
Wry, in your opinion, could human cloning " be the bigest dilemmtr
of the z rst century"?

Do you thinh it may be one of humanity's best or uorst irwentiow?

Ian Wilmutt, a Scottish scientist, who announced in r r;tyr,

he had cloned a sheep called Dolly, began a revoluliorr
in the {iclcl of-genetic engineeringl. Rccently the debate on this "hr:arlv
srrbiect"r as a recent article in l'he Ouardian clescribed it, has trct'rr
rcignited3 by the claim, which proved bogusa, of a Korean researchcr-lo
Itave created the first cloned human embryo.

'l'he general public finds it difficulr tos understand this techrrok>uv
brrt it certainly f'ears it because of the awesome6 potential lallout7. W;,rs

[he arrival of Dolly portentouss or propitiouse? ls cloning one of hrlmirn-
ity's best or worst inventions? And dcl srrch questions make it. tJrc biggr:st
rlilcnrma oI'the z rst century?

For the scientists researching into stem cell techrrology, cloning is tht.
orrly rneans to get an unlinrited supply of stem cellslo enabling thenr t()

;ltrrduce tissues idcntical to a patient's for the replacement of'darnagcrl
org?rns. Such so-called "therapeutic" cloning would be nf grcat help to
1x:ople srrffbring from, for example, neurological diseases. As an expcl.l
lium the Newcastle NHStt Fertility (lentrc has recently been quotcd in
thc press as saying, "the goal is not to clone humans, but to under-stantl
tltc causes ol'disease". seen frorn this perspective, oppositiorr to clonirru
:urx)unts to opposing scierrtific progress of unquestionable benefit.

For its opponenh, embryo research is the first step on the road to a
cloned hrrrnan being- it should therefore be banned since it trivializ.cs12
Iili'and so is unethicallt.

Oloning is dcfinitely a hig'hly conrroversial issu<-:: weighing thc potcn-
tiirl lrt:nt:lits lirr hrlmankind against the profound repercussionsra it lnay
Itavt: orr hunran s<rciety is challengintrl enough. But since it raises broatlcr
tlrrt:sliorrs abotrt what lil'e and dcath mean hrr us, it will certainly be onc
r ll'lltc grt'at tlilcntntas ol't-hc s t st ccntury since such questi<lns arc (:on-
rrirl r<l llrt'rrrysrcr-y ol't.lrc lrrrrnarr condition in any t.r'it. (:,r7 rv.rrrs)

Annales d'anglais

'fhe artilicial creation ol'lifi: is ttot a rccelrt idea. Mary Shcllt'y's

lirnltltenstein and closer to tts, Aldor:s f{uxley's l)raue Neat Wo'rkl arrt: litt:t'
ary clirssics wtrich people think of as soon as hutnan cloninU is trtt:tt-

doned. But as scietrce advances, some think crerlti.nS; a htttnan hcing
artificially could well stop beins fictional and ber:ome reality. Will this

urtrctr heralded15 and feared possiLrility becomc "the biggest dilemrna rtl'

the ?rst century"? At first sight this usc of the superlative scents Iitt'
I'etched16, Why shorrld cloning rarise more ethical problems than say, :rirl

to developing cortntrics or the development of ntrclear enerw?
That said, what are the variotts pt>ints ol'view t>n this issue, whiclr is

complex because it involves both reproduction and therapy? On tht'
one hand, reproductive clonins appeals torT some scientists becattse ol-

the challen.qe the technique involvcs: replicating a person I'ront a sirrgtrt'

cell is bound to sound exciting cven if the pror:ess implics many trit's

and little srrccess - as in the case of'animal cloning where the {'ailurcr rirlt'
is very high. For the layrnanls the prospect ol'producing a human bt:irtg

whom they thinkwould look like ttrem is tztntaliz.ingle becausc tltcywotrl<l
feel they have achieved itnmortality2o by living on through thcir clort<'s.

For people unable to procreilte n:rtttrally, like infertile and It<>nrosexttitl

couples, reproductive cloning wotrld open up new possihilities to clo so.

Replacing dead relatives also ranks high am()ns2r the argumertls dcvt'l-

<lped by the proportents2r of reprodttctive cloning. T'hese reas()ns ('iltl

bc easily disrnissed: couples unilble t() pr()create can resort ttl23 tllltt't'
;rssisted reproducl.ion techniques or to adopt.ion; Iilrtherrn<)re, itr('ll'l
pcople supposecl to be unique and therefirrc irreplaceable? The trttitltt<-
ness of the individual is definitely at stake2a here, ineviurbly rtrisirrg

ethical isstrcs.

On the other hancl, therapetttic cloning is a dillerenl. lnatl('l'lrll(I-
eether since its aim is to help wit.h nredical treatmcnt of discast', l):trl i('-

rrlarly descneratiVe diseases. lt has already caused an otttcry25 lirrttt prr r-

liie' advocates becausc it involves tarnpering with26 httmarr t:tttlrt-yos irr
()rder to produce stern cells27, but this techniquc, which litc'trst's olt lltt'
intcrests <lf the patient, is cornpirtitrlewith the basic aim ol'tttcrlicint';ttttl
rkrcs not rneet. with rnrtch opposition fronr the gcncral ptrhlit.

'l'hcrclilre hunran cloning (i.e. reproductivc ail(l n()rl-t1'pro<lrtclir'<')

r:orrlcl be siricl to ltr: one o['t.hc hcsl :rnd onc ol'l.lrt: wotsl irtvt'ttliotts ol

this ccrr(rrly, ()l)c wlrich will provirlt'ltopr: lirr p:ttit:rtts ltlllictctl rvitlr

[.preUves trver correction (0mmentcc:


