Kálmán Nyéky 
Human cloning and bioethics

The origins and objective of cloning
On 27th February 1997 Nature magazine published the news1 about a successful series of experiments in the course of which a female sheep, which later became known as Dolly, was managed to be cloned. Cloning is not a strange, unfamiliar expression any more. We hear and read a lot about it on the radio, TV, in newspapers and in informal conversations, too. The main ethical question in this field is whether to clone human beings or not. Of course, genetic intervention in the case of animals is not unproblematic either. By cloning people usually mean the artificial reproduction of a genetically identical copy of a biological organism. In the case of Dolly we can only talk about that by omitting certain circumstances, one of the facts often withheld in the literature, for example, is the role of the mitochondrial DNA in the early embryonic stage of ontogeny, which is not yet clarified. Thus, in cloning experiments these rather minute mitochondrial DNA chains in the cytoplasm – at least in comparison to other genetic materials – have an impact on the new fused nucleus even after removing the nucleus. In this sense we cannot talk about perfect genetic identity, merely the radical reduction of natural diversification in generation. Apart from this it can be stated that it was indeed a significant revelation, primarily because they managed to clone a viable mammal without the help of gametes, basically in an asexual way, with the fusion of the nucleus of a somatic cell and an ovum deprived of its cell. This often quoted assumption is only partly true, on the one hand because there is no direct sexual contact in artificial insemination either, on the other hand because a generic cell, the ovum is still needed here to be able to reactivate the genome after the fusion. The scientific sphere does not know any fully asexual method of reproduction (i.e. one independent of sexes) in the case of advanced mammals.
Theoretically, there is a chance for cloning humans as well. We will approach the question primarily from the aspect of bioethics. Can we, should we clone humans? The problem is very complex. The alteration of hereditary genetic information, intervention into the germ line may have unforeseeable consequences at late descendants even with animals. In case of human beings the question should be approached with even more sense of responsibility.
Most people have aversions to the thought of being cloned themselves, while others are attracted exactly by the peculiarity of the matter. Those who tend to be shallow as far as ethics are concerned rarely see further than the emotional aspects. Few people would reject cloning if the lives of others could be saved with it. This is called therapeutic cloning. This latter concept was introduced by researchers who realised that they had to face insurmountable resistance if they want to continue the cloning experiments. The difference lies not so much in the technology rather in the final goal. In this case the aim is not to bring a human being to in course of the launched process but to be able to use the embryo for other purposes, for example for producing medicines or organ transplants. Can the end justify the means? Can we use human beings to make medicines out of them? Is man nothing more but a biological substance? 
International estimation of cloning 

