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This Honors Thesis will examine the position of the National Bioethics Advisory 

Commission (NBAC) on human cloning. This examination includes looking at the position of 

the NBAC through three different sets of eyes, in order to come to a clear understanding of 

what their position is and whether or not it is correct. The chapter on biology will explain the 

facts of human cloning in order to discuss several popular myths of cloning and hopefully 

dispel them from further discussions. The legal chapter gives a history of human cloning in 

the United States’ legal system, which shows how the NBAC has come about and the previous 

action that was not taken on this technology. The metaphysics chapter examines three 

questions that, along with the biological chapter’s findings, discredit two of the NBAC’s five 

main ethical issues with human cloning. Finally, the ethical chapter brings the previous three 

chapters together to discuss the three ethical questions that remain from the NBAC’s report. 

These questions are as follows. First, does the possibility of doing physical damage to clones 

without the proper development of techniques make cloning morally wrong? Second, do the 

harmful effects on family and societal roles and values outweigh the benefits of cloning? Last, 

does cloning cause us to treat clones as objects? The conclusion of this ethical investigation is 

that in fact the NBAC’s recommendation was correct and they have proposed three ethical 

issues that make the cloning of humans ethically unacceptable. In conclusion, the solution of



beginning more worldwide debates on cloning is given. I feel that these debates are the only 

way that people will become educated on the facts of cloning and come to a decision that is 

cross-culturally accepted by the majority of the people that it would affect... all of us.
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GLOSSARY

t
Codon - A grouping of three nucleotides of messenger RNA, which code for a particular 
amino acid.

Eugenics - The artificial selection for or against specific genes thereby creating a child that is 
genetically predestined for a specific phenotype.

Genotype - The actual sequence of genes on the chromosomes.

NBAC - The National Bioethics Advisory Committee, an organization formed by President 
Clinton after the cloning of Dolly was made public.

Phenotype - The expressed traits of a person in their physically manifested sense.

Ribosome - A cellular organelle responsible for protein synthesis.

SCNT - Somatic Cell Nuclear Transfer.
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Chapter 1

>

INTRODUCTION

Our world today is challenged by many different technological advancements. Perhaps 

none is so great as to choose whether we will encourage technology to evolve in such a way as 

to allow us to clone human beings. “The word done is used in many different contexts in 

biological research but in its most simple and strict sense, it refers to a precise genetic copy of 

a molecule, cell, plant, animal, or human being.”1 However, with the newest advancements in 

technology, cloning is now developing into the ability to produce an egg with the same nucleus 

as its donor, from a non-sex (somatic) cell. This honors thesis will examine human cloning 

and how its mere possibility affects the lives that we now live. Moreover, this examination will 

focus on the report of the National Bioethics Advisory Committee’s (NBAC) ethical position 

on nuclear human cloning.

Cloning has been on the minds of scientists since 1938 and has been in laboratories 

since the early 1950’s. In 1952, “Robert Briggs and Thomas King cloned tadpoles from early 

frog embiyos. Twenty-seven tadpoles developed) from 197 nuclear transfers.”2 Moreover, 

the technology of cloning animals other than mammals has been used since John Gurdon’s 

experiments at Oxford University, in 1962, cloned adult frogs. Recently, the cloning of the 

sheep “Dolly” in Scotland and a Rhesus monkey in Oregon have brought many debates

•#
1 NBAC “The Science and Application of Cloning”

2 Wertz, pg. 1.
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regarding the various ethical implications of the effects of these technologies to the forefront 

£ of our society. The NBAC has been the scene for these bioethical debates on a national level.

The NBAC recognized that amount of information that cloning will make available 

regarding the human embryo will be phenomenal. However, they also stated that the 

possibility of cloning mammals and especially human beings proposes numerous genetic, 

metaphysical, ethical and legal issues, which I will examine throughout this thesis.

In chapter two, I will examine the biological side of cloning: how it developed, what it 

entails and what common myths society has created about it. This chapter will prove that 

human cloning in fact cannot produce a clone in the sense of some person identical to another 

person. Moreover, it will also attempt to discredit the ideas that this technology will be utilized 

for eugenic purposes or will be carried out before the technique is perfected. By discrediting 

these myths, I will remove three of the NBAC’s ethical problems.

In chapter three, I will examine the legal history of cloning and how the United States 

of America has previously dealt with this emerging technology. This will show the disregard 

that was shown to the prospect of mammalian cloning by a Congress who could not foresee 

its possibility. Furthermore, this chapter will present the current set of guidelines, as 

recommended by the NBAC that guide federally funded scientists in their research with 

embryos.

In chapter four, I will deal with certain metaphysical questions that are posed in the 

human cloning debate. In all, three questions will be discussed: First, is a true “cop/5 of an 

individual actually possible in the strictest sense? Second, can and will the cloning of humans 

change the way that we relate to each other, specifically in the parent-child relationship? And 

last, is cloning actually in the best interest of the child that would come of such an experiment,
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or is there even a possibility that a clone-to-be has interests? These questions will each be 

> examined in light of the biology of cloning and because they have direct effects on the ethical

claims of the NBAC that will be discussed in chapter five.

Finally in chapter five, I will present and critically analyze the five main ethical 

problems that the NBAC sees in human cloning. In this regard, I will also consider the 

arguments of Dr. Leon Kass, whose concept of repugnance he claims will make us all fear 

cloning, and Dr. John Robertson, who feels that prohibiting cloning violates our procreative 

liberties as well as the rights of potential resulting from the process. The five problems will be 

poised as the following ethical questions: 1) Does the possibility of physical damage to the 

cloned individual make cloning morally wrong? 2) Does the possibility of experiencing a loss 

of individuality make cloning morally impermissible? 3) Do the harmful effects on family and 

social roles and values outweigh the benefits of cloning? 4) Does cloning treat its clones as 

objects and not persons? 5) Do the possible eugenic uses of cloning make the benefits suspect 

or wrong? In this critical analysis, those ethical problems which are myths and can be 

disproved by biological and metaphysical arguments will be removed from the discussion. 

Furthermore, although there are many other ethidsts with strong positions on cloning, these 

two gentlemen were carefully chosen as having the strongest arguments of their respective 

sides. These three positions will be pitted against each other in order to find a resolution for 

the ethical questions of human cloning.

I will conclude by summarizing these questions and proposing not a solution, but a 

course of action for our society to follow. After consideration of the arguments for and 

against cloning, I can say that I am opposed to human cloning. However, there are those out 

there, like John Robertson, who support this technology. Therefore, I will propose open,
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cross-cultural public debates on cloning. It is only through these debates that I feel a 

competent decision on the future of human cloning can be made. This is because I strongly 

feel that the questions of human cloning are not for one person to decide. Therefore, through 

this thesis I hope to educate more Americans so that we might come to making a decision as a 

society and eventually as global citizens for the human race.

