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Alleviating Suffering

Dean Clancy, Executive Director, The President’s Council on Bioethics

Somewhere on earth right now the first human
clone is journeying toward birth, innocent of
the headlines and the history that he or she
will make simply by being born.
Or so we are told by an admittedly less-thanreliable source, namely, the flamboyant Italian
fertility doctor, Severino Antinori. But what if
Antinori turns Out to be
telling the truth? What if it is
as easy to clone human
beings as it is to clone cats,
cows, and sheep—with or
without the genetic abnor
malities that have plagued
most mammalian clones to
date? What would the birth
of the first human clone
mean? With what emotions
should we greet this epochal
newcomer? And more impor
tantly, with what policies?

gians, and political philosophers led by
Chairman Leon Kass, M.D. has been, at all
times, highly civil—not to mention informa
tive, thought-provoking, and even occasional
ly entertaining.
The first six months of the Council’s existence
confirm my sense that, with the dawning of
the biotech age, our society
finds itself at an historic
crossroads. On the ques
tion of human cloning,
there is no avoiding a
momentous choice. Even
deciding to do nothing—
even a failure to decide at
all—will have serious con
sequences for ourselves and
our posterity.

“On the question of
human cloning, there is
no avoiding a momen
tous choice. Even decid
ing to do nothing—even
a failure to decide at
all—will have serious
consequences for our
selves and our posterity.”

It was precisely to wrestle
with and advise the U.S. President on these
sorts of moral and policy questions that
President Bush created the President’s Council
on Bioethics in late November of 2001. Six
and a half months later, the Council submitted
its first report to the President, Human
Cloning and Human Dignity: An Ethical
Inquiry.
Contrary to the premature assertions of a few
vocal commentators, the President’s Council is
not stacked with anti-cloners, pro-lifers, or
even Republicans. To the contrary, the group’s
broad diversity has made its discussions at
times suspenseful and often stressful (for this
staff member, at least). Happily, the conversa
tion among this group of eighteen distin
guished ethicists, lawyers, scientists, theolo

The report takes it for
granted that both human
cloning
and
so-called
“regenerative medicine”
(which, among other things, would include the
generation of replacement tissues from a
patient’s own stem cells) are at least potential
ly feasible, even though, as of this moment,
both remain mostly undemonstrated and spec
ulative. The report makes these assumptions
intentionally, to get past technical matters that
are subject to change, in order to address
deeper moral and ethical questions, which are
unchanging. If human cloning turns out to be
possible, would it be morally appropriate or
acceptable to procreate in this way? If regen
erative medicine turns out to be possible, but
only by way of destroying human embryos
(cloned or uncloned), would it be morally
appropriate or acceptable to use nascent
human life for this purpose? What do we owe
to children? To infertile couples? To patients?
Continued on page 4
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What do we owe to the embryo? To socie
ty? To ourselves?After a thorough consid
eration of these questions, the Council
reached the following policy conclusions:
First: The Council unanimously recom
mends a permanent legal ban on what it
calls “cloning-to-produce-children,” that
is, the creation of a human clone by the
same means used to create Dolly the sheep,
followed by implantation of that clone
into a uterus (whether human or animal,
natural or artificial). In this, the Council
affirms an existing, broad social consensus
against clonal baby-making. (How deep
this consensus runs remains to be seen;
presumably it would receive its first test
with the birth of the first clone.)
Second: Ten Council members (a majority)
offer an additional, controversial recom
mendation, namely, that Congress should
impose a four-year moratorium on
“cloning-for-biomedical-research”
in
which cloned embryos are created and
destroyed for research purposes.
Third: Against this majority recommenda
tion, seven members urge that cloning-forbiomedical-research be permitted to go for
ward, but under strict federal regulation.
It is too early to tell what impact these
recommendations will have on the public
discussion. Both the majority and minority
recommendations fall somewhere between
the two main legislative positions in the
current debate. On the one side, President
Bush and a strong majority of the House
of Representatives want to ban all cloning
permanently, whether for baby-making or
for research purposes. On the other side, a
significant minority in the Senate wants to
allow cloning-for-biomedical-research,
while a significant minority resists any bill
that would permit such cloning. And
because the two issues are linked, no
cloning bill can move forward.
Even if it does not ultimately help break
the legislative logjam, the report remains
noteworthy in my opinion, for at least
three reasons.
First: It goes beyond the safety argument
in objecting to cloning-to-produce-chil
dren. Unlike the reports of two previous
national advisory bodies (the National
Bioethics Advisory Commission and the
National Academy of Sciences), Human
Cloning and Human Dignity lays out a
case against clonal baby-making that does
not depend on the current, constantly

changing state of technology. Rather, it
argues that not only is cloning-to-producechildren unsafe now, but it could never be
safely attempted because both the child
and the (gestating) mother would be treat
ed as a kind of human experiment,
exposed to unknown risk, even if the tech
nique had been shown to be fairly safe in
other mammalian species. Furthermore,

