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“This book brings together a fascinating television show and the bioethical expertise of a brilliant scholar—a mix that can only benefit the reader. Professor Pence has been thinking and writing thoughtfully and provocatively about the ethics of cloning for decades. Orphan Black brings cloning to life in ways that Pence treats as an opportunity to learn, think, and even be amused. It is a powerful and rare combination, not to be missed.”


—ARTHUR CAPLAN, PHD, founding director of the Division
 of Medical Ethics at NYU Langone Medical Center


“Finally, the long-awaited bioethics companion for legions of Orphan Black fans has arrived. Medical ethics expert and science fiction aficionado Gregory E. Pence has written a wonderful book that is both a captivating read as well as highly educational. He is taking us on a whirlwind tour of the ethics of cloning, gene patenting, sexuality and gender, personal identity, and so much more! I highly recommend this for inclusion in your personal dinner table conversation starter kit, student reading materials, or simply as a book to read on your next long flight or at the beach. Buy it, you won’t regret it!”


—UDO SCHUKLENK, PHD, professor of philosophy and
 Ontario Research Chair in Bioethics


“Novels, movies, and television series often promote fallacies about human cloning. In this timely book, Professor Greg Pence fights fire with fire, transforming Orphan Black from hit series into bioethics and philosophy text. His thoughtful analysis of cloning fact and fiction draws upon a wealth of scientific and sociological research. Professors and students alike will enjoy this rich and entertaining book.”


—KERRY LYNN MACINTOSH, professor of law,
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CHAPTER 1


Orphan Black and Bioethics


Bioethics is one of today’s most exciting new fields. Orphan Black is one of the most exciting shows on television. Bioethics explores ethical issues in medicine and science. Orphan Black dramatizes ethical issues in medicine and science. What could be more appropriate than a marriage of the two? Like the two interwoven strands of nucleotides that make up DNA molecules, the famous “double helix,” they are intimately linked.


Bioethics erupted into the consciousness of North Americans in 1962 with a LIFE magazine article about the God Committee, which controversially decided on the basis of social worth who lived, and who died, in getting access to then-scarce kidney dialysis machines. As science and technology became more advanced, so did the ethical issues surrounding them: the questionable status as living persons of comatose patients with brain-stem reflexes such as Karen Ann Quinlan, Nancy Cruzan, and Terri Schiavo; legal decisions about abortions; debates about heart transplants, surrogate mothers, AIDS, the vulnerability of psychiatric patients, greedy Big Pharma, Dr. Kevorkian, “Octomom,” research on animals, and Obamacare; treatment of intersex, gay, and transgender persons; and enhancements of people by drugs, surgery, and (of special relevance to Orphan Black) genetic interventions.


Then, of course, there looms the mega-bioethical issue of our times: cloning humans. From the moment in 1997 that banner headlines screamed about the cloning of Dolly the sheep, the world has been fascinated with the possibly horrific implications of human clones. Perhaps no other ethical issue in modern history has grabbed more attention, caused more hysteria, or inspired so much imaginative film and literature.


Orphan Black quintessentially dramatizes human cloning. By placing a clone, Sarah Manning, at the center of the story, and surrounding her with clone sisters and brothers from Projects Leda and Castor as well as the political and religious groups vying to control them, there is just no way the show could avoid engaging with cloning’s profound moral questions. Through the Emmy-worthy acting of Tatiana Maslany and a science-driven plot, Orphan Black raises issues about living at the edge of what it means to be a human, investigates the impact of nature and nurture on personality and character, and asks profound social and ethical questions about personal identity: How do our birth origins (whether we are created sexually, via assisted reproduction, or cloning) affect who we are? How does being gestated by a surrogate affect us later? What is it like to have not just one identical twin, but eight or fourteen identical twins? What if you and those twins are raised apart, with different parents and in different cultures? What happens if you are all raised together, like the Castors?


I have spent forty years in bioethics, thirty-four teaching in a medical school. Rare is the time in a professor’s life when a television show comes along that highlights the big issue of his or her career. Even rarer is when that same issue is one that has grabbed the world’s fascination and horror.


