Gyula Gaizler – Kálmán Nyéky 
Ethical Questions Related to Medical Experiments

Ethical aspects of medical experiments are being increasingly dealt with from a scientific point of view worldwide. In fact, the topic of this chapter lies on the borderline of environmental ethics and medical ethics as I intend to deal primarily with the issue of animal experiments. Actually, only scientific tests are allowed in the case of human subjects, but these are usually also called experiments.
Biomedical researches conducted on humans
The protection of human life and health is a right granted by the constitution. Hence, it is understandable that the conduct of such researches, mainly referring to medicine trials, is regulated by strict requirements. The World Medical Association (WMA) gives a detailed description of binding principles for the world’s physicians in the Declaration of Helsinki (1964–2000). The declaration is to be found in full length in the Annex.
In Hungary the opinion of the Committee on Science and Research Ethics of the Medical Scientific Council (ETT TUKEB) is decisive. This body should be asked for an ethical-professional opinion prior to all experiments.
The Medical Scientific Council summarized the professional-ethical issues related to biomedical research in its statement made in December 1991. “In case of biomedical interventions legal regulations prescribe that they (1) should always be based on adequate and satisfactory laboratory and animal experiments and a thorough and elaborate knowledge of the scientific literature, and (2) can only be performed by physicians who are professionally prepared and scientifically qualified in medical institutes or by skilled health care workers under the guidance of such a physician. It is an important specification that in course of such interventions the participants should be granted the possibility of earlier, scientifically established diagnostic and therapeutic procedures which are already applied in practice.
With regard to requests defined by legal regulations the opinion and permission of the respective committee of the Medical Scientific Council has to be sought, in case of pharmaceutical products this should happen via the National Institute of Pharmacy (OGYI).” Further on, it describes that the Medical Committee of Research Ethics was already established in 1980, “in which not only medical sciences, but also prominent representatives of fields of science (religious ethics, jurisprudence) are present.”
The ethical assessment of certain details has also produced extensive literature. József Kovács
 in his publication on the ethical questions of clinical experiments on randomised (randomly chosen) control groups expounds the arising ethical problems and dilemmas in detail. First of all, he raises the main questions: Is this type of experiment ethical at all? Is it morally right if the experiment is continued until a statistically significant difference is reached between control groups? Is the random grouping of patients into one of the therapeutic procedures to be investigated ethical? How extensive and what sort of information should be provided by physicians? It is generally accepted that randomly chosen control groups are crucially important to be able to observe the effects of the experimented medication reliably. Naturally, only volunteers should be allowed to participate who were previously adequately informed.
Quality control has a significant role in health care as well. The testing of medicines and supervision of pharmaceutical products are particularly important. Ethical problems appear in this case, too. If standards are set too high, it will obviously raise costs.
 Companies of large capital often strive to make normative requirements stricter, in order to conquer their competitors who are unable to meet these requirements. Obviously, less and less people can afford to buy the increasingly expensive pharmaceutical products. This applies to medical instruments, medicines and pharmaceutical products likewise. What should a physician do if there are two pace-makers available of different quality? Which to implant in which patient? Ethical questions arise in all states, irrespective of whether they are rich or poor, because there is always a better an even better possibility but there is never enough of them to provide the best for everybody.
Experiments on human embryos 
Experiments on human embryos should be qualified as ones carried out on human beings. In principle, they cannot be approved of ethically even if they are legally allowed in certain cases.
 Human dignity is endangered if someone makes allowances in this field and starts disproportionately risky experimentation with the life of embryos.