In August 2000 Great-Britain gave the green light to such experiments with therapeutic aims. The goal of those experiments was to produce tissues from very young embryonic cells which are expected to serve as effective ways of treatment for now incurable diseases. While the British laws allow the cloning of embryos with therapeutic purposes (therapeutic cloning), they strictly forbid reproductive human cloning where the objective is to produce viable descendants. Latter is also called cloning for birth. In addition, the British government gave the freedom to the MPs to vote according to their own conscience in this delicate ethical question.2 
Freedom of conscience, however, is not merely the right to free choice, but the preceding information should be comprehensive as well, i.e. objective. If after all laws against humanity are enacted, which confront mankind, citizens cannot be obliged to accept them and eventually the respect for lawfulness will be endangered. It is not an extenuating but rather an aggravating circumstance in judicial verdicts if the crime against humanity was committed premeditatedly, intentionally and based on conviction.
At the same time researchers in the United States of America also got permission to conduct research on embryonic tissues. The usage of these embryos is only possible under several conditions, which are kept under strict control of the National Institute of Health (NIH). Cells can only come from frozen embryos which were left in course of the treatment of sterility, the donors cannot accept anything in return and they have to renounce their right of control concerning the future of the embryos. Every research process has to be submitted to the decision of an ethical committee. State-financed American researchers face further restrictions, as well. They can work with cells gained from embryos, but they cannot participate in the production or destruction thereof. So officially researchers conduct research on cells and not on embryos. This minor distinction makes it possible to get around the law passed in 1996 by the Congress which forbids the central funding of researches using embryos.3 It is easy to see the caution with which the problem is being handled. We also have to be aware of the fact that ethical committees have a broad scope of competence in the USA. Still, with this decision the gap on the – otherwise rather imperfect – legal protection network of human embryos has definitely widened. Does the purpose of using humans change the condition of being human, too? Can we talk about solely human substance if human embryos are concerned? Although some people would like to make a distinction between pre-embryos and embryos, using the previous term for the first 14 days or respectively till the end of the possibility of twinning, this distinction seems a bit artificial and is not standardized in scientific literature either. It is rather aimed at getting round ethical bounds in order to achieve that so far forbidden experiments on embryos should become possible.
The European Parliament reacted on the events surprisingly fast. It answered with a clear and determined ‘no’ to the issue of human cloning, whatever the objective thereof may be. The document accepted in Strasbourg declares that therapeutic cloning is inconsistent with human dignity. The Parliament also stated that there were other methods for treating serious diseases and urged the United Nations to declare a universal and explicit prohibition on the cloning of human beings in any phase of their development or growth.4 
As opposed to all this, there are people who go even further and – though a bit unscientifically – see a chance for eternal life in the success of the cloning of mammals. According to a possible line of thought, if we manage to copy and store the information stored by the brain on an external data media, and ‘replay’ it in an individual with identical appearance, we would practically save all the experiences of a long life and so the person him/herself would become identical with the person who served as the source of information. Doctor Frankenstein in the famous tale revived men after constructing them from various body parts of deceased persons. The question of course is not that simple. The misconception that the progress of science cannot be stopped may make many people go off the track of humanity, at least theoretically. Are we really identical with to the sum of our genome and our experiences? Or is there something more in human beings which makes them capable of love, adoration and hatred towards others? Many would like to simplify humans to the level of mathematical formulae. We tend to think today that it is better if everything is calculable and predictable. This virtual, always precisely predictable world is almost getting conceivable in its appearance. At the same time, which one of us would not have aversions to the thought of describing a relationship based on love with a formula? Isn’t there a difference between altruistic love and an action motivated by calculation? The computer will praise me if I manage to solve a problem, but do I appreciate that in the same way as if it came from one of my friends? It seems that we have got far away from our topic, though actually we have only scratched the surface. Thus, the basic question of cloning is deeply human: Who am I? Who do I want to clone and why? We cannot go through all the disciplines that deal with the issue, neither would this book be enough for it, but we try to give a chance to everyone to think about it and get to their own individual conclusion.
Cloning in the light of procreation 