*
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Chapter 2

BIOLOGICAL INVESTIGATION AND REMOVAL OF MYTHS

The mere prospect of human cloning is owed at least partially to the scientific 

community, for without countless hours of study and research our idea of this fascinating 

technology would be groundless. This chapter will present three popular myths regarding 

human cloning that are easily dispelled by our biological knowledge. Many people believe, for 

a variety of reasons, that cloning a human means that two exactly identical adult beings can be 

created. In addition, literature like Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World has helped to generate the 

myth that eugenics is a task that scientists wish to utilize cloning to accomplish. Moreover, it is 

a misconception that scientists will attempt to clone a human without first perfecting their 

experimental technique. In order to dispel these myths I will first explain the origins of the 

idea of cloning and the practical knowledge that has been gained since its original conception 

as an explanation of the technology. Then I will discuss how the present mammalian cloning 

procedures are practiced. In doing so, I will discredit the three myths listed previously, which 

all contribute to the ethical questions of the NBAC.

Cloning Conceived

In 1938, biologist Hans Spemann proposed a “fantastical experiment” in which the 

nucleus of a cell, which contains most of a cell’s genes, would be transplanted into an egg 

lacking a nucleus.3 However, Spemann could not conceive of performing the experiment 

using then present technology. Thus, he was left to his dreams, which have since become 

reality for many scientists. Since Spemann’s time, the cutting edge of biological studies has

3 Wertz, pg. 1.
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been increasingly on the molecular level, which is where our genetic information finds its base. 

> Through many discoveries, scientists have gained knowledge of this molecular level that

Spemann needed in order to further his speculation.

We presently know that all of our genetic material is carried by all cells and that 

information is housed in the nucleus by extremely specialized molecules called 

deoxyribonucleic acids (DNA). DNA is paired and twisted into alpha helices that make up our 

chromosomes. This complementary code of four bases contains all of the information that 

our bodies need to generate every bodily protein. The bases are organized in groups of three, 

which represent codons that can be translated by the ribosome into amino acid sequences that 

fold into the unique structures of proteins. Moreover, the synthesis of all other cellular 

materials is ultimately commanded by the information on the chromosomes. Therefore, all 

that is necessary for a genetic clone of a human being is to copy the DNA of one set of 

chromosomes (46 in all) to the nucleus of another cell, but only if you ignore the cytoplasmic 

and mitochondrial genomes. Things however, may not be so simple.

Mitochondria, the “energy factories” of cells, contain a small number of genes that are 

not contained anywhere within the nucleus. The exact nature of the effect of these genes on 

the overall development of an adult human is not known. However, they cannot be ignored as 

part of the genotype. Furthermore, our mitochondria are inherited from the cytoplasm of the 

egg that carries us, not from the nucleus formed by the union of sperm and egg. Thus, the 

mitochondrial genome will only be gained from whomever donates the egg that receives the 

nucleus. Therefore, although we may give a clone the same 46 nuclear chromosomes, there is 

a possibility that we are not actually creating an exact clone of the individual donating the 

nucleus.
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However, present research in cloning ignores the genes of mitochondria, hoping to 

• develop a complete organism, genetically identical to the organism donating the nucleus.

Spemann hoped this type of experiment would provide evidence that the transplanted nucleus 

contained all of the genes needed to produce an adult, thus indicating that genes were not lost 

or irreversibly altered during development. Although some success was achieved using nuclei 

from embryonic cells, no one was able to produce an adult organism using nuclei from fully 

specialized cells until Ian Wilmut and his colleagues “cloned” Dolly in 1997.

There are actually two types of cloning which are presently practiced, embryonic and 

nuclear (SCNT). Embryonic cloning has been experimented with for many years, on subjects 

up to and including humans. This process is in fact similar to what happens during the natural 

conception of fraternal twins. Fraternal twins do not develop from the same fertilized egg, but 

result from two eggs being fertilized by two sperm at the same time. Thus, these “clones” will 

not necessarily look or act alike, but they are still twins because they were conceived at the 

same time in the same womb. Cloning of this type is also equated with In Vitro Fertilization 

(IVF). Therefore, embryonic cloning is not only quite common, but also already accepted by 

the world at large. This fact is evident in its widespread use as a reproductive technology 

throughout our country. Although there are ethical and metaphysical difficulties with IVF, this 

paper will look solely at the second type of cloning, nuclear cloning.

Cloning Achieved

Nuclear cloning utilizes the somatic cells from an adult (the donor), which are cultured 

and then the nuclei are removed and fused into a host egg, which has been enucleated. This 

fusion takes place under a slight electric charge, which is just enough to cause the cell to take 

up this new genetic information. However, living cells are always moving through the process
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of natural division, which is called the cell cycle. This cycle involves both chromosomal and 

4|- cytoplasmic division to form two identical cells. In this state of almost constant change,

scientists had a very difficult time getting the cells’ cycles to be compatible for nuclear removal 

and subsequent fusion. For if the nucleus is fused in a state where it has two sets of 

chromosomes but the cytoplasm has yet to divide, then four sets of chromosomes will be 

produced and the cell will die. However, it was found that cells could be starved in a minimal 

media to a state of just sustaining life and that the cell cycle would then shutdown to save 

cellular energy. This suspension of the cell cycle is called the Go stage or quiescence. It was in 

this fashion that Wilmut was able to generate Dolly, as shown in the following excerpt from 

their paper:

The first offspring to develop from a differentiated cell were bom after 
nuclear transfer from an embryo-derived cell line that had been induced to 
become quiescent. Using the same procedure, we now report the birth of live 
lambs from three new cell populations established from adult mammary gland, 
fetus and embryo. The fact that a lamb was derived from an adult cell 
confirms that differentiation of that cell did not involve the irreversible 
modification of genetic material required for development to term. The birth 
of lambs from differentiated fetal and adult cells also reinforces previous 
speculation that by inducing donor cells to become quiescent it will be possible 
to obtain normal development from a variety of differentiated cells.4 

Even so, this technology is far from perfected; Dolly was the one success in 434

attempts at the exact same process.5

This type of cloning results in an exact nuclear copy of the donating individual, as the 

same nucleus was in used. Moreover, since the DNA on the chromosomes dictates what 

proteins are constructed, the recipient cell has essentially been reprogrammed to generate the

® proteins that the donating cell had originally contained. In other words, by removing the

4 Wilmut et al. pg. 810.
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original nucleus, the cell has no way of “remembering” any of the original protein sequences 

that it created and therefore develops into an exact nuclear genotypic clone of the donating 

individual, but not a cytoplasmic genotypic clone. This is because the genes contained in the 

nucleus dictate what proteins are made. However, the exact nature of the cytoplasmic genome 

(the genes contained outside of the nucleus) is not known. Thus, calling such a nuclear clone a 

true clone would be incorrect.

Although the cloning experiments of Dr. Wilmut and his team have been mainly 

accepted as the model for cloning mammals by the society, Wilmut himself is skeptical about 

SCNT’s success in cloning higher mammals with SCNT. One main reason is stated in his 

report: “We cannot exclude the possibility that there is a small population of relatively 

undifferentiated stem cells able to support regeneration of the mammary gland during 

pregnancy.”5 6 Thus, the very success of this nuclear cloning experiment is in question.

The First Myth

The first myth of human cloning is that cloning can create an exact copy of a person. 

