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Surrogate motherhood. 
    Professor Salvatore Mancuso, head of the Institute of Gynecology and Obstetrics of the Catholic University of Rome presented a paper a few years ago arguing that mothers undergo permanent changes during pregnancy, in which they "inherit" some characteristics of the child they carry and, through the child, also receive some characteristics of the father. http://www.davidicke.net/emagazine/vol18/research/mothers-children.html
    There is interaction between the mother and child both chemically and informationally, and that has a permanent effect on the mother. 
    And some of that influence may come from the father.
    So this adds another dimension to the question of surrogate motherhood.  I wasn’t able to find any corroboration or refutation of this paper, so I don’t even know for sure if it’s true. 
    But it sounds very reasonable to me, and it may very well be true.
    If it is, it seems like action of the woman being conformed to some degree to the child and to the father would be part of what it means that a man and woman become one flesh.
    And if that’s the case, there would be an ethical question about whether you, as a surrogate, would want to become one flesh (in that limited way) with the father.
    
Medical Ethics
    The practice of medicine is a good thing.  Those who say it is a lack of faith in God’s ability to heal are people who fail to appreciate the wonderful doctrine of providence.
    When we say, “God heal me – and I demand You do so miraculously and not through providence.” – that is not faith; it’s arrogance.  
    You’ve all heard the joke about the guy in the flood praying for God to save him, and then refusing to get into the boats and helicopter that comes to rescue him, because he’s trusting God…
    After he drowns he asks God why He didn’t save him, and God says, “I sent two boats and a helicopter.  What more did you want?”
    People who reject medicine are like that guy.  Who are we to tell God what method He has to use?
    In 1 Tim.5:23 Paul told Timothy, “use a little wine because of your stomach and your frequent illnesses.”  That is an endorsement of medicine. 
    So it’s not wrong to use medicine for the purpose of restoring physical health.  (Although I do think it is questionable to attempt to use chemicals to attain spiritual health.  For more on that refer to the Biblical Counseling class.)
    So medicine is good.  However, we should keep in mind that physical health is not the most important thing.
    Some people are of the opinion that missionaries should go in and provide for people’s physical needs before preaching the Gospel to them.  That’s backwards.
    If you can gain a hearing by providing for some physical need, that’s fine (although you should consider the possibility that you are putting the people at greater risk of false conversion if they think that’s the avenue for free provisions).
    But it’s more important that you preach the gospel to someone than that you feed that person.
    Bioethics
    
Cloning 
    In science fiction, a clone is another copy of a person.  So if I were cloned, there would be two “me’s.” 
    But the cloning that is taking place now is not like that.  All it is, is the creation of the equivalent of an identical twin. 
 
Regular twins result when two separate eggs are fertilized by two separate sperm.  In that case the twins have no more in common genetically than any two siblings. 
    But when a single egg is fertilized by a single sperm, and then divides, the result is what we call identical twins.
    To produce a clone, they take a woman’s egg and remove the nucleus, and replace it with a cell from the person they want to clone.
    They then stimulate the egg to cause it to grow.  The result is a child who has the same DNA as the one who donated the cell (not the egg).
    So a clone is like an identical twin.
    But identical twins are not really identical.  They have different fingerprints, for one thing, and different personalities as well.
    On the other hand, they do have identical DNA, so they tend to be very, very similar.
    That’s what a clone is.
    If you meet identical twins, you don’t think of two copies of a single person.  They are two, separate persons.  
    If you strike up a friendship with one of them, that doesn’t mean you are necessarily friends with the other one.  
    If you share the Gospel with one of them, and he becomes a Christian, you still seek to share the Gospel with the other one as well – you don’t assume that other one will automatically be saved just because the first one was saved.
    Clearly, they are two separate individuals – two distinct souls.
    Cloning is the creation of identical twins – two individuals who have identical DNA, but who are unique individuals nonetheless. 
