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Genesis 1.26-31 (NRSV)

Then God said,“Let us make humankind
in our image, according to our likeness; and
let them have dominion over the fish of the
sea, and over the birds of the air, and over
the cattle, and over all the wild animals of
the earth, and over every creeping thing that
creeps upon the earth.”

So God created humankind in his image,
in the image of God he created them;
male and female he created them.

Godblessed them,and God said to them,
“Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth
and subdue it; and have dominion over the
fish of the sea and over the birds of the air
and over every living thing that moves upon
the earth.” God said, “See, I have given you
every plantyielding seed that is upon the face
of all the earth, and every tree with sced in
its fruit; you shall have them for food. And
to every beast of the earth, and to every bird
of the air, and to everything that creeps on
the earth, everything that has the breath of
life, I have given every green plant for food.”
And it was so. God saw everything that he
had made, and indeed, it was very good. And

there was evening and there was morning,
the sixth day.

Because of your tax dollars, I had a won-
derful experience last week. The multibillion
dollar Human Genome Project, funded by
the Department of Energy and the National
Institutes of Health hasincluded inits budget
a 49 set aside to be spent on exploring the
ethical and spiritual implications of this
astounding research. So, at the end of April
twelve mainline Protestant clergy were pulled
togetheratalovely conference centerin West
Virginia. We were asked to talk about the
Pastoral Implications of the Human Genome
Project. I was invited thanks to you—or ]
should say, thanks to Tom Ward.

Ten years ago, when this whole idea of
sequencing the genetic structure of human
beings still seemed like science fiction to
most of, Tom and others in this church saw
what was coming—a magnificent step for-
ward in unraveling the mysteries of how we
are made—with all kinds of possibilities for
healing disease and relicving suffering. But
also with the scary possibilities of “playing
God"—of deciding what is normal, what
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is beautiful, what is acceptable within the
human body. And so, in 1991, our Session,
through National Capital Presbytery, over-
tured the General Assembly of the Presby-
terian Church (USA) to study this issue and
begin to wrestle with the ethical and social
implications of such wonderful and fearful
knowledge. The result of all that was the
publication last summer of a book of essays
written by a variety of Presbyterian scientists
and theologians, including our own Parish
Associate, Jim Miller. And I got to spend
three days in a lovely place, immersed in a
crash course on genetics.

A word of warning. I barely passed
Biology and Chemistry and Physics in high
school. It was only my meticulous lab work
that pulled me through. So if I mutilate
scientific theory and vocabulary in any way
this morning, I apologize to all you micro-
biologists and research physicians sitting in
these pews.

Ifyou have been reading the papers in the
last month or so, you know that the folks at
the NIH working on this, as well as a private
research corporation here in Rockville, have
bothjust completed mapping, or naming, the
sequence of genes that are the building blocks
of the 23 chromosomes each one of us have
in our bodies. It is important to know that
they have mapped @ human genome, not the
human genome. In God’s winsome design,
there is infinite variety among human beings
and though this new genetic information is
valuable, it doesn’t completely describe the
unique protein structure of each one of us.

The simple definition of a gene is “a
factor on chromosomes that control char-
acteristics or traits.” Genes are made up of
nucleotides—there are more than 3 billion
nucleorides inan average humanbeing—and
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each gene iscomposed of anywhere from 500
to 100,000 nucleotides. It is the combina-
tion of nucleotides that create the particular
chemical structure of a gene which then pro-
vides instruction for the production of pro-
teins. Got it? That leads to who we are—the
color of our eyes, our bone structure, our
height, our intelligence, our skin color—you
name it. There are wild genes—which are
what normal genes are called—and there
are mutant genes—and that’s where breast
cancer and Alzheimer’s and dwarfism and
congenital blindnessand other human trauma
gets started. Obviously, now that we know
where those genes are and what they are, in
theory and soon in practice, we will be able
to just remove the bad gene, and replace it
with a good gene, and voila! the problem is
fixed! But it isnt that easy, either scientifi-
cally or ethically.

Two astonishing findings emerged from
the recent mapping of a human genome. First
of all, since yeast has 6,000 genes and fruit
flies have about 30,000 genes, scientists were
pretty sure that we complex and magnificent
human beings must have at least 60,000 or
even 100,000 genes. Well, they were very
wrong. What they discovered was that we
have about 38,000 genes, very close to our
cousin the fruit fly! So much for the superi-
ority of humanity! The other discovery had
to do with variety. Instead of just a wild or
normal gene and a mutant gene, there are
many variations of what are called alleles—up
to 550 variations when you consider the gene
controlling cystic fibrosis alone. Simply put,
that means that there are no easy answers
either to what is normal or to what causes
particular forms of behavior or disease.

Now the question for us this morning is
what God has to do with all of this—and,
because we are God’s creation—what we
have to do with it. Our scripture reading for
today makes it clear that we have a dilemma.
According to the creation stories in Genesis,
God is the creator, the designer , the source
and wonder of all creation, and we, as those
created in the image of God are to be the
stewards, the protectors, the caretakers of
God’screation. The word “image”in Hebrew
is selenn which literally means “statue.” So we
are God'’s statue, God’s representative, God’s
“stand in” in this world. And the uniquely
human way we “stand in” for God is through

“GENE ETHICS”

thinking, through our valuing, through
finding meaning and purpose in the world
around us. So, from the biblical perspective,
this whole genomics effort seems to be part
ofbeing Co-Creators with God—our human
action as part of the evolutionary unfolding
of creation. (Thanks to Cynthia Crysdale for
this thought). And itis a fearful thing, fearful
in scripture meaning both awesome—full of
wonder—and terrifying—full of danger.

So, let me just sketch a few responses
which we as people of faith might make to
this awesome, dangerous knowledge that
those with God-given talents have just
unraveled for us.

1. As people of faith, we are to acknowl-
edge the wonder, the creativity, yes, even the
holiness, of what has just been discovered.
Such knowledge does not threaten the provi-
dence and sovereignty of God. It just leads
to bigger questions and as Wendell Berry
suggests it “just pushes back and enlarges
the circumference of mystery.” Or as Fran-
cis Collins, the head of the NIH Human
Genome Project—who is also an evangelical
Presbyterian—as Collins says: “What we have
discovered is far grander than our genetic
instruction. What we are seeing and hearing
is the very Language of God.”

2. As people of faith, we must constantly
look at the big picture and encourage the
scientific community to do the same. God
is big enough to embrace all this rerrifying
knowledge we have just discovered, and big
enough toworryabout the consequences, and
so should we. One scientist who has created
arobot has suggested that there is no danger
in what he has done because this robot only
plays soccer. But as another person pointed
out to him, the technology he used to create
his robotic playmate is the very same technol-
ogy undergirding Tomahawk missiles. Yes,
my friends, we must be very caretul with this
wonderful knowledge.

