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PROCEEDINGS

DR. SHAPIRO: | would like the commissioners to assemble please
30 we could begin our mesting.

| would like to call today's mesting to order and welcome everyone
to this meeting of the Nationd Bioethics Advisory Commission a which we will be
consdering the kind of find draft report that commissoners should dl have received
ather very late last night or early thismorning.

Now, copies of this draft materid are available outside for those of
you who want to use those to help follow dong.

| have the ideathisis not on again.

MR. . Let usstop for aminute. We have an audio problem.

DR. SHAPIRO: Y ou have an audio problem?

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Let metry to begin once again by welcoming
everyone here, and particularly the members of the commisson who have put forth so
much effort in the last weeks to try to bring this report together dealing with as many
complex and difficult issues asit does.

As| mentioned before, copies of our draft report are available
outsde for anyone who would like to follow aong with us.

To the commissioners, | would like to gpologize for the fact that we
were able to generate copies of this draft only late last night and--indeed some of you
received them only early this morning--and therefore have not had afull chanceto
review some of the materiads.

A good dedl of the materids are Smilar to what we had done before
in the sense that they are very modest changes. Some of the materids, however, have
more mgjor changes. And, therefore, | will be providing some time during the
morning to take some recess from time to time to enable commissionersto reaed alittle

more carefully some of the materias that they have just recelved to enable our
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discussion to go ahead in as thoughtful a manner as possible.

Now, the report that we have assembled has made every effort to
accommodate and to integrate the very many thoughtful remarks and suggestions
made by members of the commission and others over the last few weeks. Indeed, the
reason the report was--the draft report--isredly o latein getting it to you isthat we
were receiving very thoughtful and important comments from various members of the
commission as late as Thursday night and, therefore, by the time we could assmilate
those and, in some cases, try to incorporate them in what we had to say, we were just
unableto do it in time to get this out to you before you left to come to this meeting,
snce many of you, of course, are traveling from some distance.

But | very much gppreciate the thoughtfulness in which so many
members of this commission reviewed the materids and the very many hdpful
remarks that we received as we were trying to assembleit. Thereisno question in my
mind that the nature of what we have to say, the thoughtfulness of what we have to
say, has been very much improved by the contributions so many of you have made.

Now, what | would propose that we do today is begin by considering
various aspects of the report. | will propose that we begin by looking and seeing what
further observations and/or suggestions we might have on redlly the first three agpects
of the report; that is, the introductory chapter itself, the Science Chapter, and the
chapter which we have entitled "Religious Perspectives" since those are the parts of
the report which have changed the least, | would say, from the previous drafts that we
have been discussing, and therefore we ought to be able to discuss those pretty
directly.

After that, | would propose that we take arecess for sometimeto
alow members of the commission to read more carefully some of the other materids,
S0 then we can return to those and deal with those as well.

And we will, of course, ded with our-- | propose at least that we

ded with our recommendations, of course, as alast item that we have to get to, snce

N
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that of course, a one leve, isthe most important thing, athough my own view isthat,
as | have read and re-read and re-read the materids, that redly their overal impact and
the underlining meaning and guidance that they may give interested partiesredly

cannot be fully understood without reading indeed dl of the chapters.

And | think that is one of the interesting aspects of this report. |
don't think all reports are like that. | know that many of us read many reports and our
firg inclination is to rush and read the Executive Summary and say, "Well, everything
must be there," and that is often a mistake.

And | think it is definitdly a mistake with regard to this report
because there are many, many issues which redly are summarized and referred to in
the Executive Summary and the introductory materid, but the full impact and
understanding of those issues realy can only be achieved, & least in part, by reading
the report in its entirety.

And while that may seem like an inconvenience to some, it ismy
own view that that speaks to the depth of some of the congiderations that we have
given to the issues that we have been asked to address.

Now we, of course, will be ddivering this report very shortly to the
Presdent. That meansin our conversations and in our suggestions, that we might
want to share with each other and would have an impact on the draft here--in other
words, changing it in some ways--we have to exhibit some condraint.

| just want to remind the commissioners we can't sart rewriting the
report today and that the report itself, | would have to say, that thereis no single one
of ustha would write any page in quite the same way. Each of us have our own way,
our own style, our own way of making matters clear and satisfactory to us.