    There is nothing unique about cloning – it’s been going on for as long as women have been having identical twins.  
    It’s just that now we have figured out a way to do it that creates a huge likelihood of miscarriages, birth defects, deformities, poor health and early death. 
    Ethical Problems with Cloning
    Before considering the ethics of the process itself, it’s worth thinking about the motives for cloning.  Why do people want to do it?
    The Human Cloning Foundation website lists 22 arguments for cloning.  
    I don’t see any problem with some of them:
Medical breakthroughs - Human cloning is expected to result in several miraculous medical breakthroughs.
The need for organs – The theory is that perhaps we will be able to grow individual organs that people need.
Endangered species could be saved – 
Animals and plants could be cloned for medical purposes – 
    To fund research - People who want to be cloned are likely to donate money for research. (They assume funding research is good).
    The fact that by doing an activity you can fund it does not prove the activity is good.
    The rest of their arguments were very questionable. 
    Bad parents – “Human cloning allows you the opportunity to participate in choosing the parents for your clone.”  (We could do so much better at matching children to parents than God does.)
    A Child's right to be better than its parents – The clone can be made from superior genetic material.  Sooner or later we will end up with a superior, master race.
    To be a better parent - Raising a clone would be like having a child with an instruction manual. You would have a head start on the needs and talents of your child.
Because of the special relationship that twins have – 
Economics - Countries that fail to research human cloning will suffer economically.
    The more we engineer a family situation by picking out just the right genetic donor, and just the right parents, etc., the more pressure we put on the child to conform to our plans.
    It would overturn God’s intended design for the family.  
    Procreation would be an asexual process, the baby would be the twin brother or sister of its parent, he would only have one progenitor, etc.
    Suppose a mother has a daughter who is her clone.  The daughter, who is genetically identical to the mother and genetically unrelated to the father, turns 20, and all of the sudden the man sees the woman he fell in love with “reappear” as a 20 year old.
    Given our society’s tendency to attribute everything to physiological causes, the weaknesses of the donor will tend to be expected and excused in the clone.
    There is wisdom in the fact that the union of a man and woman result in a genetically different child.  
    This is a quote from ch.5 of The President's Council on Bioethics:
“Gifts and blessings we learn to accept as gratefully as we can. Products of our wills we try to shape in accord with our desires. Procreation as traditionally understood invites acceptance, rather than reshaping, engineering, or designing the next generation.” http://www.bioethics.gov/reports/cloningreport/research.html
    Several of the reasons given in favor of cloning demonstrate the danger of identity confusion for the clone.
    There would be a tendency to confuse the identity of the clone with the person who donated the cell, as it the clone were a copy of that person.
    This confusion already exists, as is seen in the following arguments:
    To have a better sense of identity – as if your identity came from your DNA.
To take a step towards immortality – “Human cloning essentially means taking a human being's DNA and reversing its age back to zero.” 
Living on through a later-born twin - 
    We are not going to achieve immortality through medical means, and just because you contribute the genetic material for a twin does not mean you are living through that twin.
    You want your clone to lead the life that was meant to be yours - People who have suffered some terrible physical or mental handicap and feel robbed of the opportunities they should have had in life see this life as a sacrifice so that the life of their clone may be enriched. 
    One survey found that a large percentage of the population would like to be cloned, but no one wanted to be a clone.
    Other arguments:
To make a future couple financially secure – 
Because you believe in freedom – “In a free society we know that we must tolerate some views that we don't agree with so that we all may be free. For this reason human cloning should be allowed.”  (In other words, everyone should be able to do anything they want, even if it harms and kills children). 
Because so many people want cloning – 
Religious Freedom – “At least two religions believe in cloning as one of their tenets.” 
Evidently every adherent to those religions has been living in constant sin, since no human clones have been produced.
    Because the sick will demand it – 
Gay couples - human cloning could allow two gay men to take 23 chromosomes from each male and put them into a single egg to truly have a baby of their own. 
