do not presupposeanigular fully comprehensive doctrine ([3], p.
176). It could be suggested that calls for allowiekigious instruction in public schools would be
valuable in itself. It would even be legitimate amgue that it would be more valuable to teach
about Christianity in a dominantly Christian sogi¢han it would be to teach about Islam or
Judaism.

Remember that the biggest challenge Rawls facedtavasnvince those people who affirm
religious doctrines to accept a liberal politicahception of justice, even if this sometimes means
that they cannot justify matters of basic justigeappealing to the reasons they find within their
comprehensive views. It should be no surprise ttiatmost persuasive criticisms to PL relate to
the demands that public reason place upon citiedresaffirm non-liberal comprehensive views.
Rawls himself deals with many criticisms in PL, ahdre are two types of criticism that are of
particular importance which | will discuss herersEithere is the suggestion that public reason is
unfairly biased in favor of secular (nonreligioa)ctrines by excluding religious arguments from
the public forum. The second line of criticism seg that public reason is too strict for those
who endorse comprehensive views. As we shall $ee,type of criticism comes in different
forms.

The first criticism suggests that public reasoratge an unfair advantage for those doctrines who
justify their ideas with secular reasons. | willisghis question up in two parts: 1) do secular
doctrines have an advantage compared to religioaides?; 2) if the answer is affirmative, is
there reason to assume that this advantage isr2infai the first question, Rawls says that with
respect to religious comprehensive views, secudatrcthes such as Kantianism or utilitarianism
may have more common ground with the liberal pples of a political conception of justice. But
why would that need to be a criticism? The demaoidgublic reason apply equally to all
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doctrines and it seems only logical that thoseridttes who are closest to the views of a political
conception of justice will find the principle of diprocity to be the least conflicting with the
whole of their doctrine. But to suggest that amaadage for any doctrine is a criticism is to beg
the question. Any standard will fit one doctringtbethan another.

Genuine criticisms should therefore come from #eoad part of the question. Is it unfair to
religious doctrines that the demands of publicaaado not constrain utilitarian reasons as much
as reasons inspired by, for example, Christianityistam? To get a positive answer to this
question, one should prove that the standards loligpteason cannot be seen as belonging to a
freestanding view that is acceptable to all, bdilderal ideology in its broader sense, rather than
political conception of justice that is liberaliis character. In other words, one should be able t
guestion the aim of a political conception of jostand conclude that it does not intend to provide
(or succeed in providing) the most reasonable Hasigair cooperation among free and equal
citizens. To this, Rawls argues that the politmahception of justice is neutral in the sense ithat
does not prefer any comprehensive doctrine beydmat 18 specified in the conception itself. Just
as a Christian should not argue that the state tougfhto recognize gay marriage (as | argued
before), so too a secular Marxist should not seelestructure society when this threatens basic
human rights.

Finally, to close off this first line of criticismt is worthwhile to point out that public reason
only demands citizens to offer proper reasons arsbtoncerns policy on matters of basic justice
or constitutional essentials. Its demands onlyndte guarantee the most fundamental principles
of a democratic society that citizens can agreenufi@ this extent, it aims to safeguard the
absolute minimum that can sustain an overlappimgeosus. Whenever citizens have difficulties
respecting these limits and insist on advancing ttemprehensive ideas of the good from the
private to the public domain, Rawls labels theszems as unreasonable, for they do not respect
that other citizens may reasonably disagree abdessi of the good. These notions should
guarantee that public reason supports a politiocateption as a freestanding view and does not
aim to support secular comprehensive views ovégioeis views:®

The second line of criticism suggests that pulda&son is too strict. It implies that people oftfait
cannot voice their religious opinions in public,r fthat seems to violate the criterion of
reciprocity, even if those opinions could be supigerof a political conception of justice. André
Rouvoet, the Minister of Youth and Family, expreskes grounding reasons for his position in a
debate on embryo screenings [25]. Rouvoet refdodesalm 139, which contains the following
passages (Rouvoet cited a smaller part of thisipsal

13) For you created my inmost being;

you knit me together in my mother's womb.

14) | praise you because | am fearfully and wondgrimade;
your works are wonderful,

| know that full well.

15) My frame was not hidden from you

when | was made in the secret place.

When | was woven together in the depths of theheart
16) your eyes saw my unformed body.

All the days ordained for me

were written in your book

before one of them came to be.

16 Although | try to interpret Rawls to the best of ability, it is worth reading Rawls’s defense bigtline of
criticism in PL, V:5 190-195 [3].
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These passages do not formulate political reasoasray expect a non-relgious fellow citizen to

reasonably accept. Hence, the criterion of recipr@ppears to be violated here. Yet, although no
political reason is given, these passages are siblego religious and nonreligious people.

People of faith may embrace these passages andstubgt human life in the womb is worthy of

protection since God’s work is involved, which cha translated in a political reason that

expresses the due respect to human life.

Rawls recognizes the value of sharing one’s funaaahénspiration (such as Rouvoet did) for an
open debate where trust and honesty may lead &itar understanding among citizens. Rawls
therefore suggests that it is in the interest @& plolitical culture that citizens advance their
grounding ideas only insofar as they can be supgddoy proper political reasons, cf. Rouvoet.
This is what Rawls calls therovisa Constitutional essentials and matters of basstige then
still need to be justified by political values, whican be provided in ‘due time’. Rawls’s example
of the abolitionists, who based their argumentligr abolishment of slavery on religious grounds,
can be used to explain this principle. Rawls ditesn William Ellery Channing’sSlavery 3d ed.
(1836): “I come now to what is to my own mind the@ argument against seizing and using a
man as property. He cannot be property in the ©i§dod and justice, because he is a Rational,
Moral, Immortal Being, because created in God’'sgejaand therefore in the highest sense his
child, because created to unfold godlike facultzas] to govern himself by a Divine Law written
on his heart, and republished in God’s word. FrasrnvRry nature it follows that so to seize him is
to offer an insult to his Maker, and to inflict aggated social wrong. Into every human being
God has breathed an immortal spirit, more precibas the whole outward creation (...) Did God
create such a being to be owned as a tree or a®r([B8], footnote 38, p. 249) Although the
abolitionists didn’t know how to satisfy the prowjstheir religious views are fully compatible
with the basic values of a constitutional democracy

Critics might argue that we may not know whetheelggious argument may eventually be
satisfied by the proviso, just as the abolitionidid not know that their arguments would
eventually be supported by proper political valeepressing the freedom and equality of all
citizens. Rawls recognizes such questions butadsté solving the problem, he suggests that the
“proviso is to be appropriately satisfied in goadh.” ([3], p. 462) The problem, however, can be
easily answered. The question is this: how cankoioev whether the proviso will eventually be
satisfied, or how can one know that the religicemspns proposed have a corresponding political
argument? But to answer this question seems toyitthglt citizens have no knowledge on the
basic political values of freedom and equality,pext for which should guide all citizens to
reason reciprocally. To take this question seripusl to mistake modern constitutional
democracies with the society in which the abolistsihad to reason. If the religious reasons have
a political counterpart, the proviso can be easdyisfied, as the proper political reasons can
already be found in the idea of a democratic spcéest a cooperation among free and equal
citizens.

Public reason is furthermore supposed to be tact $tr resolve all matters of basic justice.
But to prove this point, one has to establish thate are cases where public reason fails to do
justice to the matter. Furthermore, one needs it poit in which ways it would be resolved in a
better fashion. Rawls does not deny that there beagtand-offs such as in the case of abortion.
But why should that be a fault of the theory? it liberalism does not suggest that public
reason must lead to the best outcome of confligtsr anatters of basic justice. Instead, the
outcome is considered to be legitimate if it isguped in accordance with principles of public
reason.
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2.6 Rawls and the public debate

The idea behind this thorough explanation on malitiberalism and the concept of public reason
is to explain its credibility as a liberal standdxyl which arguments in a public debate on PGD
can be measured. Nonetheless, it is not at alhtédkegranted that Rawls’s theory can be used to
reflect upon an actual debate on PGD. In the foatimt of public reason and how it applies,
Rawls has been careful not to create a theoryddaaiands the ordering of every debate on every
policy matter. Not every subject should be the eoncf public reason, nor should everyone
always feel obliged to reason reciprocally. Thesgions will be discussed because they
determine whether PGD is a suitable subject anctlwbpinions and arguments make up the
content of the public debate.

For Rawls, public reason applies only to those tisbabout constitutional essentials and matters
of basic justice. Whether or not PGD should be yenisis clearly not a matter of constitutional
relevance. It then remains to ask whether it isaften of basic justice. In Section 2.3, | introddice
the following quote: “matters of basic justice teléo the basic structure of society and so would
concern questions of basic economic and socialcgisind other things not covered by an
institution” ([3], p. 442). This quote is the masimplete description Rawls offers on matters of
basic justice. Unfortunately, it only tells us wihitypes of justice we should think of, but it gives
no direction to decide whether a matter of jusigeébasic enough’ to fall under the scope of
public reason.

Remember that Rawls uses abortion as a prime eraimixplain public reason ([3], p. 243).
It would be safe to assume that the question oft@imois in fact a matter of basic justice. What
does not fall under the scope of public reasonmmach tax legislation and many laws regulating
property; statutes protecting the environment adrolling pollution; establishing national parks
and preserving wilderness areas and animal and gp&cies; and laying aside funds for museums
and the arts” ([3], p. 214). To this, Rawls addat ttsometimes, these do involve fundamental
matters” ([3], p. 214). In Section 2.3, | arguedsttthe difference between a matter of basic justice
and other political matters seems to depend orptbminence of basic liberal values such as
freedom and equality. In the case of abortion, Acpahat forbids abortion has direct and
significant influence on the freedom of a womanhvan unwanted pregnancy. A tax increase of
only a few percentage points does not have the sapact on someone’s freeddm.

Now, if abortion is a matter of basic justice, abthis mean that PGD is as well? In both
cases, the controversy exists over the destruofiomborn human life. For abortion, the freedom
and self-determination of the pregnant women ageviiues that work in favour of abortion. For
PGD, these values are also applicable for thospl@eeho wish to make use of the procedure,
but are, perhaps, less compelling. More importamgD is justified by referring to the harm that
can be undone to future children. If anythingsidifficult to say which controversial policy is a
more ‘basic’ matter of justice. It should be cléhat PGD, just like abortion, is a subject for
public reason.

Determining who is subject to public reason is aendifficult matter. Rawls suggests that the
idea of public reason does not apply to all citzem all positions equally. It concerns “the

discourse of judges in their decisions, and espgad the judges of a supreme court; the

discourse of government officials, especially chegkcutives and legislators; and finally, the
discourse of candidates for public office and tli@impaign managers, especially in their public
oratory, party platforms, and political statemen{8], p. 443). It therefore seems that a public
debate should thus only be subjected to publicoreésit is held among these kinds of citizens.
To continue, Rawls makes a distinction betweerndba and the ideal of public reason. The latter

71t could be argued, however, that a tax increhaewould make it impossible for some citizensive b self-
determined lifds a matter of basic justice.
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is realized when those persons in legislative andigal power follow the idea of public reason.
But ordinary citizens should also feel moved teelwp to the ideal of public reason. Ideally,
citizens “think of themselvess if they were legislatorand ask themselves what statutes,
supported by what reasons satisfying the critewbrreciprocity, they would think it most
reasonable to enact” ([3], p. 444-445).

The distinction between the idea of reciprocity l&gislators and judges on the one hand, and
the ideal of reciprocity for citizens on the othisra bit brusque. To explain: if citizens really d
think as legislators, this implies, according toM& that “citizens fulfil their duty of civility ad
support the idea of public reason by doing whay tten to hold governmental officials to it” ([3],

p. 445). Rawls considers public reason to be thealyaright way of reasoning for members of
parliament, judges and other officials because #reyin a position to create and enforce policies
and laws. That is inferred from the principle ofipgocity. The citizen is relevant insofar it is
involved in the control of those powers. Hence, whadections come up, they should vote
consciously and give and take away power wherg litelieved to be necessary. Now, in reality,
debates on public matters are mostly not held anpoliticians or judges. Instead, experts are by
far the most prominent actors in the media judggdiltime or number of words published. Not
only politicians, but scientists, medical practigos, political philosophers, most of whom are
professors, religious spokespersons and finaltjnas of cancer, are prominent in these debates.
When politicians argue for their viewpoints in th&liament, it are these other people they refer
to for support. It are these people who createatijements and give members of the parliament
the tools they need to debate. Point is, if pasite are morally obliged to reason reciprocally
because of their legislative power, the same nairdiation applies to those prominent experts in
a public debate.

Perhaps, because Rawls values open debates inetti@ snd does not wish to imply that
such is no longer a possibility, he is hesitantualibe formulation of the citizen’s moral duty. It
seems that Rawls is concerned that critics miswtaled his theory of public reason and think that
its aim is also to constrain deliberation in thekground culture. Hence, Rawls goes to great
lengths to restrict the theory to those personstlose subjects where the theory of public reason
is most difficult to reject. It would, however, laemistake to suggest that a prominent scientific
researcher or a medical specialist is not bounthbysame moral duties when they voice their
influential opinions in a newspaper or on a talkwhl believe Rawls would agree with this point,
and the following quote of Rawls displays the begtrpretation of the citizen’s duty. “Public
reason sees the office of citizen with its dutyieflity as analogous to that of judge with its gut
of deciding cases. Just as judges are to decidss dgslegal grounds or precedent, recognized
canons of statutory interpretations, and otheweglegrounds, so citizens are to reason by public
reason and to be guided by the criterion of recipyp whenever constitutional essentials and
matters of basic justice are at stake” ([3], p.)478

These considerations have implications for the saafpthe public debate that will be analyzed.
Were public reason only a theory for judicial ardislative power, the public debate would be
restricted to parliamentary discussions, verdidtgudges or advisory reports of governmental
institutes, and the few occasions where relevalitigad figures express themselves in the media.
Now that we have established that some groupsfiofeimtial citizens also have a moral duty to
reason reciprocally, the media itself becomes thmmlement of the public forum. In newspapers
and television broadcasts, new actors are broughthé stage offering a wide range of
perspectives and arguments aimed at influencingypol different ways. All relevant actors in
the debate on PGD, whether members of parliameiitical spokespersons, medical experts,
philosophers, scientists, employees of researdhutisns or mothers with a transferrable genetic
deficit, use the media as a platform from whichvtice their opinions. In the analysis of the
public debate on PGD in Chapter 3, | will engags Wariety of opinions.
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2.7 Some final remarks

| have presented the reader with a summary of Whatd to be the complete theory of PL. The
key concepts necessary for understanding PL hage lbeluded. Wherever the theory itself is
unclear, | have filled in the gaps while maintagianalytical faith in the idea of PL. Where
matters become too abstract, | have introduced pbesnto clarify the theory. And finally, | have
connected the theory of PL to the practice of atkebn PGD.

PL is a very convincing theory. For those who vdiberal ideology, it offers a well-thought-
out idea of why liberal principles should be at ttere of political justification. A respect for
those principles is nothing less than a respectiéonocratic society and the plurality of religions
and other systems of belief. Religious people avavated to accept the idea of PL and the limits
of public reason. The idea of reciprocity, whichalso a prominent idea in religion, merely asks
one to argue in such a way that one can reasomeaplgct another reasonable citizen to accept.
The voicing of religious ideas is fully compatitéth PL, as long as this can be translated into
terms of political values, or in a way that doescanflict with such values.

For the evaluation of religious arguments, PL affan ideal of a public forum based on liberal
terms where also religious arguments are not upfescluded. Due precisely to these liberal
constraints, the terms should be acceptable t@twb® criticise the role of religion. Criticisms to
PL in the academic literature never really optadafanore restrictive theory. The criticisms that
were voiced, both from religious and liberal petpes, considered PL and its idea of public
reason to be too strict. In any case, if religiatguments in a debate on PGD can satisfy the norm
of public reason, there is little ground to exclutiem. In that case, those arguments reflect
political values and deserve to be included.
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Chapter 3

Debate on PGD

Theories on public debates, such as that of PLogmpnoral duties upon those who wish to voice
their opinions. Citizens should give each otherdyoeasons when they argue for coercive policy.
For people of faith, this means that they shoultdsupport matters of basic justioaly on the
basis of a religious doctrine. The idea is thatould be unreasonable if someone tries to justify
laws on the basis of principles that others miglasonably not share, which would be a violation
of the criterion of reciprocity. In the chapter Bawls, | explained how it would be unreasonable
for people of faith to reject gay marriage as astifation of the government, on the grounds that
people cannot reasonably assume that those whodoperson of the same sex are treated
differently by the state (while, correspondinglycan be argued that the marriage in the Church
should exclusively exist as the holy matrimony bE#w man and woman).

The idea of this chapter is to observe and classdydiverse arguments in a real debate. The first
motive for doing so is to connect Rawls’s theorypublic debate to an actual debate where, in
particular, people of faith play a prominent ratethe policy debate. Religious people may have
many different kinds of inspiration for their argants of which some may transgress the limits of
public reason as formulated by Rawls. An analysithe debate will help to provide answers to
several important questions: First, do religiouzens reason reciprocally? Do they give reasons,
of which they can reasonably expect other reasenahbkens to accept them? Second, do other
citizens feel that religious people owe them ‘gopdblic reasons for the policy they try to
impose? These questions are important, for theineléhe character of the debate and help
determine whether religious arguments are acceasetbgitimate and possibly even valuable
arguments.

Religious people are often wary of new types ofrimdical technology because they entail the
destruction of embryos. Because these new techiesl@ge understood to redefine and influence
the fundaments of life itself, particularly peopé faith fear that certain biomedical practices

redefine our very conception of ourselves as hulmings. Values that we currently take for

granted might well be challenged as result of gachnological developments. In Section 1.2.1, |
have suggested that these values become espenipligit in the discussions on PGD. Analyzing

the debate helps to see which values are uncoem@dhow what their role is. Do these values
and the corresponding arguments possibly play adeyin sensible policy in the discussions on
PGD? To explore this matter — and to say whethesatarguments might be valuable — it is first
and foremost important to see how this debate o Really develops. This is the second motive
for analysing the debate on PGD.

The debate is categorized by means of NEST-etiNESST-ethics provides an inventory of
typical, often-invoked arguments on new and emergtrience and technology. These arguments
tend to follow up on one another. Logical pattethen emerge between arguments, and,
depending on the technology, some arguments sudasemantually steering the development of
technology. NEST-ethics can then be seen as amithlgowith two unknowns: the values that
inform the arguments, and the specific workingtheftechnology. By filling in these blank spots,
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a plausible story on the interaction between argusmean be created. In the context of a new
technology, scenarios can be developed for thedutwor in the case of PGD, NEST-ethics helps
to cluster and interlock the diversity of argumehtst have already appeared in the debate. In this
way, a trustworthy story can be developed upordiversity of opinions that colour the debate.

| have chosen for a debate in the Netherlands emmpfantation genetic diagnosis as a
suitable subject to which to apply the NEST methad. other debates on new genetic
technologies, religious groups have taken a fimmatagainst use of technology that brings about
the destruction or selection of human life in msbeyonic phase. In line with other discussions on
abortion and in vitro fertilization, the ability sxreen embryos before they are implemented in the
woman’s womb gives rise to moral objections. Neeht®logies such as IVF and PGD force us
to rethink our attitude towards human life in iewleest phase. New areas for moral discussions
are opened and a plethora of differing opinionsvanieed in public debate. In the Netherlands,
such a debate started when the State Secretarealthi] Welfare and Sport, Jet Bussemaker
proposed to include screening on genes thay (as opposed twvill) cause breast and ovary
cancer. This specific policy proposition is veryeiresting because it is the first time that non-
conclusive evidence of an as-yet-undeveloped gedetorder was included as a valid subject of
screening. Not surprisingly, this leads to mucltuksion on further developments.

3.1 An ethical debate

Politicians and, in particular, liberal politiciage to great lengths to distance themselves from a
moralist label. Yet, all political parties existdaeise they have different ideas on what morals and
ideals for which a society ought to strive. Labparties may particularly value solidarity with the
working class, while neoliberal parties might engpba the importance of individual
responsibility. Whether one agrees with policyhiert often a matter of identifying the values that
are implicitly being safeguarded by the policy. Tdebate on PGD is no different. The debate is
not about the validity of scientific data, the oef the procedure, or the number of people that
may wish to make use of PGD. Facts can, howevebrteght into the discussion to develop a
moral viewpoint. A fact often cited, for examplaldls that the embryo is no more than a clump
of cells, so one really cannot classify it is asitanan being’. The point is that a debate on PGD
does not revolve around the correct facts, butdHitgrent actors marshal different fact in order t
serve a particular moral viewpoint. Debates ongyoéire thus essentially ethical debates where
moral views compete with each other.

Ethical arguments can be divided along four lindsethical reasoning: consequentialism,
deontology, justice and virtue ethics. For consatjalism, the moral worth of an action depends
on its consequences. A morally preferable actighus an action that provides a good outcome.
A familiar branch of consequentialism is utilitarism, which suggests that the morally
favourable action is that which leads to the grsaiélity of pleasure over pain, often understood
as the greatest happiness overall. The seconafiethical reasoning, deontology, suggests that
the moral worth of an action is intrinsic to thdiaw itself. In daily practice, this type of ethis
best translated into duties and rights. For examiples immoral when one violates another
person’s autonomy. Or: someone should (has a dytyalivays speak the truth. Arguments
derived from distributive justice pronounce a view the distribution of goods. |lA Theory of
Justice,John Rawls sets out a theory of justice as fagnedere inequalities may only exist
insofar they are of the greatest benefit to theswoff. Finally, virtue ethics defines the moral
worth of an action in terms of how it helps to reala good life. Virtue ethics may ask what kinds
of actions help to realize a moral character. Foruese, compassion would be a particularly
desirable virtue, while for a scientist, a critiedtitude is more apt. In a broader perspective, on
may also suggest how developments in society mayribate to the good life. So it may be
argued that subsidizing culture or art helps usdd better lives.
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Arguments can belong to one of these four ethigakdsions, but they can also be meta-
ethical. This latter type of arguments do not egprany ethical position, but are appealing lines of
reasoning that may give weight to a particular cgthiview. They do not address our moral
intuitions directly, but can appeal to our senségic. One type of meta-ethical reasoning might
appeal to moral intuitions and thereby support thical argument that fits with a conservative
perspective. The ‘slippery slope’ argument, forrege, is often used to warn of possible moral
corruption, as is the case when one argues thagifallow the birth control pill to become
commonplace, more and more people will have seplgasure. In this particular case, we might
nowadays rather speak of moral development instdgachoral corruption. In any case, the
argument favours some kind of morality of the pnésevhich in the case of the birth control pill
is exemplified by a particular conception of theoddife: sex is for making babies, not for
pleasure. Good life arguments can clearly benefinfthe argument of the slippery slope.

Consequential and deontological reasoning can bé&asied in the sense that they emphasize
different aspects of the moral worth of an acti@thical dilemmas may occur where the
consequences of an action do not line up with tlghtness’ of that action. Should one lie if
doing so results in greater happiness for the peoplolved? A justice perspective values the
consequential outcome in terms of benefits andyislt only insofar the action itself is a display
of justice. In this sense, it combines consequewndtsthe intrinsic value of the action. Although
these ethical frameworks are different, they cao &ale grouped together. All three determine the
morality of an action by looking at the action aneneral principles or rules can then easily be
formulated which would apply in all kinds of sitiats where the morality of an action is to be
determined. In deontology, principles are oftemfalated in this way: you should never do x, or;
you should always do y. The consequential doctohatilitarianism is even simpler in that it
applies one general principle of greatest happirfasd a perspective from justice could apply the
Rawilsian difference principle, which only permitequalities in the distribution of goods insofar
these differences benefit the worst off. We casteluthese ethical arguments as belonging to the
category of rule ethic¥.

For the analysis of the debate, it is worthwhilgpoint out the differences between rule ethics
and virtue ethics. Consequential, deontologicgustice arguments are widely accepted and are
used by all groups in a debate. Liberals who wishvoid being seen as moralists will only use
arguments that belong to rule ethics. Refrainimnfrengaging in a virtue ethical perspective
means that liberals give great value to the idaakople can individually decide how they wish
to live the good life in private. Those who do wishvoice arguments belonging to virtue ethics
consider the spectrum of rule ethics too narroddal with all matters of importance. It might be
suggested that without wanting to infringe on petsptiesires to live their own lives, what would
be wrong with laws and policy that help to createester society where people can lead better
lives? To some degree most politicians can acdepttick morality of virtue ethics, such as in
the case of subsidizing culture or art. However,emwht comes to matters of justice or
constitutional essentials, as formulated by Rawidye ethical arguments can become highly
controversial.

Distinguishing rule ethics from virtue ethics helpsemphasize the differences between the
two sides in the debate on PGD. Liberals and simplyreligious people are likely to rely on
arguments that can be identified as belonging®ethics. Religious people are more likely to be
motivated by virtue ethical arguments rather thamsequential or deontological arguments. This
division also links up to the demands of publicsera as proposed by Rawls. Virtue ethical
arguments are suspect when it comes to matterasod fjustice. Some can rely on proper political
values, but other arguments might rely on pringpleat other citizens are unlikely to endorse. In
contrast, deontological reasoning and perspectirgsa justice easily express the core liberal

18| cluster consequentialism, deontology and justieespectives together into a heuristic categosgthan the
idea that the morality of an action follows fronattaction. The idea of ‘rule ethics’ here should lo® confused
with rule ethics as another term for deontologgategorical ethics.
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values of a political conception of justice. Consemgfial arguments, although not always
particularly sensitive, are usually applicable iany policy matters. In cases where treatments are
financed by the public health system, benefits @gis will have to be weighed in relation to the
good of all citizens. It is known that deontolodigainciples may function as a check on
consequential reasoning, but the opposite is thually true.

Because of this separation between types of reagofriction between the actors is likely to
occur. Those who reason exclusively in rule-ethteams often find it problematic that others
counter their reason by appealing to virtue etheoaisiderations. Those considerations are often
interpreted as an intrusion into one’s private. l#s a result, emotions tend to run high when
matters of importance, such as PGD, are at stak#al case, it is not PGD itself that becomes a
topic to be discussed, but rather the positiorhef CU. The opinion exchanges between actors
about the CU form a significant part of the delmtdPGD. The character of the debate at large is
coloured by those opinions, and they help to pouttwhether good life principles are part of the
debate. One finds, for example, that religious sdetien fall under the category of good life
principles. In cases where religious people haveddmental objections on matters of basic
justice, one can expect that others do not alwaspand with the outmost subtlety or
understanding. Therefore, a final category thattaios such emotional responses towards the
position of the CU is included in the analysis.

3.2 Methodology

| have limited the body of debate to be analysemiating to several factors. First, the subject of
the public debate concerns policy on PGD in thehBig&nds. Second, the starting point of the
debate is the letter which Jet Bussemaker, the Statretary of Health, Welfare and Sport, sent
to the Dutch parliament in May 2008 [16]. Most b&étdebate took place in the first few weeks
after this letter, but because Bussemaker’'s prtipnsmostly concerns the matter of adding the
genes BRCA 1/2 for screenings, and PGD itselfaaler than this matter only, I will not exclude
more recent contributions to the debate, eveney tre few. Third, only the following types of
sources/opinions are included:

» Transcripts of parliamentary discussions on PGD.

* Policy propositions on PGD as proposed to the Dpastiament.

» Television broadcast shows where a number of premiactors on PGD are engaged in
discussion.

* Newspaper articles on PGD.

* Opinions voiced in the newspapers on PGD by colatar@nd prominent actors.

| do not include the whole of opinions voiced otemet forums, nor do | include relatively short
contributions in the newspapers. The reason far ithithe following: The media structure the
debate depending on a number of factors such aglgneance of an actor, the goal of allowing a
plurality of opinions to enter the debate, or thlgy of a commentary. Such factors separate the
influential opinions and actors from those who gdittle to no weight. Forums on the internet,
for example, do not hold such a structure anddffisn unknown whose opinions are voiced. It is
thus difficult to see how such writings could haveonsiderable influence. Drawing the line here
also ensures that the corpus does not become gotw lfiandle. | do intend to give a complete
overview of the debate, but | will not claim thaete are no other valuable newspaper articles or
television discussions that deserve to be included.

Swierstra and Rip have developed a useful toolmyanalyse ethical debates on new and
emerging science and technology [19]. NEST-ethg&scharacterized by specific tropes and
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argumentative patterns that show up due to thertaioty that comes with the introduction of
new technologies. NEST-ethics plays a central imolenswering the main question. Importantly,
it helps to reconstruct a debate that is fragmentedt a spectrum of media appearances into a
debateas if the actors are involved in a face-to-face disaussThis patterning is only possible
because arguments typically carry a certain imeality, a directedness. Furthermore, some
arguments are more likely to be decisive becausheomoral landscape in which they work. In
Western societies, values of freedom and autonomayparticularly strong and argumentative
patterns that appeal to such principles are thetylito be very powerful. By patterning plausible
ways of argumentation, decisive arguments can Ipeaad upfront. NEST-ethics provides a
trustworthy method to identify the patterns in amgunts, not simply because the analytical
analysis is logical, but also because that anapesifectly aligns with the intentions of an actor.
By means of NEST-ethics, the particular intentiowl @trength of an argument is respected and
thus the intentions of the person who voices tigeiment are also respected. This reconstruction
then helps to create a plausible story on the hodleof religious arguments. What responses do
they invoke? Are they accepted or rejected? Seastljdy on the role of religious arguments in
the debate could reveal whether, and how, religiauguments are valuable. Do certain
religiously-expressed reasons possibly contribaittaé discussions in a way that other reasons do
not, and which can be considered valuable? Thisrlgibint is introduced more extensively in
Section 1.4 and will be discussed in Chapter 5.

3.3 Analysis of the debate

The analysis of the debate on PGD in the Netheslaodsists of two parts. The first, with which

| am concerned in this chapter, is the descripaiod the classification of the arguments according
to their ethical meaning. The second part, to whiahll come in Chapters 4 & 5, discusses the
religious arguments and concludes by consideringtidr they can be valuable. While the first
part of the analysis is descriptive, the second amnalytical. In what follows now, | will
describe the debate according to the different cathicategories addressed above:
consequentialism, deontology, justice, and virttlacs, as well as meta-ethics, and responses
focussing explicitly on the CU, respectively. Tesare a chronological treatment of the debate, an
overview of the debate is given before the argumeme clustered in categories. As a final
remark, it is worthwhile to note the language of thebate is Dutch. Any excerpts appearing
below have been translated from Dutch to Engliskthieyauthor. The original quotes can be found
in the Appendix.