3. As people of faith, we must question
and demolish the “gene myth"—the assump-
tion that our genetic map completely controls
us, that our genetic imprint is somehow the
new definition of the soul. We know that in
our own lives,environmental factors, personal
will, and most of all the grace of God shape us
jJust as much as our biology. The complexity
and wonder of who we completelyare is God’s
gift to us and this new scientific information

“Genes” continues on page 8 >>>
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“THINKING ABOUT PERSPECTIVES”

Stem Cell Research: Theological Perspectives

By Miriam M. Dixon

PASTCF Member

Dr. Dixon is the Pastor of First Presbyterian Church of Golden, Colorado. The following reflections
are taken from a program on September 8, 2001 organized by the churchs Science and Theology
Ministry Team. Dr. Dixon’s reflections followed a presentation on stem cell research science.

I Psaim 139

O Lord, You have examined my bheart and know
everything about me.

You know when I sit down or stand up.

You know my every thought when far away.

You chart the path ahead of me and tell me where
to stop and rest.

Every moment You know where I am.

You know what I am going to say even before
Isay it, Lord,

You both precede and follow me.

You place Your hand of blessing on my head.

Such knowledge is too wonderful for me, too
great for me to know!

I can never escape from Your Spirit!

1 can never get away from Your presence.

If I go up to heaven, You are there; 1f I go down
to the place of the dead, You are there.

If I'ride the wings of the morning, of I dwell by
the farthest oceans, even there Your hand
will guide me, and Your strength will
support me.

1 could ask the darkness to hide me and the light
around me to become night——but even in
darkness I cannot hide from You.

To You the night shines as bright as day.

Darkness and Light are both alike to You.

You made all the delicate, inner parts of my
body and knit me together in my mother’s
womb.

Thank You for making me so wonderfully
complex!

Your workmanship is marvelous—and how
well I know it.

You watched me as I was being formed in seclu-
sion, as I was woven together in the dark
of the womb. '

You saw me before I was born.

Every day of my Iife was recorded in Your
book.

Every moment was laid out before a single day
had passed.

How precious are Your thoughts about me, O
God!

They are innumerable! I can’t even count them;

they outnumber the grains of sand!

And when I wake up in the morning, You are
still with me!

O God, if only You would destroy the wicked!

Get out of my life, you murderers!

They blaspheme You; Your enemies take Your
name tn vain.

O Lord, shouldr’t I hate those who hate You?

Shouldn’t 1 despise those who resist You?

Yes, I hate them with complete hatred, for Your
enemies are my enemies.

Search me, O God, and know my heart; test me
and know my thoughts.

Point out anything in me that offends You,
and lead me along the path of everlast-

ing life.

N Lsazah 1.10-20

Listen to the Lord, you leaders of Israel!

Listen to the law of our God!

1 am sick of your sacrifices,” says the Lord.

Don't bring Me any more burnt offerings! 1
don't want the fat from your rams or other
animals. ..

From now on when you lift up your hands in
prayers, I will not listen.

For your hands are covered with the blood of
your innocent victims.

‘Wash yourselves and be clean! Let Me no longer
see your evil deeds!

‘Give up your wicked ways. Learn to do good.
Seek justice. Help the appressed. Defend the
orphan. Fight for the rights of widows.’

‘Come now, let us reason together,”says the Lovd.
‘No matter how deep the stain of yoursins,
1 can remowve it

I can make you as clean as wool.

If you will only obey Me and let me help
you...

‘But if you keep turning away and refusing to
listen, you will be completely destroyed by
your enemies.

1, the Lord, have spoken!’

N Luke 18.15-16

People were bringing babies to Jesus to have
Him touch them. When the disciples saw
this, they rebuked them. But Jesus called
the children to Him and said, “Let the little
children come to Me, and do not hinder
them, for the kingdom of God belongs to
such as these.”

| Mother Teresa

“You who have received so much love show
your love by protecting the sacredness of
life. The unborn child has been created in
the image and likeness of God. God’s life is
present in that unborn child. There are those
who destroy life because they are afraid that
they will have to sacrifice to feed and educate
one more child. They make that child die so
that they can live more comfortably. This is
why we must sow love.

“The sacredness of life is one of the
greatest gifts that God has given us. You
who have received so much love share it
with others. Love others the way that God
has loved you, with tenderness. Christians
stand as the light for the others ... for the
people in the world. If we are Christians
then we must be Christlike, for His heart
was meek and He always thought of others.
We ourselves feel that what we are doing is
just a drop in the ocean. But if that drop was
not in the ocean, I think the ocean would be
less because of that missing drop.

I do not agree with the big way of doing
things. To us what matters is an individual.
To get to love the person we must come
in close contact with him. I ... believe in
person to person; every person is Christ for
me, and since there is only one Jesus, that
person is the one person in the world at that
moment. Life is a gift that God has given
us. That life is present even in the unborn.
A human hand should never end a life. T am
convinced that the screams of the children
whose lives have been terminated before their
birth reach God’s ears.

War is the killing of human beings. Who
can even think thatitcould everbe just’? The
first person in the world to welcome Jesus,
to recognize Him in the womb of his own

“Reflections” continues on page 4 >>>
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mother, was a child: John the Baptist. It is
wonderful; God chooses an unborn child
to announce the coming of His redeeming
Son.”

We are discussing this evening one
of the most complex, difficult, and
profoundly important issues of our time: the
issue of research involving stem cells derived
from human embryos. Dianne has outlined
for us the substance of the promise science
offers that the results of this research will
one day relieve the human suffering caused
by disease and critical illness.

Many of us find that the more we learn
about stem cell research, the less certain we
are about the right ethical and moral conclu-
sions. There is sharp division among scientists
pondering the ramifications of their work,
parents seeking medical help for their chil-
dren, and among people of different faiths,
even many sharing the same faith, regarding
the morality and ethics of embryonic stem
cell research.

Where the Division Lies

CNN’s medical correspondent, Elizabeth
Coheninarecentinterview was asked to give
her assessment of the discussion. She replied
“T've been really struck by the emotions on
both sides of this issue. On the one hand,
parents of sick children can’t believe that
someone would deny them a possible cure.
On the other side, people can’t believe that
anyone would destroy a human embryo that,
if implanted into a woman’s uterus, could
become aperson.” Sheadds,“On the one hand
you have people like Christopher Reeve and
Michael J. Fox who say stem cells could cure
their diseases and on the other side you have
people who say no cure is worth destroying a
human embryo. And since stem cell research
at this point usually involves an embryo or
fetus, that’s where you get the debate.” (July
18, 2001 “On the Scene”)

NBC and the Wall Street Journal did a
survey to determine the level of support for
embryonic stem cell research nationally and
reported that 69% responded positively. But
apparently it depends on how you ask the
question. When the Catholic bishops con-
ducted an independent poll, they informed
respondents that the embryos would be
destroyed in the process—a fact not widely
understood by the public; 70% said they

opposed using tax money to finance this
research.

Politically, debate rages. Among Repub-
licans and pro-life supporters, most support
the federal funding ban established by Presi-
dent Reagan. President Clinton found a way
around the law by financially backing only
research onstem cells,and not the process that
culls them and destroys the host embryos in
the process—a position that President Bush
essentially endorsed in his speech on August
9,2001. But the split cannotbe defined along
political lines. Republican Bill Frist of Ten-
nessee, the Senate’s only physician and a key
Bush ally, said he opposed abortion but felt
compelled to support research that could
potentially save lives. Senator John Kerry, a
Democrat from Massachusetts, sent Bush a
letter signed by 59 Republican and Demo-
cratic senators supporting the practice. Other
Democrat senators struggle openly with the
ethics of taking a life to save a life.

