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material is used, it could easily be used o repro-
duce living or deceased persons withour their
consent—a threat to reproductive freedom  thar
lhas received relatively little attention.

Some possible misconceptions need o be
avoided. Cloning is not Xeroxing: the clone of
Bill Clinton, though his genenc double, would
enter the world hairless, toothless, and peeing in
his diapers, like any other human infant. But
neither is cloning just like narmral rwinning: the
cloned twin will be identical ro an older, existing
adult; and it will arise not by chance but by delib-
erate design; and its entire genetic makeup will be
preselected by its parents and /or scientists.

Moreover, the success rate of cloning, at least
at first, will probably not be very high: the Scots
mansferred ™wo  hundred  sevenry-seven  adulr
nuclei into sheep eggs, implanted twenty-nine
clonal embryos, and achicved the birth of only
one live lamb clone.

For this reason, among others, it is unlikely
that, at least for now, the practnce would be very
popular; and there s limde immediare worry of
mass-scale production of multicopies. Sall, for
the tens of thousands of people who sustain
more than three hundred assisted-reproduction
clinics in the United Stares and already avail
themselves of in vitro fertilization and other
techniques, cloning would be an oprion with
virmally no added fuss. Panos Zavos, the
Kentucky reproduction  specialist who  has
announced his plans to done a child, claims that
he has already received thousands of e-mailed
requests from people cager o clone, despite the
known risks of failure and damaged offSpring.
Should commercial interests develop in “nucleus-
banking,™ as they have in sperm-banking and
egg-harvesting; should famous athletes or other
celebrines decide to market their DNA the way
they now marker their autographs and nearly
everything else; should techniques of embryo
and germline genetic testing and manipulation
amve as anticipated, increasing the use of
laboratory assistance in order w obtain “better”
babics—should all this come o pass, clomng, if
it is permitted, could become more than a
marginal practice simply on the basis of free
reproductive choice.

Whar are we o think abour this prospect?
Nothing good. Indeed, most people are repelled
by nearly all aspects of human cloning: the possi-
bility of mass production of human beings, with
large clones of look-alikes, compromised in their
individuality; the idea of father-son or morher-
danghrer “mwins™; the bizarre prospecr of a
woman bearing and rearing a genetic copy of
herself, her spouse, or even her deceased father
or mother; the grotesqueness of conceiving a
child as an exact “replacement™ for another who
has died; the unlitanan creanon of embryonic
duplicates of oneself, to be frozen away or creared
when needed o provide homologous tissues or
organs for rtransplantation; the narcissism of
those who would cdone themselves, and the
arrogance of others who think they know who
deserves o be cloned; the Frankensterman hubns
to create a human life and increasingly to control
is destiny; men playing at being God. Almost no
one finds any of the suggested reasons tor human
cloning compellng, and almost everyone anta-
pates its possible misuses and abuses. And the
popular belief that human cloning cannot be
prevented makes the prospect all the more
revolting.

Revulsion s not an argument; and some
of yesterday’s repugnances are today calmly
accepred—nor always for the berter. In some
crucial cases, however, repugnance is the
emotional expression of deep wisdom, beyond
reason’s power completely to articulate it. Can
anyone really give an argument fully adequate to
the hormor  thar s father-danghter  incest
{even with consent), or besnality, or the munla-
tion of a corpse, or the cating of human flesh, or
the rape or murder of another human being?
Would anybody’s falure to give full ratonal
justificanon for his revalsion at those pracnices
make that revalsion cthically suspect?

1 suggest that our repugnance at human
cloning belongs in this category. We are repelled
by the prospect of coning human beings not
because of the strangeness or the novelty of the
undertaking, bur because we intnr and we feel,
immediarely and withour argument, the violadon
of things that we rightfully hold dear. We sense
that cloning represents a profound defilement of
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