But we have to understand | think, as| am sure you dl do, that this
isajoint report in the truest sense of theword. It reflects-- As| read thereport again
early thismorning, | could easly pick out in my own mind just where various

commissones, individua commissoners, made substantial contributions to our

w
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thinking and have been accommodated into an overal structure which | think, for the
most part--and if not completely--redly hangs together well as an overal satement.

So while of course we want to be able to read this and make
changes, and | am sure many will be made during the day, one way or another, we do
have to exhibit some restraint.

And we will have the same discipline as we have had for the last
couple of weeks. And that is, after discusson, if we have a suggestion, or any
member of the commisson has a suggestion, or group of members, we redly want it
articulated in writing.

There will be recesses for additiona reading and thought of the
materid, and you can use tha time there for such, to articulate thisin ways that would
be useful to those of uswho are putting together the find report.

So are there any questions a this time from members of the
commisson?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: | do want to remind those of you who arein the
audience that at approximately 11:00 o'clock today the commission has some time set
asde, aswedoin al our meetings, for public comments. And that will occur, as| say,
ascloseto 11:00 o'clock aswe can possibly make it.

Okay. Thank you very much.

CLONING REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT
DR. SHAPIRO: My proposa then isto return to what | outlined

just afew moments ago in the first ssgment of our meeting to get commissoners
responses to suggestions, et cetera, regarding particular parts of the report, and that we
begin with what is chapter one in the report, which has got the origind title
"Introduction.”

Yes?
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DR. MURRAY': Harold, do you want comments on the transmittal
|etter?

DR. SHAPIRO: Thetransmittdl letter?

Let me-- | think it would be better if we held off. | have rewritten
the trangmittal |etter since this was sent out and so--

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: And | know this process hasto cometo anend. As
they say, "Everything ends and the curtain descends” Kurt Welll has a great comment
on--agreat piece of poetry--on that, but--

So | think, Tom, it would be better if we awaited that |ater today. |
am going to try to get it retyped during the day if | can. So thank you very much, and
perhaps we could postpone that until later.

INTRODUCTION
DR. SHAPIRO: So let uslook at the Introduction. It is a chapter
which, as| indicated, hasn't changed very much. Its overal structureis an attempt to
highlight the issues that will be upcoming in the report.

Asyou dl know, some background materia talks about various
aspects of the overdl Stuation we are facing and tries to give some--atemptsto give, |
should say--some useful things for the reader to think about and to anticipate as they
go through the body of the report.

Any comments? Yes, Tom?

MR. MURRAY: Wédll, the first comment is | want to gpplaud those
who | know labored many hoursto do thisredraft. It is outstanding.

Under the press of time, nothing will be perfect, and you are quite
right thet we al won't be satisfied with every word in that. That isin the nature of the
effort.

o
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But | have two minor-- Wdll, actualy two things of substance that |

think at leest are of substance. Oneison pagell, line-- The sentence that beginson

line7.

DR. . What page?

DR. SHAPIRO: Isthat the Executive Summary?

DR. MURRAY:: Yes. | am not supposed to be looking at that,
right?

DR. SHAPIRO: Wdll, we can.

DR. MURRAY': Sorry.

DR. SHAPIRO: | think we ought to come back to that, if you don't
mind--

DR. MURRAY: No.

DR. SHAPIRO: --Tom, because that will-- | wanted to do, in the
firgt part of this morning's sesson, those materids which redly have had the least
change in the last few weeks and with which we are mogt familiar, so we will come
back to that.

DR. MURRAY: That isokay. | gpologize.

DR. SHAPIRO: Any other further comments? Yes, Alex?

PROF. CAPRON: | waslooking, and perhaps you can help meto
see where, in the Introduction, we address the understanding of what cellswe are
limiting oursdves to, and what the meaning is. 1t seemsto me that should appear as
early asthe Introduction.

DR. SHAPIRO: | am sure it gppears in the Executive Summary.
You tak about it gppearing early.

PROF. CAPRON: Wédll, but the Executive Summary we are
regarding as something that could be ripped out of the book and therefore it hasto
appear there, but someone reading the Introduction--

In Footnote One we say "sométic cells," but the debate that we have

(o)}
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had about whether that includes embryonic cells as somatic cells because they are, by
most understandings, seems to me ought to be clear from the very beginning.