Because scientists accept that nuclear (genotypic) cloning does not equate with the actual 

(phenotypic) cloning of a person, successful perfecting of cloning will still not generate exact 

clones. A person’s phenotype is how their genes are translated into their appearance. For the 

genotype only determines protein sequences, which in turn determine the synthesis of building 

block molecules for the body, not the person. Thus, depending on one’s cytoplasmic 

components and the differences encountered there, many possible different phenotypes can 

develop out of one particular genotype, as in identical twins. Therefore, as one’s phenotype is

5 Wilmut et al. pg. 810.

6 Wilmut et al, pg. 811.
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a better indicator of one’s “individuality,” cloning most certainty will not produce an adult 

identical to its nuclear donor.

Environment, including the womb that one develops in, also plays a critical role in the 

creation of an individual and genes obviously do not dictate experiences nor specify how we 

react to them. Therefore, phenotypic cloning is practically impossible. For without the 

environment, the individual does not develop. The scientist/philosopher Lewis Thomas put 

this best, saying, “No matter what the genome says, people (in the environment) have a lot to 

do with shaping character. Indeed, if all you had was the genome, and no people around, 

you’d grow a sort of vertebrate plant, nothing more... .You must clone the world, no less.”7 

So, the popular myth that this technology will produce replicas of say, Mozart, Einstein or 

Michael Jordan, is far from the truth both in the actual ability of cloning technology and the 

development of human beings.

The Second Myth

The second myth that is raised by human cloning involves the knowledge that 

researchers will be able to gain about the actual human genome. Through this knowledge, it is 

speculated that scientists will be able to manipulate human genes and create humans with exact 

characteristics. This is a process called eugenics, which modem day biologists term “selective 

breeding” or “artificial selection,” compared to natural selection as Charles Darwin 

hypothesized.8 In this hypothesis, Darwin thought that evolution occurs through natural 

selection by random mating, variation and the survival of the fittest. However, with cloning, 

we might be able to rid our species of mutation and disease. In doing so, we could second

7 Thomas, pg. 54-55.

8 NBAC, pg. 74.
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guess evolution and engineer our genome to adapt to environmental changes without the need 

for mutation and disease. But, in the wrong hands the same procedures used to remove 

disease could be used to remove an entire ethnic or racial group.

Examples of eugenic uses of technology are rampant in fictional literature. For 

example, in Aldous Huxley’s Brave New World, we find a society that has been completely 

fabricated by cloning technology. In this story, all people are specifically created to hold a 

certain place in society. From the first day of conception, their embryos are modified and 

conditioned to a specific end. Moreover, these embryos are all cloned from previous embryos 

so that all members of a certain class are identical. However, Huxley realized that society 

would be quite different without all of its different components. This is why his world 

contained people of all different classes, not just stupid “Gammas” or high status “Alphas.” 

Scientists today also realize that genetic diversity, mutation, and disease are important parts of 

who we are and the world around us. This may seem naive to only discuss the views of 

scientists in this situation, but it will be shown below that by violating these scientific views our 

species would most likely be detrimentally changed.

An extremely critical part of evolution is the vast number of possible genotypes that 

exist within each species. Genetic diversity allows us to limit catastrophic problems in our 

genome, such as widespread mental retardation and recessive genetic diseases. If one of the 

main reasons that incest is not a common practice in this country is that serious developmental 

problems were observed when the gene pool was limited by such activities, then cloning 

should not even be considered for eugenic possibilities. Although cloning is not incest, a 

similar effect is not unreasonable, because using that technology on a large scale limits the
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diversity of the gene pool. In fact, if used extensively, our genetic diversity would plummet 

and our species would quite possibly suffer to its end.

Evolution and the concept of “survival of the fittest” also revolve around the fact that 

genetic mutations occur. It is only in this way that we are able to physically adapt to changes in 

our environment. Now, although cloning supporters might contend that we could begin 

predestining people with specific genes to deal with a specific environment, what happens 

when we have an error or find an environment that is slowly becoming our planet and we are 

unable to adapt, because our natural adaptive tendencies have been inactivated? It is quite 

possible that our species will perish. However, no one is to say that we will not have survived 

longer by being able to make subtle changes to our genome for adaptation.

Disease too is a natural part of our world. Though many diseases are painful, to both 

the sufferer and family, these occurrences help to keep our world population at a manageable 

amount. Without disease as a part of our world, we face even more drastic problems than we 

do today. For example, imagine world hunger when there are twice as many people as now 

and the same amount of food, or housing shortages with the same amount of land on which 

to build. Our ecosystem developed with disease for a reason. Without that critical piece in the 

puzzle or a change in our current habits of reproduction, we cannot survive.

Therefore, with all of the clear negative effects of eugenics, there is no reason why a 

rational and ethical person would utilize cloning in this regard. However, as will also be seen 

in the third myth, scientists can many times be driven by economic or political means rather 

than ethical. Thus, if human cloning were to take place, certain safeguards would have to be 

placed on the technology to prevent eugenics from taking place.
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The Third Myth

The third myth that scares people about human cloning is that scientists will begint
experimenting with humans and do physical harm to human embiyos by creating clones. 

Although this myth is ludicrous for the average ethical scientist, many others such as Dr. 

Richard Seed9, would jump at the chance to clone a human before tests on other animals have 

been performed. Ethical scientists do not jump to using human subjects for experiments until 

they have been successful in other laboratory mammals. If a technique cannot be perfected 

with these lower animals, then it is certainly not performed on humans.

Therefore, the only way that this myth would become a reality is if a rogue scientist 

decided to attempt to perform an experiment that even the scientists who wrote the procedure 

(i.e. Wilmut) question. This type of action, though possible, is not enough to say that normal 

scientists should be held back from the opportunity of gaining the knowledge that cloning 

technology has to offer.

However, if this technology is to be used, we must look to some type of legal 

regulation and protection of it. Without this protection, the technology would quite easily fall 

into the hands of the next Dr. Seed, who might actually go through with his or her claims and 

create a person who is handicapped or worse.

In conclusion, this chapter has shown through the procedure and definition of cloning 

that two identical adults cannot be produced by this procedure. Moreover, it would seem that 

as long as scientists are prudent in their application of this technology and keep human 

subjects out of their experiments, we could learn from this technology and maintain our ethical
*

9 Seed was the first scientist to openly state his intentions of cloning humans against the NBAC’s recommendations and said 
that he would do so in 1998.
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boundaries. However, that is merely a scientific perspective. Actually, many philosophers 

would argue that scientists overstep their bounds when they begin to discuss phenotypes and 

their differences, an issue I will return to in Chapter Four. However, before we step into the 

philosophical discussion, I will first explain the history of cloning in another way, that of our 

government’s involvement. It is through this part of cloning that the NBAC has come to be 

involved in the cloning debate.
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Chap ter 3

f
THE UNITED STATES’ LEGAL POSITION AND LEGISLATION

Since the cloning of Dolly, many nations have developed their own codes of ethics and 

legislation overseeing the types of cloning research will be allowed and restricted. In the 

United States, many organizations, universities and developed bioethical philosophies 

regarding cloning technologies. The positions of two of these individuals, Leon Kass and 

John Robertson will be presented in chapter 5. In 1997, President Clinton initiated a panel on 

cloning, the NBAC, which proposed the guidelines governing federally funded cloning 

research in this country. However, Congress has actually been looking at the prospect of 

human cloning since 1972. This chapter will examine the history of legislative discussions on 

human cloning as an expansion of the background given in Chapter Two. I will then present 

the federal funding guidelines and question why they were not proposed sooner.