3.3.1 The start of a debate on preimplantation genetic diagnosis

In the spring of 2008 emotions were running highewtAndré Rouvoet, Minister of Youth and

Family and the political leader of the CU, ‘forcetie State Secretary of Health, Welfare and
Sport, Jet Bussemaker of the Labour Party (Pvdé\)yithdraw a letter she sent to the Dutch

parliament. In that letter [16], sent on 26 May @04he proposed to include the genes BRCA 1/2
for preimplantation genetic screening. Previousths, embryo selection had already been
routinely performed in a number few very seriousesa of which Huntington’s disease, cystic

fibrosis and Duchenne muscular dystrophy are wedhkn. Not only do these hereditary diseases
cause severe suffering, they can also be conclysietected using PGD procedures. Carriers of
BRCA 1/2 have a 65 percent chance of developingdtreancer and a 10-60 percent chance of
developing ovarian cancer [16]. To give prospecipagents the chance to save their future
children from this burden, Bussemaker decided ¢tuae these genes in PGD procedures. While
the law on PGD (PKGOE) already allowed a hospitaMiaastricht to pursue such procedures,
Rouvoet objected to the policy proposition and ssted that such sensitive policy should first be
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discussed internally (in the government) beforesatiing the parliament. Valuing the sanctity of
life from conception onwards, the conservative @U forally troubled about broadening the
policy on PGD and any other policy that sanctidresdestruction of any form of embryonic life.

The public reacted with resentment and bewilderntenwiirds Rouvoet. Who could reasonably
disagree with such a humane policy proposition?

In the letter, Bussemaker explains on what growsi#swishes to include the genetic mutations
BRCA 1/2 for PGD. First and foremost, she agreet wier predecessor, the former State
Secretary for Health, Welfare and Sport, ClémenossRwho argued that the interests of the
future child should be decisive ethical choicesardjng PGD. This leads to the consideration that
PGD is only warranted when it benefits the futuh#idc Bussemaker qualifies the impact of
BRCA 1/2 as substantial and therefore suggestthieste genetic mutations warrant the use of
PGD. Furthermore, Bussemaker also suggests thattdrests of the woman who considers PGD
is of importance. An alternative to PGD is prendiagnosis, which would require an abortion if
one desires to terminate the pregnancy. PGD is #ife®s an alternative for women object to
having an abortion if the foetus carries the genmttation [16].

Bussemaker also accounted for alternatives sudiresst amputation or the removal of the
ovary. Half of the women with BRCA 1/2 choose tovéathe breasts removed, often in
combination with breast reconstruction [16]. Prepéwe breast amputation reduces the chance of
breast cancer to almost zero percent. The remdvtieoovary reduces the chance for ovary
cancer to 5 percent on average and, in additi@lyces the chance of breast cancer by 50 percent
due to hormonal changes [16]. The decision to remmmeasts or ovaries is difficult to make, and
it does not reduce the chance to transfer the gerlke next generation. Considering that the
interests of particularly the child, but also theother should be guiding these matters,
Bussemaker does not consider these options aatiedhatives for PGD [16].

André Rouvoet objected to the letter on the grouhdssuch matters first need to be discussed in
the cabinet before sending it to the parliamente Tohnservative CU is against any form of
embryo selection and considered the proposed mesatube an expansion of existing regulation.
Furthermore, in the negotiations leading to thenttion of the government, the CU stipulated
that no expansions of policy on embryos would besged during the rule of this government
[26]. Although the relevant regulation, the PKGQI not exclude any type of serious genetic
disease for PGD, Rouvoet suggested that the inciusi BRCA 1/2 is not merely a decision
within the scope of the PKGOE, but is basicallyiagiathe ‘spirit’ of the agreements made in the
formation of the government [27]. On Friday thé"20 May, Bussemaker withdrew the letter to
parliament she sent the previous Monday. For sewezaks the cabinet would discuss the topic
internally.

In those following weeks, newspapers and televisatkhshows offered a podium to a variety
of opinions on the matter. Finally, a month aftee tinitial letter, Bussemaker and Rouvoet
reached consensus and a compromise, in the forannaw letter, was presented to the Dutch
parliament [28]. The genes BRCA 1/2 would be ineldidor PGD but every case would have to
be reviewed by a medical-ethical committee. Duritings period, only a very sporadic,
minimalistic ethical debate was waged in parliameritere the sanctity of life and the duty to
reduce harm were sidelined by the suggestion ofepgwlitics. The public, however, mostly
inspired by discontent of Rouvoet’s ways, engageahi emotional debate on television and in the
national newspapers. While the government playedndthe controversy by suggesting that
Bussemaker had been a bit gauche in raising thecuhb the first place, the ‘real’ debate was
highly ethical and found its stage in the Dutch raed

Prominent in this debate was the outrage abouteligious perspective. It is fine if religious
people consider an embryo to be valuable humandieit is widely suggested, but it is even
better if they keep their opinions to themselvelteAall, we are talking about a mere hump of 8
cells (which, according to the argument, disquadifan embryo as valuable human life). Some
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supporters of the CU tried to bring the debate hdytine initial arguments and called upon the
argument of the slippery slope. They suggested ithatight be right to accept the policy as
proposed by Bussemaker, but warned of repeatingdh®e argument in similar cases where a
smaller chance to develop a disease is also prd2eople were hasty to disqualify this argument
as irrelevant and not applicable in the situation.

The debate on PGD has its origin in a politicabdreement between Bussemaker and Rouvoet,
but this matter is itself irrelevant for the purpax this research. The focus is on a debate on PGD
where in particular religious people are moveddx® their opinions. It does not matter whether
Bussemaker was clumsy in raising the question,letiher Rouvoet exaggerated his response to
it. Of more interest are the arguments that faauimclusion of BRCA 1/2 for embryo selection,
which can be found in the letter to the parliamestwell as the reasons according to which the
CU and others take issue with PGD. Most prominene lare the arguments with a deontological
signature, to which I will now turn.

3.3.2 Deontological arguments

The ethical branch of deontology suggests thantbelity of an action is intrinsic to the action
itself and does not depend on its consequenceslityas thus not formulated in terms of cost or
benefit, as is often the case with consequentialmrmis translated as duties or rights. In eveyyda
society we can find a plurality of rules that canfbrmulated as either duties (e.g. you should not
lie) or rights (e.g. the right to freely express@nopinion). Deontological arguments typically
come forward when people’s most basic beliefs aritboks on life are at stake. For many people
and in particular people of faith, PGD challengasideas on unborn human life in its first days,
and the respect that should be afforded to it.sBame, it is clear that all human life is in prideip
inviolable and PGD, which comes at the cost of & @&mbryos, is inherently wrong. In this
section, | will deal with all kinds of deontologlarguments voiced. There are only a few ways in
which deontological arguments can be contestederStva and Rip [19] have identified three
main ways to counter deontological principles dmeké will prove apt to deal with the arguments
identified in the debate on PGD.

The debate starts with Bussemaker’s letter to thdigment in which she agrees with her
predecessor, Clémence Ross-van Dorp, on the plenanptivation that should inform PGD.
Referring to the policy on PGD under Ross-van Daipe suggests that: “The interests of the
future child are the starting point from which tecttle whether PGD is an appropriate possibility.
That includes the motive to prevent (very) serisuffering” [16]. As a secondary consideration,
Bussemaker includes the interests of the womenwibkb to make use of PGD. “I wish to point
out the interests of the woman who considers PGigether with her partner, she will have to
make a choice between PGD and prenatal diagnds§” Basically, this means that when PGD
contributes to a diminishing of suffering, the megts of the woman who considers PGD,
becomes an additional relevant factor. NowhereussBmaker’s letter is any other type of ethical
argument pronounced.

¥ The argument that the interests of the child shoel guiding in these matters also has metaphysioalems.
It can be asked whether it is in the child’s ingtreot to exist if she carries a serious chanceafdisease.
Possibly this is the wrong question to ask becausstence, from the perspective of reproductiomigays an
extremely coincidental matter, or perhaps this isater of splitting hairs and we should see ibfrine parents’
perspective who do not feel they have exchangedcbild for another. On the other hand, possiblyg tilsi a
question that has received too little attention ahduld be guiding in the matter of PGD. In anye¢cahke
interests of the child is a relevant consideratimn matter the metaphysical difficulties simply besa the
participants in the debate think it is. | do ndeatpt to tackle this topic philosophically. | wihy that it is a
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The motive to prevent suffering could very well é&plained according to deontological or
consequential principles. Either it could be seem auty to prevent serious suffering or it could
be judged according to the utilitarian ‘greategpgiaess principle’ where suffering leads to less
happiness. To be exact, in none of the letterdhi¢oparliament [16] [28] or the parliamentary
debates [29] [30]and not even on a television show in the matte}, [@il Bussemaker make it
clear whether she specifically endorses one okthee ethical approaches. Still | have classified
the interests of the child with the idea to preveerious suffering in this deontological section.
Usually, such matters over life and death are aitijustified according to deontological
principles. It simply seems a bit obtuse to tallwthit in a consequentialist manner. Doing so
would mean that, for example, financial costs walkb need to be included. Although a relevant
consideration, in none of Bussemaker’s lettersesfopmances in the parliament or media did she
include this concern. And although a decision orDR@Il always be a balance of competing
values, there was no sign of a rationalistic-coneatjal type of calculation. A consequential
perspective is an extremely inclusive perspectiveed at making sure all factors that may
contribute to the greatest benefit are accountedMen there is no sign of such an approach, it
is difficult to classify the motivation as, for exale, utilitarian.

In the second letter to the parliament, which earrihe support of the entire cabinet, the
following argument was detected: “For PGD, both th#onomy, and the protection of early
human life should be weighed. In other words, pnéng a very large risk of very serious
suffering for a possible future child should be giwd against the selection of embryos and
eventually possible options for treatment” [28]eThkeyword is autonomy. While it can be argued
that a consequentialist perspective could fully agsd this value, it does fit better in a
deontological frame of reference. The term expeesseespect for the intrinsic qualities of a
human being and therefore corresponds better witht@gorical type of ethics. Furthermore, in
the overall debate, several metaphors are usedke iciear how strongly people feel about this
matter. References to the sword of Damocles ocaltipte times and sometimes there is talk of
‘rights’ (those arguments will be introduced instlsihapter), and people are truly offended by the
position of the CU (see section 3.3.7). This does sound like the language of people who
endorse a calculative consequentialist perspecthemple feel so strongly about this matter
because they feel it is onfight to support Bussemaker’s proposal. If others palgity talk in ‘a
deontological way’, it seems unlikely that Bussesradndorses a different ethical framework.

In the public debate, the arguments that indicatatg to act in the interest of the future childlan
to diminish suffering are often multi-layered arehbe, complicated. For Bussemaker, it is clear
that the interests of the child should be the fiastonale and many actors in the debate seem to
share this opinion. Additionally, the argumentst tiedate to a diminishing of suffering place the
interests of the child in a context of a familythry, or connect it to the parents’ desire to save
their children from BRCA 1/2. This is not at altestge, for actors in a debate rarely follow strict
philosophical categories. The words and the semteribey formulate can express multiple
principles as people feel it expresses their opinin any case, the following arguments express
the idea that PGD is warranted because it is aegrioe carried out in the interest of the child,
which could be understood in terms of averted suifeor translated in an idea about autonomy
of the future child.

The spokesperson of PvdA, Khadija Arib, suggesis tfia] large group of women know they
carry this hereditary disease and want to save thddren from this burden” [32]. In an editorial
commentary about the mattelRC states: “Women who have a large chance to develop
hereditary breast cancer have to go through preteenpreast amputation. The ChristianUnion is
reluctant to recognize that parents wish to sawsr tbhildren this misery” [33]. Emma van
Leeuwen, carrier of BRCA-1 says: “The genetic matats a destructive gene. We know families

consideration that is endorsed among policymakedsa#l sorts of actors in the debate and is thenrpaiciple
that guides the use of PGD.
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where the grandmother, mother and all daughteid aseresult of hereditary breast cancer” [34].
In an editorial commentarge Volkskranstates: “Because the chance for cancer is sdfisigmi,

60 to 80 percent, the disease hangs over the loéaldsese women like a sword of Damocles (...)
PGD makes it possible to ban the disease from itles lof families who have feared for
generations for a premature death of their lovessofhis is why this suffering should outweigh
the abstract worries about the future” [35]. Poditi columnist Marc Chavannes of the NRC
concludes: “Anyone who has read the stories of wom#o have lost their grandmothers,
mothers or aunts to this disease and themselves i their breasts pre-emptively amputated
before the age of thirty, must conclude: give Iher tightnot to transfer the disease to the next
generation. Pre-emptive amputation is an amputatiowomanhood and does not reduce the
chance to transfer the disease. We should not wkigtmatter too lightly” [36].

Often, arguments are intended to support the io&atihe impact of the disease is greater than
is commonly presumed. The transfer of mutationsBRCA 1/2 covers many generations,
destroys entire families and does damage long édiceast cancer has even developed. In the
television programme Netwerk, a video was showrktlsf Westerhof, who died of hereditary
breast cancer several years ago. In this videotakg about the impact of breast cancer on her
life. “From puberty onwards | have been confronagth this disease. For me, breasts are no sign
of feminine beauty. For me, they are bombs” [37qrdline Haasbroek, carrier of a hereditary
form of breast cancer, argues how only the presendbe genetic defect, is already a heavy
burden. “Even if you belong to the twenty percerttowwill never develop the disease, the
psychological impact on your life still is very gte There is the constant insecurity, there are all
sorts of research like mammographic scans whichldane every year. The people who do not
develop the disease also suffer from a seriousamif@8]. Hans Evers, professor in gynaecology
states in the television show NOVA: “The breastthelse women are a time bomb and the ticking
clock is a psychologically heavy burden” [39]. In mterview with Algemeen DagbladAD),
Ellen Groenewold, carrier of genetic mutation aher BRCA 1/2, suggests that “Breast cancer is
devastating for families where it occurs. All womare struck by it, even those who do not get
breast cancer” [40]. Esther Leeninga-Tijmes, camiea genetic mutation BRCA-1, tells in an
interview with de Volkskrantthat her daughter understands why PGD is so iraportit is
important that it is not transmitted, she saideothse women will keep getting cancer” [41]. The
message is clear, hereditary breast cancer causk&sirggy even before the disease occurs.
Furthermore, it is ‘our’ duty to future generatidogrevent the transfer of BRCA 1/2.

No one disagrees that hereditary breast cancedeed the cause of much pain. But for many
people, the idea that it concerns a serious disgase not necessarily mean thabéiseechea
duty to diminish suffering by means of PGD. Thepaimns are also forwarded by women who
carry BRCA 1/2. Esther Leeninga-Tijmes asks: “Darsmbryo with a genetic defect not have a
right to live? | was once such an embryo and | diveaand happy (...) | went through
chemotherapy, had both breast removed and recotesdtulOf course | have been angry, sad and
scared. Yes, it was tough but | am still happy thaim here” [41]. In a similar vein, Mariska
Scheuer, surgical oncologist and carrier of eiBRCA 1/2, talks about her son. “My son is an
amazing person. In the sixth grade, he playedgheéihg role in a school musical, he loves to play
football, has twenty tennis trophys and passedvm& exam with a 10 for math. He knows
exactly what he wants to be (cardiac surgeon),ngsldo a nice student club, lives in a nice
house, has good friends and was independent frermthiment he went to university. This child
of mine should have been removed when he wasastilkmbryo?” [42] In an interview with
Nederlands Dagblad(ND), Marijke (who wishes to remain anonymous ier tchildren’s
interests), carrier of a breast cancer gene, isnggiic about medical treatments. “Previously,
women would almost certainly die of cancer becaise defect gene, but nowadays, that can be
prevented. The threat of cancer does not hang ymerike a sword of Damocles. For a gene
carrier, it is possible to live a good life” [43].
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So far, the debate is sketched as one that revalamsd the matter of suffering. It is clear
that the defective genes BRCA 1/2 cause much padnP&D is seen as a method to protect the
next generations from the misery that previous geimns had to endure. In response, it is
suggested that although these pains are real,dbeayt preclude one from living a normal and
happy life. Furthermore, one cannot disconnectéhection of embryos from the selection of life.
The rhetorical question “Would someone who suffesm the genetic defect rather not be here?”
is asked.

Although people agree that BRCA 1/2 cause much paah could be averted by PGD, it is
sometimes also considered blatantly immoral to ypar$GD because it comes with the
destruction of embryos. No matter what the beneiity be, an embryo is still human and embryo
selection comes with the loss of fully alive emlsy&mbryos are first fertilized, knowing that
some will never be allowed to grow and become bBhuinan being. In ethical deliberation, this
idea is reflected by the principle of nonmalefiocento do no harm, which has a higher priority
than the principle of beneficence. Sure, much paith suffering might be prevented by means of
embryo selection, but it is categorically wrongkilb the embryo, it would be suggested. Whether
this type of argument is useful depends on theswitan embryo. In which way can people make
a convincing case that embryos deserve such redpattit would be a matter of harm if they
would be submitted for selection?

In NOVA, Esmé Wiegman, a member of parliament fog CU, points out her principled
objection to PGD. “My troubles with the technologythat it requires IVF. In that procedure,
some embryos are selected and placed in the wouatlthbre are also the remaining embryos
which are likely to be destroyed” [44]. André Roevathe political leader of the CU who ‘forced’
Bussemaker to withdraw her letter to the parlian@emPGD, considers the embryo to be worthy
of protectior?® Referring to the agreements made between thdgabljtarties in the government,
Rouvoet suggests: “For the first time in a ‘coalitiagreement’, the embryo has been considered
as being worthy of protection” [27]. Rouvoet'’s piglal party states on its website that it considers
“embryos to be early human life that must be pretc[45]. Bas van der Vlies, political leader
for the Political Reformed Party (SGP) is cleartlair political views: “For the SGP it is a core
value that all human life deserves to be proted&aeH is at the origin of human life. Embryos
should be protected and not killed” [Z8].

Henk Jochemsen, director of the Lindeboom institatetudy centre advocating a Christian-
oriented medical ethics, argues that days-old easbgre just like older embryos, worthy of
protection. “When fertilization has taken placdyuman child is on its way” [46]. So far, the idea
that an embryo is human life has been used to dia@mit is worthy of protection. R. Seldenrijk,
director of the Dutch association for patients &uwdurer of ethics, offers a more comprehensive
version of this idea. “All life on earth deserveshe protected. But only human life is inviolable
from conception onwards. The status of the emisyembodied in its intrinsic value: there is an
internal intentionality, a program of developmehattis determined from the very beginning.
Without external interference, it grows to beconmmplete human” [47f

The status of the embryo is a passionately deliapgd and many people argue that, although the
embryo is human in a biological sense, this offétle to no ground for protecting it. Abeltje
Hoogenkamp, hospital minister, says: “We shouldddger about the matter. We are talking about
a clump of cells. That is not a child yet. In sethical matters | ask myself: do | have a bond with
the child?” [49] In an article ilNRC Marcel Zuijderland, philosopher and writer, dentbat

% The discussion on the protection of embryos is 8gction on deontological arguments does not sscu
arguments which would say that the embryo desqui@ection for other reasons than the intrinsicigadf the
embryo itself. To go beyond this topic would beytobeyond the scope of deontology.

2L Little more than a month later, Van der Vlies bé tSGP voiced a similar opinion in another parliatagy
debate [30].

?2|n ND, R. Seldenrijk published a similar opinion [48].
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embryos deserve to be protected. “To qualify anrgmbs ‘early human life’ is ridiculous. An
embryo is not a human being, but a bunch of ckllenows no pain, has no experiences, and it
cannot think. It lacks everything what gives arliyibeing its moral rights” [50]. Zuijderland also
attacks the idea that a human embryo deserveschoméecause of its potential to become fully
human. If that would be the case: “Then all thos#lian sperm cells that are lost at each
ejaculation and all of those unfertilized eggs thaimen lose every month should also be cause of
moral exasperation, because ‘potential human igddeing wasted. The range of the argument
from potency is too wide to imply that we shoulguasti our moral ways” [50]. Similarly, Koos de
Geest, general practitioner, asks to which degreestould consider the embryo worthy of
protection. “Many early embryos are lost becausy fail to attach to the womb. These embryos
often have some kind of deficit. Therefore, it ifficult to see human life in an early embryo”
[51].2® The view that an embryo deserves our respect apdld be protected is especially
common among people of faith, such as Rouvoet anteinsen, both prominent actors in the
debate. Their moral positions are (also) groundaetheéir convictions. In an earlier debate on a
law concerning embryos (PKGOE), Rouvoet expressedad his principle motivations by citing

a few lines from Psalm 139: “For you created my astnbeing; you knit me together in my
mother's womb (...) your works are wonderful (...) yeyes saw my unformed body” [25].

The second type of argument that pleads for PGBidbe the duty to diminish suffering, is the
idea that women, or parents, should be free touguvghat they consider best for their children.
Just like anyone else is free to use a mobile ploonkive a car, one should be able to decide for
oneself whether PGD should be pursued. Of courseddm is always limited by other principles
and it could be argued that a person’s freedomdkenuse of technology is constrained by the
principle of nonmaleficence. One is, for examplalyallowed to drive a car after demonstrating
that this can be done in a safe manner. If an emisryndeed worthy of protection, it could be
argued that a woman should not have the freedamate use of PGD. In what follows, however,

| wish to deal with this argument on its own mer@sitics of PGD have done so by interpreting
and applying the deontological principle of freeddiffierently.

The freedom argument suggests that a woman sheuédle to choose PGD simply because
the choice is hers to make. If a woman values tieatchildren will not suffer from hereditary
breast cancer, she should be able to choose for. FGthe Labour Party, this principle carries
much weight. Khadija Arib, spokesperson of theypddrmulates it as follows: “This is about the
right of self-determination and the woman'’s freedonchoose. That is for us just as important as
the protection of life” [52]. In NOVA, Jan Maartéfkommen, clinical geneticist at the Emma
Childs hospital in the AMC, questions the reasamsf@rth by the CU to prohibit PGD for BRCA
1/2. In a question directed toward Esmé WiegmathefChristianUnion, he asks: “How do you
justify taking away the parent’s autonomy? Of ceutbere are many people who do not choose
for PGD. In reality, there are only a few who dot ou want to take away their options and | ask
myself on what grounds?” [44] Caroline Haasbroekrier of the genetic mutation, feels that she
should be able to decide on this matter hersekimilangry with the ChristianUnion because it is
ridiculous that politicians now decide about myufet and the future of my family” [38]. In a
similar vein, Elisa Klapheck, a rabbi by occupatioonsiders it important that “women are free to
decide for PGD” [49]. But she realises that worskould also be free to refuse PGD: “Parents
should be free to say no to research without hatonige scared that the medical bill for health
care will not be paid by the insurance companiéf ¢hild eventually proves to have the disease”
[49]. In short, the freedom argument can be counterethéyidea that one person’s freedom
might become restrictive for others.

% |In section 3.3.6 on meta-ethics, | will return ma@xtensively to this type and other variants gfuarents
from precedent. They prove to be a very strong ragqu against the idea that an embryo deserves to be
protected.
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The deontological arguments in the debate correspoth the findings of Swierstra and Rip in
their study on NEST-ethics. They list three mairysvan which deontological principles can be
contested [19]. The first way is to invoke a prpiei with a higher priority; the principle of
nonmaleficence in this case versus the duty toaeduffering, which is the main argument to
choose for PGD in the first place. A second walp iargue that a deontological principle does not
apply in this particular case, which is reflectgdie question: do embryos, just like older human
beings, really deserve protection? It is argued tha principle of nonmaleficence, which
purportedly outweighs the duty to reduce sufferisgyot applicable. The third way to counter a
deontological argument is by interpreting a deagmal principle differently. This line of
argumentation is visible when one questions whetime woman'’s freedom might restrict the
freedom of another.

3.3.3 Arguments from consequence

Swierstra and Rip point out that ethical debatesy@n and emerging technology usually begin
from a consequentialist starting point [19]. Mofien, new technological developments are first
judged on the desirability of the consequences titeyg about. This seems to be the case for
technologies that represent truly new developmgratsopen up a world of possibilities bridging
the gap between science fiction and reality. Swig'ssand Rip’s article uses nanotechnology as a
suitable test case to highlight the diverse argusmen NEST-ethics. Nanotechnological
developments and their future offspring may be ewolutionary different from our current
technological standard that we can only begin tagme the consequential benefits of the
technology. A decision will have to made: Do wegu& what is promising but uncertain, or do
we proceed cautiously to hedge the risks inheremteiveloping new technology, accepting that
we may never reap the benefits of new developmentbe trade-off for manageability, stability
and predictability?

The discussions on PGD have a different dynamia thase on nanotechnology. This is
(partially) due to the difference between the lesfehovelty, and hence, uncertainty between the
respective technologies. In the case of nanoteoggplit remains to be seen whether
nanosubmarines will ever target inflamed cellsun wessels or whether the risks of nanotoxicity
will be manageable. But, whatever the future rolePGD may be, the technology itself is
available and is well established in medical pcactiwhen PGD is applied to pick out the
embryos without the genetic deficit, it is cert#nat this disease will not transfer from parent to
child. In this sense, the benefits of the technplate clear. The occurrence of hereditary breast
cancer will in fact be prevented if PGD is appliedhe case of BRCA 1/2. Where the discussion
on nanotechnology starts with consequential prosnB&D is already robbed of its technological
uncertainty and is settled in the technologicaldtape. The starting point of the ethical
discussion, therefore, is also different and hasthis particular case, been deontological, as
shown in the previous section.

Swierstra and Rip identify three axes along whiocmsequential arguments can be contested.
Consequentialist arguments are usually challengedlp plausibility; 2) whether benefits
promised are really benefits; and 3) the ratio loé tbenefits and costs [19]. Whether a
consequentialist argument is plausible or not, dépeon whether there is uncertainty regarding
the anticipated benefits or risks. In the case@DRor BRCA 1/2, it is clear that hereditary breast
cancer will in fact be prevented. There is no utagety regarding the benefits promised, hence it
is redundant to discuss the plausibility of thenpises. However, those who argue against PGD
often refer to treatments that might become aviklab the future. Such expectations are
uncertain, and are contested on their plausibgisywe shall see.

Second, are the benefits promised really benefas@ could imagine an argument that
questions whether PGD really is beneficial becdhsesuccess rates of IVF are fairly low. Or it
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could be argued that people with breast cancerstiiive a good and enjoyable life, thereby
creating doubt whether PGD really is beneficialeTgroblem with this type of question is its
normative character while in the case of PGD suivjége seems to be more appropriate. Because
people tend to disagree on values such as whatsvakiée enjoyable and worthwhile, and to
which lengths we can go to pursue it, it is diffido decide for one another whether PGD creates
benefits. No one wishes to argue that parents ateacting in a beneficial way when they
consider PGD. Possibly, the argument could becowme rominent if the topic would concern a
less destructive disease with a lower chance afldping it.

This leads us to the third axis mentioned, thahefratio between benefits and costs.
In the case of hereditary breast cancer, it idadiff to contest whether PGD delivers benefits.
People may disagree on it, but it is mostly a peakand subjective matter as | have argued in the
previous paragraph. Costs, however, are easiepitd put. After a PGD procedure has been
completed, what did it cost? What is the price éopaid to prevent the transfer of hereditary
breast cancer? Cost-benefit analyses are the ratstlative type of ethics and are not easily
formulated when applied to a sensitive matter aglPGD. To make such a perspective work,
both benefits and costs need to be quantified bedoe can be divided by the other to get a ratio.
A number will appear only if we assume that besedihd costs can indeed be compared to each
other. They, so to speak, will need to be quarmtifrethe same Cartesian coordinate system and
be composed of the same units of measurementyfahe to be divided into one another. For
ultraorthodox consequentialists, this is a basiedd@®mn to practicing ethics. Those who see an
embryo as a mere hump of cells will also haveeliftbuble accepting a cost-benefit analysis about
PGD. The desires of the parents and the duty taceetiarm justify the use of embryos. The costs
are considered to be low, hence the benefits easiiyweigh them. But those who consider an
embryo to be inviolable cannot place benefits oa side of the scale and costs on the other. For
them, the status of the embryo is a purely deogiokd matter and transcends the logic of
consequentialism.

Typical consequential arguments are unlikely to Veey prominent in a debate on PGD.
Nonetheless, all three types can be identifiedsoihetimes only minimally. The first type of
argument, which concerns contestation over matteas concern plausibility, is visible for
proposed alternatives to PGD. Henk Jochemsen anthilavan den Berg, whose doctoral
dissertation addressed the subject of prenata¢sicrg, focus on future treatments as alternatives
for PGD: “Breast cancer and other hereditary camoaty occur in a later stadium of life and can
be treated. Furthermore, this is about the selecie®@mbryos which have an increased chance to
develop breast cancer or ovary cancer in 30 oreddsytime. By then it seems plausible that early
diagnostics and treatments have improved. Shouldiatdocus on the treatment of people who
carry a disease instead of eliminating early huffifapnbecause it might have a condition?” [53]
Esther Leeninga-Tijmes, carrier of BRCA-1, is atdothe opinion that “treatments will only
improve in the future” [41]. Jan Mol, molecular lugical researcher, supports this train of
thought with recent developments in research orcerarfMuch research on the prevention of
hereditary breast cancer has been performed. (.s)lReof research on mice which carry the
gene responsible for breast cancer show that aBiple tumours in the mammary glands can be
prevented by administering a synthetic steroid.tfi@ best of my knowledge, these procedures
have not been tested on humans, but if similactffeould be achieved, it becomes increasingly
urgent to ask whether embryo selection is a prgpartion. There is enough reason for further
debate and more research on the prevention ofr@mdgy for cancer” [54].

While appearing on the television show NOVA, emesiprofessor in humane genetics, Hans
Galjaard, and professor in gynaecology, Hans Essussed the plausibility of alternatives to
PGD. Galjaard, is confident in future medical pbsiies to treat BRCA 1/2. “We are discussing
the prediction whether an embryo, a little girlelatwill develop breast cancer in 40, 50, 60, 70
years (...) | just wrote a book titlgdezondheid kent geen grenzienwhich | reflected upon what
happened in the past 40 years, and | must say,sl deeply impressed with all the past
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developments. Thus, in 40-50 years from now, | &lgpect that spectacular developments will
have taken place” [39]. In response, Evers, isctaht to jump to any conclusions about past
developments. “It is possible that no developmenlisbe made at all” [39], Evers replied. In an
interview withAD, professor and clinical geneticist Martinus Nieijere said he was bothered by
the argument that in fifty years there will be @atment for BRCA 1/2. “Often, cancer damages
healthy tissue between the age of twenty and twkvey(...) It is also difficult to treat cancer,
which makes it unlikely that there will be a brdakiugh in twenty years. But more importantly,
parents want to make an informed decision with ydtacts” [55]. In a discussion on television
with Henk Jochemsen, Caroline Haasbroek, carriex bfeast cancer gene, denies that there are
viable alternatives to PGD. To Jochemsen she says1 make it seem as if new and better
techniques to treat breast cancer will become aiail But in these discussions | miss that there
is also a strongly elevated chance for ovarian @ambere screenings are not that good, meaning
that many women die of ovarian cancer every yeaale it is detected when it is already too
late” [38]. For Nicky Westerhof, carrier of a breast canceregénis hard to believe that people
can have so much trust in currently fictional tnreats. “How can they argue that there should be
more attention for treatments? (...) If my diseeseld be treated, my grandmother would still be
alive, my mother would still be alive, and | wouldt have amputated my breasts” [56].