Before Orphan Black appeared, I wrote several books about human cloning and gave a hundred talks about it around the world. But cloning humans always seemed so abstract to people; the issue lacked human context. Conversations spring from fears and fantasies, not science and realism. People fear that the emergence of clones would mean inevitable descent into a dystopic, Blade Runner-style future. So Orphan Black, and the opportunity it provides as a major television drama to discuss human cloning, seemed too good to be true. Suddenly, I had a likeable character—multiple likeable characters!—who had been created by cloning. Not a “clone” or a soulless, Night of the Living Dead-style zombie, but a living, breathing, feeling, and yes, sexy, human being. Sarah Manning and her “sestras” (as Ukrainian-raised Helena refers to her clone “sisters”) provide that human context, a way to get viewers to see that maybe people could be created through cloning and the sky wouldn’t fall.


Actually, using Orphan Black to write about ethical issues is a nice compromise between discussing cloning abstractly and trying to imagine real clones in our midst. The difficulties that the sestras face are not exactly real because Orphan Black is, in the end, a fictional show. On the other hand, its scenes and action don’t feel like desert island cases that could never occur. They feel real and urgent.


Nor does this usefulness go only one way. Looking at Orphan Black through the lens of bioethics can also enrich our understanding of the show’s characters and story line, and what is at stake for and in them.


Regardless of what season four holds for the show (and I hope many seasons beyond that), the existing three seasons contain more than enough material to discuss not only all the ethical issues of human cloning, but many other issues in modern bioethics as well, from genetic engineering to medical experimentation to the commercialization of life itself—all of which we’ll talk about in this book.
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CHAPTER 2


Personhood and Human Clones


The Orphans of Project Leda


Orphan Black upends the most important, age-old myth about human cloning: that beings originated in this novel way would not be people, but zombies, sex slaves, robots, or property. From the very first scene of this binge-worthy series, when we watch con artist Sarah Manning witness the suicide of her clone-sister, detective Beth Childs, we understand that we are dealing with real humans with the complex fears, ambitions, and loves of humans anywhere on the planet.


Despite the fact that the Dyad Institute, the Neolutionists, and the Proletheans do think this way, do think of the orphans as “mere clones,” do think of them as property, as “theirs,” we viewers know better. Sarah is just as much a person as the smug, confident Dr. Leekie (unless, of course, we discover one day that, like Rachel Duncan, Leekie was also a clone? Wouldn’t that be a kick? A master clone scientist overseeing groups of cloned men and women?). Cosima is just as much a real, human graduate student as any other human grad student. Stepford-like housewife Alison is just as caught up in her children’s soccer games as any other suburban mother. Even Rachel, the kapo over the Leda sisters, is familiar to us as the repressed, cold, amoral, controlling, insanely ambitious businesswoman.


In short, although very different in personality and character, the orphans of Project Leda are all people originated by cloning, not just mindless clones. Similarly, the cloned men of Project Castor are not a mindless army, but also real, flawed people—if ones raised in unusual circumstances. And as people, the Ledas and Castors possess the same free will to make decisions, the same passion to enter into relationships, the same empathy to mourn the deaths of those they love, and even the same despair to commit suicide.


Why, then, in popular thinking, are clones thought of as something like zombies? Indeed, many people object to human cloning in part because they believe that any being produced this way would be subhuman and treated as such. Why do we assume that beings created without sex would somehow be different—and, more important, different in a bad way?


The influential essay about human cloning “The Wisdom of Repugnance,” by conservative bioethicist Leon Kass, emphasizes how human clones strike us: “‘Offensive.’ ‘Grotesque.’ ‘Revolting.’ ‘Repugnant.’ ‘Repulsive.’” These are the words most commonly heard regarding the prospect of human cloning. Such reactions come both from the man or woman in the street and from the intellectuals, from believers and atheists, from humanists and scientists. Even Dolly’s creator has said he “would find it offensive to clone a human being.”


Kass accepts, and even champions, the emotional responses of Luddites and religious conservatives whose guts tell them that human cloning is a boundary crossing, a deep violation of human nature, a line that only God and not humans should cross. What is inherently wrong for Kass about the creation of Dolly is what is inherently wrong about the creation of human clones: Dolly “is the work not of nature or nature’s God, but of man, an Englishman, Ian Wilmut, and his fellow scientists.” Cloned human beings, Kass says, would be the product “of man playing at being God.”


Kass and other conservative bioethicists also worry that beings created by cloning would be treated as commodities, denied—or unworthy of—the same rights and protections as “normal” beings. As Kass writes, “It is not at all clear to what extent a clone will truly be a moral agent.”