In 1972, a House of Representatives Subcommittee asked the Library of Congress to 

do a study on the status of genetic engineering. The subsequent report focused on cloning and 

parthenogenesis as they relate to humans,10 and called for a great deal of planning in 

preparation for the possibility of human cloning becoming reality. Then in 1978, the House 

held hearings on human cloning in response to the publication of David Rorvick’s

e
10 Reproduction in which an unfertilized egg fully develops without the male gamete. This occurrs commonly among insects 

and other arthropods.
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cfa Man" Yet, most scientists and scholars alike denounced Rorvick’s novel as fictitious and 

downplayed the possibility of human cloning.

Four years later, President Reagan’s Bioethics Commission reported on the progress of 

genetic engineering in their report entitled “Splicing Life,” though human cloning received a 

mere paragraph.11 12 Interestingly, that paragraph concluded: “The technology to clone a 

human does not—and may never—exist. Moreover, the critical non-genetic influences on

development make it difficult to imagine producing a human clone who would act or appear 

‘identical.’”13 Thus, it is clear that the majority of the legal community had all but ignored the 

whole issue of human cloning.

However, in September of 1994, the topic of human cloning once more reared its 

head, this time, in the National Institutes of Health (NIH) Human Embryo Research panel. 

Yet in the report of this panel, human cloning only rated a footnote. “Popular notions of 

cloning derive from science fiction books and films that have more to do with cultural 

fantasies than actual scientific experiments.”14 Yet, only four years later cloning actually 

succeeded with mammals! Therefore, it is now clear that too little action and too much false 

speculation took place to prepare President Clinton for what lay ahead, for he had to scramble 

to find the resolve that the NBAC gave him. It was the duty of the congressional committees 

discussed above to prepare the country for what was coming and not ignore the mere 

possibility of mammalian cloning.

11 Annas, George, pg. 79.

12 Annas, George, pg. 80.

13 President’s Bioethics Commission, pg. 10.

14 NIH, pg. 39.
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However, once Dr. Wilmut’s findings became public, Clinton did immediately appoint 

£ his NBAC to investigate and make recommendations on human cloning and the possibility of

funding any research efforts with government funds. This commission is chaired by Princeton

University President Dr. Harold T. Shapiro, and is made up of eighteen physicians, scholars, 

lawyers, researchers and business people. Through their meetings, which included 

presentations by many top bioethidsts in the country, the commission made several 

recommendations to the president regarding human embryo use and thus cloning. The 

following is a list of those recommendations:

1) Research may be performed on pre-existing embryos.

2) Embryos will not be allowed to develop past the fourteenth day (when neural tube 
closure begins).

3) New embryos may be produced only to perform “compelling research.”

4) Impregnating human embryos in other animal species will not be allowed, nor will 
impregnating cloned embryos into humans or the use of embryos for sex selection 
be allowed.

5) The transfer of one nucleus from one embryo to another will not be allowed.15 

Since that recommendation, President Clinton has issued a moratorium on

government funding of human embryo research. Because these recommendations essentially 

ban human embryo research, they also ban cloning using the SCNT method, as embryo 

research will certainly be needed in order to succeed at SCNT.

Some people contend that the recommendations of the NBAC were rushed or 

otherwise influenced due to the President’s deadline. This is exemplified in John Robertson’s

• statement that “after noting three ‘exceptional’ cases in which the arguments for cloning

15 “Federal Guidelines for Human Embryo Qoning,” pg. 1.

20



appear to be strong, it still finds the use of SCNT now— and possibly in the future as well— to 

be morally unacceptable and deserving of federal prohibition.”16 Thus the commission either 

did not understand the “exceptional” cases or chose to ignore them due to another agenda. 

According to them, this agenda was to “[articulate] the widespread intuitive disapproval of 

cloning human beings in this manner.”17 In this objection Robertson is implying that the 

NBAC rushed to meet the President’s deadline and overlooked issues that he and others 

presented. However, it will be shown in chapters four and five that Robertson’s arguments are 

invalid.

Moreover, many other countries also quickly adopted legislation that bans all use of 

this new technology on human cells and embryos. In fact, most European nations denounced 

the possibility of allowing research much sooner than did the United States. Governments 

should most definitely regulate and protect any type of cloning research as tightly as other 

matters of national security. For as we shall see in the next two chapters, this technology has 

the ability to affect us in many ways. Moreover, the best way to succeed at such a task is 

probably to ban all human cloning research, which would remove any cloning resources from 

the hands of anyone who would use it against society.

16 Robertson, pg. 87.

17 NBAC, pg. 63.
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Chap ter 5

e
METAPHYSICAL QUESTIONS

The cloning of humans by SCNT raises several metaphysical questions. This chapter 

will discuss three of these questions because of their close relation to ethical questions posed 

by the position of the NBAC. Metaphysics deals with questions about the ultimate nature of 

reality, and these three questions all focus on realities that are created or modified by SCNT. 

First, is a true “copy” of an individual actually possible in the strictest sense? Second, can and 

will the cloning of humans change the way that we relate to each other and specifically the 

parent-child relationship? And last, is cloning actually in the best interest of the child that 

would come of such an experiment, or is there even a possibility that a child-to-be can have 

interests? I will begin by explaining the nature of these three questions.

How are these questions metaphysical? The first question involves looking at the 

philosophical definition of individual, a concern about the basic nature of human persons. In 

this investigation, we are looking not only for how an individual is defined, but also if there is a 

logical possibility for that definition to fit two persons. The second question concerns the 

stability of our definitions of individual, parent, child, etc. if SCNT succeeds with humans.

The third question relates to metaphysics in that many ethidsts argue in terms of benefits for 

an unborn child, yet it is a metaphysical question whether an unborn person even exists, let 

alone if it is in fact a person. If an unborn child is not a person, then it does not have interests 

and the ethical arguments are void. With these issues in mind, we will now investigate each of 

these questions.
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Question One

* So what can cloning really accomplish with regard to creating an exact copy of an 

individual? For philosophers, the very word “individual” means a unique person, and thus not 

something we can copy, no matter how we try. One way to think of this is that the very act of 

attempting to clone a person, is an attack on them as a person. To clone them you must take 

away their individuality, their uniqueness. However, that does not seem to be so. If that 

person has been cloned, then the donor is not the person that the clone is but rather the 

donor. And, the clone can never be the donor. Thus some uniqueness remains nonetheless. 

Therefore, it seems that just as the scientists predicted, cloning cannot copy individuals, that is 

create “phenotypic” copies of human beings.