The second and third types of consequential cattestare only minimally present. Only
once does an argument appear to question whetbeprtposed benefits are indeed benefits.
Jochemsen and Van den Berg seem to provide thainarg when they suggest that “PGD is not
an easy technology which guarantees success” {e3¢, they appear to question the use of PGD
as a useful method to deal with hereditary breaster. However, sometimes it is difficult to
separate this type of argument from cost-bengjiments. In the latter case, the argument could
be interpreted as one which questions the effentise of the technology. Without asking the
actor who voiced the argument it is impossibledag which interpretation is correct, but this is
really a matter of splitting hairs. One clear ex&npf a reason that displays a cost-benefit
argument can be identified: Karin Janssen van Do@mutch medical specialist and ethicist in
Brussels, argues that: “Embryo selection in thigipaar case will not only prevent much pain,
but also saves a great deal of money. Money whichlbe used for a new medication which is
effective but presently still too expensive” [57].

In fundamental discussions where topics such dsdetdrmination, reduction of suffering, and
the status of an embryo are at stake, the roleon$eqguentialist arguments are limited. When
deontological principles are prominent, argumerseld on consequence seem to be secondary.
Only where the plausibility of a proposition candmibted is there a lively discussion.

3.3.4 Arguments from justice

How do we achieve a just distribution of benefitsl @osts? For a follower of Robert Nozick, the
ownership of property could never be sacrificedd@ocial redistribution the goods. Thus, to tax
somebody for someone else’s welfare is a wrongfwusion to one right to property. In the same
case, a Rawlsian would uphold the difference ppieciwhich only permits inequalities in the

distribution of goods insofar these differencesddiérthe worst off. The Rawlsian position is

more suitable to traditional left-leaning partiegile right-leaning parties might have more in
common with Nozick. Fortunately, whatever the id&fajustice someone may endorse, the
arguments made on its behalf can still be cleaeyiified.

A few arguments derived from a justice-informedi¢ogan be identified in the PGD debate. The
question of whether the use of PGD by one persdinlegid to injustice for others is a highly
speculative matter. This uncertainty makes it clfi to distinguish a problem of justice from
good life concerns. The following multi-interprel@alargument of the ChristianUnion is a perfect
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example: On the website of the CU it is stated: &ThristianUnion fears the selection of
embryos may have questionable consequences fatgodill there still be room for people with
diseases, handicaps or congenital defects? (.altiHis important, but should not be overrated”
[45]. What is the CU really saying here? Should beecareful with PGD because people with a
disease might eventually run the risk of havingp&y higher medical insurance? Or are they
trying to say that the social climate may be laggpsrtive of people with a disease? | will
consider the argument to mean both and, hencd] hewsed in a perspective of justice now, and
in the context of good life arguments in the nedt®n.

To continue, similar arguments of justice can kentdied. Frank G. Bosman, theologian at
the University of Tilburg, fears for solidarity atige role of insurance companies in a society with
PGD. “Selection of embryos jeopardizes solidanitysociety. Yesterday, Henk Jochemsem, head
of the Lindenboom Institute, warned Tmouw that ‘blame’ is already ascribed upon parents who
chose to go through with a pregnancy without seetanknow whether their child would be born
with Down syndrome. Parents are blamed that ‘treyd-have known.” Not just between adults
but even by children towards their parents. | & that health care insurance companies will
refuse to pay the high medical costs of certaimgspwith the argument that ‘it’ could have been
prevented. The parents will have to pay the b8B][ In a parliamentary debate, Henk Jan Ormel,
spokesperson for the Christian Democratic Appe8AY; said: “The CDA faction dearly values
equality of opportunity, including for people with disability, whether that is genetically
determined or occurs in a later stadium. One oftieas where future tension may occur is in that
of access to insurance and inspections [of hosp#abrds]. The law on medical inspections
guarantees that not everyone may ask for a mefilealWe wish to see a reinforcement of these
guarantees, especially in the light of the disamssiheld” [30]. In the same debate, the political
leader of the Socialist Party (SP), Agnes Kantresh#@®rmel's worries: “In politics, we should
make sure that new opportunities do not lead teduation of freedom. The availability of
embryo selection may never imply that people areefd or feel forced to make use of the same
technology. The administration should ensure tleat technologies benefit people and cannot be
used against people. It must be prevented thattaeelnology and knowledge lead to unequal
access to work or insurance, and should not betabtenclude that children with a congenital
defect not be compensated based on their paresgsion not to terminate a pregnancy while the
disabled child was still in the womb” [30Esther Ouwehand, spokesperson for the Party for
Animals (PvdD), is also worried. “To say it frankllgow will our health care insurers respond
when diseases could have been prevented?” [29]

The matter of justice is limited to this type ofjament, which is shared by multiple actors in the
debaté* People are concerned that further use of PGD ruagteally lead to future injustice.
Counterarguments have not been given and the dasmrsensus was that it would be a display
of injustice if governmental institutions were tgcabe some sort of blame, or even deny
coverage, based on the argument that a hereditsegs® could have been preventesitro but
was not.

3.3.5 Arguments from virtue ethics

Unlike deontology, consequentialism and forms dftributive justice, virtue ethics does not
concern itself with right actions. For Kantians dd®logy), the morality of an action is intrinsic
to it; for consequentialists it depends on the one of the action and for those who adhere to a
theory of justice, and so morality is a combinatidrboth intrinsic elements and consequence. In
contrast, virtue ethics, or ethics of the good, Iffkifts the focus of morality to the actor himself

4 Among others, Bas van der Vlies [29] and Henk éouen and Matthijs van den Berg [53] have arguenigal
similar lines.
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and asks ‘how should one live?’ To know whetheration is good or not can then be judged by
asking how it contributes to one’s flourishing, foow it helps cultivate a virtuous character. In
broader terms, virtue ethics can be used to reflacsociety at explore to see what terms of
cooperation among citizens allows citizens to l&a& good life. Should society, for example,
particularly foster family life because it leadsdeerall better outcomes, as a utilitarian would
say, or should society do so because people vaiiyfand thereby become better people?

Swierstra and Rip have categorized these argumant®&o ways. One group of good life
arguments focuses on human character. These arggimgness “culturally shaped identities and
aspirations: who are we and who do we want to h&d] Or, in addition: what should society
look like to facilitate the good life? In discussgoon new and emerging science and technology,
conservative and optimistic views on the role aht®logy have a different view of what that
good life exactly is. Well known is the debate be#w posthumanists, who see genetic
technologies as a means to speed up human evglatonmore conservative thinkers who fear
that, as a result of that ‘speeding up’, we mighdel much of what we currently consider
meaningful. The second group of arguments of tleeldide are translated into limits. What great
divide should not be crossed to preserve the gde®d Desirable limits may be inspired on the
religious notion that we ‘should not play god’, whiis particularly prominent in debates on
biotechnology. Or, limits can be drawn by what éeched natural by arguing, for example, that
something is unnatural or fabricated and is thuswmrthy to pursue. On the divide between
posthumanists and their critics, the argument érets could suggest that humans should not try
to transgress their natural limitations. Part ofitvmakes life valuable are what humans struggle
with most, like death and disease.

In the debate on PGD such arguments appear tarimesaéxclusively the domain of religious
people. Religious doctrines contain a pluralitynadral positions on the good life and life itself.
New developments in science and technology canlectygd and confront those values. In
Copernican times, the authority of the Church amtl Gimself was at stake when Earth was
losing its central place in the universe. More ré@evelopments in biotechnology might change
the way we look at life. Should it be protectedtsnearliest phase? Should one be humble towards
the miracle of life, or is such an attitude inagprate now that new technologies allow for a
reduction of suffering? Framing life in terms ofQ#t (from God), rather than something to be
recreated according to human standards, exemp#fiebaracterization of the good life that is
inspired by religious thought. This does not meaat Christians are the only ones endorsing a
particular model of the good life, but in practiteseems that nonreligious groups are less
motivated to express this type of ethics. There arfew exceptions, but it remains mostly
religious people who put forward virtue ethicalargents in the debate on PGD.

Now, to the debate. The first type of good lifelargents that will be handled are those arguments
that frame a perspective of the good life in teohsur identities and aspirations. In a statement,
the CU suggests: “The ChristianUnion feels theciele of embryo’s may have questionable
consequences for society. Will there still be rdompeople with disease, handicaps or congenital
defects? (...) Health is important, but should®bverrated” [45f° The editors oND argue in a
similar way. “A society which tries to prevent thieth of disabled or diseased people technically,
opens the door for a social climate where it eva@itibbecomes unacceptable that people are still
born with congenital defects or a hereditary altiemma After all, they could have been prevented.
Just like some parents of children with Down synuoalready hear” [59]. In a similar vein,
Jochemsen suggests: “If we head towards a socieéyenembryos are selected on the basis of an
increased chance for a hereditary disease, théfotiie like an undesirable society to me” [88].
Professor Galjaard warns: “By closing off riskde Imight become less enjoyable. We should

5 This quote is also used in the section on argusrfenin justice.
%6 Frank G. Bosman, theologian at the University itti(fg, argues in a similar vein (see also sec8ich4) [58].
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accept certain risks and be careful that we dometlicalize the entire society” [60]. These
arguments share that they perceive a change iohdm&acter and meaning of human life if PGD
becomes daily routine. It is not just that peopik e free from disease, but disease itself wal b
considered to be a choice. How will people’s chitabe formed by that understanding? In an
editorial commentary, the newspapeouw questions the previous arguments. Referring to the
viewpoints of the CU, the commentary suggests: [0U] fears the future will hold no place for
people with disease or handicap. However, it lacksf to support that hypothesis” [67].

The following group of good life arguments is siamilto that described above, but is more
difficult to dismiss as mere speculation. Firstaijpint commentary iNRC Jochemsen and van
den Berg change the angle of the argument: “Thexgeh of unborn human life with a condition,
sends out the wrong message to society: we rezdliythat such people should not be born. We
acknowledge the fact that future parents want @ RGD to prevent the birth of a child with a
genetic burden. But the fact that this methodnariced with public money unmistakably makes
this selection a societal matter (...) Are we noingdiowards a society where you are only born
when you have no disposition for (serious) condg&® International research has shown that an
increasing part of children who are prenatally dzgpd with Down syndrome or a neural tube
defect are aborted” [53]. At the debate in theiparént on PGD, where the revised letter on PGD
was discussed, the spokesperson of the CDA, HemlOdmel, stated: “The CDA feels that the
possibility to make use of PGD should never leatht signal that it is better to be dead than
alive with such a disease” [29]. State Secretarydssemaker agreed with Ormel and said: “The
use of embryo selection must never lead to theatitirat someone should not have been born”
[30].

One question remains, however: How will the chamaand aspirations of future children be
influenced by the possibility of PGD? The matterhighly speculative and philosopher and
columnist Désanne van Brederode sarcastically tahtthe good life of a child who has been
saved from breast cancer. “What?! Skydiving? Smgki Unhappy about your figure? A
depression. You?! All this while your parents maadee you could not get breast cancer! How
dare you!” [62]. Another kind of good life argumerg forwarded by Esther Ouwehand,
spokesperson for the PvdD: “In a broader perspectite societal implications deserve our
attention. An example would be the risk of holdpayents liable for the increasing number of
detailed choices they can make about new life. Wasponsibilities will become the burden of
future parents now that they have many more chdiwesake? The centre for ethics and health
remarked that the continuous increase of choiteaithcare is moving towards a duty to choose.
What consequences will that have for the individual our society?® [29] From a personal
perspective, Esther Leeninga, carrier of BRCA-Ysga the television programme NOVA: “It
almost seems as if you should feel guilty when lgaue a child and choose not to do selection”
[41].

NRCcontains an elaborate response from Roel Kuipemiber of the Senate for the CU and
professor reformational philosophy. In that artidt@iiper gives an account of a Christian good
life perspective on the matter of PGD: “The worklaacreation is a ‘date’ and not a coincidental
‘fact’. The world is given; the order and the mygtef that world makes human beings realize
that they aren’t the creator of all that existst that the world has been given. This realization
gives a specific experience to things. He who s$keesvorld as a miracle, the miracle of a gift,
will not be able to exploit the world in an indiwvdlistic utilitarian way (...) The relation to nature

2’ Note that this question could also create doubtthen feared role of insurance companies, which was
prominent in the section on arguments from justice.

8 This argument, as well as some of the argumestsnjentioned, might appear to be deontologicalaiturre.
There is talk of duties and people are worried Wwhesociety will still be hospitable to people withdefect. |
have categorized these arguments as good life angsnior these arguments do not express a dutayo s
whether the policy is good or bad, or say that jbcy measure does not respect people with a tondi
Instead they point towards a society which is seeandesirable. One type of such a society is drezevpeople

do not endorse these deontological concerns thayws today. That, most certainly, is a good diéecern.
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should be one of respect for what has been giveéherprocesses of creation. Human beings do
not exploit, instead they answer. Answering is amtigular the right attitude in relation to God
and fellow human beings. Answering means to ackedgé the authority of someone else. For
Christians, this means to acknowledge the authofitgod, who speaks in many ways. This is the
source of moral responsibility for one’s action83].

In general, and particularly when proposed by peablfaith, good life arguments support a
conservative view on life. In an interview wiffrouw, rabbi Elisa Klapheck endorses a more
progressive religious viewpoint. “In the book EzdKi rabbi Klapheck says, “it is written that
God will give people a new heart and a new spitiis is not medically but spiritually intended,
and it tries to say that improvement and renewaloissible. God speaks to the prophet there as
son of man, responsible for the godlike in lifel &évelopments are frightening, but we should
not be led by fear, but by faith in progress” [49].

The second type of framing of the good life occtimough the identification of limits. With
respect to modern technology, it is often suggetitatthumans should not play God for that will
eventually lead to the corruption of much that wadhvaluable. This argument has been
particularly prominent in the debate between tram& post-humanists and their critics, to which
| referred earlier. By taking too much control afhan life with new genetic technologies, the
critics suggest, many values among which humilitg golidarity are in danger. The editors of
ND support a similar opinion. “Humans can’t handlayphg God. That will corrupt eventually.
The weaker people in society can hardly be constl&uman ‘gods™ [59]. The same kind of
argument is also forwarded by Kuiper: “Christians deeply sceptical about the utopian projects
of modernity. Science and technology are able ¢ater; but can derail when they are not attached
to any moral framework. Many Christians have idedithe criticisms of the postmodernists as
their criticism to the pretentions of modernity.éjhhave an insurmountable hubris to play God
(...) It thus becomes paramount to identify and @ity examine the perspective through which
science and technology are used. A technologicaBhaped world is no perspective. The
meaning of life will be lost here. Opposite to tlithe perspective whereby every human being is
accepted as an intended and desired person” [63nl article iINNRC Marcel Zuijderland,
publicist and philosopher, responds to this typargument: “The argument that we ‘should not
play God’ is unfounded. Nowhere in the human genshal we find anything that points to a
divine plan” [50].

A different opinion is forwarded by Hospital Mingst Abeltje Hoogenkamp. From a biblical
perspective, she questions the limits that are asgapto benefit the good life. In favour of PGD,
she asks: “Is the human being allowed to interferthe natural cause of things? Certainly (...)
Nature is not pleasant at all. Why should we besgtborn about this point, while for
insemination, the best seeds are selected witmzifoge, and we do not make a problem about
that? Most of all, the argument is untenable wité bible as starting-point. The natural way of
things is not sacred in the Bible” [49].

3.3.6 Meta-ethical arguments

Meta-ethical arguments are not ethical argumengsngielves, but are rhetorical methods or
logical lines of reasoning to give weight and cbddy to one’s ethical position, which itself ina
expression of consequentialism, deontology, justicehe good life. Meta-ethical arguments are
powerful when they contextualize ethical argumegitgng a fuller and more credible account of
one’s opinion. Swierstra and Rip mention threeedédht kinds of meta-ethical arguments [19].
The first concerns the degree of influence ‘we’detrs) have to steer the path of the technology.
On the extreme side of the spectrum, denying huagamcy should convince the audience that
whatever views they have, it is futile to try teest or stop the introduction, development or use of
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the technology. Less extreme positions affirm huragency, even though path dependencies
make it difficult to influence the directions ottenological development.

In the debate, a few of these arguments are visitile bottom line is: these developments
will not, or cannot be stopped. Technology just fito perfectly into the general developments
happening in contemporary society.Tirouw, rabbi Klapheck argues: “It does not help to fdrbi
selection. People want it, they are consumers attihneare” [49]. In an interview iNRC Hans
Galjaard shares his thoughts on the matter. “Tipiicgtion of PGD cannot be stopped, and that is
no blessing, neither financially nor for society X.Iln my book you can see the government
struggling to keep control of the costs of reprdnhgctechnologies. There is no medical method
where it is said: we will not do it (...) To my guise, last year fifteen diseases were added to the
Guthrie test. Some of those diseases occur less dhae a year, with little possibility for
treatment. But since we can determine it all in orement, we say: why not? That's part of your
generation” [64F° This type of argument can be used in combinatidth wiverse ethical
positions. It can be used to reflect on the maradit present-day society and thereby forward
guestions of justice or the good life. Or it camly be used to suggest that people should simply
accept the implications that come with PGD and stopning about it.

The second form of meta-ethical arguments concémasuse of past experiences. Previous
experiences may suggest that technology is eithext tor good or bad, is beneficial or disastrous,
or offers a reason to sustain, or reconsider, ameot moral ideas. Particularly this last type of
argument is prominent in the debate on PGD. Imikdia, the CU was often blamed for trying to
force their ‘pre-historical’ ideas on the citizeat the Netherlands. The rhetorical question is
begged, “How can the people of the CU still hawrilbte with this policy proposition on PGD
after all the moral progress of the past decadé#fite all other arguments from precedent are in
favour of PGD, | will start this matter with thengle example that supports the position of the
CU. InNRC Henk Jochemsen and Matthijs van den Berg commernhe matter. “It should be
realized that the previous Secretary of State, RasDorp (CDA), wanted to forbid the selection
that Bussemaker wants to allow. So, in this matteryould be wrong to suggest that the
ChristianUnion holds a wicked opinion” [53]. Progons of PGD respond by suggesting that the
condoned practice of IVF already allows selectidnembryos for other reasons than the
identification of genetic mutations. Professor Hdbsers speaks from personal experience:
“Recently | had a patient for IVF because of héeitility, but she also carried the BRCA-1 gene.
For IVF, we were allowed to select the embryos ppearance (to place the prettiest one back in
the ovary) but not whether it carries the gene.afsurd situation” [65]In a similar vein, Joep
Geraedts, head of the department of clinical gesett the Academic Hospital Maastricht, says:
“It would be strange not to select for a seriousettary condition. With regular IVF you also
make a choice because there is a surplus of entj6&ls

The argument from precedent is widely endorsedupparters of PGD. They refer to the
moral development we have already made by allowimgrtion. Furthermore, they refer to other
ways in which embryos are lost every day. Both sypkargument are aimed to delegitimize the
so-called right of the embryo to protection. Thader of the Socialist Party, Agnes Kant, was one
of the first to compare PGD to abortion: “It isestge to consider that you do not allow this and
you do allow abortion, for the self-same reaso®&].[De Volkskranposes the similar dilemma
in an editorial commentary. “The ChristianUnion edis to the destruction of embryos which
carry the gene that corresponds to hereditary breascer. But Dutch law already allows
amniocentesis for women who have this hereditamn fof breast cancer. When the foetus turns
out to carry the disease, it can be aborted, sixigeeks after fertilization. Which is worse,
according to the logic of the ChristianUnion? Almmtafter four months or the destruction of an
embryo in a laboratory?” [35] In the television shdlOVA, Hans Evers points out this moral
inconsistency by comparing embryo selection to tdyor “People already have aborted

? The book Galjaard refers to i8ezondheid kent geen grenz2008).
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spontaneous pregnancies for 2-3 times, becauseneemiésis showed that the child carried the
breast cancer gene. When | am abroad for a congdreaanot explain to my colleagues that we
are allowed to carry out amniocentesis and aba@tpitegnancy, while we are not allowed to

prevent a pregnancy from occurring in the firstcpla[39]. Karin Janssen van Doorn argues:
“Politicians think up all sorts of doubtful courdeguments, such as: ‘this conflicts with the due
respect for all forms of beginning human life’,i4Heads to the medicalization of society’, ‘the

chance that hereditary breast cancer will devetopat 100 percent’, or: ‘this undermines the
solidarity in society’. When such arguments arepps®d, it also seems logical that the laws on
abortion and euthanasia are abolished” [57]. Pusviainister of Health, Welfare and Sport, and
member of D66, Els Borst, is equally disturbed vilik position of the CU. “Many people are

principally against abortion and say: | would ratkhestroy an embryo than a three month old
foetus” [67].

The previous paragraph contained only a selectichearguments found in the PGD deb$te.
An equivalent amount of arguments from precedentevgiven to delegitimize the status of the
embryo as something that inherently deserves fortiected* In NOVA, Hans Galjaard who is

in fact a critic of PGD, considers the deontolofio#otivations of the CU to be outdated.
“Prenatal diagnostics have existed for 30 yearsydaocan’t just say now ‘you think the embryo
is worthy of protection from conception onwardshl®in Rotterdam, already sixty thousand
prenatal diagnoses have already been performed’ Bns Evers says: “In the Netherlands,
every year 10,000 IVF treatments are performedhWéch treatment embryos are selected. The
good ones are placed in the ovary or are frozenstoréd, the bad ones are thrown away, which
amounts to a few dozen each day. In the Netherlamsit 150,000 women use the coil
(intrauterine device) for birth control. The coilepents the nesting of embryos in the ovary. So
each month, about 150,000 good embryos are lostt’sTh couple of thousands per day” [65].
Zuijderland endorses the same kind argument butoappes it from a different angle. “God’
himself seems to be quite wasteful with embryose @bstiny of most embryos is a premature
death. Of all the eggs that are fertilized in auredt way, seventy-five percent die before the
pregnancy ends” [50]. As a final example of thipeyof argument, | wish to quote emirate
professor of gynaecology P.E. Treffers, who powmis that human intervention is no different
than what already happens in nature. “The Chrishaon regards an embryo in the first stadium
of life to be worthy of our protection: it canna bestroyed and selection of embryos on grounds
of hereditary deformities cannot take place. Thught is opposite to what happens in normal
reproduction. An embryo is a clump of cells thaimes to exist from cell division after
fertilization in the fallopian tube. The fallopignbe transports it to the womb where it might
eventually get the chance to settle in the innembrane of the womb. Many embryos never
settle and are lost; and even if they do settlgremt deal still goes to waste as result of a
spontaneous abortion” [72].

The third type of meta-ethical arguments conceenptiojection of moral change in the future. It
could be argued that such change will become halbdund is seen as moral development.
Oppositely, the perceived moral change can be agenoral corruption. This latter interpretation
proves to be prominent in the debate on PGD andesam the rhetorical form of the slippery
slope. In its strongest form, the argument suggdsts when some boundary is crossed, it will

%0 Additional arguments have been given by: Senndwef; head of department familiar tumours of thedbu
Cancer Institute — Antoni van Leeuwenhoek Hospitahmsterdam [55]; Alexander Pechtold, politicaader
D66 and member of parliament [68]; and Ellen Greearéd, carrier of hereditary breast cancer [44].

3L A selection of these arguments that will not bentiemed in the text are given by: Clare Wesselpslicist
[69]; Simone Hof, carrier of gene that causes a@altal cancer [43]; Marc Chavannes, columnist [&&]ido de
Wert and Inez de Beaufort, professors in Biomedithics and Health Ethics at the University of dieand
Erasmus Medical Centre Rotterdam [70]; and Chestile Die-Smulders, medical coordinator PGD on the
department Clinical genetics AZM [71].
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inevitably lead to further steps down the roada lmeaker form, the argument is about the logic of
justification. The latter version means to ask \wkethe principles used to justify a decision can
also be used to justify similar decisions in adwarithis brings us to an important matter in the
discussions on PGD to which | have, until now, agiben passing reference. Much of the debate
on PGD revolves around tlohanceto develop breast cancer. So far, the only disethsdsvere
allowed for selection, such as Huntington’s disease Duchenne muscular dystrophy, are very
devastating diseases that would certainly develap kifetime if the relevant gene is found. In the
case of breast cancer, certainty cannot be guacrated it thus can be argued that it does not
prevent one from living a good life, which has beamposed in section on deontological
arguments. But more importantly, a carrier of BRCAR need not necessarily develop breast
cancer. There is a chance of approximately 65 petbat it will occur during the length of one’s
life, and additionally, there is a 10 to 60 percelmdnce of developing ovarian cancer [16]. The
step from certainty to chance gives rise to theirment of the slippery slop?.

On to the debate: Henk Jochemsen is one of thetdiforward the argument of the slippery
slope: “We will come in a situation where, in piiple, everything can be selected (...) There are
so many genes that can lead to a disease. Howisemost the disease be and how severe should
the treatment be and how big should the chance hestify embryo selection?” [46] In a similar
vein: “The ChristianUnion points out that it is @0 percent certain that the defective genes will
lead to breast- or colorectal cancer. ThereforedrdnRouvoet feels that state of secretary
Bussemaker crosses a fundamental line and opendotirefor further embryo selection” [87].
Galjaard sketches a situation in which the slipdope might work in this case: “Carriers of the
hereditary breast cancer gene have eighty perderice to develop the disease. What risk is
serious enough to close it off upfront? A risk @ftey percent, sixty, ten? Step by step this goes
further. There are people who do not believe indligpery slope, but this decision shows that it
really exists” [60]° Furthermore, in an interview witNRG Hans Galjaard says: “All embryos
carry risks to develop a disease (...) We have tlizeethat people in the future will also wish to
eliminate smaller chances for disease. In the whd, do you have left?” [64] Annemiek Nelis,
general director of the Centre for Society and Gans, shares Galjaard’s fears: “What type of
new boundaries are we seeking? What does it meathdofuture if we also start selecting for
genes that do not always lead to a disease? It sniat in due time, more diseases will be
screened for, because the suffering of the pakieaps forcing us to push further” [66flore
imaginatively, René Cuperus, political ideologistdacolumnist ofde Volkskrant portrays a
Brave New World scenario: “You don’t have to beraaj futurologist to establish that future
human production will take place in a laboratoryheut love and without sex (...) You don't
have to believe in the God of Genesis, to believiné slippery slope and the manipulation of the
quality of life” [74].

Naturally, there is much disagreement about thepely slope and whether it really exists.
Christine de Die, a clinical geneticist, does ne¢ & slippery slope. “An IVF treatment is an
intensive procedure. Women think for months abbu$cience itself is not that far advanced just
yet. For every woman, for every mutation, a spedifist needs to be developed” [75]. From
Evers’ experience there is no reason to fear esfipslope: “For fourteen years have we been
doing preimplantation genetic diagnosis (...) andhose fourteen years we have never had
someone who came with the request to apply thigndistics for a disease with a risk of 10
percent” [39]. At the other side of the table, @afjd was quick to reply that such is not very
strange, as the possibilities are still limited.bA further in the same debate, Evers counters

32 Other arguments that indicate a slippery slopekhiill not be mentioned in the text are suggesiygdEsmé
Wiegman, member of parliament for the CU [44]; MaarKeulemans, scientific journalist, final edifor the
popular scientific monthly magazine NWT Natuurwestglmap & Techniek and columnist of Volkskrant [73];
and Frank G. Bosman, theologian at the Univerdiffilburg [58].

% Galjaard refers to Bussemaker's first letter te ffarliament [16] in which she announces to inclBRCA
1/2 for embryo screening.
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Galjaard’s expectations that people will want soheg for a variety of diseases and advances
another argument from experience: “But Mr. Galjadrdhat would be the case, then we should
have already seen similar developments in anten#ahosis, which is amniocentesis (AFT).
You can have amniocentesis performed for a vagetiseases but in the thirty years that AFT’s
have been performed in the Netherlands, there éas bo trend where people ask to screen for
less serious diseases. People are very thouglhidult dhese matters and that goes all the more for
preimplantation genetic diagnosis” [39]G. Nijhuis, gynaecologist, draws on data frormptal
diagnosis to counter the idea of a slippery slolme25 years, prenatal diagnostics, the research of
the child in the womb has expanded enormously. Nahess, the number of abortions due to a
child’s disease or aberration did not grow. Forrgeahas been between 400 and 600 cases. There
is no slippery slope” [71]. Publicist Clare Wesaelhas faith in contemporary morality: “There is
no slippery slope”, she argues. “We are in fulltcolnand looking at the way questions of life and
death have been handled in the past years; we eaorijident there is no slippery slope” [69].
Finally, ND reports on a publication iNederlands Tijdschrift voor Geneeskuntiéhere is no
single piece of evidence that suggests that fytarents are quicker to abort if the unborn child
has a minor shortcoming” [76].

Other arguments against the idea of the slippenyestefer to the solid measures taken in the
policy on PGD. In the television show Knevel & Vdan Brink, State Secretary Jet Bussemaker,
was a guest. Van den Brink, one of the interviewasked whether Bussemaker agreed that the
decision to include hereditary breast cancer to Rfs@redures might open the door for the
inclusion of other diseases. Bussemaker made dtr ¢leat there is no slippery slope because:
“These are very specific cases which are judgedvichehlly.” Van den Brink continued the
interview and suggested: “Your predecessor wanagRiGD for hereditary breast cancer (...) So
it matters who holds that office and possibly tlextnstate secretary will allow PGD for more
diseases.” Bussemaker replied: “No. It is most irtgpd that you choose a process where sensible
and careful judgments are made” [31].

In an editorial commentary\lRC responds to the fears of the CU: “The argumenthef
ChristianUnion which suggests that Bussemaker'pgsiion will lead to a slippery slope of
eugenics is a fallacy. The Secretary of State makgsinfully clear under which circumstances
this technology is allowed” [33]. Elsbeth Etty, goinist of NRC endorses the same argument.
“The slippery slope makes no sense because thgéngxiaw on PGD draws sharp boundaries”
[77]. Evers adds that not only are the measured, dmit the medical practice itself is also very
rigid.>* “The slippery slope does not exist. It's a poditimvention. Embryo selection only takes
place after many talks with the parents and afieraugh deliberation of a special committee.
Every application is reviewed independently on wékransferability, the impact of the disease
and the options for treatment. Is it only abouteagraunt who developed the disease or is half of
the family involved? Does the disease develop wbung age? How does the disease progress
over time? After intensive talks, of the 1250 pavi® applied in the past fourteen years, only 250
remained. In the United States, there are comnlaioncs who select for Alzheimer and other
conditions that are perfectly treatable. We wil@ego that far” [78].