The frequency with which critics of cloning refer to it as “manufacture” also attests to the belief that clones would be less than human. The word choice invokes a powerful image from Aldous Huxley’s 1932 novel, Brave New World: babies who emerge on an assembly line, mechanically and uniformly, unwanted, uncherished, un-nurtured, and unloved by normal parents, who hence grow up psychologically malformed.


However, these beliefs are the product of mindless prejudice, a groundless fear based on ignorance of how cloning works (a topic we’ll discuss further in later chapters). They also disregard an important principle of modern ethics: that how a human baby is created does not affect its status as a person, either legally or ethically. Put a little differently, it is a widely accepted principle of many ethical theories that people should be treated equally as persons unless there is a relevant reason to treat them differently.


Treating people differently requires special moral reasons. If a professor treats one student in class differently than another, then there must be a morally relevant reason for the differential treatment, such as that the student has a learning disability and so needs extra time taking a test. So just because someone’s biological parents were not married or are from different races is not a morally relevant reason to treat children differently who come from such unions. Similarly, just because children were created from assisted reproduction—which one could argue is no more unnatural than cloning—does not mean that, as children or adults, they are anything less than full persons.


If I meet someone who looks, talks, and acts like a person, if I meet Sarah Manning or Krystal Goderitch, then I should—all other things being equal—treat them as persons. And so we should treat the orphans. Call this the Principle of Non-Discrimination by Origins.


Historically, humans have been slow to learn this fundamental lesson of ethics. Indeed, primitive humans have used skin color, religious beliefs, geographical location, country of origin, marital status of parents, and sexual orientation as reasons to discriminate against others. But modern thinkers, too, have found it difficult to understand, especially when it comes to cloning humans.


According to Nigel Cameron, a famous, modern-day Christian bioethicist, “[Human cloning] would be perhaps the worst thing we have ever thought of in the maltreatment of our species. It would be a kind of new slave class. You would have human beings who were made by other human beings for their purposes.” But this is a bad, circular way of arguing. Because other people are prejudiced, it suggests, we must act as if the evil effects of that prejudice are justified. Just because people fear that cloned humans would be evil, unnatural, or weird does not mean that they should be treated differently—unless and until we have real evidence that they are different. And just as we cannot cite prejudice against gay people getting married or interracial marriage as a reason to oppose such marriages, so we cannot cite primitive fears about cloned people as justification for not allowing clones to be born.


A simple corollary of the Principle of Non-Discrimination by Origins holds that no one should suffer prejudice because of how she came into existence. Whether the Project Castor men were conceived in a Petri dish, by an older woman and a younger man, or as twins, triplets, or octuplets should not affect the moral status of each once he enters the world. How and why children arrive in the world does not affect their status as human beings, and they should be treated accordingly.


Legally speaking, as Professor Kerry Lynn Macintosh of the Santa Clara School of Law tells us in her book on human cloning, once a human fetus is viable and living outside the womb, it is a person. Killing a mother carrying a fetus is not a double homicide; killing mother and baby is. This is equally true of children created by various forms of assisted reproduction. No state has ever declared that a child created in a different way is anything less than legally entitled to all the benefits of any child created by sexual reproduction.


With this in mind, let us return to the idea, pervasive in our culture, of clones as commodities or slaves, abused because of their unique origins—and in particular, the idea that the bodies of cloned humans might be salvaged for organs to help their human genetic sources. It’s an idea we see repeatedly in literature and film, from the 1976 novel (and 1978 film) The Boys from Brazil to the 2005 movie The Island and Kazuo Ishiguro’s 2005 novel, Never Let Me Go.


In case it is not immediately obvious: IT’S WRONG TO MURDER PEOPLE. It’s wrong to take away the future life of any living person because you want something from that person, even if that person was created in a different way (a lesson that Tomas and Dr. Virginia “Mother” Coady clearly need to learn).


Why not? Let’s take an example. Why can’t the child created from Brad Pitt’s genes be used later by Brad to replace one of his failing kidneys? After all, without Brad, this child wouldn’t exist. Isn’t it better, as in the 2005 film The Island, to have decades of idyllic life and then be painlessly terminated for organ harvesting than to not exist at all?


