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is not the issue over which they would choose
to make their stand. And the answer o the first
question scems pretty plain. Whar we should do
is work to prevent human cloning by making
it illegal.

We should aim for a global legal ban, if
possible, and for a wunilareral natonal ban ar a
minimum—and scon, before the fact is upon us.
To be sure, legal bans can be violated; but we
certainly curtall much mischief by owlawing
incest, voluntary servitude, and the buying and
scling of organs and babies. To be sure, renegade
scientists may secretly undertake o violate such a
law, but we can deter them by both criminal
sanctions and monetary penaltes, as well as by
removing any incentive they have to proudly
claim credir for their rechnological bravado.

Such a ban on clonal baby-making will not
harm the progress of basic genenic scicnce and
technology. On the contrary, it will reassure the
public thar scientists are happy to proceed without
violanng the deep ethical norms and mmmoons
of the human community. It will also protect
honorable scientists from a public backlash against
the brazen misconduct of the rogues. As many
scientists have publicly confessed, free and worthy
scicnce probably has much more o fear from a
strong public reaction to a cloning fiasco than
it does from a cloning ban, provided thar rhe
ban is judiciously crafied and vigorously enforced
against those who would violate it....

. I now believe that what we need s an
all-our ban on human cloning, including the crea-
non of embryonic dlones. 1 am convinced thar all
halfway mecasures will prove to be morally, legally,
and strategically flawed, and—most important—
that they will not be effective in obtaining the
desired result. Anyone truly sefous about prevent-
ing human reproductive cloning must seck to stop
the process from the beginning. Our changed
adrcumstances, and the now evident defects of
the less restricuve altermatives, make an all-out
ban by far the most attractive and effective option.

Here's why_ Creating cloned human children
(“reproductive  cloning™) necessanly begins by
producing cloned human embryos. Preventing
the latter would prevent the former, and prudence
alone might counsel building such a “fence
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around the law.” Yer some sciennists favor embryo
cloning as a way of obraining embryos for research
or as sources of cells and tissues for the possible
benefit of others. (This practice they misleadingly
call “therapeutic cloning™ rather than the more
accurate “cloning for rescarch™ or “experimental
cloning,” so as ro obscure the facr thar the clone
will be “treated™ only to exploitation and destruc-
tion, and that any potential future beneficiaries
and any future “therapies™ are at this point purely
hypothencal. )

The prospect of creating new human hife
solely o be exploited in this way has been
condemned on moral grounds by many people—
including The Washingron Post, President Clinton,
and many other supporters of a woman's right to
abortion—as displaying a profound disrespect for
life. Even those who are willing to scavenge
so-called *spare embryos™—those products of in
vitro fertilization made in excess of people’s
reproductive needs, and otherwise likely to be
discarded—draw back from creanng human
embryos explicitly and solely for rescarch purposes.

They reject outright what they regard as
the exploitation and the instrumentalization of
nascent human life. In addivon, others who are
agnostic abour the moral stams of the embryo
see the wisdom of not needlessly offending
the sensibilities of their fellow crtizens who are
opposed to such practices.

But even setting aside these obvious moral
first impressions, a few moments of reflection
show why an ann-cloning law thar permirred the
cloning of embryos but cnminabzed their rransfer
to produce a child would be a moral blunder. This
would be a law that was not merely permissively
“pro-choice™ but emphatically and prescriptively
“anuo-life.” While permitting the creaton of an
embryonic life, it would make it a federal offense
to try to keep it alive and brng it to birth.
Whartever one thinks of the moral status or the
ontological status of the human embryo, moral
sense and practical wisdom recoil from having
the government of the United Srawes on
record as requinng the destrucnion of mascenr
life and, whar is worse, demanding the punish-
ment of those who would act to preserve it by
(feloniously!) giving it birth.
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