Despite such common sense arguments, particulas @so give rise to much doubt according to
the following argument¥, Marijke, carrier of the gene that causes breastera has a strong
opinion on the matter: “I am totally against sel@tiof embryos, because | feel that we should not
select human life (...) Besides that, | don’t think situation is any worse than that of a mother
with autistic children. Autism probably also hakeitable component and in due time, it will be

3 A similar opinion is endorsed by Caroline Haaskra@arrier of a hereditary breast cancer gene [38].

% Perhaps comically, the decision to change thecpald allow for the selection of BRCA 1/2, wasidap
followed by an article on further genetic disordéesiido de Wert and Inez de Beaufort, respectipebfessor
Biomedical ethics and Health ethics at the Univgrslaastricht and Erasmus Medical Centre Rotterdarnte
an article on exclusion-PGD and HLA detection apted for the inclusion of these methods to theqgyotin
PGD [70].
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possible to detect it in an embryo’s genetic peofif you allow selection for a breast cancer gene
now, where does it finally end?” [43] Galjaard isrtain that in the future, more diseases will
become eligible for selection. “There are rapid elegments in DNA chip technology. The
coming ten-to-twenty years you can expect that ngenye variants will be found that lead to
higher risks. Sometimes it will be a small riskhattimes it will be larger. | don’t see how we say
‘yes’ now, and ‘no’ later. Every one of us has aoreased chance for something, whether it is
dementia, Parkinson’s or vascular disease. Inwhig not many people will be left” [39]. René
Fransen, science journalist, also fears for seledtr less serious diseases. “What if the future
holds that somebody suffers under the thoughthitgbr her child has an increased chance for
autism or an increased chance for Rhinitis (hayrfevHay fever can really poison your life,
right? What if a deaf couple wants a deaf childaose that would be good for their family life?
This is no farfetched situation; there has alrdaglyn a lawsuit about it” [79].

There are a few final remarks in order. The melgcat arguments that we have seen thusfar are
either intended to delegitimize or strengthen dmcat view. The argument from precedent has
been used to counter the deontological idea thatryoa are worthy of protection. These
arguments works very well when the protection & émbryo is seen as a deontological matter,
which is consistent with my own categorization. Bultat is the value of an embryo when the
argument for protection is endorsed from a goagpiérspective? What does it mean to develop a
theory based on the respect for an embryo, linkedmits biological status but to the potentiality
of its growing into a flourishing human? This wik one of the concerns in Chapter 5. The other
argument—that of the slippery slope—intends to girgy to good life arguments. The slippery
slope itself is merely a vehicle to give a podiunconsiderations of the good life. The opposite
argument—that of habituation—could argue that tke af PGD for an increasing number of
disorders is a sign of moral development. This @ugt, however, has not yet been made. To
some extent, the daily practice of politics is abgaverning a slippery slope and proponents of
PGD have suggested that the medical practice of,R&®Ilaw on embryo selection, and the
intensity of the procedure make the slippery slgpuilar to a bad science-fiction scenario.
Whether those criticisms are correct will be diseasin Chapter 4.

3.3.7 Responses to the ChristianUnion

The role of the ChristianUnion has been met witktitity. There are basically two camps: those
who consider PGD to be an excellent solution to gheblem of breast cancer and those who
oppose PGD in this particular case. Those who eedtire latter position need to forward good
reasons why, because it implies that PGD is nabraatically a decision that falls within the
autonomy of a woman with hereditary breast canged to this the idea that PGD prevents
serious suffering, and a negative attitude towd?@&D could be considered little else than
unethical, so it appears. As a result, the CU le@s Isubject to emotionally charged attacks in the
media. Variations of the question “On what grouddes the CU think they can impose their
private religious ideas onto others?” are widelgeals Religious people surely must know that
many people do not share their outlook on lifeyby do they insist on mingling into matters that
should be kept in the private sphere? This linthofight often leads to the conclusion that the CU
and its followers are tyrants who are not suscéptibany rational argument. There are basically
two categories of arguments that are supposedlé&gitimize the position of the CU. The first
category concerns those arguments that reduceofigom of the CU to an ostracized religious
position. It is argued that no proper morality dam implied by a Christian perspective. The
arguments of the CU are, in this formulation, siyplo unreasonable or irrational to uphold. The
second category concerns the idea that the CUdisgrace to the idea democracy. Here it is
argued that the advocates of the CU wish to implussie private ideas upon the majority of people
who do not share the same system of belief.
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Mark Rutte, the political leader of the VVD, is awyed with the position of the CU. In the
parliament he asks: “Who is the ChristianUnion ngpose such a moral judgment about the
quality of life and health on the people of the INgtands?” [29] INRC Els Borst expresses her
problems with the CU’s position. “The ChristianUnigives the impression that it has a direct
connection to the heavenly and that we are all unkgl. While the position of State Secretary
Bussemaker is logical and thoughtful. (...) Being @led Christians, the politicians of the
ChristianUnion believe that they have access taMilsdom of the ages. (...) The ChristianUnion
uses the parliament as a missionary post, butishabt the purpose of the parliament. In the
parliament you are supposed to convince each ajha@rgument” [67]. In response to minister
Rouvoet of the CU, Karin Janssen van Doorn, suggéstt the primary concerns of Rouvoet
ought to be. “Minister Rouvoet should worry aboujavernment which considers the family to
be the cornerstone of society, forces women to latatiihemselves and remain childless to
prevent breast cancer” [57]. Ben Crul, medical doeind main editor of the magaziMedisch
Contact asks: “What fundamentalist country do | live Wil it soon become mandatory to grow
a beard? (...) According to my Bible, the reductddrunnecessary human suffering is still a good
thing” [55].

These arguments do not simply argue against a npoiat of view. Rather, they intend to
dismiss the position of the CU completely. The wewysvhich that is achieved is often based on
little more than insults and mere rhetoric. Elsktiy is on the foreground of attacking the CU on
their integrity. “Bussemaker assumed that politsieof the ChristianUnion are rational and
humane people and that you can cooperate with tAemistake: they are not rational politicians,
they are fanatics, fundamentalists and tyrants They appeal to their God who wants people to
suffer and get cancer because that is all parhefgreater plan” [77]. In the television show
NOVA, Henk Jochemsen, a clear opponent of PGD, @adbline Haasbroek, carrier of a
hereditary form of breast cancer and supporter@DPwere invited to discuss the matter. Citing
a poll that shows that 66% of the population suigBGD in the specific case of hereditary breast
cancer, the host of the show, Twan Huys, turnothdmsen and says: “Sir Jochemsen, 66% of
the Netherlands feels you are talking rubbish &ad this technology should be allowed” [38]. In
the television show Knevel & Van den Brink, politideader of the CU, Arie Slob, says he was
astonished by the attention the CU received.NRRG political columnist Marc Chavannes
responds with little sympathy: “Whomever imposeshereditary ‘almost-death warrant’ on
women who do not share one’s beliefs has quité @ lexplain” [36].

The CU and its supporters appear dumbfound by thiesme responses to their position. Roel
Kuiper says in an article iINRC “I am not a Christian fundamentalist and | wibtrbe told off
like that. | am bothered by the ideas and imagegqgied into existence as if we are cold-blooded
Christians who wield some sort of a ‘Befehl ist &af-ethics simply because we rely on the
Bible. Christians who find authority in the Bibl@ve populated this country for centuries and
now we should shut up because we are Christianafuedtalists?” [63]n an interview with
NRC Arie Slob says he is hurt by the ‘anger’ andtésitess’ that is directed towards his party.
“For example, Elsbeth Etty, who writes that we ‘fa@atics, fundamentalists and tyrants.” That is
absolutely absurd. Or Els Borst who accuses uarobgant smugness.” Wasn'’t she the one who
said ‘It has been accomplished’ when she finistiedlaw on euthanasia? And she dares to say
that we use the parliament as a missionary po8' Also in an interview witiNRG minister
Rouvout of the CU talks about the hostile resporisesCU received. “Many of these opinions
were not so much about what we said, but abousospected motivation. That was sometimes
quite staggering” [81].

It is also questioned why the views of the CU aet mith such hostility. M.J. Schuurman,
preacher at the reformed congregation llpendam-Wyateg, gives his idea on the problem. “For
Dutch people, faith is litle more than a projenticGod and belief are nothing more than a
fairytale. They consider it appalling that this @ated position seems to have some influence (...)
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But restraint in the field of medical ethics is tio¢ sole right of orthodox protestants” [82]. Roel
Kuiper suggests that you do not need to be a Gimisv share their viewpoints. “Christians are
not the only group that sees experimental geneténse as a risky instrumentalization of life. In
philosophy and ethics, similar critical argumenatpatterns can be found. Why should the
discussion on the limits of technical instrumestalj which is held in all places in the world and
in science, be reduced to bickering about fornfsieflamentalism?” [63] INRC André Rouvoet
argues for the proper place of a religious viewpainthe public debate. “It seems that people
think the ChristianUnion should not be allowed mraduce their viewpoints on this subject
because they are founded upon the Bible and ane oflevance to the rest of the world. This is
really remarkable. You also don’t say: ‘| can’t ¢éal liberal politician seriously because he
appeals to John Locke or Rousseau and they dote@éh me?’ If you deny the public place for
some viewpoints because of their ideological osgihen you destroy the heart of democracy.”
Rouvoet goes even further and suggests: “If youeapp the universal declaration of human
rights, it is also dogmatic to believe that it sldbnever be subject of discussion. Every human
being holds on to something. It is difficult to kea& political debate on the level of convictions,
but it does offer insight in how people stand fa.li do not leave my faith at home when | go to
Den Hague” [81]. In the same newspaper Arie Sloko aprovides this argument. “On
environmental issues, GroenLinks and D66 also essdpositions that restrict the freedom of
citizens, but apparently people have no problerh #iat. It seems ok to do politics from all sorts
of viewpoints, except from the Christian religigg80].

The second type of response towards the CU condkensapparent desire to force their ideas
onto other people with power politics. These argutsieely on an idea of democracy by which
policy decisions should reflect the opinion of thaejority. Therefore, it would suit the CU to be
more modest, small as the political party is. Bisligtty endorses this argument as follows: “For
fundamentalists, arguments fall on deaf ears. Haw we possibly govern together with them?
They don’t feel obliged to justify their decisiomsa democratic fashion, they are only beholden
to their God” [77]. Less offensive is the argumehtolumnist Sylvain Ephimenco: “When the
ChristianUnion strongly opposes embryo selectian, gaturally can’t force a religious mother to
make use of that procedure. And the other way a®utiow can a small minority (4% of the
electorate) commit obstruction and punish womem w&igenetic aberration who have little to do
with orthodox convictions?” [83] An editorial commtary ofde Volkskranshares Ephimenco’s
opinion. “Christians have the right”, the editorgygest, “not to make use of prenatal research.
But it is undemocratic for them to force their idagpon others, while it is only supported by a
minority” [35]. The day after the editorial commany, the newspaper placed an article of Eva
Asscher, working for the Faculty of Law at the Usmisity of Tilburg: “There are multiple aspects
to a democracy. That decisions are made by theritya® one aspect. The power of this majority
is limited by constitutional rights that guarantée individual freedoms of minorities. This,
however, does not mean that a minority can foreenthjority to follow their specific set of rules.
That would mean tyranny of the minority” [84].

In an interview witiNRGC Arie Slob responds to these accusations. “The idat this small party
with six members in parliament forces its princgpten others does not reflect what happens in
reality. The way in which the ChristianUnion becapaet of the government was fully legitimate.
People with a libertarian outlook are now sudderdncerned about their ideals. The strongest
opposition comes from that area. “How do you daréniit our autonomy?” it is asked. But we
only try to find a majority for our point of viewithin the limits of the law. We follow the rules
of democracy, which, | hope, all parties endors#)][ Roel Kuipers is afraid that democracy is
seen as the mere rule of majority. He argues: ‘thakoconsider democracy as a mere tool to make
policy because it is the wish of the majority. Demazy is also intended to allow for a plurality of
opinions. Fundamental to democracy is the ideaahatrality of ideas will improve the quality
of decision-making. That plurality should be heandl only those who are convinced of their own
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opinions will disagree. If democracy is solely s@sna way to govern power, it may function to
eliminate other opinions. That is the ‘knock-outraeracy’, aimed to silence the ideas of others.
When democracy becomes an instrument of a selftajgabelite to discipline political views, it
becomes impossible to have an open dialogue iets6¢63].

While the dust around the debate on PGD was sgtfRouvoet looked back on this period. In
an interview with NRC he says: “Liberals accusdandrying to impose our religious convictions
on others. But it is the other way around: thelerence comes from the secular majority in this
country which does not accept political views beeathey come from religion (...) The political
arena is not an instrument to spread my faith. Wanted to do that, | would have become
missionary. Nonetheless, | am a Christian, no matteere | am or what | do (...) My
contribution to the debate on the ‘embryo law’ D02 started with a reference to Psalm 139, a
very beautiful psalm, which starts with the miragfdife woven together in the mother’'s womb. |
did not make this reference to convince my oppahdnit to show something of my inner
motives. It is funny that the spokespersons of AM® and D66 understood this very well. It
touched them and they even asked for the speeiit [81].

This exposé intends to show how a small religicartypitself becomes the focus of a debate on
PGD. Often, criticisms on the role of the Christiammon are formulated as direct insults. Still, it
would be wrong to dismiss these opinions becausg tbme with a temper. For this research,
these voices are valuable exactly because theyemefelt emotions. They drive the conflict over
the limits of the debate, the limits which are sog®d to divide the reasonable positions one can
endorse in public from those positions which aré cuitable in private. When the Christian
perspective becomes the focus of the discussiesethimits are at stake. One then questions how
people can rely on the Bible for their inspiratiand feel it is legitimate to make their private
ideas part of coercive, public laws. These cordligsult directly from the good life principles
people of faith endorse. Those principles are seemelonging to one’s private life and are
considered not suitable for public deliberationisltthen said that Christians should not try to
impose their personal beliefs upon others andtttegt should not try to tell other people how to
live their lives.

3.4 Final thoughts

The bulk of this chapter was devoted to presendirgjear-cut description and categorization of
the diverse ethical arguments and other relevgrgstyf arguments present in the PGD debate.
Although the overview is elaborate, it does notlide all of the arguments | encountered.
Sometimes, the same arguments are repeatedly nyadevdriety of actors. Repetition of some
arguments helps to emphasize its prominence, Pt ahd readability are also fair virtues for an
analysis. The inherent risk in this is that theesbn might appear to be somewhat arbitrary,
though the variety and the number of arguments ltlage ‘made it through the filter should
suggest otherwise.

In the coming chapters, my analysis will take am@e analytical and normative character. This
chapter provided the empirical input, already njicehopped up in valuable argumentative

patterns. For each type of argument, | have lihedcounterarguments and, when it concerned
meta-ethics, | clarified the ethical viewpoints skoarguments aim to support or counter. For
virtue ethical arguments, | observed no counteragnis, except for the emotional responses
categorized in Section 3.3.7. In Chapter 4, | fomushe limits of the debate. Good life arguments
are of particular interest because in them we ftivedroot source of disagreement and controversy
over public reasoning. Good life arguments rely tba idea of the slippery slope for their

credibility and meaning. The Christian good lifegaments focus on the prospect of an

increasingly undesirable society should the practit PGD continue to expand. Whether those
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concerns are realistic depends on how the argumethe slippery slope is fashioned. The

argumentative patterns identified in this chaptér ve of additional value in Chapter 5, where |

will explore the question of whether religious argnts are a valuable contribution to policy on
PGD. The focus will be on the differences betwden dood life arguments and the arguments
that belong to rule ethics. Can a plausible argurhemmade that rule ethics alone provides too
shallow a moral inventory to deal with the challemghat PGD presents to us? An affirmative
answer to this question also helps to answers #ie question affirmatively.
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Chapter 4

The Limits of the Debate

Over the past decades, Dutch society experienseshey secularizatioli.While originally being

a Christian country with mostly Catholics and Pstdats, the group of nonbelievers is nhowadays
almost as large as all Christians combined. Noprsingly, several matters that are still
controversial in other countries are becoming pérthe Dutch moral landscape. Particularly
those matters which are of great concern to relgigroups, such as abortion or euthanasia, meet
less resistance in the Netherlands than in, fomgia, the United States. Abortion, while legally
permitted in both the countries, appears to benfare controversial in the United States.
Euthanasia, which is criminal in most countriesluding the United States with the exception of
Oregon, is allowed in the Netherlands under the Taetsing levensbeéindiging op verzoek en
hulp bij zelfdoding Today, many aspects of Dutch society clearlyemfthe decreasing influence
of traditional Christian values. The debate on H&Bo exception.

To ask whether religious arguments can be valuabdeparticularly interesting question in light
of the consideration that these arguments are sbategontroversial. In contrast to the United
States, religious spokespeople in the Netherlandsn@ore cautious when advocating their
particular comprehensive worldview. Talking in digieus way in the public forum may be
supported by their followers, but will influencelgie opinion very little. Then how is it that the
debate on PGD has been coloured by so little utatetsg as we saw in Chapter 3? Much of the
discontent with the position of the ChristianUnias directed toward their alleged attempts to
force their particular ideas upon others who doghatre the same religious worldview. It should
be asked how the CU and its close supporters @seuhlic forum. Do they not operate within
reasonable liberal limits, including the limits posed by Rawls’s idea of public reason? Do they
actually try to impose their comprehensive viewsotimers? Or have people become deaf to their
arguments precisely because Christians are theexpeessing them? Or it is because ‘we’ have
become ‘moral strangers’ who are unable to undedsthe moral perspective of our fellow
citizens?’

The limits of the debate are at stake in theseudsons. It is the task of this chapter to
identify the ways in which these limits are drawmdato consider whether those limits are
reasonable. One way of identifying reasonable baties can be done on the basis of public
reason. But doing so draws a tough line for thea@d their supporters. Religious scholars in the
United States have vigorously and compellingly atyagainst the demands of Rawls’s public
reason [6] [7]. Many religious people simply coridhe demands to be too strict. On the other
hand, if it turns out that the CU in practice complwith the demands of public reason, a very
appealing case can be made for them to introdw@eitteas into the public forum. If even Rawls
can be pleased — that towering figure of liberditigal philosophy — which liberal could still
reject the arguments of the CU?

36 42% of the Dutch population is not religious Mtthis was only 18% in 1960 [85].
3" Roel Kuiper, senator for the CU, coined the temmoral strangers’ in an articled NRC[63].
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Then there is alsaredibility. Surely, an argument could reflect political vauand thereby,
according to Rawls, have a legitimate place inghillic forum, but such an argument also needs
to connect to the actual situation under consid®raft this very moment in time, there is much
debate and controversy over global warming. By huimand the earth is warming up and the
prospects are a rising sea level, an increaseturatlalisasters, the extinction of animals and the
shift of ecological habitats. The imperative to igctery clear: there are human lives at stake and,
more dramatically, our civilisation itself and dads we know it are in jeopardy. The motive (the
political values) is provided, but whether thesaagns demand us to respond depends on the
perceived role of us, the people, in all of thise \&s citizens only need to act if we indeed
influence the climate in a dramatic way. Whetheioacis taken depends on the credibility of
human agency, which in the case of the climate Ishte fostered by scientific research.
Returning to PGD, one can understand that future@ms need some level of credibility. The
slippery slope is called upon to support those eor&and the inclusion of the genetic mutations
BRCA 1/2 are at the origin of the slippery slopglement. Whether the good life arguments of the
CU deserve to be taken seriously depends not onharo idea of public reason, but those
arguments should reflect serious and not merelipfial concerns if they are to be taken seriously
and not merely dismissed.

It is time to increase the focus on the main qoastind ask again: can religious arguments be
valuable according to an analysis of a public debat preimplantation genetic diagnosis in Dutch
society? The first analytical step towards ansvegtims question consists of scrutinizing the
religious arguments in the debate. What do thegenaents really say and are the critics right to
simply dismiss them as belonging to one’s privai@vs?® Or should they be accepted as
legitimate positions and hence be discussed on tiiits? The arguments from deontology, the
good life, and meta-ethics are of particular impoce. The Christian case for the protection of
early embryonic life is thoroughly criticized anktr ideas on the good life and their concerns
about a slippery slope are generally dismissed.sdp whether religious arguments may be
valuable, these arguments and the responses tovthieloe the subject of analysis.

Before that analysis starts, there is a final comimleneed to make to prevent possible
misunderstandings. The main question requires mihdmughly assess the role of religious
arguments in public debate. To live up to this ¢joped sometimes need to abandon the bird’s eye
perspective and say whether an argument makes. dveedoning my role as an observer, | then
become much like a participant in the debate. Siomestthis is a necessary part of the analysis,
but | do not intend to assume the role of the efdor the mere sake of it. Sometimes arguments
have been coined in the debate that are weak endeto be discussed, but that need not be the
task of this study and it surely is not my intentio declare who is right and who is wrong. Only
where the purpose of this study is served by sumiig arguments will | take on that task. This
notion goes for both Chapters 4 & 5.

4.1 Managing the debate

In a debate there are basically two ways of deaditly arguments. One way is to confront them
on their merits. Depending on the type of ethiclhich an argument belongs, the responses vary
along the different argumentative patterns. It @sgible to counter an argument from a
consequentialist perspective to question it oplasisibility, the ratio of benefits and costs, gr b
asking whether the promised benefits are reallyefiesn Another way of dealing with arguments
is by delegitimizing them. The logic of the arguméself does not become the focus of the
response, but instead the argument is considerddvant or inappropriate. The example of John

% The translations of arguments have been providedhapter 3. This chapter (chapter 4) will only mak
reference to those positions.
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Harris’s survival lottery will help to illustraténis point. This thought experiment asks people to
think of a situation where organ donation is expddb save more lives. The sacrifice of one
person could save the lives of two or more peop&.[To justify the experiment, it would be
necessary to do it on utilitarian grounds, but saghstification would seem very inappropriate.
The argument could be discussed on its validitycotld be questioned whether a utilitarian
perspective would indeed opt for organ lottery, that is beside the point. Nobody really takes
this argument seriously. It is preposterous to es@rsider that humans may be harmed in such a
way to safeguard the greater good. The argumet@iegitimized, rather than confronted.

The limits of the debate are at stake when argusnerg dismissed and not confronted. In the
matter of PGD it is very clear that some religianguments are accepted, while others are simply
rejected. The first method, to confront the arguimen its qualities, has been particularly
prominent when it concerned the status of the embry Chapter 3 we saw how opponents of
PGD for breast cancer argue in favour of the ptmp®f the embryo. André Rouvoet and Esmé
Wiegman, both prominent spokespersons for the Gle Ipointed out that PGD requires IVF
where spare embryos are likely to be destroyedasethe embryo is very early human life but
human life no less, it deserves to be protectechrding to these politicians [27] [44] [45]. The
status of the embryo is also defended by refemonts intentionality, its program of development
which allows it to become a complete human beingj [48]. So, while PGD might be used for
good, it comes with the destruction of human Njch is intrinsically wrong. In ethical terms:
the principle of nonmaleficence is invoked by tHé © overrule the principle of beneficence.

Responses to these arguments follow a typical Wwaeargumentation outlined by Swierstra
and Rip [19]. The argument in favour of the prataciof the embryo is countered by suggesting
that the principle of nonmaleficence does not applthis case. Although human, this biological
fact does not lead to the conclusion that it desserto be protected, the argument goes. A
prominent trope in these responses is the desmmipai the embryo as a ‘clump of cells’.
Although human in its DNA, everything else that mskis human is not visible in a few cells. It
does not think like a human, it does not feel Bkeuman, and most of all, it does not even look
like something human. Both religious and nonreligigpeople have proposed such views [38]
[49] [50] [68] [72].

References to nature and measures that alreadywdmthe destruction of massive amounts
of embryos are another way of suggesting that theciple of nonmaleficence does not apply.
Nature is extremely wasteful with embryos. Wheruratdoes its work, most embryos will die
too. The journey of the embryo towards babyhooa d&ngerous one and most embryos will die
long before they start to even look like a humaryVghould we feel inclined to protect a few
embryos on the idea that it is human life, while émtire existence of the human race also comes
with the mass destruction of such embryos? [43] [3@] The argument becomes even more
forceful when this meta-ethical argument of precgdeflects our own human actions. It calls in
previous dealings with embryos and suggests thabnly nature, but humans themselves have
been responsible for the loss of many embryosideéatly the use of the coil provides a powerful
argument. In the Netherlands alone, many thousahdsmbryos are prevented from growing to
become full little human beings by means of thé. é@r decades, there has been no talk of mass
murder nor has there been much concern about $seofdhese embryos. To make fuss about the
loss of embryos in relation to PGD seems to iglbeemoral landscape of the society we live in
[36] [39] [64] [65] [70] [71].

Many of the religious arguments rely on some patype from the good life. People often feel
that religious people wrongfully mingle in theiriyate lives and, hence, responses to these
arguments are less respectful than those argumexpsessed against the deontological
perspective just discussed. It is here that thédiof the debate are at stake. Section 3.3.5,lwhic
deals with arguments from a virtue ethical perdpectshows no arguments that confront the
religious good life arguments on their validity,eustrength, plausibility, or any other way in
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which arguments are normally countered. Insteaal atiguments of the good life are dismissed.
They are the mere opinions of religious people whosliefs are not shared and, hence, whose
opinions on the good life are not relevant, scegras. In Chapter 3 | discussed the arguments
about the role of the CU (section 3.3.7) in a safgasection. In reality, this disapproval of the
religious perspective is closely related to thegrelis arguments that rely on principles of the
good life.

Those who oppose PGD are often sympathetic withgtieal life position of the CU. They
feel that arguments from freedom, the protectiothefembryo and the duty to diminish suffering,
are only minimally useful in discerning what isubding about PGD. Their concerns are about the
type of society in which we want to live, what kiatlpeople we wish to be, and how PGD forms
a risk for these softer matters. The good life eons of the CU are endorsed particularly in
religious circles [38] [43] [45] [48] [53] [58] [9963], but also Hans Galjaard, emeritus professor
in humane genetics, Annemiek Nelis, general directahe Centre for Society and Genomics,
and René Cuperus, political columnist, have voidedbts that implicitly support a good life
position [39] [60] [64] [66] [74]. These actors ar®stly concerned about the slippery slope and
argue minimally from a good life perspective thelwsg But the very fact that they worry about
the slippery slope shows they have concerns fourdutprospects. Galjaard’s position is
particularly interesting because he has explici#fgcted the idea that the embryo itself deserves
to be protected, a position he regards as untefia®eOne can thus share the concerns of the CU
without agreeing with their ideas on the protecttdan embryo.

One of the concerns mentioned by the CU, and skw¢hars, focuses on the changing
attitudes towards parents. They ask the questil| parents become responsible for the genetic
deficits of their children?” Whether a child wilary a disease increasingly becomes a parent’s
choice. Furthermore, funding that choice with pullioney gives it a societal character. Society
sends out a message: if you prevent your child fnewing hereditary breast cancer you make the
right choice. From this perspective, it is argued, diesot seem likely that parents will
increasingly be held responsible for the diseagethair children? After all, they could have
prevented it [29] [30] [45] [58]. Another good lifilemma focuses on us, humans, as inventors
and creators, who increasingly try to solve thebfmms of the world but simultaneously fail to
see what else of value we might lose in the pro¢Hss problem is that it is difficult to see what
is at stake, for these are soft matters while gveebts of PGD are hard facts. One question would
be: how will PGD shape our perspective on the meraand mystery of life? Differently put,
when human life becomes increasingly the produt¢tuohan work, what could that mean for our
attitude towards life and each other? [38] [53]] [B®] [63].

The discussions on PGD have often been depictedralsgious versus a liberal conflict. That is
largely the picture | have painted here as welthéddlgh many of the arguments against PGD are
indeed proposed by religious people, some of tappear to be acceptable to others. Particularly
the distinction of Galjaard between the untenalglendblogical arguments from the CU and the
appreciation for their concerns is telling. So li® tcommentary of political columnists René
Cuperus who argues that one does not need to beliexr God to see how PGD might lead to a
Brave New World [74]. Also on the liberal side bktdispute the arguments are heterogeneous.
Not only liberal principles may plead for PGD, lauteligious perspective can support the same
cause. Based on the book Ezekiel, rabbi Elisa Kdaklproposed to have faith in progress rather
than fear for new developments [49].

Most often though, the supporters of PGD try to Isetts on the content of the debate.
Arguments of the good life that question the usP@D in the particular case of hereditary breast
cancer are dismissed. They are not seen as relevappropriate. In Section 3.3.7, | have divided
these responses into two categories. One way dindeaith this matter is to suggest that no
proper moral argument can be derived from a Chngperspective. Another way is to portray the
position of the CU as inherently undemocratic. &itthe political party itself is too small to
defend their position so rigidly, or it is simplgen as undemocratic because most of the people
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do not support the position of the CU. Many haveorted to either or both of these responses
[35] [55] [57] [67] [77] [83] [84]. According to these critics, the CU has a jeob with the
justification of their position. Along both axebetCU refuses to be placed outside of the debate.
First, the CU insists their position is compatibdth democratic principles. They were
democratically chosen, they formed a coalition aithin the space and the tools of legitimate
decision making, they are fully entitled to exeecibeir democratic right. Second, the CU sees no
difference between their religious motivation artben sources of inspiration. In an interview,
André Rouvoet referred to Locke and Rousseau toentédar that liberal politicians also have
their sources of inspiration. For Rouvoet, a Clarstperspective is no more dogmatic than a
liberal one. Allowing all sorts of positions accésghe debate is the heart of democracy. Destroy
that and democracy itself is in danger [81].

Finally, there is another consideration that detees: where the limits of the debate might
justifiably be. Whether matters of the good lifeseleve to be taken seriously in the case of PGD
depends on the argument of the slippery slope. ditggment is important because the inclusion
of hereditary breast cancer to PGD policy will mgtitself change society in a very worrying
way. The number of cases is simply too low to ekggnificant changes on a societal level.
Furthermore, in line with Huntington’s disease @&hathenne muscular dystrophy, breast cancer
IS seen as a very, very serious disease. But titemb@comes different when PGD clears the way
for the introduction of other diseases to PGD. &fee, much depends on the nature of the
disease and the logic of justification by whichdutary breast cancer should be included. Is there
reason to assume that a decision in this casehdr the way for the inclusion of other diseases
and is it subsequently possible and not too fanmtcthat the good life-concerns point towards a
dauntingly realistic future?

