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Issue 12: “Is Genetic Enhancement an Unacceptable Use of Technology?”
YES: Michael J. Sandel, “The Case Against Perfection,” The Atlantic Monthly (April 2004) 

NO: Howard Trachtman, “A Man Is a Man Is a Man,” The American Journal of Bioethics (May/June 2005)
Yes: Michael Sandel presents two facts in his argument. In one he states that H. Lee Sweeny of University of PA hopes to cure immobility of the elderly. In another one he states that in the “mid-1990’s scientists managed to manipulate a memory-linked gene in fruit flies, creating flies with photographic memories.”

No: Howard Trachtman also presents two facts in his argument. In one he states that David Hilbert and colleagues “asserted that they were closing in on verification of the internal consistency and validity of mathematics and by inference all of philosophy.”(Taking Sides Goldstein, 2005) In another paragraph he states that in the early 1970’s as people began to administer antibiotics and immunizations, earlier deceases such as, smallpox, and polio started to disappear, leaving the specialists to believe they know had a handle on controlling such deceases in the future with preventative care.

In Michael J. Sandel’s opinion, genetic technology should not be used in order to attempt to perfect our natural human form, and believes that the idea of trying to master human perfection abandons the idea that each individual life is unique and that life in itself is a gift. 
Howard Trachtman on the other hand doesn’t completely agree with Sandel’s opinion. He believes that perfection is not something that is feasible, and that we shouldn’t be afraid of research that revolves around enhancement. By doing so, the medical community can continue on their quest for antidotes, and cures, which can only help improve the overall health of our nation, and not for the sake of perfection but for the sake of making us healthier human beings.         
I found a couple of fallacies in Sandel article. In the beginning of his argument he states that “When science moves faster than moral understanding, as it does today, men and women struggle to articulate their unease.” And furthermore believes that “our moral vocabulary is ill equipped to address the hardest questions posed by genetic engineering.” I believe there is a lack of validity in this statement because we as humans grow and change every day, as our ethics, values and belief. Who is he to say that “our moral vocabulary is ill equipped.?” In another statement he claims that the defenders of genetic enhancement in regards to children are mostly parents, and that they are the type of parents that are overbearing, controlling, are sports crazed and academically driven, and push this upon their children to succeed. I believe this to inaccurate and only one man’s opinion.  
One fallacy I found in Tractmans No article, he states that “although each advance reported in the press is greeted by the public with great fanfare and anticipation, in reality many treatments are rejected by large segments of the population.” Another one I found was in the very beginning of his article. He talks about how in the end of the 19th century scientist, mathematics, and philosophers thought they “…had things well in hand” and had the final answer to solving global issues. However, he states “…that nothing ever goes quit exactly according to plan...” He says that science is based on trial and error and those things that were once the answer are not the answer now, and won’t be the answers in the future. Yet he goes onto to say that we shouldn’t be scared of exploring the future findings of genetic enhancement. However, it makes little sense to me that he would say that we should be open minded towards enhancements, after stating they probably won’t be that great since scientific findings are constantly being improved and that nothing is perfect, which seems to make his opening argument create fear rather than confidence in scientific advancement. 
I was more impressed with the No article by Howard Tractman than the Yes article by Sandel, because he appears to rely more on scientific evidence rather than theory alone. In one statement he quotes Kantarjian, who states that “each medical advance from X-rays to imatinib has always been heralded as the advent of the new millennium only to be replaced by new problems or unexpected complications of old problems (Taking Sides, Kantarjian et al. 2002). Tractman goes onto say “instead of considering enhancement an activity with automatic winners and losers, I suggest that it would clarify the discussion if it was viewed as a hard wired human trait that we all engage in.” We all try to improve ourselves, and there will always be those in life that will abuse what is given to them. 
In the Yes article, I found Michael Sandel to be a bit biased. He presents his argument based mostly on a moral basis, and is more theory based than facutual. Whereas Trachtman acknowledges and mentions points Sandel, and addresses and counters them with factual and scientific reasoning.  
By the end of both articles I found myself leaning more towards the NO article by Trachtman, because his argument was more factual and was scientifically reasonable towards his ideas and views in regards to genetic enhancement. However, I enjoyed reading both articles and thought they both had very good arguments, and it gave me a chance to understand each of their standpoints.
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