John Robertson agrees, saying “because phenotype and genotype do diverge, and 

because the environment in which the child will be raised will be different from that of his 

older twin, the child will still have a unique individuality. Physical characteristics alone do not 

define individuals, and there is no reason to think that personal identity will be wholly 

controlled by having an older twin... (the) status as a later bom twin could be seen as a special 

status, a unique or novel status that confers attention and love.”18 People who are bom with 

birth defects of all sorts are loved by their families the same as they would be if they had not 

been bom abnormally.

Moreover, nothing about cloning suggests that we will lose our individuality. A cloned 

person will be just as much an individual as identical twins. Identical twins are individuals 

because they develop different traits from each other, have different thoughts and ideals, and
♦

lead separate lives. A cloned person has an even better chance of developing into a completely
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person, as they will be growing up in a completely different time than their clone did. 

Moreover, as was shown in chapter two, clones do not share the same mitochondrial DNA, 

cytoplasm or womb and thus face a variety of differences in their lives before they are even 

officially brought into the world. It is possible that these three factors alone play certain roles 

in the development of the phenotype and thus the individual apart from others with the same 

genotype. Therefore, the environment that this new person faces is completely different from 

the donor and thus they are a different person.

Furthermore, many people share a unique resemblance with a family member without 

feeling a loss of individuality or a change in what it means to be human. For example, my 

sister and I have very similar facial features in common with our father. However, neither of 

us feels like we are living his life or are not our own person because we look like him. In fact, 

this type of resemblance produces more pride in the family, than loss of individuality. 

Therefore, there is no reason for prospective clones to feel a loss of individuality, just as twins 

and close family members do not feel that type of loss.

Though others agree that cloning cannot produce exact copies of individuals, they 

nonetheless claim that cloning changes what it means to be an individual. This is mostly due 

to claims that cloning changes how we are created. For, if humans are created by cloning 

rather than natural conception, then they have become different beings. According to 

Lawrence Tribe, cloning will change our definitions of humanness, and poses “a fundamental 

threat to the concept and the reality of the human person as a unique and intrinsically valuable 

entity, conscious of its own being and responsible for its own choices.”18 19 Leon Kass also said,

18 Robertson, “The Question of Human Cloning,” pg. 8.

19 Tribe, pg. 648.
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“to lay one’s hands on human generation is to take a major step toward making man himself 

simply another one of the manmade things.”20 Therefore, cloning human beings will change 

what it means to be human or at least broaden the idea.

Though Tribe and Kass present a strong argument against human cloning, they do 

not specifically deny that clones will in fact be individuals. Rather this argument falls under the 

guise of the ethical question: does cloning cause us to treat clones as objects and thus change 

how we think of ourselves? Therefore, I will leave this question to be dealt with in chapter

five.

Question Two

Will the cloning of humans change the way that we relate to each other and specifically 

the parent-child relationship? Philosophers, including Kass, contend that SCNT cloning is a 

technology that will change how humans relate to other humans. Dr. George Annas also 

spoke of this problem is his testimony to the Senate Subcommittee on Public Health and 

Safety: “Replication of a human by cloning would radically alter the very definition of a human 

being by producing the world’s first human with a single genetic parent.”21 Producing a single 

genetic parent allows only one parent to be genetically linked to a child and therefore, 

according to Annas, responsible for the child. His reasoning for finding this claim to be 

unacceptable is that presently having only one parent raise a child can result in a negative 

childhood.

$

20 Kass, “Making Babies,” pg. 26.

21 Annas, pg. 1.
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♦

Furthermore, Kass says that, “each human child is genetically kin to each (both) 

parent(s), yet each child is also genetically unique.”22 Thus, he sees the strong bond between 

both parents, in their union to create the child, and the child to be of paramount importance in 

raising a child. However, as long as the parent of a clone is also its donor, then he/she is at 

least a nuclear kin to the clone. Thus, the only breakdown in the relationships that Kass is 

describing is that of the mother and father. However, children are frequently raised by single 

parents currently, for a variety of reasons, and that fact may have already changed the parent- 

child relationship to where the opponents of cloning see it heading. Therefore, with respect to 

one parent raising their clone, the point is moot. However, we are left with the genetic single 

parent theory.

With one person donating his or her nucleus to be the nuclear genotype for this child, 

could not another person supply the egg and thus a clone could have two genetic parents? 

True, the amount of material donated may be skewed to one side, but one could also say that 

the mother of any child also donates more than an equal share of genetic material by giving her 

mitochondrial DNA on top of a set of 23 chromosomes. Therefore, why cannot the nucleus 

donor be the one who has the larger amount of genetic heritage for a clone?

This type of “artificial” reproduction does allow for homosexuals and single parents to 

“reproduce” and in doing so rear children that share some genetic similarity, rather than 

having to settle with IVF or the adoption of someone else’s child. Therefore, we are opening 

the doors for people of all sexual orientations and views on life to have reproductive freedom. 

An argument as to whether or not we should clone for people of these orientations involves 

ethics rather than metaphysics.

22 Kass, pg. 25.
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However, if we do allow cloning for this purpose, there is nothing to say that society as 

p a whole will accept the clones for who they are. Certainly, supporters of cloning may assert

that clones will be accepted just as next person. However, at least in this country everyone 

who is different, whether they are developmentally challenged or homosexual is treated with a 

soft touch or a shade of disgust. Homosexuality has been taking place since the early Greeks 

and yet the majority of American society still does not accept that lifestyle for whatever reason. 

No, clones will not be infected with the AIDS virus, or have it looming over their heads as a 

stamp on their lifestyle, but what they will have is a false sense of person-hood, in the eyes of 

society. Therefore, this topic most certainly requires a more open public debate and cannot be 

decided in this paper.

Question Three

Is an unconceived child a person, or something non-existent? Much of the debate that 

makes this question even necessary to ask with regard to cloning is due to abortion rights 

debates. On one side of these arguments, the Pro-life supporters argued for the rights of the 

unborn. However, the argument that SCNT cloning is beneficial or harmful to the resulting 

child rests on the notion that it is a benefit to be brought into the world as compared to being 

left unconceived. The ethical aspect of this argument, in which one is forced to compare the 

value of existence with that of nonexistence is problematic, to say the least.23 After all, such an 

argument relies on comparing the unknowable, non-existence, with something else, which is 

the metaphysical issue. As we shall see in chapter six, John Robertson thinks that an unborn 

child is a person. This chapter will present Cynthia Cohen’s refutation of Robertson’s unstated
$

metaphysical claims.
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These claims, Cohen says are part of Robertson’s “interest in existing argument.”

Quite simply, children who have yet to even be conceived are in no way persons or even 

potential persons, they do not exist. Cohen states that “before a person exists, he or she does 

not reside in some other domain. Prior to conception, there is no one who waits to be 

brought into this world.”24 She bases this hypothesis on her personal feelings, and I tend to 

agree with them. Since we have no way of remembering this time and science can prove that 

neural tube closure is the time at which the most minimal types of brain activity starts, then 

there is no pre-existence to life. However, these statements could also be argued in a religious 

context by bringing in the concept of spirit and thus making the argument much more 

challenging. For example, a Christian would claim that each of us has a unique soul that exists 

both before and after we die, thus in some ways we do wait to be conceived. But, this and 

other arguments will not be considered here as they evoke more faith than reason in their 

arguments. Also, this claim is actually quite different from that of the abortion debate, because 

the children we are discussing are not yet conceived versus unborn in the abortion issue. Since 

possible SCNT clones have not even begun development, there is no logical way to reason 

that they are presently persons.