“Contrary to the premature asser
tions of a few vocal commentators,
the President’s Council is not
stacked with anti-cloners, pro-lifers,
or even Republicans.”
even if it were to be attempted and shown
to be safe, it would still be unjust and
dehumanizing. As Dr. Kass aptly summa
rizes in the July 11, 2002 edition of the
Wall Street Journal:
By enabling parents for the first time to
predetermine the entire genetic make
up of their children, it would move
procreation toward a form of manu
facture. It would confound family rela
tions and personal identity; it would
create new stresses between parents
and offspring. And it might open the
door to a new eugenics, where parents
or society could replicate the genomes
of individuals (including themselves)
whom they deem to be superior.
Cloning, in short, would be unjust to the
cloned child, degrading to the cloning par
ents, and debasing to the society that per
mitted cloning to take place.
Second: The report attempts to be honest
and careful in its use of terms, so as to
(again borrowing from Dr. Kass’ Wall
Street Journal article) “allow us to debate
the moral arguments without Orwellian or
euphemistic distortion.” This is signifi
cant, because clear thinking requires clear
language. The Council chose not to use
terms like “therapeutic cloning” or
“nuclear transplantation to produce stem
cells” because such terms obscure the cru
cial fact that cloning-for-biomedicalresearch—just like cloning-to-producechildren—involves the creation of cloned
human embryos.
Third: The report tries forthrightly to
assess what could be lost as well as gained
under either course (either a moratorium
or a green-light with regulation) of
cloning-for-biomedical-research. In his
Wall Street Journal article, Dr. Kass char-

acterizes the weighing out of these Options:
“Although individual council members
weigh these concerns differently, we all
agree that each side in this debate is
defending something vital to us all: the
goodness of knowledge and healing, the
goodness of human life at all its stages.”
Some Council members argue that the
goods to be obtained from research
cloning (knowledge and healing) outweigh
the alleged harms. Others argue that an
evil intrinsic to research cloning (the tak
ing of nascent human life) and the likely
harms resulting from it (the coarsening of
our moral sensibilities) cannot be accepted
in order to pursue as yet undemonstrated
benefits. But virtually all of the members
agree that to endorse the creation of
cloned human life solely as a resource for
research is to cross a significant moral
boundary. If society endorses the destruc
tion of seven-day-old embryos for their
stem cells today, why not three-month-old
fetuses for their (arguably much more use
ful) organs and tissues tomorrow? Where
is the natural stopping point? Will we be
willing to endorse “fetus farming”?
Hence the unanimous support of the
Council for federal limits on cloning
research, limits that would apply to pri
vately as well as federally funded activity.
The seven-member minority favors federal
regulation, beginning with a requirement
that no laboratory embryo be allowed to
develop past fourteen days—the stage at
which the embryo’s cells have begun to dif
ferentiate into the various organs and tis
sues of the body and therefore forfeit their
ability to develop into other kinds of cells.
(The fourteen-day line has been adopted
by the United Kingdom without much
controversy, but would surely be more
controversial in the U.S. given the consis
tently large pro-life voting bloc in
Congress.) The ten-member majority
favors a temporary ban on such research,
in part because it would provide time to
debate whether we should cross this moral
boundary at all.
Whatever course we take, the fact remains:
human cloning crosses an important line
separating sexual from asexual procre
ation, and takes the first step toward
genetic control over the next generation.
If, in fact, the first clone is now making his
or her way innocently toward birth,
Human Cloning and Human Dignity helps
us greet his arrival with our eyes open to
some of that event’s deeper, and troubling,
implications.