Well, the answer is the same as why we can’t force an adult to give his or her identical twin with kidney failure one of his healthy kidneys. It would be very nice for the healthy twin to do so—in fact, the first live adult kidney donation, in 1954, was from one such twin to another. But the donation was a voluntary decision by the healthy twin, not a forced or assumed one.


Try this another way: Suppose physicians during early pregnancy could give a woman a twinning pill—one that causes her embryo to divide and become two identical embryos, mimicking what sometimes happens without intervention in the case of identical twins—and both embryos are then gestated to birth. Suppose a mother and her doctor conspire that it will be good one day for the first twin to have a “spare parts” twin—and how can the second twin object? Otherwise she would never have existed!


Simply because a person is created by asexual reproduction as spare parts for an ancestor does not mean that, in the words of the great philosopher Immanuel Kant, that person can be used as a “mere means” to sustain the life of his or her genetic source. You cannot and should not create a cloned twin of yourself to become an organ warehouse for your later use.


What happens to Katja Obinger and the Helsinki Ledas of Orphan Black is not a “disposal” or a “rendering” of a clone. No, instead, it is, quite plain and simply, murder. And if you don’t see this, well, you are still not thinking of beings created by asexual reproduction as real people.


In short, clones—whether those created for organ harvesting or scientific purposes like the orphans of Orphan Black, or those created by normal, childless couples wanting children with strong genetic connections—would not be mindless zombies, slaves, or commodities (or at least ethically they should not be). They would be people, with all the normal ethical and legal rights of real persons.
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CHAPTER 3


Our Fears of Clones


And Their Reflections in
 Literature and Film


With the personhood of clones firmly established, let’s take a closer look at some of our cultural fears about cloning humans that underlie the prejudices discussed in the previous chapter, especially those reflected in literature and film.


In looking at whether scientists should be allowed to create cloned human embryos for experimentation, the United States government’s Human Research Embryo Panel concluded in 1994 that “popular views of human cloning derive from science fiction books and films that have more to do with cultural fantasies than actual scientific experiments.” However, that very fact is why those science fiction books and films are important and worth engaging. In his Senate testimony about a bill to allow such experimentation on cloned human embryos, Boston University law and public health professor George Annas faulted this panel for ignoring the lessons of science fiction, saying they had attempted “to sever science from its cultural context. Literary treatments of cloning help inform us.” His larger argument was that these literary treatments should lead us to consider cloning technology too dangerous when applied to humans, but his point about the “cultural context” of cloning remains compelling. By understanding this “cultural context,” we can better understand objections to cloning, and the fears that lie behind them.


Here are the four most common cultural fears about human cloning, taken from examples in literature and film:


First, there is the fear we have touched on already: that the clone would be treated badly, for example, as a slave, conditioned killer-soldier, or source of organ parts. Such fears center on assumptions that a cloned being would be, or at least be considered, a sub-person, or subhuman. The same fear manifests itself theologically in the fear that clones would lack souls.


Ridley Scott’s Blade Runner, a classic science fiction film based on Philip K. Dick’s novel Do Androids Dream of Electric Sheep?, explores this first fear. Though Blade Runner’s replicants are not technically clones but androids, they possess many characteristics that human clones would have. They walk, talk, look, act, and feel exactly like humans, while still being considered less than human by the society that created them.


In Blade Runner, the Tyrell Corporation’s replicants mimic human beings so closely that the two can only be distinguished through elaborate biological tests for emotional responses. Despite this, replicants are slave labor in the hazardous conditions on off-world planets, exploited for exploration there. On meritocratic or egalitarian principles, such beings should possess equal rights as humans; replicants are superior in strength, endurance, and intelligence, but they are treated worse than pets, more like rocks. For replicants to return to Earth is illegal, on pain of death. Without hearing or trial, any replicant caught on Earth can be killed by the Blade Runners, a special police unit. Such executions are not referred to as deaths; rather, replicants are merely “retired,” like old pieces of equipment.


We also see this fear of clones being exploited, if less starkly, in the 2005 movie The Island. In it, human clones frolic on an artificial island until their rich ancestors need their organs—a fate all the more horrifying, perhaps, for the superficial luxury of the clones’ lives. Similarly, in Never Let Me Go, the dystopian 2005 tale by Japanese novelist Kazuo Ishiguro, students in a special boarding school learn they are clones being kept to replenish the organs of older, genetically identical ancestors. And Greg Egan’s famous 1990 short story, “The Extra,” shows a futuristic society where superrich protagonist Daniel Gray clones mentally challenged copies of his own body. The story opens with Gray showing off to guests five copies of his body, each a decade older than the next. The “Extras” are paraded around a swimming pool like prized pets and kept on leashes and collars. When his original body deteriorates, Gray has doctors transplant his memory and brain into a younger Extra.