For those who adopt the ethical viewpoint that Robertson proposes, Cohen produces 

one metaphysical stumbling block: “explaining how to conceptualize and comprehend 

nonexistence.”25 Without this conception, we have no way of knowing about these 

unconceived and therefore they do not exist. This argument convinces me because in my own

• -------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
23 NBAC, pg. 65.

24 Cohen, pg. 4.

25 Cohen, pg. 5.
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attempts to reason why or how such nonexistence would exist or have ethical values, I have 

found nothing. Rather, the only way that I can postulate that non-existent beings have some 

type of existence is through religious faith. However, this faith has yet to produce a 

convincing argument for the latter.

Therefore, several metaphysical conclusions about cloning can be drawn from these 

three questions. First, it is impossible to create a copy of a person and so those who contend 

that cloning will somehow change our individuality must look to the definition of individual 

for clarity on this issue. Second, there is a possibility that cloning will change the roles and 

relationships in the family and between the child and parent, with the advent of the genetic 

single parent theory. Nevertheless, this issue will have to be served with more public debate 

before an answer as to its ethical acceptance can be ascertained. Finally, an unconceived child 

is in no way a person and thus attempting to speak for an unborn child in an argument for or 

against cloning is not possible for the philosopher to accept. With these metaphysical 

considerations in mind, along with the biological and legal issues presented in the previous two 

chapters, we will now move to the bulk of the NBAC’s position, the ethical issues.

a
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Chapter 5

t

ETHICAL QUESTIONS

The ethical questions about cloning are many. However, based on the arguments 

developed in chapters two and four at hand, we can dismiss several of those problematic 

questions from the popular discussions of cloning ethics, including some belonging to the 

NBAC. I will then discuss those ethical questions of cloning that are still relevant given the 

arguments above. This chapter will examine the three main questions presented by the NBAC 

that remain after the biological and metaphysical arguments presented in chapters two and 

four. First, does the possibility of doing physical damage to clones without the proper 

development of techniques make cloning morally wrong? Second, do the harmful effects on 

family and societal roles and values outweigh the benefits of cloning? Last, does cloning cause 

us to treat clones as objects? I will utilize two main ethical positions in this critique, one 

against cloning by Dr. Leon R. Kass and then one supporting cloning by Dr. John A. 

Robertson.26 In doing so, I will show that the NBAC was correct in its action regarding 

cloning, though some of its arguments were unnecessary to prove their ethical position. 

Because the NBAC has already been explained, I will begin by introducing the arguments of 

Kass and Robertson and then move to the NBAC.

26 While many other coherent arguments on cloning exist, this thesis is not intended to be a catch-all of arguments. Rather I 
have chosen these two philosophers because they have the two strongest arguments for their respective positions, in my 
opinion.
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Kass and Robertson

Dr. Leon R. Kass is the Addie Clark Harding Professor in the committee on Social 

Thought and the College of the University of Chicago. Dr. Kass has written numerous 

publications regarding the ethics of human cloning. Not surprisingly, Kass was interviewed by 

the NBAC during its investigation into cloning. However, his stance on this issue reaches 

much deeper than he had time to elaborate to the NBAC. Kass’ main position on human 

cloning is expressed in his essay “Wisdom of Repugnance.”

In this essay, Kass strays from normal philosophical arguments to assert that human 

cloning is morally unacceptable due to our own innate sense of procreation. Kass defines 

repugnance as, “the emotional expression of deep wisdom, beyond reason’s power fully to 

articulate it.”27 Thus in his argument against human cloning he discusses certain reasons that 

should be universal for wise human beings to reject cloning.

His main position is that cloning is “a major violation of our given nature as embodied, 

gendered, and engendering beings, and of the social relations built on this natural ground.”28 

He bases this claim on the fact that SCNT completely removes sexuality from our 

reproductive process (i.e. it is asexual reproduction). Such an action, he argues, makes not only 

the children created by this process, but also those who participate, less human. “The severing 

of procreation from sex, love, and intimacy is inherently dehumanizing, no matter how good 

the product.”29 This is so simply because the technology creates a misunderstanding of what it 

means to have children as well as the parent-child relationship. These problems with cloning

27 Kass, pg. 18.

28 Kass, pg. 22.

29 Kass, pg. 31.
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lessen our humanity by changing our reproductive nature, which is based on companionship 

and love according to Kass. This is established in the fact that cloning is an asexual, rather 

than sexual reproductive technique.

Most uses of cloning are repugnant to Kass in one way or another. For example, in 

the question of whether or not the potential physical harms caused to humans by cloning is 

ethically wrong, Kass would most certainly agree with the NBAC that these harms are 

repugnant. Kass treats the family as sacred and sees the changing of the family unit and the 

loss of two parents combining to create their offspring as ethically wrong and repugnant. In 

addition, Kass definitely finds the treating of humans as objects as repugnant and something to 

be avoided at all costs.

Dr. John A. Robertson opposes the positions of both Kass and the NBAC with regard 

to human cloning. Dr. Robertson holds the Vinson and Elkins Chair in Law at the University 

of Texas School of Law. He has written about procreative ethics for twenty years and is 

presently a fellow of the Hastings Center, a bioethics resource center.30 Unlike Kass, 

Robertson finds the technological advancement of human cloning to be a paramount 

development in procreative technology. Like Kass, Robertson also gave testimony to the 

NBAC. Moreover, in his essay “Wrongful life, Federalism, and Procreative Liberty,” he 

attacks the NBAC for their inadequate and in some places incorrect treatment of human 

cloning.

Robertson’s main attack on the NBAC report focuses on their claim that SCNT will 

cause harm to human fetuses. He says, “the underlying principle on which it rests would make 

it unethical knowingly or intentionally to give birth to children who are not fully healthy,
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physically or psychologically.”31 Rather Robertson feels that the benefit children receive from 

being brought into the world outweighs any possible harms they might suffer in that process. 

However, as it was shown in chapter four, unconceived children are non-existent beings and 

are therefore ethically neutral.32

Furthermore, he criticizes the NBAC for not being open minded enough to realize 

that all reproductive technologies, in fact all medical procedures come with a list of risks when 

they are first developed. Robertson’s position here is similar to the one stated in chapter two. 

Science is about discovering things about the human body but does not normally take a course 

of action that aims to harm humans outright. Rather, Robertson suggests that we should trust 

scientists to develop cloning technologies in a morally respectable manner. For this is how we 

treat medical advances such as open-heart surgery. Although there is always a possibility that 

someone could die when a surgeon performs open-heart surgery, we still utilize this 

technology.

The importance of Robertson’s argument is that it forces us not to be complacent with 

the legislation now in effect. His essay challenges us to stay on top of the research in SCNT in 

the private sector. For it is his belief that eventually, the NBAC will be proven wrong. As I 

see it, the NBAC’s position is coherent once a couple of their ethical positions are removed.