DR. SHAPIRO: Wéll, we can certainly condder that. Asyou
know, | don't want to go back to the Executive Summary. We are going to have to--
Thiswill be an imperfect process. That isonthe-- That issue is dedlt with in the third
paragraph of the Executive Summary. And | think that is an interesting suggestion,
and perhapsit is something we should find some way to include, so we will certainly
think about that.

Any other? What? Yes? Excuse me? | don't want to rush.

PROF. CAPRON: You say you believe the third paragraph of the
Executive Summary--

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

PROF. CAPRON: | will read that over one more time to make sure
that--

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

DR. CHILDRESS: One possibility, too, Snce the Executive
Summary could be seen as semi-independent, is to go ahead and include that
paragraph in the--

DR. SHAPIRO: ltis.

PROF. CHARQO: It isaseparate--

DR. CHILDRESS: But in the perfect placement, you may decide
to--

PROF. CHARQO: | think actualy they are two dightly different
topics.

PROF. CAPRON: Yes. Because the third paragraph of the
Executive Summary does not address the question | think that | am concerned abouit.

DR. EMANUEL: Alex, isthe firg footnote what addresses your
guestion, your point?

~
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PROF. CAPRON: It does, but it doesn't speak to the question about
which there has been some confusion in this commisson, and | would like to have it
clarified that when we are referring to somatic cells we include embryonic cels as
sométic cdlls.

DR. EMANUEL: | think it--

PROF. CAPRON: Doesit?

DR. EMANUEL: Asl readit, | thought it was pretty clear.

PROF. CAPRON: Weéll, I can tell you that we have had exchanges
where people have, you know--

DR. EMANUEL: No, no. | understand, but | thought that the
footnote--

DR. MIIKE: Yes. It makesit pretty clear.

DR. EMANUEL: | mean, the footnote says "a sométic cell and any
cdl of the body, other than those designated to become germ cdlls--"

PROF. CAPRON: Would there be aharm in being clearer and
saying "induding embryonic cdls?’

DR. MIIKE: | don't think it is necessary.

PROF. CAPRON: Wadll, it isasource of confuson. Why do we
object to being clear about it?

DR. COX: Dr. Cox has hishand up.

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: David, | gpologize. Let me dso say thet if any--

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: --any members of the audience wondered about a
disembodied voice, thisis not what you might think.

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Itisjus Professor Cox from Cdiforniawho got up
early this morning to participate by conference cal. David, welcome. | apologize, but

e}
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that isagood way to put it. Just tell me when you have your hand up.

David?

DR. COX: Yes | would just liketo comment that | think that the
footnote is crystal clear and that aneed, at this point, to add any other explanation
would | think confuse things more.

DR. SHAPIRO: All right. Wewill certainly-- We need to give this
some consideration. | want to think about that because | think it isan interesting
point. And we will see whether any change, whether that is clear enough or not, but
that is an interesting point.

Other comments?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Thank you.

SCIENCE CHAPTER
DR. SHAPIRO: Nobody on the commission gives up their right to

go back to school with this as we go through the day, but let us move on now to the
Science Chapter, which is before us.

Let me, firg of dl, turn to Carol to seeif there is anything she would
like to add at thistime, Snce Carol did take the leedership in helping us pull this
chapter together.

Carol, where are you stting? On my left. Okay. Carol?

DR. GREIDER: | just wanted to point out, for those of you that do
have the figures at the very back, that, asthey currently are, they are not referring to
the correct place in the chapter.

DR. SHAPIRO: Right.

DR. GREIDER: So | have just been going through this morning and
redoing those, and so we will get thet taken care of. But if you try and line up the
current figures with the reference in the text, you are going to be looking a the wrong
pictures. So we will get that done.

©
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| don't have any other things of substance for the Science Chapter.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you.

Do members of the commission have any questions, concerns,
observations, regarding the Science Chapter?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: | should-- Let me-- Before | open the floor to that,
| do want to tdl dl commission members that each of these chapters has been
reviewed by usualy more than one person outside the commisson. We have looked
for expertsin dl these areas to review each and every one of these chaptersto get their
feedback and, in some cases, we discovered, as you dways do, that, having been part
of the process, you weren't quite as clear as you should be for someone who wasn't
part of this overall process.

And so that externa review, which occurred with different people
taking on different chapters, redly was extremdy hdpful to usin trying to mold this.
And of course, the Science Chapter, as Carol knows since she interacted with a
number of the people that did the review, has aso, in this context, been reviewed by
some externd people.

