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Synthetic analysis of the Immortal Life of Henrietta lacks
Introduction
Rebecca Skloot in her book The Immortal Life of Henrietta presents several opinions on how the publication of the Hela cells, the first cells that were ever grown immortally via cultures was a violation of the family’s privacy. It is notable that lacks’ family appreciates the contribution of the cells to the society and they support the continuation of the research. However, they want to be enlightened on the positive application of the Hela genome while maintaining the privacy of the family so that they can give a go ahead of its publication (Skloot, Rebecca, and Bahni, Para 13). However, the research was conducted with a huge disconnect about what the family knew about their mother and what the scientists were doing. This paper discusses the various ways through which the privacy of lacks family was violated during the research and whether or not it was right to maintain the privacy given the remarkable development and medical contribution of Hela cells.
First, the ambiguous identity given to Henrietta in the photograph is a huge violation of her privacy. Her photograph is labeled with names which are not her original names such as Helen lane and Helen Larson (Skloot, Rebecca, and Bahni, Para 5).  The picture as described in the book has been used many times by teachers, researchers, and other scientists even without knowing her real name. This is a huge mystery surrounding Henrietta’s identity. The use of “Hela” to refer to Henrietta Lacks erases who Henrietta was as a human being. Hela is the name given to the collection of cells extracted from her and using them to refer to her portrays her as a collection of cells rather than a person. Furthermore, Use of such names to refer to a person without their consent or their family’s knowledge is not acceptable. They should have enquired with the family whether they would have liked their mother to be referred to such names.
Second, the researchers extracted cervical cancer cells from Henrietta Lacks without informing her. This was a violation of the patient’s privacy because such an act should be discussed with the patient for an agreement before it is carried out. It is important to consider the importance of informed consent from all angles. Informed consent generally, allows patients to make informed choices on the right options for their care. In Henrietta’s case, this right is denied. She is not informed about what was being done to her and in case any adverse effects occurred as a result of the experiment she would not know what the cause was and would not be compensated for the same (Botkin & Jeffrey, para 4).
Third, the Hela cells from Henrietta were cultured without her consent. She was not informed nor was her family told of where her cells were taken. It was important that the researchers informed the family about the purpose of taking Henrietta’s cells. A discussion would then follow. The family would be informed about the benefits of taking the cells and culturing them. From there they would then decide whether that is what they would want for their family members or not.
Fourth, we are told that Henrietta’s family members were studied without any explanations. The family needed to know what was going on. Why were they being studied? They needed to know the value of the study and they had a right to decide whether to participate in the study or not (Botkin & Jeffrey, para 7). Nevertheless, all these were denied to them by the researchers may be because they wanted to make profits out of the study or did not want to incur any cost if the family agreed to participate and requested for compensation. The use of these cells and of the family DNA information contributed remarkably in the field of medicine and as a result, this family deserved to be compensated in one way or another something the spearheaders of the research have totally avoided. We are told the family could not afford to see a doctor and had no medical insurance. Maybe appreciation should be shown to the family by covering their medical bills and providing them with free medical covers. 
The publication of the Hela Cells was also a violation of the family privacy. The publication required the consent of the family (Skloot, Rebecca, and Bahni, Para 18). It was essential to consider the family feel. How would Henrietta and her family feel about packaging, distributing, shipping, selling, and buying of cells extracted from her own cervix all over the world by trillions of people in the name of scientific advancement? The cells have been accessed all over the world, would Henrietta be happy about this? How would the family react to this? All these questions should have been considered before the publication.
Another scenario of privacy is when NFIP officer says that he wanted to publish a Hela article with the identity of Henrietta. However, Gey denies him the opportunity  (Skloot, Rebecca, and Bahni, Para 20). The publication of the article using Henrietta identity would always link her and her family with the Hela cells and DNA medical information obtained from them. Additionally, out of this identity, Lackses family would know the existence of the Hela cells. Although Gey has good intentions of protecting the identity of Henrietta and her family from a snoopy reporter, the protective action is a privacy violation because it hides the existence of the Hela cells to the family. They would continue living without the knowledge of Hela cells.
Given the development of Hela cells and the medical breakthrough contributed to them, the privacy of Henrietta and her family should have been kept. There is a better way through which the research could have been conducted. Henrietta and her family had the right to know what was going on. Given the fact that they were searching for the best medical care for a disease they were not aware of, it is evident that the family would have supported the research. We are told that Lackses family was happy about the contribution of the cells to the society and did not intend to stop its progress. Thus, from the start, they should have been told what was going on and prevent them from feeling that something is being done behind their back not (Botkin & Jeffrey, para 7).
Conclusion
Although the Hela cells have contributed immensely in the medical industry Henrietta’s family has not received any compensation. Thus, many people do not trust medical researches as they do not expect medical practitioners and scientists to be honest and open with them. They live with the fear that the privacy their medical information will be violated and that some people make money from drug and biological specimens developed from people who are entitled to compensation. The author of The Immortal Life of Henrietta Lacks presents her views from this point of view.
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