The NBAC

The ethical position of the NBAC against human cloning can be summarized by five 

positions that are discussed in their report. First, the physical damage possible to a cloned

# ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
30 Pence, pg. 85.

31 Robertson, pg. 89.

32 Cohen, pg. 9.
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person without the proper development of cloning techniques makes cloning morally suspect. 

Next, they feel that clones will experience a loss of individuality in knowing that they are 

clones. Third, there will be effects on family and societal roles and values in general. Fourth, 

children that are produced by SCNT will become objects to their parents and society. Finally, 

the NBAC warns of the possibility of cloning technology being used for eugenics. Yet, these 

statements, as seen in their report, will be thought of as questions for the context of this thesis.

Before moving into the ethical discussion, I will first dismiss the arguments for 

individuality and eugenics. If we were correct in our assessment of the metaphysical 

implications, the second problem stated by the NBAC is not only invalid, but is actually a 

metaphysical question. Therefore, this implication will not be discussed further, as it was 

already shown both biologically and metaphysically that this type of concern is unwarranted. 

Moreover, in the biological chapter, it was proven that the potential risks for cloning to move 

into a eugenic use are against the beliefs of the scientific community because of the detrimental 

possibilities to the viability of our species. Although this does not remove the threat of such 

uses taking place, even banning federal funding to cloning research will not stop that threat, so 

the point is moot.

Physical Harms to the Clone

Therefore, the first viable ethical question posed by the NBAC is, does the possibility 

of doing physical damage to clones without the proper development of techniques make 

cloning morally wrong? In order to answer that question, we must define just what the NBAC 

meant by the phrase “potential physical harms” and then weigh these harms against the 

benefits of cloning humans. If SCNT is attempted on humans, the following risks are 

possible: hormonal manipulation in the egg donor, multiple miscarriages and severe
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developmental abnormalities.33 The basis for this statement relies on the fact that from the 

H first successful case of SCNT only 1 out of 434 attempts produced a viable offspring.

Moreover, that six other lambs were bom from these attempts but suffered major defects 

leading to death shortly after their birth.34 However, the actual risks to the potential unborn 

child will be unknown until sufficient experimentation is performed. Moreover, as stated in 

Chapter Two, it is reasonable to state that no experimentation will take place on human 

subjects until the technique has been perfected on laboratory animals. However, there are 

many differences in the reproductive processes of laboratory animals and humans and thus a 

wide margin for error even if the technique is perfected. Therefore, even when we can create 

the nuclear clones of cows and other large mammals, there must still be an element of 

uncertainty as to whether or not the same procedure will work flawlessly on humans.

In refutation of this point, John Robertson stated that, “The first transfer of a human 

(embryo) clone (into a uterus) will occur before we know whether it will succeed... (And the) 

child who would result would not have existed but for the procedure at issue.”35 So, 

Robertson again argues for the benefits of the potential child. However, as discussed in 

chapter four, if there can be no benefit to a potential child, because this child does not exist 

and is therefore not in need of being helped or brought into the world, then the only benefits 

of cloning that may be realistically discussed are those with regard to already living beings.

The NBAC listed several of these possible benefits in their report: First, cloning will 

allow researchers to generate groups of animals that are genetically identical with which they

* ---------------------------------------
33 NBAC, pg. 65.

34 Wilmut, et. AL pg. 810.

35 NBAC, pg. 66.
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can perform various experiments that necessitate genotypic similarity. Second, cloning will 

allow the rapid propagation of “desirable animal stocks.” Third, this new technology will 

allow us to improve the efficiency of creating and reproducing transgenic livestock. Fourth, 

cloning will allow scientists to produce exact alterations to the genotypes of domestic 

animals.36 Last, if not most importantly, cloning will allow the world to learn much more 

about basic cell differentiation.37 However, all of these benefits pertain to the agricultural 

industry rather than humans. Though we do benefit from this use of cloning indirectly, our 

own reproduction does not receive direct benefits. Humans can benefit from this technology 

by having another reproductive technology to utilize when attempting to bear children with a 

genetic similarity to them. However, because we already have a means of producing 

genetically similar offspring through IVF, the potential benefits of cloning do not outweigh the 

risks.

Roles and Values in the Family and Society 

The second ethical question of human cloning involves the fact that cloning can

drastically affect the values that exist within the family and society, as was seen in the chapter 

on metaphysics. However, do the harmful effects on family and societal roles and values 

outweigh the benefits of cloning? This question must be carefully answered because other 

reproductive technologies exist (TVF) which can have similar effects and yet have not been 

banned due to their potential effects on these values. The family is an institution within 

American society that provides a support structure for society. Families prepare children for 

their lives in society. The NBAC claims that SCNT cloning will adversely modify the present

36 The third and fourth benefits amount to performing eugenics on lower animals.

37 NBAC, pg. 24-25.
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familial roles of “parent” and “child” thus making it more difficult for a child to gain his or her 

independence from the family.38 This is because they foresee parents of clones as being very 

directive in their clone’s life, as they have “already lived” this part of the clone’s life. Treating a 

child in this way would be detrimental to their being able to follow their own dreams and thus 

morally unacceptable. Assuming that the child does make its way into society, they fear that 

having clones will “disrupt the interconnected web of social values, practices, and institutions 

that support the healthy growing of children.”39 This is a similar objection to the family, in 

that society may also expect certain things of the clone of a diplomat or computer genius that 

they normally would not expect of the average person. As Kass states, “cloning radically 

confounds lineage and social relations, for ‘offspring’ as for ‘parents.’”40 Thus, family trees will 

begin to have circles and quite possibly the pride that is taken in one’s family name would be 

forsaken because of resentment of the unwanted expectations of the family and society.

Many people also believe that such complete control over part of a child’s existence, 

their genome, will lead even further into the Broue New WM, with made-to-order children, 

right down to the last gene. Overall, a creation process such as this allows for the normal roles 

of parent and child to be removed from the family. Rather than “parent” and “child,” we 

could now have “master” and “slave.” This point was expressed by Gilbert Meilaender to the 

NBAC. He said, “(Human cloning is) far more emphatically (than other reproductive 

technologies) a kind of production. Far less a surrender to the mystery of the genetic lottery 

which is the mystery of the child who replicates neither Father nor Mother but incarnates their

<fr ----------------------
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40 Kass, pg. 36.
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union. Far more an understanding of the child as a product of human will.”41 The ethical 

problem here is that soon parents might be able to do more than carry on the human race, 

they might be able to create a tool for their own enhancement, such as a donor for vital organs 

that might keep them alive longer.

However, skeptics of this view could point out that no confusion of family roles has 

taken place from children fertilized invitm, thus there is no reason to speculate that any new 

problems would occur. Moreover, cloning still requires the donation of at least one person’s 

genes, which supporters of cloning contend will provide an adequate link between donor and 

clone. However, if only one parent shares this genetic link, then the other parent may either 

feel out of the family loop or not responsible for the child. Such a situation is morally 

undesireable.