The Pope, in a news conference with
President Bush, presented the position of
the Catholic Church, saying: “The future
of civilization concerns the most fundamen-
tal of human rights, the right to life itself.
Experience is already showing how a tragic
coarsening of consciences accompanies the
assault on innocent human life in the womb,
leading to accommodation and acquiescence
in the face of other related evils, such as eutha-
nasia, infanticide, and most recently, propos-
als for the creation for research purposes of
human embryos, destined to destruction in
the process.”

In the protestant religious community,
the division continues. The United Method-
ist Church, known for supporting abortion
rights, asked President Bush, who is a Meth-
odist, to uphold the ban. The Presbyterian
Church (U.S.A.) affirms that as all life is
precious to God, we are to preserve and
protect it. Abortion, therefore, is an option
of last resort in problem pregnancies. And
with regard to stem cell research, the 212th
General Assembly went on record opposing
the commercialization of fetal tissue and the
creation of embryos for research purposes
while voting to affirm, with careful regula-
tion, the use of human stem cell tissue for
research that may result in the restoring of
health to those suffering from serious ill-
ness. They based this resolution on the fact
that while human embryos, possessing the

potential of personhood, deserve respect,
“prohibition of the derivation of stem cells
from embryos would elevate the showing
of respect to human embryos above that
of helping persons whose pain and suffer-
ing might be alleviated. Embryos resulting
from infertility treatment to be used for such
research must be limited to those embryos
that do not have a chance of growing into
personhood because the woman has decided
todiscontinue further treatmentsand theyare
not available for donation to another woman
for personal or medical reasons, or because a
donor (for adoption) is not available.”

Our stated intent tonight is to discuss
how we may clarify the moral and politi-
cal issues involved in this debate and move
toward a reconciliation of opposing views.
The national Presbyterian Church has gone
onrecordin stating our commitment to assist
this endeavor, while adding that should we
fall short of this ideal: “The church ought
to be able to maintain within its fellowship
those who, on the basis of a study of Serip-
ture and prayerful decision, come to diverse
conclusions and actions.”

Theological Perspectives and Implications

Having broadly sketched the wide
division that exists morally, ethically, and
politically around the matter of stem cell
research, what are the theological implica-
tions and questions that we must consider
as we search for our own response?

Research on embryonic stem cells raises
profound ethical and theological questions,
because extracting the stem cell destroys the
embryo, and thus destroys its potential for
life. And so we are faced with two funda-
mental questions: are frozen embryos human
life and therefore something precious to be
protected? And, secondly, if frozen embryos
are not going to be used, why not devote
them to research that has the potential to
save lives?

On the first question regarding whether
an embryo is a living human individual
with rights, some people believe that five-
day-old clusters of cells do not constitute
an individual but are, rather, a pre-embryo.
The cells possess the potential for life, but
are not yet able to develop independently.

Others believe that as this is the way that

“Reflections” continues on page 5 >>>
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all of us began life—as a small cluster of living
cells, this cluster of cells constitute the seeds
of the next generation and must be protected
as individuals with rights.

On the second question regarding the
disposition of existing embryos, the New
York Times researched the availability of
embryos frozen at fertility centers across the
United States and published its results in the
August 26 Sunday edition of the Times. They
found that almost every embryo is spoken
for. Couples are not coming forward to
donate them for research. I quote from the
article: “The harsh truth about the status of
the frozen embryos ‘changes the debate,
said Dr. Thomas Pool, scientific director
of the Fertility Center of San Antonio. ‘If
the embryos already existed, were unwanted
byproducts of in vitro fertilization, and were
never going to be used to make babies,’ Dr.
Pool said, ‘people would ask, ‘Could I save
them and do some good with them? That
was a ‘warm and fuzzy way for people to get
around the question of making them,” he
added. ‘It’s an easy way to not have to come
back to the salient question: What are these
things that we make in IVF labs?”

The embryos are one to five days old and
consist of one to 120 cells. They are less than
three-thousandths of aninchin diameter. Are
they alive? Or are they resources? Theologi-
cally this question cannot be avoided. At its
core this issue forces us to confront funda-
mental questions about the beginnings oflife
and the ends of science, It lives at a difficult
moral intersection: the need to protect life
in all its phases with the prospect of saving
and improving life in all its stages.

The discoveries of modern science create
tremendous hope and also lay vast ethical
mine fields. We recoil at the idea of clon-
ing human beings for spare body parts or
creating life for our convenience. While we
must devote enormous energy to Conquering
disease, it 1s equally important that we pay
attention to the moral concerns raised by
human embryo stem cell research. Human-
ity discovered the hard way in the twentieth
century, through the research endorsed by
the Third Reich that even the most noble
ends do not justify any means.

F. LeGard Smith, Professor of Law
at Pepperdine University School of Law,
voices our current debate in this manner:
“The questions facing a pro-choice genera-

tion are staggering: Have we as a nation lost
our sense of moral values? If so, how do we
regain the higher moral ground? If not, how
do we propose to reach a moral consensus
on abortion ... [stem cell research] ... or
any other social issue having moral implica-
tions? And if individual choice is to prevail,
what prevents us from slipping into moral
anarchy? What point of reference will be
left to guarantee basic human rights——even
the right of choice itself? The battle front
is immense and the issues are colossal. For
a nation born from the womb of political
and religious freedom, perhaps no challenge
since the Civil War has threatened graver
consequences... If once we were a nation
‘under God,” we are rapidly becoming a
nation ‘under Self’... Are we willing to risk
having to acknowledge that there are some
choices about which we can have no personal
choice? We proceed under the assumption
thatinformed individual choice is necessary to
a healthy society. But we also recognize that
with some choices, especially those involving
innocent human life, there can be no choice
either for ourselves or for others.

“This is a life and death issue of conse-
quence that forces us to grapple with all the
ultimate questions: Who are we? Why do we
exist? At what point dowe become a person?
What happens to us when we die? What is
the source of our human rights? What is the
source of our ‘right to choose’® This issue is
in reality a cluster of critical issues.”

Diane Perry cites Lutheran theologian
Dr. Gilbert Meilander in her paper on
reproductive issues. He quotes German
theologian Karl Barth’s statement supporting
the Calvinist conviction that “no community
... is really strong if it will not carry its weak
and even weakest members.” Dr. Meilander
equates human embryos with that weakest
member. Later Diane references C.S. Lewis’
conviction that as Christians we must deny
ourselves the “handiest”means toagood end.
Meilander ends by urging the Christian com-
munity to face with truthfulness the choices
involved in stem cell research.

My position on these issues is shaped by
deeply held Christian beliefs and a commit-
ment to face with truthfulness the choices
I make when I consider questions such as
these. My mother suffers from Alzheimer’s
disease, as did her mother. I have a close
friend who suffers with M S and anotherwith

Parkinson’s. This debate touches us at the
deepest level because, like all Americans, 1
have great hope for cures. And while we are
allhopeful about the potential of the research
that currently exists, it involves extremely
complex procedures and no one can be certain
thatembryonic stem cell research will live up
to the hope it has generated.