An article by László Lampé and Béla Bodnár
 detailed the role of various forums and individuals in the formation of ethical statements. The ideas of the authors in this publication reflecting humanist, liberal views are not only related to the problems raised by new methods of human reproduction.
Section 63 of the encyclical Evangelium Vitae – cited below – deals with the same problem: 
“This evaluation of the morality of abortion is to be applied also to the recent forms of intervention on human embryos which, although carried out for purposes legitimate in themselves, inevitably involve the killing of those embryos. This is the case with experimentation on embryos, which is becoming increasingly widespread in the field of biomedical research and is legally permitted in some countries.”
 This section is only an extension to the content of the Instruction Donum Vitae, which reads as follows: “As with all medical interventions on patients, one must uphold as licit procedures carried out on the human embryo which respect the life and integrity of the embryo and do not involve disproportionate risks for it but are directed towards its healing, the improvement of its condition of health, or its individual survival.”
 The encyclical makes an additional remark to this: “it must nonetheless be stated that the use of human embryos or foetuses as an object of experimentation constitutes a crime against their dignity as human beings who have a right to the same respect owed to a child once born, just as to every person. 

This moral condemnation also regards procedures that exploit living human embryos and foetuses - sometimes specifically “produced” for this purpose by in vitro fertilization - either to be used as “biological material” or as providers of organs or tissues for transplants in the treatment of certain diseases. The killing of innocent human creatures, even if carried out to help others, constitutes an absolutely unacceptable act.”
 In Hungary Act CLIV of 1997 on Public Health forbids the creation of embryos by artificial fertilisation for research purposes.

John Paul II devoted special attention to the moral evaluation of prenatal diagnostic techniques mainly because they enable the early detection of possible anomalies in the unborn child. The complexity of these procedures requires a more accurate and detailed moral evaluation, although it is not surprising in view of the above:
“When they do not involve disproportionate risks for the child and the mother, and are meant to make possible early therapy or even to favour a serene and informed acceptance of the child not yet born, these techniques are morally licit. But since the possibilities of prenatal therapy are today still limited, it not infrequently happens that these techniques are used with a eugenic intention which accepts selective abortion in order to prevent the birth of children affected by various types of anomalies. Such an attitude is shameful and utterly reprehensible, since it presumes to measure the value of a human life only within the parameters of “normality” and physical well-being, thus opening the way to legitimizing infanticide and euthanasia as well.”

Personal meetings with disabled people meant a lot to me as well. I shall never forget their joy and childlike love. The following section of the encyclical evoked this feeling in me: “And yet the courage and the serenity with which so many of our brothers and sisters suffering from serious disabilities lead their lives when they are shown acceptance and love bears eloquent witness to what gives authentic value to life, and makes it, even in difficult conditions, something precious for them and for others.”

Speciesism and animal experiments
The concept – as we have mentioned it earlier – originates from the world famous Australian bioethicist Peter Singer
. Its main point is that as certain experiments cannot be carried out on humans, because they should not be exposed to suffering, these experiments should not be allowed to be carried out on sentient animals either. According to his argumentation we cannot say (today) that it is not permissible to do this or that to a white male, but it can be carried out on a black person, an American Indian or a Jew, because it would be racism. Equally, the same experiment cannot be carried out on women, because that would be sexism, and again if it were performed on an animal species and not humans, it would be speciesism. Thus, theoretically, Singer does not intend to diminish the rights of infants, women or children, on the contrary, he wishes to treat animals just like humans. His theory has a utilitarian character to it: he wishes to protect all creatures capable of suffering and feeling pain, because suffering is in no way to the benefit of animals. Thus, he includes animals among the creatures who should not be tortured. However, he does not protect the life of animals to the same extent as he protects that of humans, so considers non-torturous methods of animal husbandry and the painless slaughter of the animals permissible. Several of his followers, however, assume that the logical conclusion of Singer’s theory is that the killing of a disabled infant or an elderly person suffering from Alzheimer disease is more permissible than that of a grown “intelligent” animal.
Do animals have rights?

The answer to this question greatly depends on our prepossessed ideas on how distant or close humans and animals are to each other. Naturally, this view of ours may change during our lifetime. I intend to help you in shaping your ideas concerning the issue. I do not wish to influence your opinion directly in this case either, only deepen your knowledge, so that you would become conscious of the motives of your judgement. We could of course also study why we consider some of our prepossessed ideas decisive. Why do we tend to accept this or that argumentation more easily? What behaviour would we like to prove to be more acceptable and why? If I want to understand the aspects of the animals, I would either approach the issue with a Darwinian argumentation or be guided by the idea of “the preservation of Creation.”
There is an approach that considers common evolution to be the decisive factor. According to this, the chimpanzee, for example, is much closer to us than to the earth worm or other creatures called animals, which are in other approaches sharply distinguished from us humans. This distinction is an ancient idea. According to Aristotle, man is the only rational animal on Earth and as such deserves special protection. Much earlier in the Holy Scriptures we can also find statements on this issue: “So God created man in his [own] image, in the image of God created he him.”
 Most people believe that the human soul is immortal. The evolution theory of Charles Darwin
 on the other hand emphasises that there is no significant difference between humans and animals in terms of their physical or spiritual operation.
It is beyond doubt that the ideas of those who believe in evolution in a materialistic sense and those who consider it compatible with faith in God are not as sharply opposed to each other as we used to believe, but they do have a significant role in shaping our judgements. There are views that – starting out from one or the other side – strive to approach the other. The distinctions we make manifest themselves in our use of words, too. We consider the applicable norm a “humane” behavioural form, while we use the term “brutal” or “bestial” for describing our fellow human beings whose behaviour we denounce. It is easier to find excuses for our cruelty to animals, if we consider their behaviour detestable.
The term “right” must be interpreted in various degrees, in a wider or narrower sense. There were times when only “free” people and among them only Roman citizens had rights, or at least their rights differed significantly with regard to their quality. Defining and establishing “human rights” has been a significant development in our history. We are presently witnessing attempts to establish the next stage, where many people wish to define animals as “legal entities” as well. Irrespective of the result of these endeavours, we obviously have to reconsider the fate and independent vocation of our environment, in particular that of animals as well as the possibilities of fulfilling their desires to happiness. This is motivated by our increasing appreciation for animals and the environment in general. This is also demanded by the most selfish interest of humanity itself, as it is becoming more and more obvious that the further deterioration of our environment would have detrimental effects on humanity as well. Should “rights” be granted to animals, and if yes, what sort of? Do they have the “right” to their lives, do they have the “right” to live their lives without suffering? When and as opposed to whom do they have these “rights”?
Tom Regan
 demands rights for animals similarly to humans. He believes that any inherent creature may possess rights. Regan does not consider all living creatures inherent, as he believes bacteria and cancerous cells are justly liquidated. Regan considers those creatures to be subjects of life who have desires, aims, wishes and can think of their lives as good or bad and live it accordingly. Disabled people and some animals can be included in that sphere of interpretation. Drawing the borderline is of course very difficult. According to Regan we may assume that the lives of all normal mammals above the age of 1 are inherent values and deserve respect.
May animals be used as mere instruments serving human objectives?