Originally cloning did not only mean the production of a genetic copy of multi-cellular beings but also a copy of a part of the DNA, which was successfully applied by medical biology for example in the artificial production of insulin, when the insulin producing parts of the DNA were successfully copied in bacteria with pharmaceutical aims. The name had already been used in plant breeding for the procedure in the course of which genetically identical offspring were created. Naturally, this latter process cannot be considered as ethically comparable with the copying of a human being’s whole for any reason.
Let’s get back for a second to the series of experiments made in 1997 by Ian Wilmut and his colleagues. Then DNA taken from the nucleus of a somatic cell from the udder of a female lamb – containing the vast majority of genetic information on the individual – was isolated by a special technology and was inserted into a ripe ovum which was deprived of its nucleus. When they managed to achieve that the new cell behaved like a fertilised ovum, it was inseminated into another ewe. The first viable lamb that was born this way, Dolly was certainly the scientific result of a long series of trials.5 Today this experiment is also conducted on humans. At the moment of writing these lines we do not know about any human beings born that way, but many people believe that it is only a question of time. The legislation of most countries prohibits these kinds of experiments, the Oviedo Convention, signed in 1998 was also formulated in this spirit. Nevertheless, as we have mentioned, there are efforts for the liberalisation of legislation in this field. With the recent permission of experiments on human embryos in Britain and later in the USA the theoretical possibility of cloning emerged, as well – even though it is regulated by strict rules in those countries. At present it is punished all over the world if the objective of cloning is the birth of a child. The case of an Italian physician, Severino Antinori is well-known who was expelled from the Italian Medical Chamber because he made preparations for trying to perform human cloning for birth on a ship sailing on international waters, just to avoid the legal consequences of his deed. The question arises whether there is a limit up to which the laws on the protection of humanity apply. Can we do whatever we want on international waters? Many people think today that it is actually the case. It is even called by the name: “an illusory sense of omnipotence” to be observed at certain scientists.6 The inadequacy of the expression ‘therapeutic cloning’ can be seen here too. The Italian physician calls cloning for reproduction therapeutic7, as well, because his aim with it was to help infertile people, who were unable to produce gametes in the natural way, to have children. In fact, the distinction is only aimed at deceiving public opinion. Unfortunately, cloning can by no means cure infertile people, in comparison to the objectives of some non in vitro forms of assisted reproduction it only tries to help forget the related psychic suffering. This, however, cannot be a sufficient justification for experimenting with other human beings without their consent. 
The question of control also arises. Who should exercise control over scientists? That task usually belongs to the competence of Ethical Committees. At the same time, however, it is obviously law-makers, who set the possible external frameworks for it. If the law-maker is permissive, it is rather difficult for an ethical committee to be strict. This is well shown by the short sentence with which the completed Code of Ethics was handed over to János Makó, former leader of the Ethical Board of the Hungarian Medical Chamber: “I cannot be more ethical (?).”8 Ethics always points forward and urges people to perform beyond the legal regulations, not only to adhere to them literally.
It may seem surprising, but it is often emotions that decide at the forming of opinions, even among scientists. Some scientists consider cloning to be permissible, if, for example, we want to help sterile couples, because they feel sympathy for them, but the same scientists reject it in cases where people would like to have a deceased relative back that way. In the second case it is listed among the reasons that we do not know the mechanism of cloning well enough and it may occur that the cells are not absolutely new as far as their past, for example their age is concerned.9 Hence, the child will be older at the time of birth and he/she will presumably not have the chance to live a life of normal length. That argument applies for the first case, as well, since there the nucleus used is approximately of the same age as the member of the couples from whom it was gained. It would be important to think reasonably even if our emotions would dictate something else.

Roberto Andorno rightly defines the right to genetic identity as a fundamental human right.10 The objective of cloning is to create a human embryo with the same identity. The fact that genetic identity occurs in nature, though very rarely (0,4-1%), in the case of monozygotic twins does not justify that we could induce this effect deliberately. The aim is to achieve that apart from the result the purpose should also be worthy of a human being, and we should not become like the ones who, with Andorno’s words, “create people as a demiurge halfgod”.11 The fundamental problem with cloning is that it reduces human beings to the level of objects. Humans become something that can be manufactured, bought and sold and used, which is by no means acceptable and does not serve human development and freedom. Procedures violating fundamental rights, whatever their purpose may be, cannot be considered ethical.