I also believe that human life is a sacred
gift from our Creator, as stated clearly all
through the Bible. There are many avenues
of study available. CNN reports that recent
studies show adult stem cell research also
demonstrates promising potential for sig-
nificant scientific breakthrough. The future
1s open and encouraging.

The Questions

So I invite you to consider with me sev-
eral questions generated by this debate as we
consider our own position on this difficult
andimportantresearch. Aswe consider these
questions, I pray that we will be guided by
both intellect and heart, by both our capa-
bilities and our consciences as we seek to
understand how God would lead us to use
the gifts brought to us by science and the
wonders of technology.

(1) When does humanlifebegin? (2) Does
a human embryo deserve the same respect as
achild or adult? (3) If the embryo represents
some kind of life, with a different potential
than either the sperm or egg from which it
began only a few minutes before, how far
should our respect for that early life go?

(4) Does it matter that the embryos are
killed in the process of harvesting stem cells
for research? (5) Does it matterif the proposed
use of the embryo offers great benefit? (6) Is
anembryoa naturalresource to benefit others?
(7) Isanactmoral solong as no one profits? (8)
Does it matter where the embryos come from
(frozen embryos from IVF labs or embryos
created using sperm and egg from volunteer
donors)? (9) Could stem cell research really
hold the promise scientists hope it holds? Is
itworth the cost? (10) Would abreakthrough
in stem cell research change the nature of the
current debate? (11) Is it true that “whatever
science can do it must be free to do?” (12)
Whatare the theological implications of this
way of thinking for our culture?t
© 2001 by Miriam M. Dixon. Used by per-

mission.

Volume 11, Number




“BALANCING LIFE AND DEATH”

Life-giving Stem Cells from Embryo Death

By James C. Peterson

ews accounts of the stem cell debate

have often expressed surprise that

many individuals who have worked
actively against abortion have been willing to
accept the taking apart of human embryos to
obtain stem cells. That some pro-life activists
would reject one and accept the other is often
rooted in their understanding of the status of
the human embryo. Cures for diseases such as
Parkinson’s would be ecstatic news for count-
less sufferers, but no attempt at curing one
human being should depend on deliberately
killing another human being. For those who
are convinced that a human being is present
from the moment of fertilization, embryos
are simply not available to cut into parts, no
matter how useful.

However, that concern depends on the
presence of a human being at fertilization,
a conviction that is not universal. My book,
Genetic Turning Points: The Ethics of Human
Genetic Intervention (Eerdmans), has room
to carefully walk through and bibliographi-
cally track the arguments for when we should
recognize a person’s presence. Here there will
just be space to briefly introduce and begin
to test some of the most widely given reasons
for protecting human embryos.

It is often claimed that human develop-
mentissuch acontinuum that no pointalong
it can be marked as to when a human being
has begun. Hence, a human being must be
present from fertilization. The irony of this
argument is that it is still citing a point at
which a person first becomes present. All of
the genes that an individual has were already
presentin the egg and sperm that would meet.
Itisbringing them togetherin one place thatis
seen as the crucial threshold. So, by this view,
thereisa threshold condition for the presence
of a person. That then raises the question,
why mark the gathering of the genes for a
unique individual as the crucial transition?
Yes, the single fertilized cell is alive, human
(since from humans), and genetically indi-
vidual, but then these three attributes apply
to some of the skin cells that we regularly
loose in daily life without regret.

Others have seen the threshold at suc-
cessful implantation about 69 days after

fertilization, when the embryo’s chance of
birth increases from not likely (roughly 1
in 3) to likely, or at 14 days when it finally
becomes clear whether there will be one or
more individuals (identical twins spring from
one embryo at up to 14 days). For much of
church history, the dominant view has been
that there is notan ensouled bodyuntil there is
abodytoensoul. Thatabody was fully present
to be a person was recognized at formation,
two months into the pregnancy when the
basic organs are present and mainly growth
in size remains. Applying any of these last
three thresholds would largely eliminate the
1.25 million abortions in the United States
last year; hence, they are pro-life positions.

Maybe the status of the fertilized cell
could be found in the potential to grow into
a live born baby. That is an amazing and
important potential, but the egg and sperm
had that potential, too. We could qualify the
argument that the fertilized cell does not need
another cell’s input, but it does need millions
of cells in the placenta and nurturing womb to
thrive. For that matter, potenfial means not
yet, if ever, not that what has potential has
already become or is guaranteed to become
what it has the potential to be. An acorn
is a potential oak tree, which may or may
not become an actual oak tree. Now there
is an involved metaphysical argument made
by some that the potential of an embryo is
only unfolded over time, hence fully present
at fertilization, but this ignores the forma-
tive role of the environment in the womb
and beyond. Genes do not determine all the
physical characteristics of an individual, let
alone who the person will be as a person. A
setof genes does nota person make. Think of
identical twins with identical genes yet who
become and remain unique persons.

Many religious groups appeal to scripture.
For Islam, the Koran simply states that a
person is present beginning at 40 days after
fertilization. The Christian tradition has no
such clear statement. Texts such as Jeremiah
1.5 are often quoted: “Before you were in the
womb [ knew you, before you were born I set
you apart.” But the text is not about human
embryology orevenabout humanityatall. Itis
about the surety of what God plans. God has

called Jeremiah to a particular vocation and

has been planning this even before Jeremiah
was in the womb. There is nothing in the
text that designates when Jeremiah became
aliving human being. If the point of the text
was instruction about Jeremiah’s existence,
it would indicate that he was alive in some
realm before being in the womb. “Before you
were in the womb, I knew you.”

That is not the point anymore than for
Ephesians 1.4 which states that “God chose
us in Him before the creation of the world.”
The texts are marveling at God’s knowledge
and choice, nothuman existence before time.
A second set of texts refers to God form-
ing human beings in the womb. Examples
include Job 31.15 and Psalm 139.13. The
latter reads, “You knit me together in my
mother’s womb.” The metaphor of knit-
ting conveys God’s intimate involvement in
David’s life from the beginning. However,
it does not say when that form in the womb
became a human being. God is intimately
involved in the formation of the body that
will be David’s. That does not tell us when
the developing body is David. Trying to
indirectly extrapolate the timing of human
presence from this text is again reading in
affirmations thatare not present. What these
texts do remind the reader is that embryos
are in God’s presence as is all the rest of life.
We are responsible for how we treat them.
Another relevant theme from Christian scrip-
tures is that followers of Jesus Christ should
love their neighbors. Jesus describes this in
Luke 10 as a concern and action for others
that reaches out to whomever one can help.
The question before us remains, however,
that granted we should love our neighborand
that we know our neighbors who are dying
from disease, when 1s there also a neighbor
in the womb to love?

Where each side claims justification from
the same concern is in burden of proof. One
side argues that we should not take a chance
on ending a human embryo’s life because
a person might be present. If there is any
chance that a person may be present, that
person should receive every protection.
Proponents of using embryos appeal to the
burden of proof as well. They say that we
know there are undeniably people dying of

“Stem Cells” continues on page 7 >>>
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<<< “Stem Cells"continued from page 6

Parkinson’s, Alzheimer’s,and other diseases.
Their lives may well be saved by embryo
stem cells. How can we let these people that
are unmistakably people, die to protect an
individual cell that, even if implanted, may
Of may not turn out to someday become a
person? We should not kill people to benefit
others, but we should also not let people die
to protect only human tissue such as sperm
or ova, even though such gametes do have
great potential. Has the connection of onc
sperm and one egg together now made pres-
ent a human being, who as a human being,
should of course not be sacrificed?