This problem may be solved in the light of the previous one. There are people who think it is very important to respect the life of animals for themselves, let me just mention the names of Albert Schweitzer and Gandhi. The following assumption seems to be in opposition to this: “And have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over every living thing that moveth upon the earth. And God said, Behold, I have given you every herb yielding seed, which is upon the face of all the earth, and every tree, in which is the fruit of a tree yielding seed; to you it shall be for food”
.
Vegetarianism as a moral problem
The above quotation may be seen as an argumentation for vegetarianism: God expressly allowed the consumption of plants. Beside previous arguments based on the revelation, there are an increasing number of arguments of different origins. Singer, for example, mentions the lack of pain. It is beyond doubt that the horrors of present practices of breeding in “animal factories” may justify Singer’s endeavours, who says that it is our moral duty to be vegetarians. Above all this, there would be larger areas open for plant cultivation, so much more people could be fed by Earth. Still, we cannot say that it is the duty of every human being to become a vegetarian.
Ethical criteria of animal experiments
„In a year there are about 250 million animals used in scientific experiments in the world, while a much larger number of animals is bred and killed for food.”
 We know that both animal testing and the increasingly exploiting breeding methods cause immense suffering to animals. In course of animal experiments medications are dropped in the eyes of test animals, thus sentencing them to go blind quickly or slowly. The level of toxicity of cosmetics is being tested this way, for example. Painful experiments are often performed without sedation. New methods applied in animal husbandry also cause immense suffering to the animals – let me just mention some examples: crowding animals in extremely narrow spaces, iron deficient nutrition, so that the meat would have a more appealing colour, etc.. Although Descartes considered the suffering of animals a deceiving illusion, since Jeremy Bentham
 people began to realise that animals can suffer and feel pain. Hence, the fact that it has a harmful effect on the psyche of the torturer is not the only reason why we should not torture animals, but also because it causes pain to the animal and we should not make it suffer without ethical considerations. Darwin also emphasises that animals can suffer and they are similar to humans in other spiritual aspects as well, for example in their love to their family or their pride. We know by now, that communication without words, i.e. “non-verbal communication” also exists in the animal world.
The shops of the chain store Body Shop are to be found in many countries. They market cosmetics that have not been previously tested on animals. There are other firms selling such goods, too. At the same time, there are cosmetics as well that are allegedly made of human embryos.
 

Categories of the suffering of animals: 

Category „A”: Experiments conducted not on living creatures or on plants, bacteria, protozoa, or invertebrate animals.
Categories „B”, „C”, „D”, „E”: Experiments on vertebrate animals.

„B”: Little or no discomfort (short-duration pain).
„C”: Certain amount o discomfort.
„D”: Substantial but unavoidable distress or discomfort.
„E”: Extraordinary and unendurable pain of sentient animals; severe deprivation, trauma, mutilation.
Criteria of ethical acceptability:

1. The aim of the experiment.

2. The scientific value of the experiment.

3. The sensitivity level of the test animal, intensity and duration of the caused suffering.

4. Is the suffering of the animal in proportion to the importance of the experiment?
5. Could animal testing be substituted by other methods (cell and tissue cultures, computerised models, etc.). 

6. Is the minimum number of necessary test animals used and the least painful method of testing?
7. Are researchers and testers trained to treat animals adequately and are they aware of the ethical and technical standards involved?
8. What is the public controllability of the experimenting institution like as far as the respect of ethical standards is concerned?
The results of animal testing are often taken into consideration if they seem favourable for the producers, but are not accepted if they point to restriction concerning the given product.
Some say that animal tests are only rituals to sooth people’s conscience and public opinion.
In certain cases, epidemiological experiments researching the susceptibility of people to certain diseases are useful.

Today there are still many factors that point to the fact that ethical considerations should not be taken into account at the treatment of animals. Traditions going back to thousands of years, scientific training, the endeavour to be objective and the emotionally distancing ways of expression all strengthen this tendency.
Students are made insensible to the sufferings of animals during their scientific training. The implicit message is that animals can be used or even killed in the interest of science. Those people who do not accept this are sentimental and are not suitable for scientific work. A “conditioned ethical blindness” (Singer) develops this way. In scientific publications we never read about yowling, whining dogs, trying to escape, we only read of pain reaction, vocalisation and aversion efforts. The originally present sensitivity gradually dulls.
The ethical estimation of animal experiments is rendered more difficult by the fact that many people believe it is impossible to assess the suffering of animals, since we are only able to conceive things in anthropomorphic terms. Nevertheless, if we have a strong sense of criticism, we can establish the necessary understanding. A similar example is the often criticised religious concept of calling God the Father. One cannot seriously expect us to think differently as humans. However, the possibility of so-called “critical anthropomorphism” is available which allows us to settle our relationship with God as well as to have an acceptable image of animals.
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