If we think of human beings as mere mammals, it is rather difficult to answer the question concerning the difference between zoology and anthropology. There are various arguments that support the emergence of human beings from the animal world.
There are people today who tend to neglect these arguments, they (like the Australian Singer) even refer to the people proclaiming these ideas, as representatives of “speciesism”12 , which – as mentioned earlier – would by definition be at the same level with racism or sexism. Contrary to this, Martin Rhonheimer points out that members of the latter group are to be disapproved of exactly because of the fact that they discriminate within one race and do not acknowledge belonging to a race, which is fundamental for all beings and paves the way for equality between humans.13 Nevertheless, in Singer’s opinion, animals have the same fundamental rights as humans. Surprisingly, however, his conclusions do not indicate that the life of the animals should also be protected under all circumstances; on the contrary, he assumes that human life should not be protected in all cases either. Of course this final conclusion is covered in the proper guise so one tends to believe what he/she reads while studying his works. It is sometimes indeed hard to differentiate between sophisticated pseudo-argumentations and the logical reasonable thinking that wishes to take every detail into consideration. But can we gather grapes of thorns? A tree shall be known by its fruits.14 It is not true that the tree is good, if its fruit is bad or poisonous. Human life must be protected under all circumstances, this should be the subject of our efforts even in critical cases. Nobody can be rejected just because we assume that their life is not worthy of living (yet or any more) and therefore we deny that it is a human being concerned. The grievous events of the past century showed what happens if the protection of human lives is not a priority, only the full exploitation of the physical resources of their body. The unacceptability of the events that took place then has become obvious for everyone by now. The same may be the assumed in later centuries of the notion that embryos should not be considered human? It is easier to understand that we have to be careful with formulating judgements on humans if we try to look at our own era from a historical point of view.
The most often cited argument of people in favour of cloning is that science cannot be stopped, progress cannot be hindered. We may agree with them that science is basically something good and its progress is advantageous for humanity. It is true as long as we can really talk about progress. The aim of development is to achieve profit for humanity and not for science. So the question is not whether we should hinder science or not. It is not even about differences in our worldview. The subject of the debate is whether science advances in the direction of becoming an ethical science that serves humanity or not. Science is always ethical as well otherwise it would eventually destroy that momentary advantage which it is supposed to have revealed. Science is not for its own sake but for humans. No research can be based on the destruction of human beings. Science has to serve life and never its destruction. The path towards the progress of science cannot lead through inhuman solutions.
Adult stem cell research as an alternative to cloning
The issue of cloning came up recently in connection with the question concerning the production of stem cells. Stem cells are cells that are characterised mainly by two features:15 1. undefined or extended ability of renewing themselves, which means that they are able to divide without differentiation; 2. the ability to create temporary primordial cells out of which highly differentiated cells (nerve-cells, muscle-cells, haematogenous cells, etc.) might evolve. Stem cells are also called staminal cells (ES, Esc, Embryonic Stem Cells). Basically, we distinguish two types of stem cells. One is the so-called adult stem cell, which is to be found in adult organisms, the other one is the so called embryonic stem cells in the early stage of embryo development. The two types of cells are not fully identical. The main difference is that under natural circumstances embryonic stem cells in the possibility of developing a whole being in the is present, while it is not possible to develop an adult being from an adult stem cell. 
Just like in the case of abortion and artificial insemination, the disputes flared up since human embryos were also involved in stem cell researches. At present researchers use either embryos left over from in vitro fertilisation or embryos produced exclusively for this purpose. In the early blastula stage the embryoblast (ICM) is removed which necessarily entails the destruction of the embryo. These cells are cultivated on an appropriate substrate and then through various procedures cell lines are gained which are able to maintain the characteristics of the stem cell for months or even years.16 The main aspect in the ethical estimation of the researches is whether embryos are human or not. Embryonic stem cells can most easily be retrieved from embryos by destroying them. Those who are convinced that the life of humans has already started at that time will of course proclaim that early stage embryonic cells cannot be used if it poses a disproportionate risk on the embryo, not to mention the case if the embryo deceases. Naturally, the embryo cannot be asked for consent to participate in the experiments in this case either.
That is exactly why the opinion of the supporters of adult stem cell research as an ethical acceptable solution becomes more and more dominant. Adult stem cells are naturally prevalent in all adult organisms. They make the regeneration of certain cells possible. The problem is that they are very rare (the ratio is 1:10 000 to 1:15 000 in the bone-marrow, for example) therefore they are difficult to isolate. It can be owed to them, for example, that the liver can regenerate after a partial hepatitis, or muscle fibres can revive in certain stages of life in patients suffering from neuromuscular diseases, but they also play a significant role in the healing of lesions.
Stem cells in the bone-marrow make the reproduction of certain blood cells possible. That is the basis of bone-marrow transplantation, which is carried in course of chemotherapeutic treatments as a result of which haematopoietic cells might have been destroyed. In this case bone-marrow can come from an adequate donor or the patients themselves. In the latter case the bone-marrow which was taken and conserved prior to the treatment is transplanted back. Afterwards, these cells are able to reunite the bone-marrow and reproduce the missing blood cells.
Stem cells in the skin are able to cure certain skin diseases, for example extended burn injuries. In this case a piece of the healthy skin of either the patient or a donor is grown in vitro then, after the evolvement of a thin epithelium which is transplanted on the injured surface.

Most recent research shows that these adult stem cells are – although only under adequate circumstances – able to adopt the characteristics of other organs too. Thus, these cells show great flexibility. All these results open new opportunities of treatment.

Returning to our original question we may conclude that what really serves human beings can often be found by following the narrower path. The seemingly easier and more promising way through the destruction of human embryos attracts many people but in this case the narrow path, the adult stem cell research might lead to life, for which many take a clear stand today. 
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