A variation of this argument is that if
any developing human life is not nurtured,
we will slide down a slippery slope into the
horrific slaughter perpetrated by the Nazis.
This concern refers both to a slippery slope
that once it is acceptable to kill one human
life there is no longer a clear prohibition
to refrain from killing many, and a social
slippery slope that even if there is a good
reason to stop abortion at an early stage
of pregnancy, the societal momentum of
allowing early abortion will be such that
we will not stop at any abortion. Such has
indeed been the experience of the United
States since Roe v Wade. Abortion is now
allowed up to the time of birth, and there
are prominent ethicists who currently argue
for infanticide. The slippery slope argument
concludes that human beings need protec-
tion beginning at fertilization, or they will
eventually not be protected at all. Slippery
slope concerns are well worth considering.
They are compelling to the degree that there
is a slippery slope, and the end to which it
leads is abhorred.

Stem cells suitable for medical therapy
may eventually be available from adult cells
rather than embryos. That would make it
possible to bypass this particular question
so much in the news of late, but the ques-
tion of the embryo’s starus will remain.
For research, prenatal diagnosis selection,
and a myriad of other present and coming
techniques, the status of the embryo will be
central to whether the intervention should
be welcomed or not. The question will not
be resolved simply by executive orders or
legislation. It will confront us as individu-
als and as a society in countless decisions
today and for years to come. Both sides see
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By Derek L. Pursey
PASTCF Secretary/Treasurer

My wife, the Reverend Barbara Pursey,

and [ were in Toronto in early Febru-
ary for the annual conference of the Asso-
ciation of Presbyterian Church Educators
(APCE). Barbara attended the conference,
while I staffed the PASTCF booth in the
exhibit hall whenever it was open.

I was still able to attend the worship and
the plenary sessions. The conference was
most stimulating. The keynote speaker, Dr.
Herbert O'Driscoll, gave aseries of addresses
that were very compatible with the mission
of PASTCF. A major thrust of his message
was that the Church must be more in tune
with the cultural environment in which it
lives and witnesses. This includes the sci-
entific understanding of nature, as well as
literature, films, music, and other aspects of

contemporary culture.

I spent most of my time at the
PASTCF booth,while Barbara provided
welcome assistance at times when traffic
in the exhibit hall was especially heavy.
Weboth had many stimulating and useful
conversations with conference attendees,
and gave out a great deal of literature,
including 200 copies of the most recent
issue of SciTecht. The recently updated
Introductory Bibliography, the Resource
Catalog, and selected articles reprinted
from SciTecht were also available, and many
were taken. Indeed, I had to make several
trips to a nearby copy shop to replenish the
supply.

It was especially interesting to be at a
meeting attended by so many Canadians.
Canadian Presbyterians appear to be signifi-
cantly more open to incorporating scientific
insights into worship than we are south of
the border. In particular, the hymnal used by
the Presbyterian Churchin Canada contains
many excellent songs that are quite contem-
porary in their worldview.

This is the third year in which PASTCF
has had a booth in the APCE exhibit hall.
This gives us an opportunity to influence the
dedicated people, mostly directors of Chris-
tian education, associate pastors,and persons
in charge of presbytery resource centers, who
plan, organize, or support Christian educa-
tion programs in our congregations.t

these decisions as a matter of life and death
for countless people. Thinking this through
carctully, barely introduced here, warrants
our attention.

1 James C. Peterson holds the C.C. Dickson
Chair of Ethics at Wingate University: He has
received a Templeton award for developing course
work in theology and science and 1s part of the
Templeton Science and Christianity research
group at Oxford University. Peterson has been
a Henry R. Luce Scholar, Loutsville Institute
Fellow, aresearch fellow in molecular and clini-
cal genetics at the University of Iowa, and is a
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Sellow of the American Scientific Affifiation. He
speaks to a wide range of audiences, this year for
example: at the American Academ 1y que/igion,
the Calvin College ]ammry Lecture Series, and
a joint sesston sponsored by the Medical and
Divinity Schools of Harvard University. Dr.
Peterson is ordained by the American Baptist
Churches.

© 2001 by James C. Peterson and
Research News and Opportunities in Science
and Theology. Reprinted by permission from
Research News and Opportunities in Science
and Theology, Volume 2, Number 1, Sep-
tember 2001.
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does not change that elegant mix. As studies
ofidentical twins suggest, who grow up tobe
very different from each other, we are much
more than our biology.

4. As people of faith, we must ask the
theological and ethical questions related to
these genetic discoveries. And as people of
politics and social conscience we must make
sure that these questions are being asked
where they matter, at the governmental
level and at the marketplace level. Creating
large and flexible boundaries with clear values
will insure freedom and safety, within those
boundaries, to do wonderful things, while
hopetully avoiding the terrible things.

What does it mean to be human? Does it
mean to be tall, thin, muscled with blue eyes,
blond hair, and an IQ of 160? We may soon
be able to design such wonderful creatures. If
we begin to breed out certain mutant genes
what will we miss? If we breed out homo-
sexuality what about the creative wonder
of gay people like Michelangelo and Walt
Whitman. If we breed out deafness might
we lose such marvels as Beethoven’s Ninth
Symphony, composed when he was totally
deaf? What is the definition of “normal” and
“healthy”? Isit not the balance of mind, body,
spirit,and heart,no matterwhatone’s genetic
predisposition?

At a recent conference of the Little
People of America, emotions were running
high about the implications of gene therapy
for the world of dwarfs. Itis now clear that the
gene for dwarfismis attached to chromosome
#4 and can be easily detected through genetic
testing. So the assumption is that prospective
parents could discover this gene and decide to
have an abortion. Except that some parents
who are dwarfs are appalled at the thought,
worried about becoming an endangered spe-
cies. As one dwarf mother put it: “We talk
aboutbeing a society that celebrates diversity.
But we implement these tests that get rid of
the ones who are different.”

5. As people of faith, how do we balance
the creative impulse of God to provide end-
less variety in nature, with the role of Jesus
as healer, as one who relieves suffering? Is
it not the compassionate thing to do to give
a short boy growth therapy so he can feel
normal? Or is it more important to help
him embrace his small stature as part of the
dignity and diversity and uniqueness of his

particular human presence in the world? Are
we trying to eliminate difficulty and suffering,
when as Christians we have a core story that
embraces suffering and finds meaning within
it> On the other hand, if we can increase the
quality of life for one of God’s children, are
we not obligated to do so? One of the men
in our group, an Episcopalian priest who also
engages in genetic research, told us about a
couple in his parish, 83 year-old parents of a
severely schizophrenic daughter. Every week
they ask him, “Have they found the gene yet?”
Have they found the gene that will give their
daughter relief from her demons and peace
of mind for these weary parents who do not
have much time left?