In the public debate, many focus on the slippeopeal Those who resist PGD for breast
cancer emphasize that the nature of this diseasepPGD into a whole new ballgame [38] [39]
[43] [46] [53] [60] [64] [66] [74] [79] [87]. The kift from selecting for diseases such as
Huntington’s disease or Duchenne muscular dystra@stdynow also for hereditary breast cancer
is a shift from certainty to risk. The genetic ntiga for Duchenne indicates the disease will, in
fact, occur. The genetic mutations BRCA 1/2 onldigate a risk for development of breast
cancer. A high risk, but a risk no less. Policydset be consistent with its supporting principles,
which means so much as: if we allow this, we shoniéke the same judgment for similar cases.
The same logic that is responsible for the inclusibbreast cancer to PGD should apply for other
similar hereditary genetic diseases too. André Retiof the CU pointed out that a fundamental
line is crossed with the inclusion of hereditaryedst cancer [87]. Annemiek Nelis, general
director of the Centre for Society and Genomicggested that the logic of the duty to diminish
suffering will demand the screening for more andemtiseases [66]. The idea is that there really
are no more fundamental boundaries left. The Ittt applies for a serious disease with an 80
percent chance also applies to a serious disedbeawchance of 50 percent. The rules of the
ballgame — to stick with the metaphor — will com@nto change, for what is the difference
between 50 percent and 40 percent?

If there is no slippery slope, it is far easierpmint out the insignificance of the arguments
from the good life. No longer do the arguments lnd €CU address serious concerns of an
upcoming reality, instead they mistakenly grourgirtiobjections on a fictional idea of the future.
Not only is it possible to say their concerns sbdag private and not public, but there is alstelitt
reason to take them seriously since the topic reristent. While the slippery slope is about
predicting and projecting the future, the conditimaquired to speak of a slippery slope are more
concrete. Opponents of PGD have focused on therenatti the disease and the logical
development of further selection in the future. @ers of PGD have questioned whether such a
development is likely. Christine de Die, clinicargpticist, made reference to the intensity of the
procedure and the difficult decision for PGD. Ither experience that women do not take a
decision for PGD lightly [75]. Hans Evers, profassn gynaecology, pointed towards past
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experiences. In the years these procedures havedreand, no further demands for less than
serious diseases were made. Also, for prenatahdgsg, which has been around for a much
longer period than PGD, no such developments wiserged [39]. Similarly, according to J.G.
Nijhuis, gynaecologist, parents are no quickerbdorbeven though prenatal diagnosis allows for
the detection of more diseases than before [7hleSecretary of Health, Welfare and Sport, Jet
Bussemaker, trusts the solid structure of the lagvthe current procedures. Every case is judged
individually where sensible and careful judgmemé&sraade, it is argued [31].

Most of the debate on PGD focuses on 1) the statuie embryo as something that is
intrinsically worth protecting; 2) the good lifegarments, or the ‘thicker’ morality of the CU and
their supporters, and; 3) the slippery slope, &ssary step for those good life concerns to acquire
their relevance. The first point was heavily disady but within respectful limits. The arguments
of the CU were accepted as the exponent of legiéimancerns. People may not agree with the
specific view of the CU and have even convincirgilgued that their perspective is outdated, but
those ideas were always a direct response to themants of the CU. The focus on the second
point was a display of disagreement on the limitthe debate. The CU felt they should be able to
voice their specific good life ideas, while othelid not even want to take them seriously and
dismissed them. The third point was widely discds3édne slippery slope is a necessary step for
the good life arguments to carry any weight. Butehese the legitimacy of those arguments was
denied, the slippery slope was viewed to be littlere than the trick of a con artist in a final
attempt to convince the audience. The followingtisacwill discuss the first two points with
Rawls’s theory on the public debate. The sectiderafirds focuses on the role of the slippery
slope.

4.2 Rawls, religious arguments and the limits of the debate

Many political thinkers and in particular liberahifpsophers have argued for some version of
religious restraint. Government officials and @tigz should not try to justify coercive laws by

appealing to some sort of religious rationale. Thatld be a disrespect of one’s fellow citizen

because they might not share the same groundstlof &0, citizens should only appeal to those
values that they share and/or understand. Depemdlirthe philosopher that opts for the theory,

there are some fine distinctions detectable irr thieis.

Robert Audi argues that secular (nonreligious)seasre the only acceptable kind of reasons
to foster the separation of church and state. lkestthe state fosters the liberty of religious
practice, religion should not try to interfere imetaffairs of the state. Citizens owe each other
good reasons for the policy they try to impose na another, and a reason that derives its truth
from a religious point of view cannot be consideeedood reason [88Rawls’s theory is more
strict than Audi’s and more comprehensive too. bluly should religious reasons be excluded,
but any reason which is not an expression of shaafwkes should not inform coercive policy
(read: matters of basic justice). By this standaud)itarians, Marxists, neoliberals or
perfectionists should also be careful with the oeasthey propose. One can be sure that one’s
fellow citizen shares the values of freedom andaétyuand has a sense of justice. Only reasons
that are direct expressions of these values oronsathat aim to preserve them are proper
arguments in matters of basic justice. If religioe@sons can satisfy these demands, Rawls would
see no reason to object proposing them in the pdblnain [3].

The arguments against the use of PGD can be redieweording to the demands of public
reason, as proposed by Rawls and explained in €hdpPlacing these arguments in the context
of the theory of one of the most influential paiiti philosophers of the #@entury could provide
an intriguing perspective. Public reason is a stheory but, simultaneously, it is a particularly
forceful one. Christians, Kantians, atheists—peofptam all sorts of backgrounds—are all
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compelled to accept that their own truths are hwags shared by others in society. It requires
citizens to respect one’s fellow citizen as a fned equal individual. That respect is best fostered
when one lives up to the criterion of reciproci#ccording to this criterion it would be
unreasonable to justify coercive policy, or mattarbasic justice, by those reasons which one can
expect anothenot to endorse. That is the heart of public reason iand a very powerful
principle. Political Liberalism really does not wket® convince people that they ought to live up to
the criterion of reciprocity. If citizens in a pélistic society value democracy with its pillars of
freedom and equality, they see it as only normalt tthey do not try to enforce their
comprehensive worldviews upon others. Instead,yreaiportant matters of justice are only
decided by appealing to those shared values sufileedom, equality and the general workings
necessary for democratic society to prosper.

Consequentialist arguments and arguments froncgustave played a minimal role in the debate
on PGD. Moreover, the arguments that were propagsalved little signs of a religious
sensibility. Thus, the focus is on those argumémas reflect deontological ethics or good life-
ethics. About deontological arguments, it is noraethat conservative Christians dearly value
unborn human life, often from the moment of conmeptin a parliamentary debate in 2001,
André Rouvoet, at that point Member of Parliamemt the CU, cited from Psalm 139, an
important source of inspiration for Christians totect embryonic life. In the debate on PGD this
source is not mentioned. Nor did the CU make refzeto any Christian source of belief
whatsoever. Nonetheless, that an embryo desergéescpion is exclusively argued by people with
a Christian background like Andé Rouvoet [27] astnE Wiegman [44], both spokespersons for
the CU®, Henk Jochemsen [46], the director of Prof. dA G.indeboom Institute, a study centre
for a Christian oriented medical ethics, and Rd&etijk [47] who wrote a book in which he
combines the rejection of homosexual praxis whdeeating that people can have homosexual
feelings®® A position that is often endorsed amongst consisevaeformed Christians.
Interestingly,Nederlands Dagbladnd Reformatorisch Dagblgdthe two Christian national
newspapers that reported on the matter, did coatéiries with references to the Bible. However,
not so much with the intention to support coerguedicy but to question the fundaments of their
own Christian position. Koos de Geest, a generattfiioner, argued for a less conservative
Christian view on the status of embryos and uskgioas scriptures to support his point. ND,
de Geest argues: “Psalm 139 says: ‘For you createghmost being; you knit me together in my
mother’s womb (...) your eyes saw my unformed bodj/ti#e days ordained for me were written
in your book before one of them came to be.” Jembmi4-5 says: ‘The word of the LORD came
to me, saying, Before | formed you in the womb ewnyou, before you were born | set you
apart.” (...) The Bible and the tradition offer space a vision that the early embryo is the
material from which a human can develop during pinegnancy. Although the early embryo
should be protected, it cannot have the same raghts human” [51]After the government took
the final decision to include hereditary breastcearin PGD [26],RD engaged in an intensive
discussion on the status of the embryo from a Ganperspective. Also here, the idea was not so
much to influence policy but to discuss its owngielus position [47] [89] [90] [91] [92].

In Section 4.1 and in Chapter 3 we saw how supportdé PGD are willing to accept
deontological arguments of the CU as legitimateceams. Although these arguments are not
endorsed on the liberal side and they feel it iKlated to protect the embryo on deontological
grounds, the arguments of the opposition are nefesth accepted as genuine and proper
concerns. The arguments are discussed and ardotieeteeated as legitimate, though mistaken,
points of view. Now, when those arguments are ve@ein light of the demands of public reason,
the conclusion is the same. Rawls would feel dosipletely legitimate to argue for the protection

39 On the website of the CU the official positiontbé party was described as one that considers efstiy be
early human life that must be protected [45].
“0 Als je je Anders Voe{R2005).
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of unborn human life. To show respect to one’sofgllhuman citizen is crucial to the idea of
reciprocity. A lack of respect for human life migéridanger the relation of citizens as cooperating
members of society. How that respect is best seraade discussed because the principle can be
interpreted in different ways. But the fact thaligieus people find their inspiration for the
protection of all human life in the Bible, includiran embryo, makes little difference. For Rawls
it is important that they can support their idedth welating political values.

Section 4.1 also explains how the general discontgth the position of the CU relates to their
thicker and more comprehensive views on life. Peapith a liberal point of view feel it is
unjustified if religious views are imposed. ButRawls’ view, the good—which also includes the
religious perspective on the good—is not simply a&tar that must be excluded from the public
forum. Ideas of the good may be freely introdudatiey express proper political values. That is
what Rawls calls priority of the right. So what would Rawls say about the CU’s good life
arguments in the debate?

The website of the CU stated that the continuofstsfto eradicate disease in every way possible
might lead to a society that is hostile to peopiin & disease, handicaps or congenital defect [45].
I will not repeat their and their supporters’ sfiecstatements, those can be found in Section
3.3.5, but they can be summarized as follows: Wheecomes acceptable to prevent disease by
technologically preventing people from existing, wm the risk of creating a society which is
hostile to people with a disease. Subsidizing tladten sends out the signal that society feels
children with a genetic defect should not be bovat will that signal mean for the role of the
parents, burdened with the choice to do what i$ tmestheir children? And how will children
with a genetic defect be looked upon when somets@evéthout that defect could have been born
in their place?

To continue, in an article iNRC Roel Kuiper, member of the Senate for the CU and
professor of reformational philosophy, elaborated @ Christian good life perspective. To
summarize a long contribution, Kuiper plead forlai€tian-like humbleness towards the miracle
of creation. People who stand in awe of life doeqgloit it but respect what has been given [63].
Kuiper’s point forms a bridge to the ‘we should ptay God’ argument. While arrogantly trying
to control and manipulate nature to the fullesbwif technological potentials, we allow ourselves
to be blind for other matters of importance. Whslgentists are fiddling with the origin and
workings of life itself, which used to be the domaf God, they are simultaneously reshaping the
world. What will that world look like and how willve fit in it? These new technologies reshape
our morality and that does not seem like a desrpblspective. The aspiration to prevent disease
by all means possible might very well end in tragewhile trying to help people, these
technological advancements are likely to endangseram relationships. By means of PGD people
may no longer be seen as intended and desirednseMthat will be the meaning and experience
of life in that world? The Christian perspectivddwthat meaning will be lost.

Now, how would Rawls feel about these Christiannesf? The answer to this question depends
on whether the arguments of the CU and those whkie Badorsed similar opinions are properly
political. For the above good life arguments to lfyaas political, they need to express or
safeguard those values of which one can reasorefpggct that other reasonable citizens will
endorse. People do not need to draw the same stmttuand they do not even need to support
the argument of the CU. People can disagree aboargument and weigh it differently while
simultaneously accepting the opposite position eggtimate. Rawls has argued that although
people can have very different views on the goadesp and the whole of life itself, they, when
reasonable, will still reason according to the @pte of reciprocity. That is one’s citizen’s duty
towards another citizen.

“1 For a fuller account of how this works, see Sertid.3 and 2.5.
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The question becomes: did the CU, with their (felig) good life ideas, cross the limits of
public reason? Have they proposed any argumenthich they could reasonably expect others
to reasonably accept as legitimate (or rejectlagiiimate)? The Christians have argued against
PGD because they fear for a loss of solidarity \wihents and children. Solidarity can be seen as
one of those binding factors for society to funetitt refers to the relation between citizens and
how citizens should treat one another. A senselafaity, the argument could go, reinforces the
idea of citizens together trying to cooperate iciety, which is a fundamental principle in
Rawls’s idea of a cooperative democratic societith@t solidarity, this idea might very well be
in danger, thus, an argument against PGD to preséw value of solidarity is appropriately
political.

Another argument put forth by Christians concehesdppropriate awe-inspired humbleness
one should hold for creation. Should we indeed Uraltle and is that a political value? Probably
not everyone will feel that humbleness is a sudtabhy to deal with new technologies. Perhaps
bravery is more in order in these times, partidylagainst the background of great problems such
as climate change, overpopulation and the depletidossil fuels. But the fact that other people
might not agree with a humble attitude does nodeeit illegitimate any more than an argument
in support of one’s freedom to use a car delegr@sienvironmental policy measures that tax the
use of cars. What is important is that the argunfiesth humbleness supports or expresses a
political value that one can expect to be share@lbygitizens. Here, just like the deontological
argument the Christians endorse, the political @asuthat of respect towards human life. While
the deontological argument expressed this valterins of what an embryo deserves because it is
an embryo, the good life perspective comes fronffardnt angle. To respect the miracle of life is
to be humble towards it. It is about having doudisut one’s own capacities to change society
for the better. It is about worrying how our owrachcter and identities are shaped when PGD is
allowed. To show respect for human life as an embty be humble before its creation, is to
show respect for human relationships and for hursaciety. It is also to accept that a
technological fix may threaten these soft mattieas inake society worth living in.

Do people need to agree with this humble attitwdenake it a proper political statement? Not at
all. It is about the proper political values theg axpressed or supported by a humble attitude. To
show respect for human creation could very welirtterpreted as being humble towards it, no
different than fostering that respect by selectifegand diminishing suffering. The supporting
principles are, of course, different and to say t@e should be humble is in itself a hollow
statement. The Christians have connected this poigbncerns about human relationships and
human character and the society we seek to livBaécause these matters such as solidarity and
humbleness are tools to nurture the cooperativietyowhere people are seen as full and intended
free and equal persons, they can be seen as laggtjpolitical concerns to bring into a debate.

Supporters of PGD are likely to have a differervwion how respect for a human being is
best served. By dealing with disease, by takingyath® misery that hereditary breast cancer
inflicts on current and future generations, the harnbeing is respected best. Also by allowing
people to make their own choice in this matteras,frational and moral human beings, respect is
shown for people’s autonomy. To decide that peopleot make use of PGD would be a lack of
respect for those people who wish to save theilddm from genetic burdens. However, that
people endorse these opinions and disagree witlhinistian view on the respect for human life
does not render their arguments illegitimate invilagy Rawls would judge it. Just like the value
of freedom could have a positive or a negativerpmtgation — ‘freedom to’ and ‘freedom from’ —
about which people may argue freely [93], the vadtielue respect for human life can also be
interpreted in multiple ways. Some interpretationay fit better against particular moral or
political landscapes. And surely, the eliminatidrdisease and the respect for people’s autonomy,
both fit perfectly within the secular developmentthe Netherlands over the past decades. It
would, however, be wrong to conceptualize othewsi®n the due respect for human life as
illegitimate.
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4.3 Therole of the slippery slope

It is often unclear how the argument of the sligpgbpe works or how it can be appropriately
applied. The argument frequently shows up in dehatien in absurd ways, sometimes fittingly.
The slippery slope is a complex argument indeed,itobbasically comes in two forms. In its
strongest form, the argument suggests that actiamtiédtes a domino effect that will inevitably
lead to outcome Z. Not rarely do these argumentsgy@d to be the words of a prophet. Such
arguments are usually fallacious, for it is unhk#iat all the steps in between are necessary.steps
In its weaker form, the argument suggests thabadA provides a justification for further steps
all the way down to outcome Z. Here, the outcomesdaot necessarily follow from action A,
instead, the slippery slope argument in this fouggests that outcome Z has become a realistic
scenario. Depending on the number and the liketihabthe intermediate steps towards Z, the
argument of the slippery slope gains or loses gthen

The slippery slope plays a key role in determinimigether the good life-concerns are mostly
fictional or point to some disturbingly realistiatire. But slippery slope arguments about PGD
are received with a great variety of criticismseAhe critics right and is the CU grasping at
straws or is there reasonable ground to take twicerns seriously? One type of criticism,
expressed by columnist Elsbeth Etty, interpretscthrecerns of the CU as the future telling where
the CU arrogantly claims a wisdom they could natgiay know [77]. This criticism mistakenly
interprets the arguments of the CU as a strongesiore of the slippery slope. Professor Herman
Philipse, philosopher and atheist, provides a sg¢gpe of criticism which does not counter the
existence of a slippery slope but suggests thatiitherent to politics to govern that slope [94].
can be agreed to that the existence of a slippepesdoes not lead to the conclusion that a
specific policy should be abandoned. That, howetlegs not really delegitimize the slippery
slope as such. And if it indeed really is inherenpolitics, this merely suggests it is something
real that needs to be taken seriously.

The third and most wide-ranging line of criticismcéises on the applicability of the slippery
slope. The CU uses the slippery slope to portrasipte societal and moral change which many
people would call undesirable. But, as came forwar8ection 4.1, critics suggest this scenario is
a bit farfetched. The careful attitude towards lifesociety and the daily practice of PGD clearly
show that nobody really wishes to include geneéitedis which aren’t life threatening or only
indicate a minor chance of developing [39] [71]][$B6] [78]. Parents do not ask to screen for
less than very serious diseases. In thirty yeaesmofiocentesis in the Netherlands, no such trend
has been shown. Why would PGD be any different?eldeer, it is a difficult procedure. Parents
do not take such a serious step for a less seheusditable genetic defect [38] [39]. Finally,
references are made to the solid measures takieinnagv. When laws are put together with the
greatest care, no one needs to worry about theeslislope [31] [35] [77]. In general, these lines
of criticism suggest there is far too much commense among the people of the Netherlands to
fear for far-reaching genetic selection.

These responses seem to assume some kind of imdgpenisdom within Dutch society.
They assume a Dutch morality that is lifted abovese of other countries and one that will
remain fixed during changes to come. Ethics doesvsgtome rigidity. The millennia-old principle
of reciprocity is arguably the foundation of moshieal thought today. But the use of ethical
principles surely is highly contingent and develapger time. The world changes, society
changes, people change, and morality does notbgtiaipnd. The study on the interaction between
ethics and technology shows how technology is a&y capable of influencing morality. The
birth control pill not only empowered women, but@helped to make sex for pleasure acceptable
beside sex for procreation. And the recent contsywever illegal downloads is not just a matter
of right versus wrong, but is equally a conflictleeen morality condensed in laws that guarantee
a right to property and the duties one can expecitizen to uphold. Is downloading a film
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illegally really as bad as stealing it from the esuparket? Intellectual property could very
possibly become a fluid concept as a result ofdb#itated ease with which information spreads.

PGD, if widely applied, could change morality invary significant way. A first hints towards
such developments have, strangely enough, beem diyesupporters of PGD in the debate.
Decades ago it could have been a perfectly consiatgument to oppose the use of IVF or the
use of the coil as a measure for birth controll@ drounds that an embryo deserves protection
because of it's intrinsic qualities. But nowadays status of the embryo is partially determined
by the normalization of these technologies. How oma still consider the embryo intrinsically
worthy of protection, no different than a humanthwut being outraged about the biggest ‘mass-
murder’ of all time? Rightly, these arguments haeen proposed to counter the deontological
perspective of the CU. But at the same time, @ Blscomes clear how the morality of the doctors,
the patients, the politicians and the public iduehced by these developments. The fact that
people refer to the developments of the past decdesupport of a particular moral view shows
how technology influences morality in a very defnivay. Indeed, the deontological argument of
the CU is problematic. But this necessarily alsansethat technological developments have a
tremendous influence on the things we feel areabée or meaningful. No doubt, it is naive to
expect the current Dutch moral attitude to steldutdre technological developments.

It is also argued that the slippery slope is nqiliapble because the PGD procedures are very
complicated and intensive. No one would undergd suprocedure for lousy reasons. But does
this really defy the idea of a slippery slope? tritss not at all certain that these procedurds w
remain as difficult as they are now. But moreowtould one put the faith of morality and our
future dealings with technology into the limitsafrrent technology? That is not a very reassuring
thought considering past technological developmeits also awkward because usually it is
scientists in the medical sector who try to sedurels for research on the basis of technological
developments and promises. No limits are percemaeh funds are needed for projected therapy
of cancer, Alzheimer’s, or vascular diseases. Iy @mough money and time is given, treatments
and cures will become available. If this is thealstetoric in the world of medical research, does
it not seem inappropriate to use a new set of aegusnwhich is exactly the opposite of their
previously endorsed arguments?

More important than pointing out this opportunisnagain, the moral rigidity that is assumed
when it is expected that people will not desireise PGD for lousy reasons. What exactly would
count as a bad reason and would that same juddoeentade in twenty years from now? The
point that an appeal to the slippery slope maleethat to allow PGD for hereditary breast cancer
does justify further steps down the road of elitingadisease by use of this technology. Those
steps in turn justify further steps. Continuouslgracedent is created to go one step further, for
there is no real difference between a disease aviti% or 55% chance of contraction and one
with a 40% or 35% chance. Can anyone at all distgiga good from a bad reason at any point
down the slippery slope? All intermediate steps @@@sonable steps and while our current
morality tells us that a 10% chance for transferandisease might be a lousy reason, this thought
slowly evaporates with the inclusion of every nagedse.

In the beginning of the debate when the initialisiea was made to allow PGD for hereditary
breast cancer, State Secretary of Health, Welfaré¢ Sport, Jet Bussemaker, rejected the
argument of the slippery slope. She referred torbe solid policy measures to determine
whether a case is eligible for PGD. Some firm catdave been formalized which require a very
thoughtful assessment of each individual case Bag$semaker is probably right when she feels
that good criteria have been established. This,ewew does not undo the problem the slippery
slope poses. Even though it is a perfect exampl®wfsociety can manage the slippery slope and
even though the current criteria would not allow gelection of a disease with only 10% chance
of contraction, the logic of the slippery slope eens unaffected. By taking the step to allow for
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the selection of hereditary breast cancer, a joatibn is created to allow for similar diseases to
enter the procedure. Once the boundary from ceéytaéinchance is crossed, a reason has been
given to include other diseases with only a chasfcdevelopment over life. Morality changes,
policy can be adapted and new secretaries of atatmstalled with upcoming elections.

4.4 Conclusion

Some remarkable conclusions have been drawn irckigipter. First of all, the complaints about
the role of the CU and their desires to imposertispecific worldviews upon others are
overshadowed by the political character of theguarents. Rawls, who proposes a rather strict
but reasonable theory on the public forum and tiveits, would see no problem with the position
of the CU. Rawls also does not appreciate stubbeligious fundamentalists who do only what
the Bible tells and show no concern for other vielust, because the CU advocates in fact base
their arguments exclusively on grounds that exppedisical values, values of which it might be
expected that other citizens share, it should kedcaw/hat the problem really is?

Secondly, the slippery slope is shown to be a vatgument in the debate on PGD. The
change from certainty to chance by including theegie mutations BRCA 1/2 gives way to the
argument of the slippery slope. The most pervashiticisms claim the slippery slope is not
applicable in this situation. The argument for tpasition is to say that people simply have too
much sense and the PGD procedures are too demanaikgng it very unlikely that people will
wish to make use of PGD for anything other thary\sarious diseases. The problems with this
type of argument are: 1) What counts as a seriggesase can change over time; 2) morality
changes over time. To project current moral selitsilonto the future is naive, so much should be
clear from the study on the interaction of techggland morality, and; 3) It is, to say the least,
somewhat awkward to put faith in the limits of @mt technological procedures. This conclusion
is important, for not only are the good life contenow properly political, but there is also reason
to take them seriously. To recognize the slippéopes as a valid argument does not at all mean
that we are in fact heading towards a Brave NewldVathere all meaning is lost. Instead, it
makes it reasonable to believe that the use of P@i&n widespread, can very well lead to
undesirable changes in society. Instead of disngsiie religiously inspired good life position, it
should be explored.

This chapter has played a key role in disentanghingstrictive view on the main question: can
religious arguments be valuable according to anyaisaof a debate on PGOf an argument
should lead to the conclusion that the religiowgiarents of the CU are not valuable, it cannot be
reasonably held on restrictive grounds. AcceptirayvR’s theory as authoritative, there is no
reason to exclude the arguments forwarded in thatdeon PGD. But to make an appealing case
to say whether religious arguments can indeed heabte, a positive account is necessary. The
following chapter will discuss the value of the {Stian perspective. If the religious arguments
make an appealing case for a ‘shared wisdom’, than muestion can be answered positively.
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Overlapping Wisdom

Until now | have tried to dismantle the self-assuattitude of both the Christians and the more
secularly oriented people. Christians might all éasily find it acceptable to bring their religious
beliefs into the public domaffi.Rawls, however, has made a very appealing caséhiae are
limits. Christians, like any other group, are fiestd foremost citizens of a society in which other
people do not always share their views. Therefloeg bught to restrain themselves not to impose
the whole truth as they see it in the public debat¢ only to forward views that can find support
among people who do not share their doctrine ahfdn the other side, the liberals appear all
too confident that religious views hold no valueatdoever. Moreover, the liberals have all too
willingly depicted Christians as fundamentalistatttry to tell other people how to live their lives
By analysing the debate it became clear how tluisi® does not reflect their actions.

But there is more. To ask whether religious argusean be valuable is a tricky question for it is
difficult to decide on the rationale by which thespective value should be measured. Relying on
a normative standard runs the risk of only convigdhe liberals or the Christians. After all, they
are in disagreement about what is and what is cc¢é@able, and hence, they already endorse
some sort of normative view. In a very Rawlsian wtye standard will therefore be of a
pragmatic kind. In PL, Rawls accepts the multiaaltisociety as a fact and accepts that there are
many rational outlooks on life and everything eBat when it concerns the fundamental relation
of citizens who govern themselves, only a limitedoant of ideas can reasonably be held. Only
ideas that reflect fundamental values that arerertite¢o democratic society such as freedom and
equality are acceptable as legitimate support faitens of basic justice. By virtue of its pragmatic
character, the idea of PL can be upheld as normdircause it takes neutral, or mutually
acceptable, ground between competing views. Tlerm iRawls’s terminology, an overlapping
consensus.

Similarly, a plausible argument for the value oligieus arguments would be particularly
forceful if it would be the focus of an overlappingsdom Chapter 4 shows how religious
arguments are proper political arguments and cas ble the focus of an overlapping consensus.
The discussion on the slippery slope clearly dermnates that they deserve to be discussed rather
than dismissed. This chapter — the chapter youesading — takes on the task of exploring the
good life concerns on PGD. In Section 1.2.1 | pne=# Leon Kass and Michael Sandel as
thinkers who worry that our moral vocabulary is mall equipped to deal with all matters of
importance. They worry about the drive of new tetbgy and the loss of values, particularly
where new technologies help to reconceptualiseédmas on human life. They hold that talk on
rights, duties, consequences and justice is todloghao account for the challenges that
technologies like PGD bring. This chapter aimsintify the area where those arguments of rule
ethics offer little guidance. Very importantly, ihe debate it was suggested that ‘we’ have too

“2 Although the previous chapter showed how the @hris of the CU respect the limits of public regsohas
also been argued that they are just as much ehtildring their religious views into the debateaaliberal is
entitled to appeal to a liberal source of inspinatj81]. Although Rawls would not deny it is theight to do so,
theyoughtto act some restraint when their views do not supgr reflect political values.
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much sense, too much wisdom, to allow for a fachésy selection of embryos. This chapter asks
whether such wisdom can be found in rule ethigseohaps relies on an idea of the good life.

The controversy over PGD opens up new spaces fdvedation and may require a different
approach than other ethical dilemmas. It is n@llatertain that methods belonging to rule ethics
can properly address the problems this technologg® The following sections work towards an
exploration of this idea. First, the role of teclogy in society will be discussed. Over time, many
philosophers and social scientists have tried tetstand technology. | intend to give a short
overview of twentieth-century thought on technoldgysee how it raises concerns and how we
should understand the role of technology nowad&gstion 5.2 focuses on the general attitude
that PGD is only warranted for very serious dissased asks how this attitude can be fostered.
Section 5.3 discusses those values that inforncéise of PGD and Section 5.4 addresses the
ways in which the acceptance and rejection of ttierdnt principles influence our future
dealings with PGD and assesses whether religigusrants can be valuable. Finally, Section 5.5
draws lessons for public deliberation.

5.1 Therole of technology

Technology is part of the human condition. Fromlyedaimmes on, humans have used their
intellectual competences to deal with nature’slehgles. Spears were crafted for hunting. Knifes
for cutting. Needles for stitching. The more humansrounded themselves with their own
inventions the further they came crafting a varietyechnologies. Challenges from nature were
complemented by challenges from society. Bureaydsaceeded to govern the masses. Spears or
guns are needed to wage war. And sewage system&ireiseful to prevent the spreading of
disease. The final and most modern type of chadlerg@me from within. These challenges refer
to our emotions, our will to understand, our autogdo choose. In short, our desire to find out
and control. Against boredom there is televisionr Fuscle ache there is tiger balm. For
electricity there are fossil fuels or durable rases. Starting with the urge to survive, man
invented stone technology and the power to wiekl flow, a few million years later, technology
is part of daily life and daily life has changedaese of it.

In many ways technology has improved human lifethaéat it we would lead shorter lives in
a smaller world. Those who like to reddthe Hitchhikers Guide to the Galashould surely
appreciate the invention of ink, paper, printingttee trucks and roads to transport the book, the
lights under which it can be read, the power plaritgh supply the electricity or the coal diggers
to provide the fossil fuel. The point is, withoethnology, there is no fine arts and certainly no
books. And without technology | would not have dexdbthese few lines to show my gratitude to
Douglas Adams, let alone write the remainder of thesis. But to be very, very clear, without
technology there would be no society and possisgneno humanity. Technology is good. Now
the blessings of technology have been praisedceriitly, the road ahead is free to address the
more interesting part of technology. The part chteology which provides us with challenges.