In Orphan Black, this fear of clonal exploitation manifests in three ways: first, the way that people behind the Leda and Castor Projects regard their “orphans” as their property, secretly monitoring and tagging them and even patenting their DNA; second, the way that the Castors are raised to be used as super soldiers; and third, the way that Sarah, Helena, and Kira’s unexpected ability to heal is treated by Topside and Dr. Coady’s superiors as something like an oil gusher— a major bonanza to be exploited.


A species of this first-fear is the worry that, despite the best efforts of parents and society, cloned children would feel, when they discovered their origins, inferior in comparison to other, “ordinary” children who were created sexually. Such fears of being different, of being marginalized, are reported by some non-heterosexual and transgender people when discovering their sexual or gender identities. So it is not that cloned children would in fact be inferior that is the problem, but that others and they themselves might perceive being cloned as inferior.


We see this fear in the Leda clones themselves. As Alison tells Sarah bitterly, early on in episode three of season one, “We’re clones! We’re someone’s experiment and they’re killing us off!” Felix and Sarah, who each already felt marginalized by society before discovering Sarah’s origins, often perceive the Ledas’ ultra-marginalized status. And Tony, the transgender Leda, wants nothing to do with the idea that he is a clone, running away from the idea and his sisters.


A second fear is the opposite of the first one (which reveals how contradictory our feelings are about human clones): that clones would be not subhuman but superhuman. This is also the fear that technology will easily get out of control, that the (cloned) servant will get too strong and turn on the master.


This fear that clones will become too powerful and attack us is front and center in Cyteen, C. J. Cherryh’s classic 1988 trilogy about human cloning. In it, probes transport humans to distant stars, but it can take a lifetime to get there, so most people stay on Earth. When this new civilization needs more humans, its research foundation, the Reseune Corporation, develops artificial womb tanks to grow cloned humans, called “Azis.”


Over three centuries, the off-world peoples and the Azis of the Cyteen star system grow culturally distant from the people of Earth, who are beset by overpopulation, ancient ethnic disputes, and parochial concerns. When Earth declares war, writes Cherryh, “Reseune [cloned] soldiers, then, grim and single-minded and intelligent, oh, yes, bred and refined and honed, knowing by touch and reflex what they had never seen in their lives, knowing above all what their purpose was. Living weapons, thinking and calculating down one track.” These soldiers are the literary precursors of the Castors.


(Of course, like the Castors and Ledas, the Azis develop in unexpected ways. Some citizen-humans have Azi-twins and love them as human twins. Predictably, and reflecting our fears that clones would be exploited, most inhabitants of Cyteen treat such Azis as slaves or, in Kant’s terms, as a “mere means.”)


Interestingly, this fear of clones as superhuman is often accompanied by a concern that said clones would not have a unique identity. We see this with the Castors, who, bred and raised together, seem to have trouble forging separate identities—manifesting most obviously in the scene when Rudy is having sex with a woman and Seth suddenly appears in bed wanting to join in. Rudy and Seth seem to think it perfectly natural that they should share every experience, including sex.


This fear that a cloned child would not have a unique identity also appears in Kate Wilhelm’s Where Late the Sweet Birds Sang, written at the height of a wave of clone furor and novelized in 1976. The novel explores the tension when one human attempts to forge an individual self separate from her identical half-dozen twins (a problem we’ll discuss in more depth later). Genetically identical, gestated together in womb-tanks, and raised under the same conditions, these siblings cannot stand to be apart from one another and feel traumatized when any one of their group is missing.


Wilhelm’s novel also presages assumptions in Orphan Black about the Castors: that it makes sense to talk of multiple copies of a genotype who are raised together as therefore thinking as a group, that human clones would be poor at thinking for themselves, and that particular types of humans could be created for specific jobs, such as the military.


Third is the fear that the scientists and physicians behind cloning are not motivated by altruism (e.g., helping infertile people have children) but by greed, arrogance, or an intellectual drive untempered by compassion for those that could be hurt by their work. This fear paints scientists with a broad brush of moral insensitivity. Drs. Aldous Leekie, Virginia “Mother” Coady, Dyad physician Alan Nealon, and Dyad executive Marion Bowles all perfectly fit this stereotype.