6. As people of faith, we must continu-
ally ask about the consequences of using this
new information. If we clone a healthy liver
for transplant, isn't that a benevolent use of
this technology? But if we clone a human
being, for selfish or utilitarian purposes, does
that not violate God’s intention of diversity
in creation? And what kind of dignity and
spiritual identity does the clone have? The
United Nations has issued an international
declaration condemning human cloning.
But it is coming, whether we want it or not.
To clone or not to clone, may well be the
21st century battle equivalent to the abor-
tion wars.

And what about genetic testing? If T find
outatage 51 thatI have the Alzheimer’s gene,
a distinct possibility because of my mother
and my grandmother, what do I do with
that information, since there is no cure for
Alzheimer’s? Do I live in fear and trembling
for the rest of my life?

What about eugenics, the altering of life
permanently through germ line therapy? If
my daughter should eventually conceive a
child and the discovery was made that the
fetus is carrying the gene for Huntington’s
disease, is it ethical for her to have the bad
gene removed and agood gene putin in utero,
thus altering all the generations to come?
Our experience with genetically altered food
has shown us that we don’t know the conse-
quences of what we do. Is it fair to experi-
ment at the expense of future generation,
particularly without their consent?

Finally, there are issues of the market-
place. If genetic research and technology
become privatized, where will the ethical
controls come from? Will only the rich be

able to afford the rewards of genomics? And
what happens to the poor and the unedu-
cated, not only in this country, but around
the world?

Yes, my friends, this is mind boggling,
marvelous, dangerous, mysterious stuff. Ethi-
cist Cynthia Crysdale (Catholic University)
sums up the challenge for all of us people
of faith: “The key foundational task is to
turn the study and use of genetic informa-
tion into matters of wonder and gratitude
rather than exploitation and consumption.”
{Unpublished review.) Brothers and sisters,
it would be an act of ignorance, cowardice,
yes, even sin, to disdain or avoid what is hap-
pening in the world of microbiology. But
it would be equally profane to let it unfold
without rigorous engagement with the ethics
and theology of our faith.

An old Jewish folk tale makes clear the
essential role we must play in the unfolding
dramaof creation. One day God said to Abra-
ham, “If it weren’t for me, you wouldn't be
here,” to which Abraham replied, “True, but
if I werent here there wouldnt be anyone
to think about or thank you.” (Barbara
Brown Taylor, The Luminous Web, p. 30)
My friends, let us embrace our vocation, to
think about God and thank God, to glorify
and embody and enjoy God forever, even
within this whirlwind of new knowledge that
is tumbling down around us every day. May
it be so for you and for me. Ament

Christian Vocation Award

ach year the Presbyterian Association on

Science, Technology, and the Christian
Faith recognizes up to five individuals whose
lives and professional careers illustrate the
two-fold mission of PASTCEF: to present
issues of science and technology for integra-
tion into the life of the church and to present
issues of Reformed theology for integration
into the lives of Presbyterian scientists and
technical professionals.

Personal statements from two 2001
awardees were included in the last issue of
SeiTecht. Ross Robinson’s personal state-
ment follows.

Ross U. Robinson

The church was in my life first and, in

“Robinson” continues on page 11 >>>
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“THIS SUMMER AT GHOST RANCH”

Science and Faith at—Ghost Rancl_i, _2002

host Ranch is a marvelous Presby-
G terian Church (U.S.A.) conference

center in New Mexico, with sites at
Abiquiu and Santa Fe. Beautiful and remote
Ghost Ranch Abiquiu, with vast night sky
and towering red rocks, is truly gorgeous.
Weeklong courses on many topics are offered
during the nine-week summer season. In
addition, there are programs for children
and youth from age 3 through high school.
The daily schedule allows plenty of time for
hiking or horseback riding on the property,or
just for soaking in the peace of the surround-
ings. Full details may be found at the Ghost
Ranch website, <www.ghostranch.org>.

Three of the courses offered this summer
may be of particular interest to PASTCF
members. The course descriptions and infor-
mation about the instructors are reproduced
below from the Ghost Ranch catalog.

Two of these courses are offered at the
same time { Week 8) and this is a wonderful
opportunity for PASTCF members to get to
know cach other in beautiful surroundings,
and share insights on how science interacts
with our faith.

If you plan to come to Ghost Ranch
for Week 8, please inform Derek Pursey
(email: <dlpursey@mchsi.com>). If enough
PASTCF members come, we shall try to
arrange a PASTCEF party one evening.

Costsare remarkably reasonable. Accom-
modation with full board for the week costs
from $260 to $350 per person, depending on
the level of accommodation chosen. Children
and youth age 13 and under are half price;
children under three are free. Campsites are
also available, with costs ranging from $13
to $18 per day depending on the facilities
required. Campers may buy meal tickets for
the dining room.

“Exploring the Cosmos”
led by Ron Olowin

Week 1, June 17-24, 2002
Registration: $180
Explore the night sky and its beauty, observ-
ing the stars and their patterns, and the con-
stellations, their lore and legends. Learn of
planets, stars,and galaxies and rediscover that
rare human trait: wonder. Explore the celes-

tial bestiary including Black Holes, erupting

stars, and exploding galaxies. Finally, we will
deal with ideas of the possible origins of the
cosmos, life in the universe, and the search
for extraterrestrial intelligence. The course
involves traditional discussion, and an effort
will be made to observe the skies with the
unaided eye as well as telescopes. Resources
will be available including star charts, reading
materials, and demonstrations.

“Science and Religion: Convolving
Perspectives from Cosmology, Evolution,
and Spirituality”

Led by Ron Olowin

Week 8, August 5-12, 2002

Registration: $170
Down through the centuries there has always
been a natural connection between the study
of the Cosmos, Cosmology, and the study of
the Theos, Theology. Both are inextricably
entwined in discovering answers to ques-
tions such as the origin of the universe, the
destiny of the universe, the laws that govern
the universe and humanity’s role and place in
that universe. The recognizable patterns of
Matter => Life => Mind => Spirit and their
apparent relatedness, pervade our intuition
of the world.

This course hopes to provide a back-
ground from which we can move into
dialogue about the fundamental aspects
of our story from both the religious and
scientific points of view. The course will be
based on a winning proposal submitted to
the Templeton Foundation’s International
Course Competition on Science and Religion
and will be non-denominational in its scope
and perspective.

1 Ron Olowin, Ph.D., Lafayette, CA, is a Pro-
Sfessor at Saint Mary’s College, Department of
Physicsand Astronomy, specializing in Observa-
tional Cosmology and High Energy Astrophysics
as well as in Archeodstronomy and themes in
Science &I Religion. He is an active meméber of the
Center for Theology and the Natural Sciences at
the Graduate Theological Union at Berkeley and
the American Association for the Advancement
of Science in addition to professional affiliations
with the American Astronomical Society and the
International Astronomical Union (Commission

47 on Cosmalogy).
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“Embryonic Stem Cell Research: A
Chance to Explore How We Begin,
Who We Are, and What We Should
Expect from Medicine”
Led by Jay Jacobson

Week 8, August 5-12, 2002
Registration: $200

Through brief presentations and guided
discussions we will explore what stem cell
research is and what it may mean to us.
We will discuss the potential ends and
actual means for this kind of investigation.
Because this work involves the origins of life
and its goal is the restoration of health and
the postponement of death, it has tremen-
dous spiritual, ethical, legal and political
ramifications.