Air pollution. Ozone depletion. Nuclear war. Clirmathange. These challenges are intimately
connected with the further advancement of technoldgey are practical problems though, and
the solutions to which, although sometimes diffidal achieve, are often clear. The depletion of
the ozone layer can be managed by reducing thesemisf freons and halons, and the prevention
of a nuclear war ‘merely’ needs some internatigwddwill. While these challenges are serious
and concern us all, they simply need to be goveaygatopriately. There is nothing mystical
about these undesired consequences of technoldggy @re for all to see and when such
challenges are not addressed appropriately, this Bsssence a failure of human agents. The
problem is not technology as such, but societyédility to take adequate action.
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According to many a philosopher the problem of textbgy runs much deeper. For one,
Jacques Ellul argues that technology itself demahdsordering of society according its own
rationality which is always done in service of dgezaefficiency. But efficiency is also the
trademark of technology so that makes this is atenaif begging the question. For Ellul
technology is an autonomous force, but by no meaes this circular argument explain why this
is so ([95], p. 194). Differently, Martin Heideggenderstands the problem of technology in its
relation to nature; that which is ‘concealed’. Tealogy is a way of revealing or uncloaking the
world. It makes the world accessible, but doesrsa ivery particular way. It forms a bridge
between the human and the world, but in doing s world is not merely revealed, but is
‘ordered’. Technology dictates nature to show é@srsts. But whatever is found is never the true
being of what was really concealed. Therefore ihd¢ so much a matter of revealing what
technology does, but it is an ordering. The wosldpproached as ‘Bestand’, as standing reserve,
as raw matter for manipulation. For Heidegger, jik&t it becomes more difficult to uncloak the
world as anything else but raw matter, humans tkeéras run the risk only to be understood as
bestand ([95], p. 63-71).

Both Ellul and Heidegger understand the problertreofinology as something that is innate to
technology. For Ellul, technology comes with theamfiguration of society where people are
reduced to mere cogs in a machine in service adtgreefficiency. Heidegger understands the
problem of technology through the relationship homéave with the world. Technology
discloses the world in a specific way and this tgpeelation also endangers humans to exist as
intended persons instead of raw matter. Both pblbsrs rightly go beyond the perspective of
desirable and undesirable consequences and wplcak what technology really does. But in that
assessment they reduce the role of technology toetting abstract. In doing so, these
philosophers fail to see how technology does maphki determine life, but offers opportunities to
interact with society and with the world. In intetian with technology, these thinkers believe
people are assimilated or blinded by it. Whilesitiiue that society sometimes looks very much
like a machine and technology does influence thg wa look at the world, this does not mean
we become the cog in the machine nor does it mbah technology prevents meaningful
existence.

As a general rule it would be good to distrust aieyv on technology that reduces it to a specific
conception of it and tries to draw inevitable caisagbns from it. Technology works on society and
it is philosophy’s task to figure out these relatio The story is different for different types of
technology. Some technologies can resemble ENi#®/, such as large industrial factories with
conveyor belts or bureaucratic tax systems thatejgtnalize the citizen according to its financial
contribution to society. Other technologies, sustite hydroelectric power plant fit well within
Heidegger's view such as the power plant that sraerture according to techno-logic. Nature
here is approached in terms of its function, iteeptial to provide electricity. This all does not
mean that technology is good or bad, but it dodg teeunderstand it better and to see how it
affects human beings. Coming to terms with the ifip#g of different types of technology is
crucial if we are to understand its role in soci€sgrticularly for controversial new and emerging
technologies, such steps will have to be madehienetis much at stake.

Heidegger and Ellul saw technology essentially asoblem, as something inherently dangerous
and out of our control. In response to these vieasial scientists delegated autonomy back to the
people. Technology might sometimes appear to benautous, but this results only from
interests, networks and engagement with the teolggolwith the well known example of the
bicycle, Trevor Pinch and Wiebe Bijker show howfetiént people themselves define technology
differently, and thereby influence its development different decisive ways [96]A bit
differently, Bruno Latour, understands the inte@ctetween people and technology as one of
equals. Both aractantsand are capable of engaging in networks [97]. Ails®rian Thomas P.
Hughes takes middle ground (sort of) between tlea iof autonomous technology and the idea
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that people are in control. Hughes developed thsishof technological momentum and argues
that although technology can be steered early snfime passes, it gains more and more
momentum making it increasingly unstoppable lilspaeding train [98].

More recently, philosophers of technology and redeas on the interaction between science,
technology and society turned their focus to tetdmpitself. In the tradition of Heidegger and
Ellul, postphenomenological philosophers like Déwld and Peter-Paul Verbeek look at what
technology actually does. Of course, without makihg mistakes of their predecessors. They
understand technology in relations and how thiati@h should be seen depends on the person,
the technology and the world. Both the subject fwedobject are not merely related to each other
but they help to shape and constitute one anofhest. like many modern gadgets are used to
establish someone’s identity, or how a pair of ggasoffers a different perception of the world.
Technology has no essence of its own (or at leasgssence that we know of), nor is it merely
the result of social construction, but technolegyks Depending on the social contexd the
technology, technology acquires its meaning inetgdo5].

Technology and society are engaged in a dynamicegsoof mutual interaction. To understand
how this process develops one needs to acceptitheoeforce that is a priori in control. The role
of technology in society has become highly contimig@ multitude of factors play a role, such as
geographical situatedness, perception of technolagythe moral landscape against which
technology develops. But also from a technologmaispective it can be asked what specific
technologies really do and how they work on peoples means that insights from both science
and technology studies and the philosophy of teldgyohelp to shape a narrative about
technology. The role of technology has become apbexnstory but it has also become a story
that reflects common sense. No, we are not slaflvescbnology. Yes, we should be careful with
new and emerging technologies because they sonwtioree with great uncertainty and great
consequences. No, we are not always able to beeanvfaall of technology’s implications. But
yes, we can make scenarios and estimate how pragéates help to shape the role of future
technologies. It is this attitude that will guideetreflections on PGD in the following sections.

5.2 Future PGD: ‘We know better than that’

If there is a problem with PGD, it is a moral pel. The application of PGD knows its practical
problems and one of them would be the fairly lowcass rate of pregnancy. Another practical
problem would be the demanding procedure for womnich in itself might be a reason to
refrain from it. But these problems are not thesoes for the emotional debate in the spring of
2008, and are certainly not the problems | am @stexd in. The debate started with a difference of
opinion in the Dutch government. State Secretarydssemaker issued a letter to the parliament
in which she said that the genetic mutations thatrasponsible for a serious form of hereditary
breast cancer would be included in PGD procediesply valuing the sanctity of life and not
being informed by Bussemaker, the CU pulled th&kdsaand Bussemaker had to withdraw the
letter. The CU questioned the use of PGD becausg ¢bnsidered it morally problematic. In
response, many considered the position of the &tlfito be problematic.

For some, the fact that embryo selection also camitbsthe destruction of embryos means that it
is wrong, no matter what the benefits are. The lprabof PGD is here that early human life is
destroyed, a problem that appears to be inevitafile the procedures. Those who endorse this
position can never see PGD as a truly humanitddah But also, at the other extreme there are
those who see no problems with the selection ofrgosb For these people, an embryo is a just a
bunch of cells and it would be silly to attach angral conclusions to it. Other possible problems
focus on the possible injustice that might comenvRGD. Particularly members of parliament
expressed fears for injustice to those who carsgakes that could have been prevented. While
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such concerns are real, they do not immediatelntpoi a problem. First of all, the matter is
highly hypothetical. Second, justice issues abdsDRIo not opt for current actions. Whatever
unfairness might occur in the future can be dedtt im that future.

But there is another type of concern which is nifeecult to define because it seems to be so
vague and abstract. This type of concern, arguatidse who have doubts about PGD, appeals to
our hesitation about a future society where the afseGD has become commonplace. They
wonder whether decisions made today lead up todidteps towards that scenario. A perspective
which nobody, as of yet, seems to favbuBection 4.3 on the slippery slope shows how adtors
favour of PGD explicitly and implicitly argue th&GD will not become commonplace. By
refuting the concerns that a decision on PGD offenmsloor for similar future decisions, they hold
that embryo selection is something exceptionalyTrgue that PGD is not something that would
become an ordinary part of dealing with diseaseidwinly applicable in cases of very serious
suffering. What decisions are made today do nopaupfuture decisions on other genetic
transferrable diseases or conditions like autisrhayr fever. Basically, these arguments rely on
the idea that ‘we’ the society, ‘we’ the doctorse' the politicians, and ‘we’ the citizens, have
too much common sense to let this happen. Nobodyear for such a society, so why be
suspicious that it is could be our future?

In the section on the slippery slope | argued thigtattitude is fairly naive. Morality is not a
matter that is fixed and settled for all eternitydave might think differently about PGD in a
couple of decades. Nor is it merely the result fimume rational reasoning. In interaction with the
environment, whether that concerns people or thilogsboth, we continuously redefine our
morality. These processes generally go slowly amigt m retrospect by means of sociological,
philosophical and historical studies, we are aldeidentify a morality from the past, and
moreover, we are able to contextualize it in th@rapriate timeframe. This second part is
important because it helps to realize that the Idgweent of morality need not be a one-way street
from what we would consider right or proper at thisact moment in time. In retrospect, it is
difficult to see when, if ever, we were more mdhaln we are today. But overconfidence is not in
place for it is difficult to see how present idea# inform future decisions. Rather than refuting
the slippery slope, we should explore how prestgittides help to shape future developments.

Possibly nobody ever wishes to make genetic seleeicommon and widespread process in
reproduction, except for the occasional radicalpieint** Possibly PGD will never become a
standard procedure. Then, if this wisdom is shamdng the people in society, one can expect
that people endorse expressions of that cautioiisdt. 1t would be perfectly fine for that attiteid
to favour genetic selection in some cases. But moygortantly it should also provide the
argument against selection in other cases. Thetltawe are wise enough to make the right
decisions about these matters should be groundadalance of principles where at some point
down the slippery slope, we will say ‘no, this lgase far enough’. If ‘we’ indeed carry that sense
and sensibility to make those decisions, it shduddasked which values and principles are
supportive of that attitude.

| believe that proponents of PGD have difficultaaguing against the use of PGD at any point
down that slippery slope. Their wisdom to allow P@ily for very serious diseases finds little
resonance in the values and principles they argu&dsupport this thought, | will use the debate
to identify how certain arguments support far-réagtselection as opposed to a sense of wisdom
to stop at some point. It is my contention thatrthde ethical style of reasoning does not support

43 Besides the occasional overly optimistic philosaph

“In these discussions, a few rare examples are ofteoduced of a son suing his parents for notdgeiborted
or a couple asking for far going medical measuoehly a minor genetic infliction. These exampitisnulate
our imagination, but they hardly are indicators fimoral change. In every society some people arerexqs of
the most radical position one could imagine. Thet fhat such cases exist is more an example ointherent
plurality in the massive world-society than an gador of changing attitudes.
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the wisdom they proclaim to have. If PGD proponexttall wish to ground their sense of wisdom
in solid principles, they need to turn their fo¢aghose who have opposed PGD. This is no easy
request. Yet, if they are serious about their femlion the selection of embryos, they can find
solid ground for their ideas without needing to eptcthe dogmatism they identify among the
opponents of PGD. A reorientation on the idea ahan respect can be the focus of a shared
wisdom on PGD. This reorientation means that omeillshunderstand this respect according to a
good life perspective and not in terms of rule @hA few religious arguments already endorsed
a good life perspective, but by no means does eee to be religious to endorse the wisdom of
these arguments. | will point out how secular l#ertoo should be motivated to accept these
arguments.

The religious good life arguments can then be seervaluable. The idea of a valuable
argument is tricky, because different parties i@ tlebate on PGD are likely to have different
ideas about what makes an argument valuable anthere particular argument is valuable. The
rationale by which one could say religious argureeme valuable is therefore also likely to be the
rationale that finds little support among those Wiawe little affinity with religious principles.
After all, the debate on PGD is conflicted over akathe role of those who oppose PGD and
endorse religious views. However, if we may belithve different attitudes on PGD, there is a
shared wisdom among parties in the debate, narttedyshared feeling that embryo selection
cannot be appropriate for anything less than veryposs diseases. If this wisdom finds solid
ground in arguments that rely on an idea of theddde, both sides in the debate can agree on its
value.

5.3 Shared values

The parliamentary letters from Jet Bussemaker aontéame key principles that guide the
thinking on PGD. A moral landscape can be draweadambination with the description of the
debate on NEST-ethics we saw in Chapter 3. By ify@my how some basic principles clash in
the discussions on PGD, it becomes clear how diffestyles of reasoning are able to support
different positions on embryo selection. Some ppiles only opt for an extension of procedures
on PGD while other principles suggest a restrictiy identifying the dynamics between those
principles, we might be able to identify how presattitudes help to shape future policy on PGD
and consequently answer whether the religious \@ed their arguments play a valuable role in
those dynamics.

Just like matters over abortion or euthanasia,cée on PGD is coloured by venerable
values. In the second letter to the parliamentdidiene 27, 2008, State Secretary of Health,
Welfare and Sport Jet Bussemaker, states three pniaiciples that should guide medical ethical
matters [28]. These principles were first formuthie the Policy Letter on Ethics in 2007 [99],
and are autonomy, the status of human life as songethat is worthy of protection (In Dutch:
‘beschermwaardigheid’), and good care. For theroeetsy over PGD, the principle of good care
is not relevant. It should also be noted that netisical arguments (meaning that the argument
expresses a type of ethics) in favour of PGD haworded on the welfare of the future child.
Furthermore, in the two letters on PGD, Bussemakakes clear that the interests of the child
should be guiding in this matter ([16], p. 5; [2B8]2). The idea is that it's in the future child’s
benefit to prevent a large chance for very serisuiering. We can then relate the diverse
positions and arguments to three worked-out priasiphat clearly inform the policy on PGD.
First there is the autonomy of the parents. As lfiegman beings they are entitled to decide what is
best for their child. Second, there is the prireifd act in the interests of the future child. That
includes the idea of suffering. The third principéders to unborn human life as something that
should be treated with respect. These principlesarcalled shared principles meaning that they
generally are endorsed by all participants in tebate. In Rawls’s terminology they would be
called political values.
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No doubt, parents have an important say in decitlegfuture of their children. What a child
wears or eats, what school he attends, which chibeclbelongs to (if any), or whether he is
vaccinated against the Mexican flue are all (pHyj)iadetermined by the parents. Of course,
parents cannot just do whatever they feel is raghiecessary. A child can be disciplined but that
does not mean a smack with a ruler is allowed. [€ggimate position of the parents as decision
makers is evident but that does not mean PGD geetly a choice that should be available to
parents. The autonomy of the parents as a reledrsideration has not been challenged in the
debate. Instead, several sometimes opposing ardgsrnae® weighed and this can lead to the
position that parents should not be able to makeot®GD.

The interests of the child, or the rationale tous suffering, suggests that parents should be
given the choice for PGD. Curing disease has, sam@ent times, been one of the nobler
activities. Regardless of the many diseases thecaledrofession can already combat, there
always remains a strong desire to eliminate th@seaming causes of suffering and death.
Nowadays, armed with a better understanding ofhiln@an physiology and a wider array of
medical tools, diseases such as Duchenne muscyktropghy, Huntington's disease and
hereditary breast- and ovarian cancer are not gicguifronted but prevented. Going upstream in
the path of disease development has many benEfitsone, the prevention of disease prevents
suffering in a way that treatments might never lle ¢ do. The entire prospect of developing the
disease is taken away. Prevention of disease edjualprevention of suffering even if it is
uncertain whether the disease will occur and ef¢here are other ways for treatment besides
prevention. Additionally, the prevention of heraajt genetic mutation transfer is attractive
because it prevents further transfers down futergeations. Also in this sense, PGD is a highly
effective way of dealing with disease.

It is not questioned whether the reduction of suifgis a legitimate reason to support PGD.
It has been suggested that PGD does not provideetii@nty of a pregnancy [53], but this is not
so much a disqualification of the supporting reasdinmerely tries to debunk the idea that PGD
is always a fail-safe solution. Opponents to PGlehguggested how a focus on treatment would
be preferable over the use of PGD [29] [30] [391][445] [53] [54], but by means of this
argument, the motive to reduce suffering is alsmogeized as a legitimate concern. It is by
invoking another principle, i.e. the protectiontioé embryo, that different options are highlighted,
but by no means does this deny the legitimacy ®fidiea that future children can be saved from a
lot of misery. While this principle is quite obviguit needs to be stressed that it is the main
justification for allowing PGD. So much is clearrn the several policy letters that State
Secretary of Health, Welfare and Sport, Jet Buskemaent to the parliament, but also from the
many responses in the newspapers and on televibmallow PGD necessarily means that the
choice will made by the parents, for there is almasanimous objection to transferring this
decision to others. But the decision to allowstmade first and foremost with the interests of the
child as its prime justification.

The third principle concerns the status of the gmbin the several documents on medical ethics
and policy on PGD which Bussemaker sent to thegment [16] [28] [99], she endorses the idea
that all human life, and that includes embryosusthde protected. In the Dutch formulation, it is
suggested that embryos averthy of protection, meaning that embryos deserve tprogected
because of their ‘embryonic being'. The statushef émbryo as a guiding principle in the matter
on PGD is thus founded upon traits that are intits the embryo. Several views on the embryo
could be supportive of this view. Naturally, thasethe idea that an embryo deserves to be
protected because it is human [27] [29] [30] [448][[47]. A bit less obvious, but also suggested,
is that the embryo deserves to be protected becduteintentionality that allows it to grow to a
full human being. It is not human life as such ikateing defended here, but rather the miracle of
human life [48].
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Expressed in policy letters and endorsed by thesifipn to PGD, the status of the embryo
seems to matter in the case of PGD. The CU angigal people in general value unborn human
life and have problems with many decisions that eomith the destruction of embryos. That
human life should be respected and protected wbel@ generally acceptable view. How this
principle applies to unborn human life is open thscussion. There are a few logical and
biological dividing lines that can be seen as appate in deciding in the matter. An obvious
distinction can be made between born and unbornahulife; another one can be made at the
moment of conception; yet another can depend oretled of embryonic development. Has the
embryo developed to a human-like stage? Could gdbfesustaining if born? Can it learn? In this
entire spectrum, from conception to birth, fromeavfcells to a little boy or girl, the idea that
human life deserves to be protected knows a widietyaof support and opposition. Generally
speaking, there really is no solid principle thatranks all other principles. Therefore, in public
debate and in policy justification, a diversitypdsitions is seen as a legitimate expression of the
basic principle that demands the protection of huiife.

But this is not the end of this matter. To recograzposition as legitimate is far different from
finding it coherent, acceptable or well-foundedr Rawls, finding an argument to be legitimate
means as much as saying that citizens can reayaat#gpt that other reasonable citizens endorse
and subscribe to that argument when policy matiersat stake. The logic behind the legitimacy
of this argument relies on it being an expressiba shared value, which is the respect and the
protection of (unborn) human life in this specitase. Now, at the same time that citizens
‘accept’ one’s fellow citizen’s argument to endoite idea that an embryo deserves to be
protected, the argument was also refuted. Becaum#i@ns are also allowed and considering the
loss of embryo in normal natural processes, ordmassive amounts of embryos that are lost due
to the intrauterine device or normal IVF procedupople argue that it is ridiculous to ascribe
any value to an embryo: a ‘mere’ clump of cells][D] [32] [35] [39] [49] [50] [51] [57] [65]

[67] [69] [72].

Something paradoxical is surfaces here. On one,lthatk is the idea that people can genuinely
have different opinions about the status of unbouman life. On the other hand, increasing
knowledge and previous actions lead some to sudgfastone of those positions has become
untenable. Sure, people may attach value to a olenep of cells, but doing so means they are
blind to the world in which they live — the verdintles. While this section discussed three
‘shared’ values, it becomes clear how one of tivadges is under pressure.

5.4 Respect for human life

Something is at stake where friction occurs anfiesetlent morality is challenged. For PGD, the
protection of unborn human life becomes a mattebdodiscussed rather than accepted. The
arguments from those who support PGD have beenilesscTheir logic is clear: over the past
several decades, we as a society have alreadytaddép destruction of embryos. Either we have
made huge mistakes and we need to lift ourselveseathese inhuman processes, even though
natural processes already cost staggering quantatiembryos. Or, in favour of some very high-
minded values, we have weighed the status of tHayarand found it to be too light. Although
policy on PGD still talks about the embryo as bewmythy of protection [13] [16] [28], many
arguments in favour of PGD bluntly refute that apm Indeed, it is difficult to see intrinsic value
in something that consists of only a few cellss Wifficult to understand why one ought to see the
intrinsic value of something that is not allowedjtow because of birth control. There are several
other ways to prevent an unwanted pregnancy, gtheless, the intrauterine device remains an
acceptable alternative. Should we then speak ofalmmrruption or is this a sensible moral
development?
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| do not attempt to give an answer to this laststjoa, nor do | believe | can give little more
than a personal opinion on the matter. More imporiar this research is the recognition that this
development in morality is inspired by our knowledyf nature and the technological powers at
our disposition. The more we learn about our owmé# makeup and origins and the more we
are able to exercise control over our world, treatgr authority we give ourselves to decide over
the status of an embryo. PGD then becomes a milestdere previous developments lead to a
reorientation of moral principles. Shreds of infation collected over the past decades have
allowed for a moral separation of the human embrgan the human being. Everything that
makes us human seems to disappear at the cettukdrdn when a few cells tucked together, is all
that is supposed to be human, science providessamdo change one’s attitude about it.

It is difficult to establish moral judgments on thatural qualities of the embryo. The natural
world has always provided a hostile but fertild &mi life to grow. Both qualities have led to the
evolutionary development of life. Nature facilitdtehe growth and adaptation of life and
simultaneously provided the environment in whicltos#n changes would be tested. Most
adaptations proved unsuccessful, but sometimestidiged the organism to grow and reproduce
better than its ancestors. This factor in natuet tthallenges organisms, the factor that makes
nature sometimes seem so cruel, is also the roouoexistence as homo sapiens. Billions of
years of two main processes—biologically typifielrandom mutation and natural selection—
have led to the development of the human. Now, Ishewe stand in awe and reverence of these
processes? Should we respect the idea of natueatisea and throw out our ideas on justice and
solidarity because they do not fit well with theadof survival of the fittest? Not even remotely.

To say that an embryo should be protected becduseeissentially human also points to
nature as morality. Because an embryo is our bicdbgquivalent, it is supposed to have some
intrinsic value. But to say that it is human isbeg the question. Just like saying that cannibalism
is repulsive because it is human flesh being edteat explains nothing. The idea that an embryo
should get our respect is not simply determinedhbse it is human in the biological sense. Nor is
it necessary to assume that embryos deserve pootemt the basis of its own programme of
development. A little miracle in itself, but awe darwonder alone do not feed morality.
Oppositely, the mere fact that embryos are flusthedn the toilet by millions does not simply
mean it is only silly to show some respect towdhgsembryo.

Arguments that deny that an embi@serveso be protected are here to stay. Then, by virtue
of this ruthless logic that denies an embryo ivisthy of protection, the question becomes by
what rationale, if any, should one be hesitant abwidestruction of embryos? Accepting that we
are talking about a mere bunch of cells, it seentg logical that further steps for policy on PGD
are accepted. Autism. Alzheimers. Hay fever. By iyranciple should one object to the inclusion
of these conditions to PGD? Some questions have t@sed suggesting that the use of PGD
might lead to injustice, but injustice is a sogélenomenon, not a technological one. Here, the
question is not whether PGD should be allowed nuoether certain diseases are ‘serious enough’
to be eligible for PGD. Instead, what is questioaeslthe social conditions PGD affects and how
they influence society’s perception of justice. lgs insurance companies should be left
uninformed or perhaps only the less fortunate oietp should be subsidized to make use of PGD
or perhaps we should accept that people are comsuma liberalized health care market.

Despite all of the arguments that conceptualizeeimdryo as a mere bunch of cells, nobody
wishes to support PGD for anything that does ne¢meble a very serious disease. Supporters of
PGD go to great lengths to deny further steps dinvrslippery slope [31] [33] [39] [71] [75] [76]
[77] [78]. These arguments are weak, but their ioiplnessage is powerful. They show to
understand that somewhere down that slope, theofatteneficence no longer justifies the
selection of embryos. They assume we have the wisdomanage that slippery slope. It should
be of no worry to anyone because nobody really svirg widespread use of embryo selection, it
is suggested. Sometimes, this attitude is alsoesgpd more explicitly [39] [77] [78]. It is
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obvious that people are hesitant about instrumieirtglthe embryo. But what is the source of this
wisdom? An embryo might not be ‘worthy’ of protextibut is there perhaps another source of
this moral hesitation about embryos?

It is time to raise the stakes and confront theblerm. Remember that there are three main
principles that guide the arguments on PGD. Twtho§e principles are basically supportive of
PGD, that is, the autonomy of the parents and ¢deiation of suffering. Only the respect for
unborn human life tells people to be careful whis ttechnology. Then, exactly because people
have doubts about the manipulation and controlnobrgos, the cold, hard reductive logic that
conceptualizes an embryo according to its bioldgitatus should be resisted. If one subscribes to
the idea that an embryo asly a bunch of cells, there is basically no limit tampulating it. In
favour of nothing less than humanitarianism, thebemm becomes a normal tool to reduce
suffering, support justice and give freedom wherg@assible without the slightest hesitation. But
equally, to submit to the idea that an embryo istlmoof protection because it is human and
nothing less makes any IVF or PGD procedure a {odideEvery act of beneficence is then
necessary also a wicked one. The good-wishing dastalso the villain. The first scientific
perspective ignores real moral concerns. The sepergpective is blind for moral development.
More importantly, both perspectives are essentraliyaningless.

There is, however, a different argument in favotirespecting an embryo. | believe this
argument points to the doubts people might haveitaB&D. | believe it is this type of concern
that feeds the wisdom which supporters of PGD alamn to have. This argument asks that one
understands the respect for an embryo inrelation to it. The embryo should not be respected
for what it is biologically but because the embplays a crucial role in our identity, our moral
ways, our society. To respect an embryo meansctgreze that human relations can be redefined
through the embryo. The fact that we never hadhittdktabout such a role for the embryo means
that this respect is difficult to articulate. Toestne problem, one needs to be imaginative. One
needs to be willing to ask how it could matter viteetall embryos or whether only a few are
conceived in the laboratory. One needs to imagme the relation between parents and child
might change because the child was not conceiveddtwicated’. How is that relation shaped by
the fact that people have little to no control otlee genetic makeup of their children? With
present-day morality, such matters seem quaintusneal. But the idea is exactly that morality
will change and whether such matters will becontar&ireality depends on the way we think
about these matters now.

Supporters of PGD have generally been dismissivbede softer matters. Emotionally they
responded with outrage. Against the backgroundhefinterests of the future child, it seems
obtuse and overly moralistic to talk about soft aadstract matters like lineage or the
instrumentalization of embryos. But to refute thgsenciples completely opens the door for
unlimited selection. To choose for a scientificwief the embryo is to dismiss the moral concerns
that we all seem to experience. There is no masitdtion in the idea that an embryo is a mere
bunch of cells. Sure, the embryo is a bunch ofsgdilut this fact says nothing and it means
nothing.

The moral vocabulary of rule ethics is too shalltov address the concerns of PGD. The
deontological perspective on the embryo suggesis @n embryo is intrinsically worthy of
protection, but this view becomes increasinglyidift to uphold. Many have good reasons to
dismiss this view and yet they do not simply sup@gocommon and widespread use of PGD.
Another moral principle is at work here, a prineiphat reflects a thicker morality, an idea about
the good life, an idea about a desirable society @oper human relations. To understand this
perspective, people should not reason in termggbfs, consequences or benefits. Instead, they
need to ask how their moral being is not only thsult of rational thought, but of growing up,
experiencing life and developing human relatiohsisks people to understand that these matters
can change as result of far-reaching manipulatioentbryos. Theoverlapping wisdonthat we
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should not use embryo selection for anything bugry serious disease finds solid ground in these
softer matters.

Religious people have been more prominent in vgitiese good life concerns but also they
have defended an intrinsic idea on the worth ofembryo. People of faith would do good to
realize that this argument has become unconvininghose who do not share their system of
belief. Surely, they are entitled to their viewabthe embryo and it is by no means my aim to
suggest that they are not. | do hold that a puklicientation on the respect for an embryo could
win the hearts and the minds of those who shane temcerns about dealings with embryos.
Detached from religious thought, the embryo alsmuthbe respected. This is a difficult message,
but one which reflects an overlapping wisdom, etvErugh some might initially find that hard to
accept in this polarized debate.

5.5 The public arena

In this essay | relied on an inventory of ethicguments about new and emerging technologies,
the so-called NEST-ethics. In that article, thehatg study patterns of ethical arguments and
come to a rather surprising conclusion about NEB€esions. Because an argument precedes
and evokes a typical follow up argument, these disomssare not so much aimed at seeking
consensus but are steps towards victory. Arguneetshen tools to outmanoeuvre the opposing
party. The ideal of the agora where wise men dedileeto come to the most informed and well-
reasoned solution thus becomes the arena wherersagnein and others will lose.

To conceptualize a debate as a battle in an arakasrsense when one describes a debate. Also
in the case of PGD, the steps which actors toole weativated by their position on the matter. An
opinion is formed and it is consequently defen@ametimes that defence even meant that actors
endorsed unusual arguments. The Christians hasittyih technological progress while medical
professionals refuse to endorse this optimism,tigoecal example of reversed roles for the sake
of victory. But then there remains the normativpeas of a debate, which also should be
appealing to the actors. This aspect asks actgeesent reasonable arguments and to be open to
each other’s positions. The actors are expectgarésent views which the other party is least
likely to reject. That is not only a normative vielwut also a rhetorically strong view. By
providing a reasonable ground for the other parg also for the audience to accept one’s
position, one does not only make a logical stepatde consensus, but also a step towards victory.

The debate on PGD reflects the metaphor of theaafevery possible means towards success
was used, even when that meant to offend and itisalbpponent in the debate. But what the
analysis with NEST-ethics also helped to uncovdraw this knock-out structure of the debate
seems to miss a valuable opportunity, an oppostutat reach consensus. While parties are
involved in defeating the opponent, they are bliodthe values they share. Those values, the
values on human respect and consequently the tefspen embryo may very well be forgotten.
Heavy punches are thrown when the embryo is reglyat®nceptualized as a mere bunch of
cells. It would be a tragedy to conclude that adkrout victory for the humanitarian goal to
reduce suffering can eventually lead to the dehumasion of all.