Before he commits sucide in front of his clone daughter Rachel, scientist Ethan Duncan reveals to her that the reason she can’t have the children she wants is that he made the Ledas sterile by degrading their endometria with an autoimmune disease. (In this regard, he tells Rachel, “Sarah is not a success but a failure.”) “Unfortunately,” as Ethan says, “we didn’t foresee the consequences” of introducing this autoimmune disease to the Ledas—namely, that the Ledas would also grow polyps on their lungs, kidneys, uteruses, and elsewhere, and that such growths would kill many of them—as they killed Jennifer and were sickening Katja before Helena shot her. This is precisely the kind of failure from epistemological arrogance that literature and movies have always taught us to fear in scientists.


We see this fear in another form in what is perhaps the most prominent movie about human cloning: The Boys from Brazil, based on Ira Levin’s novel. In the 1978 film, Jewish Nazi-hunter Lieberman (modeled on Simon Wiesenthal and played by the great actor Sir Laurence Olivier) stumbles upon a plot to clone Adolf Hitler that is the brainstorm of infamous Nazi physician-experimenter Josef Mengele (who was still alive in Brazil when the movie came out). The motive of the physician-scientists here is not only amoral, but evil: to use cloning to resurrect a great, dangerous figure from the past. After all, if we could recreate dinosaurs and woolly mammoths from ancient, preserved cells, why not George Washington, ancient King Tutankhamun, or, on the dark side, Genghis Khan or Hitler himself?


Lieberman discovers that a neo-Nazi group cloned ninety-four embryos from the genes of Adolf Hitler and had ninety-four women gestate these embryos to birth. The children were then adopted by couples who matched the ages and personalities of Hitler’s parents. When the little Adolfs are teenagers, their fathers fall prey to lethal “accidents” that mimic the death of young Hitler’s father. Upon finally meeting one of the boys, Mengele wrongly assumes that the boy will think and feel like the real Adolf Hitler, but instead the boy is attached to his adoptive father, who Mengele has just killed. Nevertheless, the boy shows a vicious streak by allowing his Doberman Pinschers to rip Mengele apart for killing his father.


(In the movie, all the boys are identical in personality, an unrealistic result that Orphan Black avoids. Even with the pains the group took to match the boys with parents similar to Hitler’s and ensure all experienced, like Hitler at age thirteen, the sudden death of a father who was hard to please, different parents, locales, and parenting styles would have produced different adults.)


Fourth, people fear the motives of those who want a copy of their (or someone else’s) genes to be continued in another human. They think this is selfish, narcissistic, and doing so would result in the ancestor imposing his will on the child.


In Fay Weldon’s The Cloning of Joanna May, nefarious sexist motives are at work when an arrogant man wants to create females who are biological replicants of his young wife, Joanna. Weldon’s male protagonist creates four copies of Joanna’s genotype and then implants the resulting embryos in women to be gestated. Like Henrik and his farm in Orphan Black, this seems to be a clear reference to compounds of polygamous Mormons in southern Utah, where elder men have a senior “first” wife and then many younger wives, some only teenagers. Only in Weldon’s novel, the protagonist, through cloning, is in essence trying to recreate younger copies of his first love in order to relive previous experiences (assuming the new copies will react to him as did the first, which in reality, as we’ll discuss further in later chapters, might not be true).


We see this fear most clearly in Orphan Black with Henrik and his use of his own sperm to fertilize Helena’s eggs. Henrik is clearly a massive narcissist who not only believes himself on a mission from God, but also believes that his mission is to use biotechnology to recreate his genes with superior stock.


As we have seen already in these fictional examples, these fears certainly overlap. In real life, too, fears do not come clearly labeled in neat packages. Our fears of clones run over each other and mix with related fears about things like animal-human genetic mixes, cyborgs, and resurrected woolly mammoths.


The lasting impression of most of these notable fictional treatments is that humans originated by cloning will be exploited, treated as serfs or slaves, and never be the equal of “real” humans. Given this influence, as well as that of dozens of other novels and movies featuring cloned humans, it was understandable that, a month after Ian Wilmut announced his cloning of Dolly, he would say that human cloning would violate a right because the clone would not be treated as an individual. In all our science fiction stories, the bad guys always treat human clones unjustly. Why wouldn’t we fear the real world would do the same?