We will use stem cell research as an
example to examine the potential and pit-
talls of our healthcare system and how we
think about our bodies and ourselves. Our
discussions will help us identify and clarify
our beliefs about life and what we regard as
natural and desirable. We will use biblical
texts, poems, fiction, and short articles to
enrich and guide our discussions.

N Jay jacobson, M.D., Sait Lake City, UT, is
a practitioner of internal medicine and infec-
tious diseases at the University of Utah School of
Medicine where be is the Chief of the Division
of Medical Ethics. He bhas developed a highly
regarded hiteratureand medicine program, and is
theproject director of the Partnership to Improve
End-of-Life Care in Utah.

Individuals,churches, orother organizations
may pay all or a portion of the publication
costs for SciTecht. This gready helps the
PASTCF budget. Total cost for one issue
ranges between $500 and $750. Contact
Derek Pursey or Bill Mclvor for more
information (scc page 2 for addresscs).

Sec page 12 of this issue for other ways
to contribute to the financial support of
the Presbyterian Association on Science,

Technology, and the Christian Faich.




Beyond Cloning, edited
by Ronald Cole-Turner.
Trinity Press International,
Harrisburg, PA, 2001, 150

pages.

Reviewed by Katherine P. Henrikson
PASTCF Vice President

he subtitle of this book is highly

descriptive: Religion and the Remaking
of Humanity. The book contains nine essays
on the ethical implications of cloning, writ-
ten by a variety of religious scholars, with
introduction and summary by the editor. Dr.
Cole-Turner is Professor of Theology and
Ethics at Pittsburgh Theological Seminary.
The subject matter is made more timely now
by the recent announcement of the success-
ful completion of a preliminary step in the
development of human cloning.

First, a definition. Cloning involves the
transfer of nuclear DNA from a cell into
an egg from which the nuclear DNA has
been removed. In some procedures, DNA is
removed froma cell, altered by the addition or
removal or modification of a gene, and rein-
jected. In other experiments, the complete
genome of a somatic (nonreproductive) cell
is injected; it thus has the potential to form
a complete individual, genetically identical
to the individual from which the DNA was
taken. This process is called somatic cell
nuclear transfer, and is the procedure used to
clone the sheep Dolly. This definition covers
a much broader area of biological research
than the nontechnical idea of cloning, which
is simply the making of a new individual,
whether mouse or sheep or human.

It i1s important to distinguish between
reproductive cloning, the asexual reproduc-
tion of a new individual from a single cell
of an existing individual, and therapeutic
cloning, the reproduction in vitro of cells
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“BOOK REVIEW”

or organs for therapeutic use. All of the
authors in this volume find reproductive
cloning unacceptable, while some accept
therapeutic cloning as a potentially useful
medical procedure. Animal cloning for
research purposes (“making a mouse”) is
not controversial.

Reproductive cloning achieved high
visibility and provoked extended discussion
and controversy around the world with the
appearance of Dolly. The prospect of human
reproductive cloning frequently provokes the
simplest of ethical responses: it ranks very
high on the “yuck factor” scale. The initial
response is, simply, yuck. But “yuck” is a
weak foundation for the framing of an ethi-
cal response. These essays present thought-
ful, well-reasoned reflections on the ethics of
possible human reproductive cloning.

Nancy Duff of Princeton Theological
Seminary points out that ethicists who
express views in this field have an obligation to
understand the biology of cloning. Similarly,
scientists who wish to be more articulate than
“yuck” are obliged to understand the various
ethical considerations that can be brought
to bear on this problem. Regrettably, public
comments by nonbiologists frequently display
avery shallow knowledge or a misunderstand-
ing of the biology, and biologists’ comments
tend to be superficial: this new technology is
coming and of course it will be good. This
book is very helpful in accurately describing
the biology of cloning in nontechnical terms
(Duff) andinlaying outvarious ethical argu-
ments against reproductive cloning in very
accessible language (especially Bruce, Chap-
man, Meilaender, and Wheeler).

The opening essay by Ken Culver of
Novartis Pharmaceuticals, describes his work
with patients and therapeutic cloning. He was
part of a group at the National Institutes of
Health thart had significant success in treat-
ing geneticdisorders, especially Severe Com-
bined Immunodefictency Disorder, where a
specific, well-defined mutation causes failure
of the immune system. The procedures are

SciTecht February 2002

not far removed from conventional medi-
cine and Dr. Culver argues convincingly for
their use: patients, condemned to death at
an early age from infectious disease or to
life inside a plastic bubble, are cured. Their
lives are saved.

The ethical difficulties in therapeutic
cloning relate to the origin of the cells
involved. If replacement organs or tissues
are not to be rejected by the recipient’s
immune system, they must arise from the
same individual. Since embryonic stem cells
have the potential to develop into any tissue
of the body, the most likely sequence is the
following: Nuclear material from a donor’s
cell will be implanted into the nucleus of an
enucleated human egg, forming an embryo;
the embryo will be allowed to develop to the
blastocyst stage; embryonic stem cells will be
extracted from the blastocyst, destroying it;
the cells will be treated to develop into a par-
ticular type of tissue (pancreatic islet cells for
insulin production, for example) and grown
in organ culture. This sequence, the goal
of current research, is many years, possibly
decades from full development and use.

Views of the acceptability of therapeu-
tic cloning are determined by beliefs on the
acceptability of destroying human embryos.
Both Lisa Cahill of Boston College and
Demetri Demopoulos of Holy Cross Greek
Orthodox School of Theology rely on their
churches’ teachings to find that any use of
human embryos is unacceptable. Donald
Bruce of the Church of Scotland reflects
the views of the Bioethics Working Group
of the Church and Society Commission of
the Conference of European Churches and
the Church of Scotland that limited use of
embryos up to the primitive streak stage, at
day 14 after conception, is acceptable, espe-
cially to improve human health. All three of
these of these writers urge intensified research
on stem cells derived from adult human tis-
sues, which may have some of the potential
of embryonic stem cells, without the ethical
problems.

Five arguments against human reproduc-
tive cloning form common threads in the
remaining papers of this volume. This first is
the safety argument. Of the 277 cloned sheep
nuclei at the beginning of the experiment, 29
developed enough tobeimplanted into surro-
gate mothers, and only Dolly developed into

“Cloning” continues on page 11 >>>
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a complete individual. Gilbert Meilaender
of Valparaiso University argues that the
injunction to treat the human embryo with
“profound respect” would be violated by
cloning that involved such a low success
rate. Additionally, of course there must
be consideration of the large number of
surrogate mothers that would be involved.
Audrey Chapman, Director of the Program
of Dialogue on Science, Ethics, and Religion
at the AAAS, points out that the location of
theinsertion ofan external gene in the genome
of the recipient, an important step used fre-
quently before cloning, is uncontrollable and
unpredictable, which makes the procedure
unsafe for use in humans. Demopoulos and
Eric Beresford (Anglican Church of Canada)
both make the very important point that
technical progress gradually will make the
procedures safe, so that this argument will
not be valid indefinitely.