Paul van der Biji, Cultural Commentator
The Center for Bioethics and Human Dignity
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The Chicago Tribune recently ran a story in which Arthur Caplan, Director
of the University of Pennsylvania’s Center for Bioethics, commented on
potential new brain imaging techniques that might track people’s thoughts.
He said, “If I can tell you with a 60 percent likelihood that somebody’s
going to be a terrorist, a lot of folks will say that’s good enough”—and I
think he meant “good enough to put them away.” The other scenario pro
vided suggested that an employer would not hire a person who was proven
to be a liar 90°c of the time. Of course, the big question at hand is, are we
predetermined by our genes and the seemingly haphazard functions of our
brains? Western culture, particularly American, abhors the idea that a per
son may not be free to choose his or her own destiny. Free will is a cultural
icon. There is an irony here because our society’s love affair with science has
produced this child we call determinism. The more that science and medi
cine unveil the mysteries of our humanity, the less it seems we control and
the more we become slaves to our genes and our brain chemistry. In the
scramble to find meaning, society is searching for ways to insert a sense of
mystery or, may I say, divinity into life.
Reflecting on some of these themes, Director Steven Spielberg helps us imag
me a dark future in this past summer’s blockbuster movie Minority Report.
The story centers on John Anderton (played by Tom Cruise), chief officer in
a special “Precrime” unit that arrests and incarcerates would-be murderers
with the help of three individuals called “Pre-Cogs”(short for Pre
Cognitives). Because of a genetic experiment gone awry, they have the abil
ity to foresee a murderer’s crime before the act is even committed. In an
ironic twist, Anderton himself is charged with a murder he is destined to
commit in the future and then proceeds to attempt to prove that he can
change that destiny.
In truth, this is one of our society’s greatest fears—to lose control of our
future, our destiny. If science has the power to define our future, is there any
room for a sense of autonomy or meaning? In a tense scene in a room called
the “Temple,” which is home to the Pre-cogs, Anderton and the federal
investigator assigned to look for flaws in the Precrime system discuss the
uniqueness of the Pre-cogs. The investigator, a graduate of Fuller Seminary
turned cop, comments: “Science has stolen most of our miracles. In a way,
[the Pre-Cogs] give us hope; hope of the existence of the divine
. And
herein lies our desire to include within the paradigm of science a sense of
mystery. When it comes down to it, there is no solace in cold hard science
portraying life as merely a function of DNA and synapses.
Are we prisoners of our genes? In the final climactic scene, Anderton’s sup
posed destiny is dramatically altered. Keenly uncomfortable with the direc
tion of modern medicine, many in our society are stepping back from the
barrage of deterministic language and proclaiming, if somewhat desperate
ly, “I don’t care what my genes say. I have free will!” It’s not about free will,
though. It is about whether or not there is anything mysterious and tran
scendent about us. The Tribune article states: “. . . we are our brains.” We
have to see ourselves as more than just our brains, however. We have to see
human life as miraculous and realize that in the mystery of the Divine there
is hope for humanity. That, in fact, is the minority report.

News From the Field
Daniel McConchie
Director of Media & Policy Relations
The Center for Bioethics and Human Dignity

The Future of Frozen Embryos
The question of whether frozen embryos should be given a
chance to develop remains a hot topic in the news. In
Britain, two cases in which the mothers want to preserve
the embryos while the fathers want the embryos destroyed
are heading to court. Natalie Evans had some of her eggs
removed and fertilized with her fiancé’s sperm before
undergoing treatment for cancer. Now that she and her
fiancé have split up, the father wants the embryos
destroyed. Evans believes that implanting the embryos
would provide her with her only chance to become a moth
er. In another case, Lorraine Hadley has two frozen embryos
whom her ex-husband wants destroyed. Both Ms. Evans
and Ms. Hadley are now infertile. In Britain, both mother
and father must give consent for the storage and use of
embryos. The women are arguing that the law discrimi
nates against them.
In other news, the White House approved nearly $1 million
to support public education about embryo adoption—the
process where “surplus” embryos are donated to other
infertile couples for implantation. This option was first
offered by Christian Nightlight Adoptions”Snowflake” pro
gram. Critics charge that “adopting” embryos is an under
handed attempt to give legal/moral status to the human
embryo and ultimately to undermine the legality of abor
tion. Supporters point out that there is nothing wrong with
providing embryos who would otherwise be destroyed the
opportunity to be adopted into a loving family.
Government Research Committee Urges Caution on
Creating Gene-Altered Animals
A U.S. government research panel of scientists has issued a
report urging more caution concerning the creation of
genetically-altered animals. The 12-member panel
expressed its gravest concerns over the risk of releasing
genetically-altered organisms into the environment where
they could cause havoc on the ecosystem, possibly wiping
out entire species. The committee also expressed reserva
tion over the entrance of products such as meat and milk
derived from transgenic animals (animals with genetic
code from another species spliced into its DNA) into the
food supply.The panelists were concerned about the possi
bility that severe allergic reactions to the products might be
experienced by some of the population. Questions were
also raised concerning government regulation of this area.
Participants worried that the responsibility for enforce
ment is currently spread over too many government agen
cies to be effective.