Society is an “interconnected web” which relies on all of its members to take some 

sort of active role in fulfilling its goals and dreams. This is not to say that these goals and 

dreams cannot be the enhancement of its members, but what is at stake here is the removal of 

any attempt at equality within a society. Cloning will create two more classes of people: clones 

and non-clones. Attempting to find equality among these two groups will be similar to finding 

equality among whites and blacks. Creating such a division in society is not morally 

responsible as it causes even greater tension on society.

It is also quite possible that the total loss of roles in clones could lead to their 

utilization simply as organ banks. Kass says, “people (could) be bred and cloned for the 

manufacture of human organs (by society) to be traded on the commodity futures market

41 Meilaender, pg. 43.
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(organ futures)?”42 Though using cloning for this purpose is quite repugnant, I am convinced 

| that there are those in the world who are selfish enough to create beings only to benefit

themselves and would make a black market of organs. Taking cloning in this light makes it 

ethically unacceptable.

The position of the NBAC is that humans are not omnipotent over nature. We 

should, rather than looking for control over nature, “respect the appropriate place of 

humankind in the universe to ensure that technology is not allowed to push aside critical social 

and moral commitments.”43

However, proponents, such as Robertson would state that SCNT is not that different 

from other reproductive technologies and those ethicists are simply overly dramatic. In this 

regard, they would attempt to muddy the line between IVF and SCNT. However, doing so is 

only an attempt to mask the differences between the two and thus slide SCNT in existence and 

moral acceptance with IVF. Thus, we must be sure to make specific decisions regarding only 

cloning and not IVF. Moreover, with an attitude such as Robertson’s, this implication is 

quickly pushed aside by touting any changes in roles, because clones will be treated as special 

and will be given a higher place in society, not that of a “slave.” However, none of these 

arguments presents any benefits that will be gained by society or the family with the cloning of 

a human.

Therefore, several reasons exist that show cloning as morally unacceptable in this 

question. Overall, this objection is because human cloning threatens to change family and

e
42 Gardds, pg. 1.
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societal roles and values. These changes in themselves are mostly harms to both the family 

and society and can be avoided by not cloning human beings.

Treating Clones as Objects

The last viable ethical question posed by the NBAC lies in the supposition that cloning 

equates with “making” children rather than “begetting” children.44 It is important here that we 

ask the question, can cloning cause us to treat clones as objects? If so, then cloning is ethically 

wrong, because clones are humans and humans are not objects, but persons. Treating a 

person in such a way demeans their existence. Thus, in order to answer this question, we will 

look at what is meant by changing reproduction from making to begetting.

The supposed distinction between making and begetting is simple; making is 

something we do to create objects or material possessions and can be done by one person, 

while begetting is what two people achieve when they create a living person. Thus, begetting is 

reserved for the union of a man and woman to create a child, while making could be a separate 

physical process used to create a child. As Dr. George Annas said, “Cloning is replication, not 

reproduction, and represents a difference in kind not in degree in the manner in which human 

beings reproduce.”45 This is true, cloning does merely reproduce a nuclear genotype rather 

than allow for the natural genetic lottery to run its course as in natural conception. Thus, to 

follow Annas’ position, replication involves objects while reproduction involves living beings. 

Therefore, cloning causes us to treat clones as objects rather than people.

Furthermore the NBAC said, “when (SCNT) cloning is undertaken not for any 

purported benefit of the child himself or herself, but rather to satisfy the vanity of the nucleus

44 NBAC, pg. 72.

45 Annas, pg. 2.
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donor, or even to serve the need of someone else, such as a dying child in need of a bone 

marrow donor, then some would argue that is goes yet another step toward diminishing the 

person-hood of the child created in this fashion.”46 This is clearly treating the cloned child as 

an object. Ideas such as these are part of what Kass finds simply repugnant about cloning. 

Therefore, in cloning a human being, we are most certainly treating them as objects.

Moreover, treating human beings in such a way adds weight to the possible scenarios of 

changing roles and values in the family and society discussed in the second ethical question.

Robertson would argue that such eventualities are the cost of giving all people their 

“procreative liberty.” He states that we have a social commitment to such liberty and 

apparently, nothing should stand in the way of its achievement. However, holding the 

distinction that Annas made, the liberty involved with cloning and all other reproductive 

technologies is that we have a freedom to be not procreative. Arguments similar to the 

NBAC’s could be utilized against all other forms of artificial assistance to our reproductive 

processes. In one way or another, all attempts to modify this “natural” process can be thought 

to simply satisfy the vanity of the parent and treat the product as an object. Thus, from 

Robertson’s point of view, if we indict cloning as treating children as objects, then we should 

do the same for all other reproductive technologies. This might well be on Kass’ agenda, but 

the state of other biologically distinct technologies is not the issue here. In addition, certainly 

not being alone as a technology that objectifies children does not exempt it from the ethical 

issue. Thus, the prospect of human cloning stands in an ethically negative position.

Overall, the position of the NBAC on human cloning by SCNT is clearly negative. 

They were unable to find adequate benefits for humans to support federal funding of such

46 NBAC, pg. 73.
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experiments. Once can certainly see the line of Kass’ repugnance that moves throughout all 

three ethical questions. Moreover, three out of the five ethical questions stand up beyond 

biological, metaphysical and ethical scrutiny the advocates of human cloning. Therefore, their 

position is sound.
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Chap ter 6

CONCLUSION

In this thesis, I have presented a biological, metaphysical and ethical investigation of 

human cloning in the report of the NBAC. Through this investigation, I dispelled three 

common myths regarding cloning from popular discussions: cloning creating identical people, 

eugenic uses of cloning on humans and scientists performing cloning research on humans 

before proper development of the technique. I also explained the legal side of the cloning 

debate and the history that led up to the NBAC’s recommendation. Moreover, I separated the 

issues proposed by the NBAC into their metaphysical and ethical components in order to 

better explain and criticize them. From this criticism and the removal of myths, I limited the 

ethical issues of human cloning in the NBAC report to three: the potentials for physical harms, 

changing roles and values in the family and society and treating children as objects. Finally, I 

critically examined those three issues as ethical questions utilizing Kass and Robertson’s 

arguments in order to analyze the NBAC’s ethical position. Through this analysis, I found that 

the NBAC was correct in their recommendations to President Clinton.

My intent in this thesis was certainly not to speak for the American people or our 

global society, but rather to raise awareness of the true facts of human cloning. Moreover, 

from this thesis it is my hope that a global conversation regarding this technology can be 

formed. For the only way that a universal decision can be made regarding this technology is if 

the whole world is involved. Human cloning pertains to all humans. It is the right to all of us
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to have a say in what will become of our future generations. Therefore, I propose more 

debates like those held by the NBAC. However, instead of only inviting recognized authorities 

in biology, ethics, law and theology, I would make these debates open to anyone. With 

bioethidsts from around the world as the leaders of these discussions, hopefully we will be 

able to come to a clear decision on this technology and how if at all we want to go about using 

it on ourselves.

If it can be shown that in fact cloning a human will benefit us more than learning more 

about how we develop and function, we must also remember to consider that some things are 

better left a mystery. For the biological considerations that this technology raises and the 

possibilities of its effects on a closed society are unimaginable. This thesis should help society 

to remember to question technology in many different ways before coming to a decision.
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