A cure for baldness – 
    So as you can see, the motives behind cloning raise some real red flags regarding the motives for cloning.
    There are also some problems with the process itself.  Even if there are good reasons to clone – like medical research, that still doesn’t justify doing it if there are other ethical problems with it.
    The ethical problems of the process itself are not as new as you might think.  
    The problem with cloning is that it would require experimentation to perfect the process. And the ethical questions regarding human experimentation have been thoroughly discussed for decades. 
    In the early part of the 20th Century there were some terrible ethical abuses carried out by research scientists.
    You are well aware of the experiments in Nazi Germany, but the same thing went on here as well.
    From 1963 through 1966, at the Willowbrook State School in New York State (a state run institution) retarded children were purposely infected with hepatitis so they could study the disease.
    At first they infected them by feeding the kids extracts of stools from infected individuals and later subjects received injections of more purified virus preparations.
    Investigators defended the deliberate injection of these children by pointing out that the vast majority of them acquired the infection anyway while at Willowbrook, and perhaps it would be better for them to be infected under carefully controlled research conditions.
    In Macon County, Alabama, from 1932 to 1972, the United States Public Health Service,  withheld treatment from a group of poor black men who had the syphilis so they could study its effects.
    So in response not only to Hitler, but to the publicity that came from incidents like that, countries around the globe have adopted ethical guidelines regarding human experimentation.
    Among the most important and widely accepted documents to emerge were the Nuremberg Code of 1947, the Helsinki Declaration of 1964, and the Belmont Report, published in 1978 by the National Commission for the Protection of Human Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research. 
    There is some variation in what is emphasized, but all the codes were based on the foundational importance of the concept that the person who is being experimented on consent to the experimentation.  
    The over-riding idea was that the state is responsible to protect the weak from the strong.
    There are substantial health risks for the donor mother and the woman who carries the baby.  It can make the donor infertile, and in one study of cattle cloning, 1/3 of the pregnant cows died from complications late in the pregnancy. 
    But much worse are the risks to the baby, who is like the retarded kids at Willowbrook or the Jews in the concentration camps – they are subjected to the experimentation without giving their consent. 
    The vast majority of implanted clones die before birth.  The ones that do survive usually die prematurely, and are plagued with terrible birth defects.
 
The most successful animal clone was Dolly, who had a number of defects, aged very quickly and died young. 
    And even if they could get to a very high success rate in animals, that’s no guarantee that it would be safe for humans, since humans are so much more complex.
    Several hundred eggs are required before one attempt at cloning can be successful.  So to even do the research would require huge numbers of eggs.
    Given the risk and invasiveness of the harvesting procedure, the only way to get enough eggs would be to offer financial incentives.  
    And doing that can encourage the exploitation of poor women who are desperate and who don’t understand the risks.
    Genetic Engineering
    I think we should oppose genetic engineering for many of the same reasons we just covered regarding human experimentation.  
    If we can eliminate or reduce the possibility of a disease without posing any increased risk in the research, I don’t see a problem with that.  But I doubt it’s possible.  
    I also think we should oppose genetic engineering for the purpose of producing genetically superior people (faster runners, more intelligent, etc.).
    In other words, I would support therapy but not enhancement.  
    A therapy is a treatment for a disorder or deficiency, which aims to bring an unhealthy person to health. 
    An enhancement is an improvement or extension of some characteristic, capacity, or activity. 
    If you can do something to prevent a disease, that may be a good thing, assuming that’s all that is happening.
    However, there are even dangers with that.  If you can tell that a person is likely to develop cystic fibrosis, will that person become uninsurable?  
    It seems like if we know in advance that a person will have a terrible disease, the likelihood of that person being marginalized or mistreated and rejected, or even killed, are much higher.