The confusion of human relationships,
especially those of the family, is cited by
Beresford, Chapman, Meilaender, Duff,
and Sondra Wheeler of Wesley Seminary
and forms a strong argument against human
reproductive cloning. We do have compli-
cated family arrangements in our divorce-
prone society, but these are the results of
social conditions, which can resultin blended
families of his and her and their children.
The county and western song, “I'm My Own
Grandpa’,carries thisblending to an extreme.
Nevertheless, the biological (genetic) parents
of each child are not in question. In the case
of reproductive cloning, it is precisely the
genetics that is confusing: If the clone is a
male whatisits relationship to the donor: Are
they father and son? Brother and brother?
Twins, just separated by time? What about
the grandfather? Is he not simultaneously
father and grandfather to the same genetic
individual? We have a strong sense that
indefinable family relationships must not
occur. I found this to be the most persua-
sive argument against reproductive cloning
in this series of essays.

Closely related to violation of family struc-
ture is the violation of the basic assumptions
of parenting: the identity of a child is beyond
prediction, parents normally accept a child
unconditionally and invest enormous energy
in raising the child, but understand that the
resulting individual may not be like either

parent and will eventually be totally out of
the parents’ control (Beresford, Chapman,
Meilaender, Duff, and Wheeler). Cloning
contradicts these basic assumptions.

There are closely related arguments
against cloning thatinvolve theloss of genetic
diversityin the individual, presented by Bruce
and by Beresford, and the loss of personal dig-
nity for the cloned individual (Meilaenderand
Duff). While the entire genetic composition
ofasexually conceived individual isa random
(and therefore unpredictable) combination
of the genes of the parents, a clone has a
known genetic constitution. Indeed, that
is the point of cloning. However, a clone,
although genetically identical to the donor,
will not develop into an identical individual,
becauseall development is determined by the
interaction of heredity and environment. An
inherent, irresolvable conflict results between
the donor’s expectations and the clone’s own
development, complicated by the clone’s
knowledge of its origins.

Finally, thereis a set of arguments against
cloning that involve equity and justice. These
arguments less convincing since they speak
to existing inequalities that would affect the
distribution of cloning procedures if they were
to become acceptable. Cahill argues that even
if the procedures become safe, they will not
be accessible to all, and their use by a fewis a
questionable allocation of medical resources.
Existing inequalities in society would be
exacerbated. (Chapman, Duff, Cahill) as
disadvantaged sectors of society would be
left further behind while the advantaged
sectors used those procedures to improve
the position of their children.

The subtitle of the book, Religion and
the Remaking of Humanity, is addressed
by Ronald Cole-turner in his final essay.
He begins with the question, “How do we
speak of God and biotechnology in the same
sentence? He suggests that all technology,
and especially biotechnology, should be
considered as an instrument of God, to be
used by humanity “to give greater glory to
its maker.”

I'found this book very usefulin presenting
clear, cogent ethical arguments against repro-
ductive cloning. The essays are uniformly
clear, thoughtful, and thought-provoking.
It presents complicated issues in manner
that is highly accessible. Overall, it is highly
recommended.t

<<< “Robinson’ continued from page 8

the best Reformed tradition, it accepted the
youthful challenges of a less than mature
mind. As I progressed in my education, I
found that it also recognized the merit of
scientific knowledge and showed a willing-
ness to deal with the seeming discrepancies
between science and religious doctrine.

As I was to later learn, taking action is
also an important tenet of the Presbyterian
Church. Aslentered the healthcare industry,
following graduate school, I found this an
important matter as I soughtto dosomething
professionally that would benefit at least a
small portion of humankind. “Doing some-
thing” has proven very importantas I worked
both within the church and industry.

For many years one of my serious interests
has been the ethical dilemmas that both the
medical industry and its practitioners face,
often in real time and in real places. I have
faced a few such dilemmas myself. While
many theologians and other important
participants may discuss large and serious
issues, it often appears that church practi-
tioners are ill equipped to help its techno-
logically trained parishioners. They need to
develop theimportant perspective for dealing
with the quandaries that arise in business
and particularly with matters arising from
technology itself.

The action portions of my science and
technology career (primarily pharmaceuti-
cals and medical diagnostics) has been most
satisfying both because it has been exciting
and because it seems quite consistent with
admonitions of the church regarding assis-
tance to people of the world. My faith and
the realization regarding the similarities of
continuing mystery in both religion and sci-
ence have allowed me to create a fabric for
myself, which includes both.

It seems thatin thisincreasingly technol-
ogy-driven world, two matters are of special
concern to me. One is that religionists need
to have more knowledge of the context of
science in order to properly minister to the
whole congregation and to the world. At the
same time those of us who are technically
trained need more help in understanding
the anxieties of congregations and the world
regarding the “threat” of new technologies,
even the ones that many might consider as
most beneficial. There is a great deal yet to
be done in the “here and now.”t
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PASTCF Gift Honor Roll for Year 2001

e would like to recognize those
PASTCF members and friends
who have “gone the extra mile” with

us in 2001, by joining at a level above the basic
$35 membership, by supporting the PASTCF
presence at the annual meeting of the American
Association for the Advancement of Science
through additional gifts, by sponsoring the pub-
lication of issues of SciTecht, and by contributing
to the PASTCF Endowment Fund. This listing
reflects only those contributions received by the
Treasurer between January 1 and December 31,
2001. Contributions received in 2002 will be
recognized early in 2003,

PASTCF at AAAS meeting

The following persons made special gifts to support
PASTCEF presence at the annual meeting of AAAS:
Mark P. Achtemeier
Andrew W. Breidenbach
Alan H. Carlson
Dorothy Clark
Loring M. Garrison
W. Boone Groves
Lawrence R. Gurley
James E. Guthrie
James C. Hathaway

Katherine P. Henrikson
Donald J. Hooper
Robert A. Keefer

Max A. Lauffer
Jill M. Martinez
R. Wesley McCoy
Alan G. Meyers
David P. Pearson
Richard A. Rettig

Richard M. Schlobohm
Richard H. Sugg

John E. Turpin
James K. Wessel
Robert J. Wright

Contributing Members

The following persons joined PASTCE as
contributing members (§100-8249):
John K. Alexander
Albert S. Anderson
Nancy A. Beauchamp
Don Beddingfeld
Charles W. Doak
Harry W. Ellis
James C. Hathaway
Duane Hix
Max A. Lauffer

Jill M. Martinez
Robert J. Powell Jr.
Franklin D. Schowengerdt
Richard Shibles
David G. Vellenga

Sustaining Members

The following persons joined PASTCF as
sustaining members ($250 and over):
Thomas R. Henderson
Kenneth E. McCall
Robert K. Patterson
Barbara A. Pursey
Derek L. Pursey
R. M. Row
Richard M. Schlobohm
William Witherspoon

Sponsors of SciTecht

Margaret and Vernon Towne gave $500 to
support publication of one issue of SciTecht.
William Witherspoon gave $1,000 to support
publication of two issues of Sct7écht.

Contributions to Endowment Fund

Bert E. Eakin made a generous contribution to
the PASTCF Endowment Fund.