For both sides in the debate, a task awaits tooexpghe unease that comes with the selection of
embryos. This unease might very well be translate@rms of respect. To really see what is at
stake, this respect is perhaps best seen as spHateor a respect for humanity. But to ignore this
unease in favour of victory can eventually be geffieating. To stimulate such thought, one only
needs to reaBrave New Worldin which a human’beingis sacrificed for mere human existence.
Or one can think about the difficult-to-explain ase that people might have with cannibalism or
incest. These matters too are connected to thersoferpretations of human relations, but we do
not consider them irrelevant. With dialogue, imagion and realism about our dynamic morality
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including a role for science and technology, pdgsbmething like an overlapping wisdom about
PGD finds fertile ground.
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Chapter 6

Conclusion

Now and again, new scientific and technologicaleepments give rise to much controversy and
disagreement. When it concerns the sciences ofth& discussions often go between the usual
liberal enthusiasts and the more conservative ioelgg critics. The debate on PGD was no
exception. Typically these debates are not merddgut the exchange of arguments on
technological- or policy matters, but simultanegukkey develop into a discussion on the position
of religious critics. Here too, the debate on PG&swo exception. Just as many other actors in
that debate, it was my intention to discuss the mil those religious critics, though | have
approached the task a bit differently.

| have asked whether religious arguments can healtd according to a study on PGD. As a first
step, it was necessary to discuss what types ahagts can reasonably be upheld when it comes
to policy on PGD. Often, the idea is that religigneople wish to shape society to their religious
ideas, ideas that others do not share. | relietherliberal philosopher John Rawls’ theoretical
insights into public justification to explore wheththe religious arguments are suitable
expressions on policy matters. | defined suitablpressions to be reasons by which one can
expect a fellow citizen to see that reason as @nession of shared values. That appeared to be
the case in the debate on PGD. The shared valusslidarity and respect for human life were
identified in this assessment. This step openeditive for a further assessment of the religious
critiques of PGD. Sure, those reasons have aregfiéi place in the public forum but can we say
they are also valuable?

To answer this question | searched for a positk@amation of the role of religion in public
debate. In academic literature, several thinkesgyguterms of justice, consequence, or duties,
have questioned whether traditional styles of aelhi@asoning are able to deal with new
technological challenges that constantly redefimmédmn relations. The idea is that a reorientation
on more traditional, cultural, or even religiousues is necessary to deal with the problems that
developments in cloning, stem cell research, or RGBe. Further technological developments
appear unavoidable because liberal thought justifigually every new available technology in
life sciences. The reduction of suffering and thesi that people are free to use technology as they
please provide a strong imperative to support neveldpments. If a religious argument could be
of particular value, it would have to function astap to this ‘liberal juggernaut’ (the term is
borrowed from Leon Kass).

Much of the discussion on PGD was about the slippkape. Critics of PGD were concerned
that present decisions on hereditary breast camgeld lead to similar future decisions for other
diseases. A carrier of the genetic risk for heeeglitoreast cancer only has a chance—not the
certainty—of developing the disease. To includehtrigk but non-conclusive diseases then also
provides an argument for including diseases wigtightly smaller chance for development, and
so the story continues all the way down this sliggope. At each instance down that slope the
duty to reduce suffering justifies every next st@pt there is no need to worry, it is told. Frore th
debate it becomes clear that nobody really wisbeadlude other diseases in the procedures of
PGD. Supporters of PGD have generally argued thatpassess the wisdom, the sense and
sensibility to decide differently for future diseas Even those proponents of PGD, the same
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group of people who have been so critical on tte ob religion in this matter, make it perfectly
clear that there are limits. What a relief!

But hold your horses. Much of the discussion reedharound the status of the embryo. In the
debate, the ChristianUnion made it clear that edye unborn human life from the moment of
conception. They consider the embryo tonwethy of protection. Supporters of PGD have argued
clearly and convincingly that this view is outdatéd nature, but also by human hand, embryos
already parish in high quantities. The intrauterdevice, the coil, prevents the nesting of an
embryo in the woman’s womb. If the embryo is wortfyprotection, one should be outraged by
this means of birth control. But the fact remaimst tsociety already has taken significant steps in
morality and does not pity the loss of embryos digiocontraception. If, then, the supporters are
right and the embryo is a mere bunch of cells, ites takes away all moral hesitation one can
harbour about embryo selection. The duty to redudkering and the freedom of parents to make
use of IVF only demands further and increased 6&&®.

The liberal juggernaut is gaining momentum. If @ceepts that an embryo is a mere bunch of
cells, there really is no principle left that says, we should not make this next step.” Therefore,
if people value their sense of wisdom on the linwfsPGD, they need to wonder where that
hesitation resides. One needs to ask how the emflays a role in human identity, human
relations and the good society. One needs to askduws own moral human being can change
because of far-reaching manipulation of embryogséhuestions invite people to turn their focus
to good life principles. Indeed, this means thaipsuters of PGD need to take their opponents
seriously. Not so much for the views they consitdebe dogmatic, which are the views that say
an embryo should be protected simply becausehtiisan life — but for the religious views that
express a sense of humility, carefulness, a sefnisesgiation when it comes to taking part in the
fabrication of life. One does not need to be religi to see the wisdom in these views, and to see
how this wisdom is shared by supporters and opger@PGD. Imagination is enough.

Religious arguments can be valuable accordingitostiudy of a debate on PGD. They have
uniquely expressed a thicker type of morality tbextainly is not dogmatic, nor merely religious,
but is part of the moral landscape that makes spnse of shared wisdom in society. To ignore
the value of this type of argument would be to giaey to the slippery slope. To only endorse a
scientific view, to see the embryo as a mere bufcells, revokes any objections to PGD at any
point down the slippery slope.

In this study | combined empirical data with a pedphical style of reasoning. This methodology
has led to a solid analysis of public discourséP@D. In that analysis, the dynamics of a debate
on PGD are drawn to see how some arguments are\adeand how they may eventually lead to
future policy. NEST-ethics was of great value beeait helped to describe and bring order to a
fragmented debate and, in doing so, it simultangoafered the tools to ask philosophical
questions. By means of NEST-ethics, | could ask camative question—“Can religious
arguments be valuable?”—even though the debatehiohwthose arguments figured would first
need to be described and patterned.

| wish to highlight three steps that would have rhbémpossible without this combination of
empirical research and analytical philosophy. Fitss approach allowed me to connect Rawls’s
theory of public reason to an actual public debRtwIs’s theory is highly philosophical, but if
understood correctly, it is a very useful methodefitect on the legitimacy of religion in an actual
public debate. Second, it was necessary not ondigsaribe how people fight over the idea of the
slippery slope, but also to analyse and weigh tgarmaents on the slippery slope themselves. And
third, this combination of philosophy and empiricatearch allowed me to identify how actors
can claim to decide wisely while simultaneously eafig inadequate arguments for their
ostensibly wise decisions.
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| have not tried to argue either in favour of sup@s or opponents to PGD. Where necessary |
became a participant in the debate and pointedvbate people’s arguments are weak, strong or
flawed. Wherever | have done so, | merely reasdnech academic facts or general logical
principles, such as in the case of the slipperpeslovhere counterarguments simply did not
counter the idea of the slippery slope. | did, hesve actively seek to find the most reasonable
basis upon which people can agree that a religamgsment is convincingly valuable. The
rationale for deciding on their value would havebappealing to those who criticise religion in
public debate. The use of the liberal theory of Raand also the search for a shared sense of
wisdom, were necessary steps towards that aininelsetproceedings | also acknowledged that it
becomes difficult to see the embryo as somethiag) deserves to be protected. In the general
dealings with embryos over the past couple of desade as a society have already allowed for
some sort of moral detachment along those lineg Witdespread use and acceptance of the
intrauterine device makes clear that this morakttgyment has become part of the general moral
landscape.

This study into the value of religious argumentstlom matter of PGD is complete. The analysis
of the debate could have been complemented byviates with the actors in the debate to make
sure that the perceived argumentative patterns@rect and match the intentions of the actors.
But time constraints made such an approach impessaifid, in lieu of exhaustive interviews,
Chapter 3 provides an accurate description of #imatk. | do believe that this study provides a
reason for further research if only because thénaaetiogy sets itself apart from other studies and
allows for unique results. The analysis shows hawideas about the status of the embryo might
be changing and raises the question of why exaeibple are hesitant to instrumentalize embryos
to limit human suffering. Other discussions on teshgies that deal with embryos, such as those
on embryonic stem cells, might be guided by simiegumentative patterns. Those discussions
are surely characterized by a similar battle ober status of the embryo. Morality is changing
right under our noses and it is up to philosophierprovide the theoretical tools to guide it
appropriately. People will have to make up theindnabout the embryo and the ways in which it
should be respected, if any. To philosophers it tle# task of stimulating imaginations and
allowing for an informed debate.
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Appendix

Below are all the original quotation listed (acangdto chronology of appearance) that have been
translated into English. For each quote the refaxes given which can be looked up in the list of
references.

Section 3.3.2

[16] *“Aansluitend bij het standpunt van mijn voargster: bij de ethische keuzes is daar
steeds, en mijns inziens terecht, uitgegaan vanbhking van het toekomstige kind.
Daarbij is inbegrepen het motief van voorkomen {zer) ernstig lijden.”

[16] “Daarnaast wijs ik graag op het belang varvamiw die PGD overweegt. Daarbij zal ze,
samen met haar partner, een afweging maken tusseatale diagnostiek en PGD.”

[28] “Bij PGD bijvoorbeeld moeten zowel autonomits deschermwaardigheid van leven
worden afgewogen, oftewel het voorkomen van eeotéyjikans op (zeer) ernstig lijden
voor het eventuele toekomstige kind moet worderwéfgen tegen het uitselecteren van
embryo’s, en tegen eventueel beschikbare behandpgtieven.”

[32] “Een grote groep vrouwen weet dat ze draggr Zan deze erfelijke ziekte en wil hun
kinderen daar niet mee belasten.”

[33] “De ChristenUnie gaat gemakkelijk voorbij daet feit dat vrouwen die grote kans hebben
op het ontwikkelen van erfelijk borstkanker nu geswaakt zijn over te gaan tot
bijvoorbeeld borstamputaties als preventieve ingr&e partij heeft er te weinig oog voor
dat ouders hun kinderen deze ellende willen besgare

[34] “Het borstkankergen is, als het defect is, eenwoestend gen. We kennen families
waarvan oma, moeder en alle dochters aan erfégkstkanker zijn overleden.”

[35] “Omdat de kans op kanker zo groot is, 60 @tpBocent, hangt de ziekte als een zwaard
van Damocles boven het hoofd van deze vrouwenjrobkin gezonde jaren, en ook als ze
uiteindelijk niet ziek zullen worden. Embryoselecthaakt het mogelijk de ziekte uit het
leven van families, die al generaties moeten vrezsor een voortijdige dood van hun
dierbaren, te laten verdwijnen. Daarom moet hetrkamoen van dit concrete leed
zwaarder wegen dan de abstracte zorg over de t@tkRom

[36] “Wie deze week de levensverhalen hoorde of/&asvrouwen die hun oma, moeder, tante
verloren aan de ziekte en zelf vOoor zij dertig wmargt voorzorg hun borsten lieten
amputeren, moet bijna concluderen: gun haar hét gat niet door te geven aan weer een
generatie. Denk er niet gering over. Preventievpudatie (vaak op latere leeftijd gevolgd
door het weghalen van de eierstokken) is een arti@wan het vrouwzijn. Met behoud
van de grote kans het gen door te geven.”

[37] “lk ben er al vanaf de puberteit mee gecortieend en voor mij zijn borsten geen mooie
vrouwelijke dingen meer. Voor mij zijn het bommen.”

[38] "Ja, ik vind dat het percentage van 80% eeagtjbgebagatelliseerd wordt, want al zou je
die ziekte niet krijgen, al behoor je tot de twinprocent die het misschien niet krijgt,
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[39]
[40]
[41]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[27]

[45]

[29]

[30]

[46]
[47]

[48]

maar als je drager bent dan heeft het zo’n enosyehgsche impact op je leven, constant
de onzekerheid of je kanker krijgt, je hebt alledederzoeken, mammografie scans waar
je jaarlijks mee te maken krijgt, dus dan denk @ de mensen die de ziekte niet krijgen
ook met een hele zware belasting zitten.”

“De borsten van deze vrouwen zijn vanaf jotegdtijd een tijdbom en de tikkende klok is
psychologisch zwaar.”

“Borstkanker slaat hard toe in families waat koorkomt. Alle vrouwen worden erdoor
getroffen, zelf degenen die niet ziek worden.”

“Maar de oudste snapt al precies waar het geat. Het is belangrijk dat het niet steeds
wordt doorgegeven, zei ze laatst, anders blijvemwen kanker krijgen.”

“Heeft een embryo met een genafwijking geeohteop leven? Ik was ook ooit zo’n
embryo en ik leef en ik ben gelukkig (...) Ik heb edremokuur gehad, beide borsten
laten verwijderen en meteen voor een reconstruggieozen. Natuurlijk ben ik boos
geweest, en verdrietig en bang. Ja, het was zwaar ik ben toch blij dat ik er ben.”

“Mijn zoon is een bijzonder mens: hij had d®ofdrol in een musical in groep acht, houdt
van voetballen, heeft 20 tennisbekers op zijn kaemehaalde zijn vwo met een 10 voor
wiskunde. Hij weet precies wat hij wil worden (cachirurg), heeft een leuke jaarclub,
een leuk huis, goede vrienden, stond direct opnelgEnen toen hij ging studeren en
zeurde niet. Dit kind van mij had als embryo wegged moeten worden?”

“Vroeger stierven vrouwen vrijwel zeker aamkar door het defecte gen, maar medisch
gezien kan dat nu voorkomen worden. Je kunt algedraan het gen goed leven en de
dreiging van kanker hangt veel minder als een zuvean Damocles boven je hoofd.”
“Mijn grote moeite met de techniek is dat ¥Fltoegepast gaat worden waar dus sprake is
van meerdere embryos. Dat er vervolgens een sejgdetats gaat vinden met die embryos
en dan worden de goed bevonden embryos zondenfdéike gen teruggeplaatst, maar
vervolgens is er wel sprake van restembryos digsgagnlijk vernietigd zullen worden.”

“In dit coalitieakkoord is, voor het eerst, deeschermwaardigheid van het leven
opgenomen.”

“De ChristenUnie beschouwt die embryo's algibhbeend menselijk leven dat moet worden
beschermd.”

“ledereen kan weten daeschermwaardigheid van ieder menselijk leven \dmEGP-
fractie een kernwaarde is. Menselijk leven is d@wd geschapen leven. Embryo’s
moeten wordeibeschermd en niet uiteindelijk gedood.”

“Het selecteren van embryo’s en het vernietigan dit jonge menselijk leven is voor de
SGP in strijd met de waardigheid van de mens. ®@ode Schepper, geeft het nieuwe
leven; wij mensen mogen daar onze vingers nietaanden. leder embryo is een unieke
creatie die volledige bescherming verdient.”

“Als de bevruchting heeft plaatsgevonden,risen mensenkind op komst.”

“Alle leven op aarde is beschermwaardig. Afleke levende mens is onschendbaar vanaf
de conceptie. De status van het embryo ligt in imjrinsieke waarde: er is een innerlijke
doelgerichtheid, een vanaf het begin vaststaandvikkelingsprogramma. Zonder
ingrijpen van buiten groeit het uit tot een volwessnens.”

“De status van het embryo ligt in zijn intrieke waarde: er is een innerlijke
doelgerichtheid, een vanaf het begin vaststaandvikkelingsprogramma. Zonder
ingrijpen van buiten groeit het uit tot uitsluiteedn volwassen mens. Uitgangspunt van
de discussie moet zijn dat embryologisch gezidrijexen menselijk embryo sprake is van
menselijk leven. En de gelovige embryoloog kenedgtent God, Die het leven geeft en
neemt. Ook in onze christelijke levensovertuigiregibt menselijk leven bij de conceptie.
Het embryo is menselijk leven, omdat het mensddijfen is bezield. Daarvan geeft de
Bijbel getuigenis. Denk alleen al aan de ontmoet#agm de zes maanden zwangere
Elisabeth met haar nicht Maria. Verbluffend releviandat Maria nog maar enkele dagen
zwanger is van de Heer van het leven (Lucas 1:26-56
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[49]

[50]

[50]

[51]

[25]
[52]

[44]

[38]

[49]

“Daar moeten we heel nuchter in zijn. Het gda nog om een klompje cellen. Dat is nog
geen kind. Ik laat me bij zulke ethische vragemnldai door het relationele: heb ik een
band?”

“Een embryo kwalificeren als ‘beginnend meijkeleven’ is volslagen absurd. Een
embryo is geen mens, maar een klomp cellen. Heatdesn pijn, heeft geen ervaringen en
kan niet denken. Het ontbeert, kortom, alles wat leeend wezen aanspraak geeft op
morele rechten.”

“Waarschijnlijk omdat een embryo de potenteeft om een mens te worden. Dat klopt.
Maar verdient het daarom bescherming? Dan is meleezoek. Want dan zouden al die
miljoenen spermacellen die bij iedere zaadlozingoven gaan en al die onbevruchte
eitjes die vrouwen maandelijks verliezen, voortaak morele verontwaardiging moeten
oproepen, omdat er ‘potentieel menselijk leven’ dtoverspild. Het potentieargument
heeft gewoonweg een te breed bereik om ons moagléghen op af te stemmen.”

“Veel vroege embryo's gaan weer verloren, @erien niet innestelen of worden spontaan
afgedreven. Het betreft hier vaak embryo's die jgémid zijn aangelegd. Het is daarom
moeilijk menselijk leven te herkennen in het vroegebryo. De waarde lijkt te liggen in
wat het kan worden, niet in wat het op dat momet i

“U hebt mij prachtig gemaakt; U zag mij al toegen mij nog niet konden zien.”

“Het gaat hier om het zelfbeschikkingsrecht vaouwen en hun keuzevrijheid. Dat weegt
voor ons even zwaar als de beschermwaardigheitieialeven.”

“Maar u zegt, voor al die ouders tegelijk, mpgen die keuze niet maken, wij vinden dat
dat in Nederland niet kan, bijvoorbeeld in Belgénldat wel en in Engeland kan dat ook,
maar wij vinden in Nederland dat dat niet kan. Em denk ik, waar haalt u het recht
vandaan om die autonomie bij ouders, die ervariegjaghdigen zijn, weg te halen.
Natuurlijk zijn er mensen die niet voor die teclnlgezen, heel veel. In werkelijkheid
zijn er weinig mensen die er wel voor kiezen, maavilt hen die keuze ontnemen en ik
vraag mij dan af op grond waarvan u dat doet.”

“Ik ben boos op de ChristenUnie omdat ik higfealijk belachelijk vind dat politici nu
beslissen over mijn toekomst en de toekomst van gagin.”

“Wat vooral van belang is, vindt Elisa Klapleds dat ouders vrij moeten zijn in het
nemen van beslissingen bij prenatale diagnostiekagrrij bescherm worden als zij dit
soort onderzoeken niet doen. “Ouders moeten \rij@in nee te zeggen tegen onderzoek
en later niet hoeven opdraaien voor eventuele akeksten die door de verzekering betaald
worden. Ouders moeten ook vrij zijn van angst.”

Section 3.3.3

[53]

[41]
[54]

“Borstkanker en andere mede erfelijk bepaalde kantkeden later in het leven op en zijn
in principe behandelbaar... Ten tweede gaat het mu s®lectie van embryo’s die een
sterk verhoogde kans hebben over 30 of 40 jaatkaorker of eierstokkanker te krijgen.
Maar het is zeer aannemelijk dat in die periode wieegtijdige diagnostiek en
behandelmethoden zullen verbeteren. Moeten wejuistinzetten op behandeling van
mensen met aandoeningen en niet op het elimineremprl mensenleven, omdat het een
aandoening kan hebben?”

“behandelmethoden zullen bovendien in de toetcalleen maar verbeteren.”

“Er wordt veel onderzoek verricht naar prewentan het ontstaan van borstkanker bij
deze groep. De mogelijkheden die zich aandien&anijook sneller binnen handbereik
dan voor andere ziektebeelden waarvoor nu al ersblgctie plaatsvindt. Onderzoek bij
muizen met het borstkankergen BRCAL1 heeft bijvoeldheen volledig voorkomen van
melkkliertumoren aangetoond door het toedienen eam antiprogestageen. Bij mensen
wordt, voor zover ik weet, deze bevinding nog naetgepast. Maar als dezelfde effecten
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[39]

[39]
[55]

[38]

[56]

[53]
[57]

zouden kunnen worden verkregen bij de mens, darekaret nog meer nadruk de vraag
stellen of embryoselectie de oplossing is. Er is alle reden voor een verdergaand debat
en zeker voor meer onderzoek naar preventie véinezapie bij kanker.”

“Maar waar we nu over discussiéren is de vpellg1ig van een vruchtje wat al dan of niet
teruggeplaatst moet worden en dan gaat het oveaneigje, als ze dat gen draagt, over
40,50, 60, 70 jaar borstkanker kan ontwikkelen, twiat risico waar het over gaat is een
levenslang risico (...) Ik heb net een boek geschredat heeftgezondheid kent geen
grenzen daarin heb ik teruggekeken wat er in de laat§tgadr is gebeurd, ik moet
zeggen, ik was onder de indruk, dat wist ik nigiseallemaal. Dan verwacht ik, dat over
40-50 jaar van nu ook geweldige ontwikkelingen {saiaden.”

“Possibly no developments are made at all”

“De Kklinisch geneticus heeft zich gestoorchade argumenten die tegenstanders van
embryoselectie hebben aangevoerd. Zoals: overgvjiar kan er een behandeling tegen
erfelijke kanker zijn. “Vaak tast de kanker al wsmfaan tussen het 0en 25*
levensjaar,” zegt Niermeijer. “Kanker blijkt ookdlanoeilijk te bestrijden te zijn, wat het
niet aannemelijk maakt dat er over twintig jaar ekyorbraak is. Maar belangrijker:
ouders willen met de feiten van na een verantwobegissing nemen.”

“U doet voorkomen alsof er steeds betere tmitam komen om borstkanker te
behandelen. Maar wat ik mis in de discussies i®dabk een sterk verhoogde kans is op
eierstokkanker en daar is de screening op dit moman niet goed, dus dat houdt in dat
heel veel vrouwen jaarlijks sterven aan eierstokkarmmdat te laat ontdekt wordt dat ze
dat hebben.”

“Hoe kan ze zeggen dat er meer aandacht moetek voor behandeling, en dat
gezondheid niet overgewaardeerd moet worden? Ajls mekte behandelbaar was, dan
zou mijn oma nog leven, dan zou mijn moeder nogreen dan zou ik mijn borsten niet
geamputeerd hebben.”

“De PGD is geen gemakkelijke techniek die ssceerzekert.”

“Door embryoselectie in dit specifieke gevelordt naast het voorkomen van leed ook
veel geld uitgespaard, geld dat bijvoorbeeld aaegelwkan worden voor nieuwe
medicatie, die doeltreffend, maar nu nog onbetaallim De solidariteit gaat er met
sprongen op vooruit.”

Section 3.3.4

[45]

[58]

[30]

“Het selecteren van embryo's heeft maatschgkpelevolgen waar de ChristenUnie haar
vraagtekens bij plaatst. Is er nog wel ruimte vamensen met ziektes, handicaps en
aangeboren afwijkingen? "Gezondheid is belangrnjlaar moet niet overgewaardeerd
worden", stelde Wiegman.””

“In de eerste plaats ondergraaft embryosededé solidariteit in de samenleving. Henk
Jochemsen, directeur van het Lindenboom Institmaiarschuwde gisteren al reeds in
Trouw voor het risico van ‘verwijtbaarheid’, zoas gebeurt met ouders die hun kind met
Down niet 'hebben weggemaakt'. 'Je had het tochnkmnweten’, is dan het verwijt. En
niet alleen van volwassenen onder elkaar, maas zali kind tegen ouders. Ik vrees ook
dat de zorgverzekeraars zullen gaan weigeren de pegondheidskosten van bepaalde
groepen te vergoeden met als argument dat 'het'e@ramoorkomen had kunnen worden.
De rekening is dan voor de ouders.”

“De CDA-fractie hecht zeer aan gelijke kanseak voor mensen met een beperking, of
die nu genetisch bepaald is of later gekregen.viaarde velden waar in de toekomst druk
kan ontstaan, is dat van de toegang tot verzelamieg keuringen. Nu borgt de Wet op de
medische keuringen dat niet iedereen mag vragemheaanedisch dossier. Wij willen dat
deze garanties worden versterkt, zeker ook initietvan de discussie.”
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[30]

[29]

[29]

[53]

“Een voortschrijdende technologie brengt oreaiwe mogelijkheden en kansen en tegelijk
nieuwe moeilijke keuzes die zorgvuldige afwegingeigen. De politiek moet bewaken
dat nieuwe keuzes niet leiden tot onvrijheid. Zo gmde beschikbaarheid van
embryoselectie er nooit toe leiden dat mensen edkvgngen worden of zich gedwongen
voelen daarvan gebruik te maken. De politiek ma@tvdken dat nieuwe technieken ten
goede komen aan de mensen en ook aan alle mensést &ggen mensen kunnen worden
gebruikt. Voorkomen moet worden dat nieuwe techgiel@n kennis leiden tot ongelijke
toegankelijkheid van werk of verzekeringen, daze&eraars bijvoorbeeld zeggen dat het
laten geboren worden van een kind met een aangeladngiking een eigen keuze is en
derhalve niet wordt vergoed.”

“En om het ook maar even plat te benoemen, fhwken zorgverzekeraars reageren op
ziekten die voorkomen hadden kunnen worden?”

“Hoe zal zij voorkomen dat mensen en ouders weensen met welke ziekte of handicap
ook, worden gestigmatiseerd omdat het kind toch kaghen worden weggehaald of
voorkomen?”

“Hoe langer een prenataal screeningsprogramessaat, hoe gewoner het wordt om aan
de screening deel te nemen (...) Wat betekent datmensen met die aandoeningen die
er toch zijn? Juist voor deze kwetsbare mensema@apgn patiénten, moeten we ons tegen
de voorgestelde uitbreiding van de PGD verzetten.”

Section 3.3.5

[45]

[59]

[38]

[58]

[60]

[61]

[53]

“Het selecteren van embryo's heeft maatschgkpegevolgen waar de ChristenUnie haar
vraagtekens bij plaatst. Is er nog wel ruimte vamensen met ziektes, handicaps en
aangeboren afwijkingen? "Gezondheid is belangmjlaar moet niet overgewaardeerd
worden", stelde Wiegman.™

“Maar de consequenties gaan hier veel veré®m samenleving die geboorten van
‘gemankeerde’ mensen technisch kan voorkomen, eeledr open voor een sociaal
klimaat waarin het op den duur niet meer geacceptemrdt dat er mensen met een
aangeboren afwijking of erfelijke aandoening ropeio. Die hadden immers 'voorkomen'
kunnen worden? Zoals nu ouders van kinderen mesyrroom van Down soms al
kunnen horen.”

“Ik vind dat, als wij toe gaan naar een saraeinlg waarin voor de geboorte kinderen,
embryo's, geselecteerd worden op erfelijke aandggeen ziekte en dan weggeselecteerd
worden als er een verhoogde kans is op een bepa&#tte, dan vind ik dat een
samenleving die niet wenselijk is."

“In de eerste plaats ondergraaft embryosededé solidariteit in de samenleving. Henk
Jochemsen, directeur van het Lindenboom Institmaiarschuwde gisteren al reeds in
Trouw voor het risico van ‘verwijtbaarheid’, zoals gebeurt met ouders die hun kind met
Down niet 'hebben weggemaakt'. 'Je had het tochnkmnweten’, is dan het verwijt. En
niet alleen van volwassenen onder elkaar, maas zath kind tegen ouders. Ik vrees ook
dat de zorgverzekeraars zullen gaan weigeren de gegondheidskosten van bepaalde
groepen te vergoeden met als argument dat 'het'eramoorkomen had kunnen worden.
De rekening is dan voor de ouders.”

“Galjaard waarschuwt dat het leven door osigtsluiting minder aangenaam kan worden.
,We moeten bepaalde risico's accepteren en erwaken dat we niet de hele
samenleving gaan medicaliseren."”

“Zij vreest ook dat voor mensen met een ziektdhandicap in de toekomst geen plaats
meer is als embryoselectie wordt toegestaan. Bewipor die stelling heeft ze niet.”

“Van de selectie van ongeboren leven op gnesxd aanleg voor een aandoening gaat een
verkeerd signaal uit naar de samenleving: we vindigeenlijk dat zulke mensen niet
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[29]

[30]

[62]

[29]

[41]

[63]

[49]

[59]

[63]

geboren mogen worden. We erkennen dat aanstaamtsouan PGD gebruik willen
maken om de geboorte te voorkomen van een kinddmdielastende erfelijke aanleg.
Maar het feit dat die methode in de gezondheidsezolgctief gefinancierd aangeboden
wordt, geeft die selectie onmiskenbaar ook een sohappelijk karakter (...) Gaan we
niet toe naar een samenleving waarin je alleenrgabmag worden als je geen aanleg
hebt voor (ernstige) aandoeningen? Uit internatbrenderzoek blijkt dat steeds een
groter deel van de kinderen met aandoeningen alsinglmmdroom of een
neuralebuisdefectie prenataal opgespoord en gesibdnivordt.”

“De CDA-fractie is van mening dat van de maogjekeid van pre-implantatie genetische
diagnostiek voor bepaalde ziektes absoluut noaisigmaal mag uitgaan dat je beter niet
kunt leven dan met zo'n ziekte leven.”

“Bovendien mag van het bestaan van embryoselaooit het signaal uitgaan dat iemand
niet geboren had mogen worden.”

“Wat?! Parachutespringen? Roken? Ontevredear g& figuur? Een depressie, jij?!
Terwijl je ouders ervoor hebben gezorgd dat je deanstkanker kunt krijgen? Hoe durf
je!”

“Breder gezien, verdienen de maatschappelijkglicaties onze aandacht. Een voorbeeld
hiervan is het risico op verwijtbaarheid als wigesls meer en steeds gedetailleerdere
keuzen moeten maken over nieuw leven. Met welkenteroordelijkheden worden
aanstaande ouders opgezadeld nu zij steeds meeerkenoeten maken? Datzelfde
Centrum voor ethiek en gezondheid merkte op datatteaar groter wordende
keuzevrijheid in de zorg dreigt om te slaan in &msplicht. Welke gevolgen heeft dat
voor de individuen in onze samenleving?”

“Het lijkt onderhand alsof je je schuldig moatelen wanneer je als gendraagster met een
kinderwens niet voor selectie kiest.”

“De wereld is als schepping een ‘datum’ enrgeevallig ‘feit’. De wereld is gegeven; de
orde en het mysterie van die wereld confronteremmdas met het besef dat niet hij de
schepper is van alles wat bestaat, maar dat hiydreld heeft ontvangen. Dat besef geeft
een specifieke ervaring van de dingen. Wie de weatd wonder blijft zien — de wonder
van het geschenk — zal haar niet in een zelfbetmokitilistische houding kunnen
exploiteren...De verhouding tot de natuur dient er &ezijn van respect voor wat in de
schepping gegeven is. De mens exploiteert niety matwoordt. Dat antwoorden is bij
uitstek de houding die past in de relatie tot Godnedemensen. Antwoorden betekent de
erkenning van het gezag van de ander. Voor chastbetekent dit de erkenning van het
gezag van God, die op vele manieren spreekt. Hgtr de bron van de morele
verantwoording van het handelen.”

