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Impact of Cloning Technology 
 

When told that Dr. Richard Seed intended to clone human beings by 2000, Dr. Ian 
Wilmut, Dolly’s creator, stated: “Let me remind you that 1/4 of the lambs born in our 
experiment died within days of birth.  Seed is suggesting that a number of humans would 
be born but others would die because they didn’t properly develop.  That is totally 
irresponsible.”1 

 
Senator Tom Harkin defended human cloning, saying there are not “any 

appropriate limits to human knowledge.  None, whatsoever . . . To my friends Senator 
Bond and President Clinton who are saying ‘Stop, we can’t play God,’ I say ‘Fine. Take 
your ranks alongside Pope Paul V who in 1616 tried to stop Galileo.’”2   

 
Like animal cloning, human cloning poses physical risks to the clone, surrogate 

mother, and egg donor.  Whether cloning to bring about the birth of a child or creating 
cloned embryos for research, a woman is required to take fertility drugs and, while 
superovulating, have her eggs artificially removed.  And a lot of eggs are needed.  One 
estimate is that 100 eggs must be harvested to derive one usable cloned embryo.3  A 
report in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Science estimates that it would cost 
between $100,000 and $200,000 to create a single usable stem cell line.4  The South 
Korean team that created cloned human embryos used 242 harvested eggs from 16 
volunteers, and observers have raised concerns about whether the egg donors truly 
understood the risks and benefits of the egg-retrieval process.5 

 
One study speculates that it may be possible to create human embryo stem cells 

without eggs, a feat the authors reported would “overcome the ethical and practical 
limitations” of research cloning.  Citing an earlier study, the authors wrote that it might 
be possible to manipulate genes in somatic cells so the cells grow directly into embryonic 
stem cells, eliminating the interim step of inserting the somatic cell into an egg. 6  Even if 
cloning can be performed without human eggs, it does not follow that there would no 
longer be any “ethical” limitation or objection to creating human embryonic stem cells 
solely for research or to bring about the birth of a child.   
 

 Even assuming cloning posed no physical risks, cloning could have a devastating 
emotional impact on the cloned child.  If, for example, parents chose genetic donors on 
the basis of a particular talent, they might exert an improper amount of coercion to get the 
child to develop those talents.  If the child’s talent fell short of the donor’s talent, the 
parents and child might devalue the child and his or her future.  Cloning also raises the 
risk that a child about whom genetic information is known in advance will experience 
limited opportunities or discrimination.  For example, parents who know about their 
child’s genetic status for recessive or late-onset disorders might attempt to limit the 
child’s exposure to certain environments, educational or vocational experiences, or to 
influence the child’s reproductive and familial choices.  Knowledge of a child’s genetic 
make-up might result in insurance or employment discrimination against or for the cloned 
individual.  These concerns are directly contrary to what philosopher Joel Feinberg refers 
to as a child’s right to an “open future.”7  Cloning, says lawyer Franc is Pizzulli, 
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represents the potential for “abuses of the power to control another person’s destiny -- 
both psychological and physical -- of an unprecedented order.”8  Philosopher Mary 
Midgley described the response to the news of mammalian cloning:  “It is primarily a 
fantasy about power.  What is disturbing doesn't seem to be the prospect of these things 
actually happening, but the kind of excitement which the power fantasies generate, not 
just at the street level, but perhaps also among the kind of people who control funds for 
scientific research.”9 
 
 In stark contrast to those who argue that cloning will result in strained parent-
child relationships, some contend that cloning, and the potential for cloning, is 
psychologically beneficial to infertile individuals and others, such as gay men and 
women, who choose not to reproduce sexually. 10  John Robertson believes that cloning 
should be classified as a form of human reproduction, and protected as such, at least if it 
is the only way for an individual to have a “genetically-related child.”11  Another 
commentator argues that cloning allows the somatic cell donor to select desirable parents 
for his or her clone, allowing the somatic cell donor to have a “delayed twin” raised by 
“better” parents.12  In this manner, cloning psychologically benefits the DNA donor, the 
surrogate parents, and the cloned child.13  The cell donor serves as an “instruction 
manual” about the genetic component of a cloned child, which would assist the parent in 
guiding the child vis-à-vis his or her natural talents, diseases, and other needs.14  
Bioethicist Gregory Pence posits that the father-child relationship might be stronger when 
the child is cloned.  Mr. Pence notes that “fathers often have had little relation to small 
children,” and “having a child who looked like you and had your genes” would result in a 
“stronger-than-normal social bond between father and son.”15   
 

Two questions immediately come to mind:  Aren’t there better ways to establish a 
connection between men and their sons -- ways, in fact, that would have additional social 
benefits (such as fostering more paternity leaves for men)?  And, what happens to the 
relationship between men and daughters?  Fathers have traditionally underinvested in the 
welfare of their daughters (by no t providing as much support for daughters’ education, 
for example).  Enhancing the bond between fathers and their clones might lead to even 
fewer resources going to daughters. 

 
Aside from the debate about the ethical and physical risks of cloning, the cost is likely 
prohibitive for most.  Dr. Alan Trounson, who has cloned several species, estimates that 
it would cost $1 million to clone a human. 16  The Raelians, who claimed in 2002 to have 
created the first cloned baby girl, say that while they have not yet started to charge for 
their services, ultimately it will cost $200,000 for their services.17 
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