    As for enhancement, there is a wonderful paper in that President’s Council on Bioethics entitled What's Wrong with Enhancement, by Michael J. Sandel, http://www.bioethics.gov/background/sandelpaper.html in which he says:
    “The moral problem with enhancement lies less in the perfection it seeks than in the human disposition it expresses and promotes. It might best be described as the hubris objection. …the hubris objection can explain our moral hesitation to embrace certain genetic alterations of animals. Chickens like to roam, but most egg-laying hens are confined, frustrated, in small battery cages. Suppose we could alter the gene that makes chickens want to run free. The chickens, now content to be confined, would suffer less frustration, and egg production would improve. Or suppose we found a way to dumb down cows to eliminate the fear they experience on their way to the slaughter chute. Or to engineer pigs without hooves, snouts, and tails. Is there anything troubling about altering animals in these ways? Let's assume that by reducing their capacities for our convenience we do not increase the animals' suffering, and may even relieve it. If these animal enhancements give us pause, it cannot be for reasons connected to the erosion of human agency. To the contrary, the genetic improvement of animals represents the ultimate human dominion. If such alterations are troubling, the reason must draw on the idea that life (even animal life) is a gift not subject without limit to our mastery or dominion.”
    When parents try to create designer children, at the very least it disfigures the proper relationship between parent and child, and seems to intrude upon ground that seems better left in God’s hands.
    Euthanasia 
    When is it right to “pull the plug”?  And what about Physician Assisted Suicide? 
    Regarding suicide, it’s always wrong.  It’s the same as murder, because it’s the taking of a life that doesn’t belong to you.  That doesn’t change if you are very old or very sick.
    And so if it’s wrong to commit suicide, it’s wrong to help someone commit suicide.
    Joni Erickson Tada broke her neck as a teenager and was paralyzed from the neck down.  She was extremely depressed, went through terrible suffering, and desperately waned to die.
    Many people would say that a life like that is now worthless, and the humane thing to do is just put her out of her misery.
    But she couldn’t commit suicide, because she couldn’t move.  And now she has a very powerful, world-wide ministry, and loves life.
    Discouragement is not a valid reason to end your life.  Most of us would agree that when a 14 year old breaks up with her boyfriend and wants to commit suicide, we should prevent her from doing so.
    So why is that different from an older adult who has been injured?  
    What should we do about people who are in a PVS (persistent vegetative state), or children who are born with only a brain stem?
    It’s tempting to question whether or not someone like that is actually a person with a soul.  
    Based on our discussion the last two times, I think they are.  And so they should be treated with dignity, compassion and respect, and should not be killed.
    On the other hand, there is a difference between killing someone and allowing the natural process of death to take place.
    I don’t think we need to use technology to keep the blood pumping and respiration going right up to the last possible second.  If a person is clearly dying, and medical intervention is clearly futile (no chance of recovery), it’s generally better to just allow that natural process to occur.
    If putting someone on a ventilator will enable him to recover so he can get off the ventilator, it’s good to use it.  But If his body is shutting down and he is dying, I see nothing wrong with taking him off the ventilator and allowing that process to unfold.
    And not as many people agree with me on this, but I feel the same way about a feeding tube.  I don’t think you are guilty of starving a person when you decide not to put in a feeding tube (or remove a feeding tube).   
    You aren’t starving the person any more than you as suffocating the person by not hooking him up to a ventilator.  
    It seems to me that God didn’t design us to eat while we are dying.  
  
I do believe it is good to provide pain management to a dying person – even, in some cases, if that hastens death.
    Pr.31:6  Give beer to those who are perishing, wine to those who are in anguish; 
    There are some cases in which doctors are reluctant to give adiquate pain medication to someone who is dying, because in doing so they would risk crossing the line of the maximum pain medication that is allowed by law, and be held responsible for the person’s death.
    I think that’s unfortunate.  If someone is dying, we should do what we can to make them comfortable.  
    It’s true that the medication slows the heart rate and can hasten death, but if the intention is not to kill but to relieve the pain, I don’t think it’s morally objectionable. 