“In het boek Ezechiél, zegt rabbijn Klapheskaat dat God de mensen een nieuw hart zal
geven en een nieuwe geest. “Dat is spiritueel Hddae niet medisch, maar het geeft aan
dat er verbetering en vernieuwing mogelijk is. Ggmteekt de profeet daar aan als
mensenzoon, verantwoordelijk voor het goddelijkehet leven. Elke vernieuwing is
angstaanjagend, maar wij moeten ons niet door dagst leiden, maar door geloof in
vooruitgang.”

“Volgens de voorstanders 'lijkt' dit scenaieorealistisch’. Maar voor God spelen kunnen
mensen niet aan. Dat corrumpeert een keer. Wannéijselijke 'goden’ zijn zwakken
nooit in tel geweest.”

“ Onder christenen bestaat een diepe scepsidairekking tot de utopische projecten van
de moderniteit. Wetenschap en techniek zijn scimgiggiaven, maar kunnen ontsporen als
ze worden losgemaakt van morele kaders. Veel enest hebben de kritiek van de
postmodernen herkend als hun kritiek op de pregseman de moderniteit. Zij hebben een
onoverkomelijk hybris om voor God te spelen. (...)tH®mt er op aan in welk
perspectief wetenschap en techniek worden ingé&st. door de techniek herschapen
wereld is geen perspectief. Daarin gaat het besefde zin van het bestaan verloren.
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Hiertegenover staat het perspectief waarin iedersmeordt geaccepteerd als een gewild
en bedoeld persoon.”

“Het argument dat we ‘niet voor God mogen spéheeft dan ook geen enkele grond. We
zullen in de menselijke genenkaart niets ontdek#tehde verwezenlijking is van een
goddelijk plan.”

“De natuur is helemaal niet leuk. En waaronemave hier wel moeilijk over, terwijl we
bij het selecteren van zaad bij inseminatie deebesadjes eruit centrifugeren, zonder daar
een probleem van de maken? Maar vooral: het is geadbaar argument met de Bijbel
als uitgangspunt. De natuurlijke gang van zakdmijlels gezien niet heilig.”

Section 3.3.6
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“Maar puncties verbieden, dat werkt niet. Memsvillen het. Ze zijn consumenten in de
gezondheidszorg, zegt ze.”

“De toepassing ervan is niet tegen te houtetpogt de hoogleraar, en dat is geen zegen.
Financieel niet, en maatschappelijk niet (...) Inmbpek zie je hoe de overheid worstelt
om de kosten van voortplantingstechnologie te brskee Er is geen medische methode
waartegen gezegd is: we doen het niet (...) Vorig jaatot mijn verbijstering, het
hielprikpakket uitgebreid met vijftien ziektes. Dagn ziektes bij die minder dan eens per
jaar voorkomen, en waarbij de behandeling helemasl veel beter wordt als je bloed
prikt. Maar we kunnen het in één ruk allemaal bepaDus we zeggen: waarom niet? Dat
hoort bij uw generatie.”

“Overigens zij opgemerkt dat het vorige kaljnep dit punt vertegenwoordigd door
staatssecretaris Ross van Dorp (CDA), de embrycseldie Bussemaker nu wil toestaan,
wilde verbieden. Het is dus niet juist te doen falset hier gaat om een buitenissige
opvatting van de ChristenUnie.”

“Onlangs had ik een patiénte die IVF nodig hashwege haar onvruchtbaarheid, terwijl
ze tevens het BRCA-1 gen droeg. Bij de IVF mochiende embryo’s wel op uiterlijk
selecteren (om de mooiste terug te plaatsen) matop dragerschap van het gen. Een
absurde situatie.”

“Het zou raar zijn om embryo’'s met een erresgelijke aandoening niét uit te selecteren,
vond Joep Geraedsts. ,,Bij reguliere ivf maak je eek keuze, omdat je meer embryo's
hebt."”

“Als je dit niet toestaat en abortus om dezeen wel, dan is dat gek.”

“De ChristenUnie wil niet dat embryo’s met eleorstkanker-gen worden vernietigd. Wat
volgens de Nederlandse wet allang mag: een vrutltpuanctie bij zwangere vrouwen in
wier familie deze erfelijke vorm van borstkankeovkomt. Als de vrucht drager van de
ziekte blijkt, mag zij na zestien weken worden getderd. Wat is erger, ook volgens de
logica van de ChristenUnie: abortus na vier maamdele vernietiging van een embryo in
een laboratorium?”

“Mensen hebben al 2-3 keer een spontane zwscdiggp gehad die ze hebben moeten
afbreken met een abortus omdat bij vruchtwaterpenbteek dat het kind in de
zwangerschap dat borstkankergen had. Als ik irbbg&nland op congres ben kan ik niet
aan mijn collega’s verklaren dat we wel vruchtwatgrctie mogen doen en de
zwangerschap afbreken maar dat we niet mogen vowmkodat een zwangerschap
ontstaat.”

“Politici uiten bedenkelijke tegenargumenteoals ‘Dit botst met de eerbied voor alle
vormen van menselijk beginnend leven’, ‘Dit leidt e medicalisering van het leven’,
‘De kans dat een erfelijke borstkanker zich ontwikkis niet 100 procent’ of: ‘Dit
ondergraatft de solidariteit in de samenleving'. Aldske argumenten worden aangevoerd
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is het in feite ook logisch dat ook de abortuswist de euthanasiewet weer worden
afgeschatft.”

“Veel mensen zijn principieel tegen abortuszeggen: liever een embryo vernietigen dan
een foetus van drie maanden.”

“Abortus is ook toegestaan als bij een tegkthtlat het kind verhoogde kans loopt op een
ernstige vorm van erfelijke borstkanker. Verhoedit 3 als arts niet uit te leggen. Abortus
mag wel, maar embryoselectie niet.”

“Kunt u het uitleggen dat met Gw goedkeurirg grie maanden wel een zwangerschap
mag worden afgebroken, maar geen embryoselectiermmgen worden gedaan? Als de
bevruchte eicel nog niet eens ingenesteld is, gmmaar acht cellen klein is.”

“Dat is voor ons ook het frustrerende. Je nradprdaad wel tijdens de zwangerschap,
terwijl zo'n kindje al helemaal compleet is, abarfplegen, en inderdaad, in een eerdere
fase mag het niet. Dat is voor ons gewoon onbesijigy’

“Vernietiging van de overige (foute) embryasseen daad van mensen die vergelijkbaar is
met de wijze waarop de natuur met fouten omga&tsNineer en niets minder.”

“Bij ivf kunnen embryo's weggegooid worden, anan de natuur gaan ook embryo's
verloren.”

“Zwangere vrouwen mogen wel via een vruchtwaiectie hun wekenoude vrucht laten
onderzoeken en eventueel aborteren als het syndneesm Down of het erfelijke
borstkanker-gen wordt geconstateerd. De 150.00@&gdtars van een spiraaltje in
Nederland beletten iedere maand dat een gezondyenziwh verder ontwikkelt. Bij
iedere IVF-behandeling worden de meest kansrijkbrgo's geselecteerd, de overige op
termijn weggegooid. De natuur selecteert iedereatalgryo’s op massale schaal. Hebben
de Rouvoets twaalf kinderen?”

“Een ander argument van Ross is dat mogelpntier noodzaak’ embryo’s tot stand
worden gebracht die, als ze niet voor plaatsingdarbaarmoeder in aanmerking komen,
zullen worden vernietigd. Maar hoe zwaar moeten da@r aan tillen als dagelijks
duizenden embryo’s verdwijnen door het gebruik kahspiraaltje? Overigens: is het niet
vreemd de exclusie-PGD te verbieden, terwijl vrooweok in ons land tijdens de
zwangerschap recht hebben op de prenatale exelsisielie vaak wordt gevolgd door
abortus als de kans op dragerschap 50 procent is?”

“Ik hang de theorie aan van de toenemendeheesovaardigheid: hoe ontwikkelder het
ongeboren kind, hoe beschermwaardiger het is. @akeenbryo is beschermwaardig, al
moeten we niet vergeten dat zo'n embryo in heteedtddium is als de bevruchte eicel die
door het spiraaltje niet kan innestelen. Zo'n sgiyfa doet dus hetzelfde als wij en daar
kunnen we als samenleving al decennia mee leven.”

“Er wordt al 30 jaar prenatale diagnostiek g&a, dus dan kan je nu niet ineens zeggen:
‘wij vinden het embryo beschermwaardig vanaf hetrmaot v.d. bevruchting.” Want er
zijn geloof ik zestigduizend prenatale diagnosé=ealin al Rotterdam gedaan.”

“In Nederland worden 10.000 IVF-behandelingper jaar uitgevoerd. Bij iedere
behandeling selecteert men embryo’s. De goede woiale baarmoeder geplaatst of
ingevroren, de slechte worden weggegooid. Dat eijrenkele tientallen per dag. In
Nederland gebruiken 150.000 vrouwen een spiraatge anticonceptiemiddel. Het
spiraaltje werkt door te verhinderen dat het emlingie baarmoeder innestelt. Per maand
gaan er aldus 150.000 goede embryo’s verlorenzipaér enkele duizenden per dag.”
“God’ zelf lijkt er ook nogal kwistig mee one tspringen. Het lot van de meeste embryo’s
is namelijk een voortijdige dood. Van alle eitjgs dp natuurlijk wijze worden bevrucht,
sterft 75 procent nog voor de zwangerschap is gt

“De ChristenUnie acht een embryo als eerstadigstn van menselijk leven
beschermwaardig: het mag niet vernietigd wordesedactie van embryo’s op grond van
erfelijke afwijkingen mag niet plaatsvinden. Dievafting staat haaks op wat gebeurt bij
het normale voortplantingsproces. Een embryo is ldempje cellen dat ontstaat door
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celdeling na de bevruchting in de eileider. Het dtatoor de eileider vervoerd naar de
baarmoeder waar het eventueel de kans krijgt imetgelen in het baarmoederslijmvlies.
Veel embryo’s nestelen niet in en gaan dus verloaéne wel innestelen gaat een groot
deel alsnog verloren als spontane abortus.”

“Er wordt gezegd, de ziekte wordt al toegepagriektes die dodelijk zijn waar ook echt
honderd procent zekerheid is dat de ziekte zal ggareden, maar wat bijzonder is aan
het voorstel van de staatssecretaris is dat eenimele toepassing van de techniek gaat
plaatsvinden bij een ziekte die op latere leeftv@arschijnlijk zich zal voordoen en waar
het ook nog gaat om een grote kans dat die zigkte zal voordoen. Dan is dus mijn
vraag, op het moment dat je zegt, we achten hetnlsiedzakelijk: hoe ernstig moet de
ziekte zijn en hoe groot het risico om te zeggea kiezen voor deze techniek en voor
deze manier van selecteren’ en als je dan nogwesder doordenkt, dat je dan ook gaat
afvragen, wat betekent dit voor de samenleving?”

“Natuurlijk is het toestaan van embryoselediipernstige erfelijke kanker een glijdende
schaal. Met embryoselectie is het als met die kddgede stortkokers die je soms ziet in
het zwembad: de enige zekerheid is dat het hedl deat, maar waar je precies uitkomt,
dat weet niemand. In Amerika en Australié melddeh destijds enkele dove ouderparen
die ook graag een embryo wilden selecteren. Zeewikkn doof kind.”

“Bussemaker bezweert haar tegenstanders iTwieede Kamer dat het gaat om een
beperkte lijst genetisch bepaalde ziekten, dieamn@erking komen voor preselectie van
embryo’s. Het grote probleem met dit soort lijsterdat er geen weg terug meer is. Als
eenmaal preselectie van embryo’'s op deze ziektentomgestaan, zullen er
maatschappelijke en medische lobbygroepen ontsli@azich zullen inzetten om ook hun
'ziekte’ op de lijst voor preselectie te krijgen.a@f eindigt het? Het uiteindelijke
criterium van de staatssecretaris, 'ernstige gkéeliekten’, is een zeer vloeiende waarde,
potentieel zonder einde. Wie de uitzondering t@gstzet de deur open voor algemene
aanvaarding.”

“,,We komen in een situatie waarin op van 2/ nog wat geselecteerd kan worden,”
zegt directeur prof. dr. Henk Jochemsen van heddtoom Instituut, een studiecentrum
voor medische ethiek. Er zijn zoveel meer genentatieen ziekte kunnen leiden. ,,Hoe
ernstig moet de ziekte en hoe zwaar de behandglimgn hoe groot de kans erop om
embryoselectie te rechtvaardigen?”, is een vanrdgen die het Lindeboom Instituut en
de NPV in hun reactie opwerpen.”

“De ChristenUnie wijst erop dat niet honderdgent aantoonbaar is dat afwijkende genen
leiden tot het ontstaan van borst- of darmkankedr& Rouvoet vindt dat staatssecretaris
Bussemaker daarom een principiéle grens overstlenjdlat haar plan de weg opent voor
nog verdergaande selectie van embryo’s op afwigding

“Dragers van het erfelijke borstkankergen rebbtachtig procent kans de ziekte te krijgen.
Welk risico is ernstig genoeg om het vooraf uisk@ten? Een kans van tachtig procent,
zestig, tien? Zo ga je stap voor stap verder. jBraensen die niet geloven in een hellend
vlak, maar deze beslissing laat zien dat dat ha:Nésk er wel is.”

“Hans Galjaard, humaan geneticus, vindt dat mitbreiding van embryoselectie een grens
wordt overschreden. Alle embryo’s dragen risicoeep ziekte, dus: ‘Wie hou je dan nog
over?... En dat er na rekening mee gehouden maelanalat mensen in de toekomst ook
kleinere kansen op ziekte bij hun nageslacht willebannen. “En wie hou je dan nog
over?” vroeg hij retorisch.””

“Wat voor nieuwe grenzen zijn we aan het op@n® Wat betekent het voor de toekomst
als we ook gaan selecteren op genen die niet irpfdXent van de gevallen tot een ziekte
leiden? Dat betekent dat er op meer ziektes gastrgaat worden, want het leed van de
patiénten zal ons telkens dwingen ermee door te.gaa

“Je hoeft geen groot futuroloog te zijn om tvies stellen dat de menselijke voortplanting
van de toekomst seks- en liefdeloos in een labouatozal plaatsvinden (...) Je hoeft niet
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in een Scheppende God te geloven, om te gelovkatihellende vlak van de manipulatie
van levenskwaliteit.”

“Een ivf behandeling is niet niks. Vrouwen #en er maanden over na. Ook de
wetenschap is nog niet zover: voor iedere vrouver \&lke mutatie moet een specifieke
test worden ontwikkeld.”

“Ja ik ben daar helemaal niet bang voor. Wiled nu veertien jaar preimplantatie
genetische diagnostiek, dus dat embryo onderzogkhelben in die veertien jaar nog
nooit iemand gehad die is gekomen met het verzoeldeze diagnostiek toe te passen
voor een ziekte die een 10 procent verhoogd rigessit.”

“Maar meneer Galjaard, dan hadden we dat tamdhgezien bij de antanatale diagnostiek,
dat is vruchtwaterpunctie. Je kunt vruchtwaterpierieten doen op allerlei ziektes, er is in
de 30 jaar dat er vruchtwaterpuncties in Nederlgedeuren helemaal geen trend naar
mensen die met minder ernstige ziektes komen enreehtwaterpunctie vragen. Daar zit
helemaal geen trend in. Mensen denken daar omdegi@ed over na wat ze willen en dat
geldt nog veel meer voor preimplantatie diagnostiek

“In 25 jaar is de prenatale diagnostiek (orzdek van het kind in de baarmoeder) enorm
uitgebreid, maar het aantal abortussen vanwegeiekte of afwijking bij het kind groeit
niet. Het zit al jaren tussen de 400 a 600 gevallBe glijdende schaal is er niet, omdat
ouders graag een kind willen.”

“Dat er een hellend vlak zou dreigen, is ormrgede angst. Daar is iedereen zelf bij.
Gezien de wijze waarop er de laatste jaren metewragin leven en dood is omgegaan,
kan er ook op vertrouwd worden dat dit niet geb&urt

“Er is geen enkele aanwijzing dat aanstaande osdetter abortus laten plegen als blijkt
dat hun ongeboren vrucht iets kleins mankeert.Heaft een groep artsen dinsdag op de
website van het Nederlands Tijdschrift voor Genardk geschreven. Volgens de artsen
blijkt ook nergens uit dat mensen sneller tot ai®dvergaan als hun vrucht een kleine
kans op kanker heeft.”

Van den Brink:De vraag is of er niet meer réskontstaan waarbij je PGD kan doen. Sluit
u dat uit?”

Bussemaker: “Het kan zijn dat er andere genen vimoodédekt.”

Van den Brink: “Maar dan ga je toch steeds eerjestarder.”

Bussemaker: “nee, je gaat niet steeds een staglervemdat je zegt: hier is de

kans dat iemand dat krijgt in die individuele betsbing (...) en alleen in die

specifieke gevallen dat we te maken hebben metditoestende gen, dat in zijn
uitwerking identiek is aan de andere ziektes, netd h

Van den Brink: “Uw voorganger vond dat dit niet rhgcu vindt dat dit mag maar dat
andere dingen niet mogen, en uw opvolger vindt chien dat die dingen weer wel
mogen (...) Het maakt dus uit wie daar zit en misstlaegt de volgende staatssecretaris
wel, er komen nog meer ziektes bij.”

Bussemaker: “Nee, het belangrijkste is dat jegrenes kiest waarin je zeker weet dat de
beoordeling die gekozen wordt dat die zorgvuldigas ik heb me niet voor niks bij dit
proces heel nadrukkelijk bemoeid met al die desigemd lk heb presentaties gekregen
van het academisch ziekenhuis in maastricht onermgn te overtuigen dat ik niet de weg
open om te zeggen ‘u heeft een vlekje, misschiemt ku maar beter niet geboren
worden.”

“Het door de ChristenUnie gehanteerde argunaatthet voorstel van Bussemaker leidt
tot een hellend vlak van eugenetica is een drogerdey. De staatssecretaris bakent juist
pijnlijk nauwkeurig af onder welke omstandighedeezel medische techniek wordt
toegestaan.”

“Het hellend vlak slaat in dit geval nergens @mdat de bestaande embryowet scherpe
grenzen trekt.”
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“En bovendien, op het moment dat je kiest vembryoselectie dan ga je een heel traject
in met allemaal gesprekken en onderzoeken dussheiet zo van.. we gaan even naar
Maastricht en we willen een jongetje met blond rexablauwe ogen. Zo gaat het niet en
zo wordt het nu wel een beetje voorgesteld mehbkénd viak. Daar komt heel veel bij
kilken. De ouders die het overwegen — en zo heell gevallen zal het niet betreffen, die
een beroep doen op Maastricht, die mensen metatédgke ziekte hebben er een lange
lijdensweg op zitten en hebben dit als laatste Hoop

“Het hellend vlak bestaat niet, betoogt Hiat is een politieke vinding." Embryoselectie
vindt pas plaats na vele gesprekken met de oudens @itvoerig overleg in een speciale
commissie, zegt hij. ledere aanvraag wordt aparyotueeld, waarbij wordt gekeken naar
het risico op overdracht, de ernst van de zieleédhehandelopties. Gaat het alleen om een
oudtante die de ziekte heeft gekregen of om deeHalwilie? Openbaart de ziekte zich op
jonge leeftijd en hoe ernstig is het verloop? Vanld250 paren die zich de afgelopen
veertien jaar aanmeldden, bleven er na intensieesprgkken 250 over voor
embryoselectie. Hij weet dat in de Verenigde Statemmerciéle klinieken embryo's
selecteren op de ziekte van Alzheimer en op aamadgemn die prima te behandelen zijn.
'‘Zover zullen wij nooit gaan. Wij denken niet conmieel en willen patiénten niet
blootstellen aan onnodige medische technieken. iNedise patiénten zijn nuchter, die
kiezen niet voor een langdurige belastende behizgdedls daar niet voldoende
gezondheidswinst tegenover staat.”

“Ik ben absoluut tegen selectie van embryarsdat ik geloof dat we menselijk leven niet
mogen uitselecteren (...) Daarnaast denk ik nietvdpt situatie zwaarder is dan die van
bijvoorbeeld een moeder met autistische kinderexk &n autisme zit waarschijnlijk een
erfelijke component en mogelijk kan zoiets strak& genetisch vastgesteld worden bij
embryo's. Als je nu toestaat te selecteren op ¢rsthankergen, waar ligt dan de grens?”
“er is een geweldige ontwikkeling in de chigpNB technologie. Dus de komende 10-20
jaar kun je verwachten dat er voor ik weet nietrvboeveel ziektes genenvarianten
gevonden worden die tot een hoger risico leiden.sems zal dat een heel geringe
verhoging zijn, soms zal dat meer zijn,.En dankiget als je nu ‘ja’ zegt, hoe je dan nog
‘nee’ kan zeggen. En omdat ieder van ons wel eehoegd risico heeft op iets, van
dementie tot Parkinson en van diabetes tot haviaatviekten. Denk ik dat er dan weinig
mensen overblijven.”

“Maar wat als in de toekomst iemand lijdt ondle gedachte dat zijn of haar kind een
verhoogde kans heeft autistisch te zijn of een amgbe kans heeft op hooikoorts?
Hooikoorts kan je leven flink vergallen, toch? \Wdé¢ een doof echtpaar een doof kind
wil, omdat dit zo goed is voor hun gezinsleven? Bageen vergezochte casus, er is al
eens een rechtszaak over geweest.”

Section 3.3.7

[29]

[67]

“Wie, mevrouw Wiegman, is de ChristenUnie oenedergelijk moreel oordeel over de
kwaliteit van leven en gezondheid op te willen kg@an de rest van Nederland?”

“De ChristenUnie straalt uit dat zij een dirdimtje heeft met boven en dat wij allemaal
dwaallichten zijn. Terwijl het standpunt van staatsetaris Bussemaker heel logisch en
weldoordacht is... De politici van de ChristenUnie nee dat zij als zeer gelovige
christenen de wijsheid in pacht hebben. Het iswWi¢n opleggen van een opvatting die
berust op een levensovertuiging. De ChristenUnierigkt de Tweede Kamer als
missiepost, maar daar is het parlement niet voan. idoet je het zendingswerk in gaan. In
het parlement dien je elkaar te overtuigen metragnien.”
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“Minister Rouvoet zou zich er beter over kunr@winden dat een regering die het gezin
als hoeksteen van de samenleving beschouwt, vrodwemgt zich te laten verminken en
kinderloos te blijven om borstkanker te voorkomen.”

“In welk fundamentalistisch land leef ik? Mo binnenkort mijn baard verplicht laten
staan?" briest hij. Crul is woedend over de mM)#irel die is ontstaan over embryoselectie
bij vrouwen met erfelijke borstkanker. In het blzh artsenorganisatie KNMG, wekelijks
gelezen door circa 40.000 medici in ons land, trgkel van leer. ,,In mijn bijbel staat het
besparen van onnodig, menselijk leed nog steedgaad' te boek.”

“Bussemaker is ervan uit gegaan dat de pokam de ChristenUnie rationele en humaan
denken mensen zijn. En dat eer normaal met heretkew valt. Een vergissing: het zijn
geen rationele politici, het zijn fanaten, fundataésten en tirannen (...) Zij beroepen
zich op hun God, die wil dat de mensen lijden enzg&kanker krijgen omdat het in zijn
grote plan met ons past.”

“Meneer Jochemsen: 66% van Nederland vindudatzin uitkraamt en dat deze techniek
moet kunnen”

“Wie vrouwen die jouw geloof niet delen eerfedijk bijna-doodvonnis wil opleggen,
heeft wel wat uit te leggen.”

“Ik ben geen christenfundamentalist en wil mat verwijt niet laten maken. Ik ben
verontwaardigd over de gemakkelijke beelden diedeonropgeroepen over hardvochtige
christenen die een soort ‘Befehl ist Befehl’- ekhie@nteren, omdat ze zich op de Bijbel
beroepen. Christenen die de Bijbel gezag toekehabhen sinds eeuwen dit land bevolkt
en zouden zich nu als christenfundamentalist buleearde moeten laten verklaren?”
“Elsbeth Etty, die in haar column schrijft daij ‘fanaten, fundamentalisten en tirannen’
zijn. Ik vind dat echt ongelofelijk. Of Els Borstdormalig minister van Volksgezondheid
en lid van D66), die ons beticht van ‘arrogantevodtiaanheid’. Het eerste dat ik dan
denk is: was Borst niet die vrouw die in 2001 #¢t is volbracht’, toen ze klaar was met
de Euthanasiewet? En dan zegt ze dat wij de Twi€anher als missiepost gebruiken.”
“Veel van de tegengeluiden gingen niet zozmesr wat wij als ChristenUnie zeiden, als
wel over de uitgangspunten die men erachter vergeddat was soms onthutsend om te
zien.”

“Voor veel Nederlanders is geloof niet meendgen projectie. God en geloof zijn voor
hen niet meer dan een sprookje, een verzinsel.vifijlen het stuitend dat deze
achterhaalde zienswijze toch enige invioed lijkhébben (...) Maar zij vergeet de andere
kant te belichten: terughoudendheid op het viak wadische ethiek is geen alleenrecht
van orthodoxe protestanten.”

“Niet alleen Christenen beschouwen de expemigie genetische wetenschap als een
riskante instrumentalisering van het leven, ooknem de filosofie en de ethiek bestaan
verwante cultuurkritische denkpatronen... Waarom deudiscussie over de grenzen van
het technischinstrumentalisme, dat op alle plaatesede wereld en in de wetenschap
wordt gevoerd, moeten worden versmald tot een dekibover vormen van
fundamentalisme?”

“Als je je beroept op de Universele Verklaringn de Rechten van de Mens en van
mening bent dat die niet ter discussie gesteld maglen, dan is dat net zo goed een
dogma. leder mens houdt zich uiteindelijk ergens aast. Je kunt op het niveau van
overtuigingen heel moeilijk een politiek debat v@ermaar het biedt wel inzicht in hoe
mensen in het leven staan. Ik laat mijn geloof ogimijn nachtkastje liggen als ik naar
Den Haag ga.”

“GroenLinks en D66 hebben op milieugebied csikindpunten die de vrijheden van
burgers beperken, maar kennelijk vindt men dat awlaeht. Kennelijk mag je vanuit
allerlei invalshoeken politiek bedrijven, maar niahuit de christelijke religie.”
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“Fundamentalisten zijn doof voor argumentkloe valt er dan met hen te regeren? Zij
missen het vermogen om hun keuzes democratisorémtwoorden, aangezien zij alleen
aan hun God verantwoording schuldig zijn.”

“Als de ChristenUnie mordicus tegen embryostdeis, kun je natuurlijk geen moeder uit
diezelfde kringen verplichten deze handeling bgrzalf toe te passen. Maar andersom?
Hoe kan een kleine minderheid (4% van het electpadsstructie plegen en vrouwen met
genetische afwijkingen, die niets met orthodoxeringingen te maken hebben, toch
straffen?”

“Het staat de ChristenUnie uiteraard vrij orerhanders over te denken. Christenen
hebben het volste recht om van prenataal onderaoekzien. Maar het is ondemocratisch
als zij hun minderheidsstandpunt aan anderen wilfdeggen.”

“Democratie heeft meerdere aspecten. Eén &sgedat de meerderheid uiteindelijk
beslist. De macht van deze meerderheid wordt bepeokr de grondrechten die
individuele vrijheden van minderheidsgroepen waagén. Dat betekent overigens niet
dat een minderheid de eigen beperkende regelseaaredrderheid kan opleggen. Dat zou
tirannie van de minderheid betekenen.”

“Het beeld van een patrtijtie met zes mensederKamer en drie in de coalitie dat zijn wil
aan de anderen oplegt, doet geen enkel recht aaerttelijkheid. De ChristenUnie is op
volkomen legitieme wijze in de coalitie gekomen. Eijn de mensen die libertair zijn
ingesteld, opeens bezorgd dat hen terrein wordipafit. Uit die hoek klinken de felste
woorden: hoe durf je grenzen te stellen aan onimamie. Maar het enige dat wij doen,
is een meerderheid voor ons standpunt proberenngewv binnen de ruimte die de
rechtsstaat daarvoor biedt. We volgen de demochetispelregels waarvan ik hoop dat
elke partij ze onderschrijft.”

“Ik beschouw democratie niet louter als eennma om via meerderheden tot
machtsvorming te komen. Democratie is er om eenalileit aan opvattingen tot
uitdrukking te brengen. Aan de democratie ligt dieei ten grondslag dat het de kwaliteit
van de besluitvorming ten goede komt als er verdenéeid van opvatting is. Die
verscheidenheid moet tot klinken worden gebrachieefdh wie overtuigd is van eigen
gelijk zal hier geen behoefte aan hebben. Wordt odeatie louter als middel tot
machtsvorming, dan kan zij ook gaan functioneren apwuattingen van anderen uit te
schakelen. Dat is de ‘knock-out-democratie’, diepegericht is stemmen tot zwijgen te
brengen. Wanneer democratie verwordt tot een im&ni van een zelfbenoemde elite om
politieke opvattingen te disciplineren, wordt hatrgelijk een open dialoog te voeren in
de samenleving.”

“Liberalen verwijten ons dat wij onze chrisfigd overtuiging willen opdringen aan
anderen. Maar het is eerder omgekeerd: de intdlerkomt van de seculiere meerderheid
in dit land die politieke opvattingen buiten de ammatische orde verklaart, omdat ze
voortkomen uit een bepaalde geloofsovertuiging.pDigiek is geen instrument om mijn
geloof te verbreiden. Dan had ik zendeling moeterden. Maar ik ben christen, waar ik
ook ben, wat ik ook doe. Ik spreek liever over gggn dan over evangeliseren. Mijn
bijdrage aan het debat over de embryowet in 200Libd&egonnen met een verwijzing
naar Psalm 139. Een heel mooie psalm, die begihhetevonder van het nieuwe leven,
dat in de moederschoot geweven wordt. Dat deedek am zo mijn tegenstanders te
overtuigen, maar om iets van mijn diepste motieeelaten zien. En het grappige was dat
het heel goed werd aangevoeld door de toenmaligedvoerders van VVD en D66. Dat
had ze geraakt, ze vroegen zelfs om de teksten.”
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Section 5.3

[28] “Bij PGD bijvoorbeeld moeten zowel autonomits deschermwaardigheid van leven
worden afgewogen, oftewel het voorkomen van eeoté¢yyikans op (zeer) ernstig lijden
voor het eventuele toekomstige kind moet wordeewafggen tegen het uitselecteren van
embryo’s, en tegen eventueel beschikbare behandphieven.”

104