Such fears tell us less about the future possibilities inherent to the existence of clones than they do about ourselves. The anxieties they express are not about cloning per se, but about how we presently relate to each other and to children.


As London psychotherapist Adam Phillips said in a symposium on human cloning, “Cloning is, for obvious and not so obvious reasons, a compelling way of talking about what goes on between people.” When people worry that cloned people will be sexually enslaved or made to work in inhuman conditions in mines, they are not basing their views on evidence and reasoning but on fantasies about what they want or fear others want.


This is not unlike the teenage boy who, fed up with what he perceives as the machinations of teenage girls, says, “I just want a clone girlfriend.” He doesn’t want what we now know would be a human being; he wants a Stepford wife, a robot slave who will do what he wants, when he wants.


So, too, people would like an identical twin without a brain to be a source for organs when they unexpectedly get cancer or when their hearts fail with age. Who wouldn’t?


As well, many of us would like a personal valet of the kind that English lords once had. Let’s be honest here: When we dream of living in an ancient time, who dreams of being an illiterate serf working all day cutting wheat rather than being royalty? Who thinks that previously on the wheel of rebirth, she was once a slug?


No, we fantastize about being a superior person, one who has others at our beck and call. That is the appeal of the clone, and for many, it is a sexual appeal. The conservative political pundit Francis Fukuyama has suggested that a father would want to have sex with a clone daughter of his wife, and because the daughter is a clone and would therefore have less than human status, Fukuyama implies that the father may actually do it. In so thinking, Fukuyama seems to be saying that every father wants to have sex with his daughter, but refrains from doing so because of her normal human status. How else to explain this widespread fear, if not as an “outing” of that desire? Is that the fear in the primitive mind that sets up our “yuck” response to creating such clones?


And designer children? Simply another manifestation of how we impute bad motives to those who wish to create a child by cloning—in this case, ambitious parents rather than arrogant scientists or international biotech corporations. We fear that, given the capability, parents would only choose a very specific set of characteristics in a child—and that children so designed might be superior to the rest of us. If people didn’t already see such desires in themselves and other parents, what would there be to fear?


Where does this particular fear come from? Parents often fear the influence of culture on children—for example, on young girls to sexualize themselves by wearing revealing clothing. And if our culture can do this to our daughters now, what might it do at the biological level? What if we are talking not about superficial changes but changing the underlying genes, not just for one person but for the whole continuing, biological future of a family line? The real fear is about parents’ inability to resist the influence of mass culture on their kids.


And narcissists like Henrik who want to clone themselves? That fear stems from our awareness of what has always motivated people to create children, but that we rarely admit: to have something of oneself continue after death, to create a little bit of biological/genetic immortality. Or to see one’s own traits flourish via their successful expression in one’s children. Pride of authorship, so to speak.


But these fears about our children are not commonly discussed in private, and never in public, so we only hear about them indirectly, when we listen carefully to people talking about things such as what cloned children might be like.







Orphan Black and Greek Myth





Many of the names in Orphan Black—Leda, Castor, and even Helena (a derivative of Helen)—derive from a famous story in Greek mythology about Leda, the queen of Sparta, and her husband, Tyndareus. According to one legend, on the same night that Tyndareus impregnated Leda, the god Zeus adopted the form of a swan and seduced (or in some versions, raped) her. Four children resulted: Helen and Polydeuces from Zeus, and Castor and Clytemnestra from Tyndareus.


Of great interest to Orphan Black, in some versions of this myth, Leda actually lays two eggs; Helen emerges from one and Polydeuces from the other. Since poly means many, Polydeuces could refer to several children from the same egg (like Sarah and Helena) or the same DNA (e.g., cloned children).


The choice of this myth for naming Projects Leda and Castor is apt in two other notable ways. First, critics of cloning often refer to it as “playing God,” believing that humans should not be meddling in things that are the province of the divine; the choice of a story in which a god “meddles” in the affairs of humans may be intentionally ironic. Second, if we view Sarah and Helena as corresponding to the twins produced by Leda’s union with Zeus, it follows—according to the narrative logic of Greek myth—that both Sarah and Helena (and Kira, because she is Sarah’s daughter) might possess godlike powers, perhaps of healing.
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