But let me now return to the questions. Are there any questions,
concerns, suggestions, regarding the Science Chapter?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Thank you very much.

RELIGIOUS PERSPECTIVES CHAPTER
DR. SHAPIRO: Let usgo on then to the chapter on religious

perspectiveswhich is, as | said, not anongst those-- It hasn't changed alot sncethe
last time we reviewed this carefully.

But let me a0, as | thanked Carol for her leadership in that chapter,
| want to thank Jm for his leadership in heping us put together this particular chapter.

And let meturn to Jm to seeif there are any additiona comments he would like to
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make.

Jm?

DR. CHILDRESS. We discussed this chapter very thoroughly at
our last public meeting and, as you know from the materid which you received, it
went through a couple of subsequent revisons, particularly with suggestions from
about four or five of you, and | want to especiadly mention Alex's suggestions for
reorganization that | thought were very hdpful.

Since that time, as the chapter has been circulated and examined by
severd of you, the changes have been modest.

In going over it last night again, | found afew placeswhere, you
know, verba changes need to be made, but substantively it seems to me to be much
the same as what you saw about aweek or 10 days ago with the reorganization that
Alex suggested and with the expansion of two parts over the draft we reviewed on
May the 17th.

And | thank Kathi and Harold very much for their work at the end

on thisaswell.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you very much, Jm.

Alex?

PROF. CAPRON: Are the changes ones that you want to share with
us, that you are proposing?

DR. CHILDRESS: Wdll, | just-- They are modest, verbal ones. |
think at the bottom of page 35, lines 34 and 35, | think the description of that--thisjust
more secular discussion, for example--distorts what has occurred before, and that a
few modest things like that, a few references that need to be clarified. But | thought it
was that--

One reason for reading it again last night very carefully isthet, as
those changes are made, it is often easy for some other problemto dipin. And | was

very pleased that the changes that have been incorporated over the last severd days
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did not create, asfar as| can see, any problems.

PROF. CAPRON: Wéll, asageneral way of proceeding today, my
Impression was that, at some point today, we are going to be asked to vote on a draft
which will not thereafter be changed before it goesto the President. Is that correct or
incorrect?

DR. SHAPIRO: Wéll, | hope we can achieve that today. It redly
depends on the nature of the changesthat are suggested. There are-- When you say
"not changed,” there are typographica--

PROF. CAPRON: Surely, | mean, if thereisamisspelling, or a
commawhereit doesn't belong, | mean, if--

| don't know whether it is going to be possible editoridly to caich
such things before something gets handed to the President-- perhaps beforeit is printed
for wider distribution--but my question, and thisis not specifically addressed to Jm,
but if he says, "Gee, there is something wrong at the bottom of this page,” | wouldn't
want to leave that paragraph without knowing what change is proposed to be made.

DR. SHAPIRO: | agree.

PROF. CAPRON: So | thought we should take our time and have
Jm suggest to us what change.

DR. SHAPIRO: Andjust doit. Sure.

PROF. CAPRON: And | don't doubt that | will agree with it.

DR. CHILDRESS. That isoptimigtic, but let ustry. Bascaly, what
| propose isthat we go back to language closer to what was in the draft circulated on
May the 27th and say "such views or such categories may therefore contribute to a
broader societd discusson.”  Because| think rather than characterizing the positions
taken within a rdigious context, even though the language is broader than that as norn+
religious or secular, it is better just to refer to them in terms of the views themselves,
sort of categories or views.

So | would say "such views or such categories may therefore

KK
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contribute to a broader societal discussion.”

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

DR. CHILDRESS: And then on--

DR. SHAPIRO: Just to make sure | understand what you have said,
Jm, are you saying "such views or categories' or are you saying--

DR. CHILDRESS: Either of those. I--

DR. SHAPIRO: Wédll, let ussay views--

DR. CHILDRESS: | judt--

PROF. CAPRON: Y ou have used the word "categories.”

DR. CHILDRESS: | would say "categories."

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay.

DR. CHILDRESS: Wéll, that istrue. We had that before. Okay.

PROF. CAPRON: So we are gtriking "this more secular discusson”
and replacing it with "such categories?'

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes?

DR. MIIKE: Can | make acomment right now? | would like some
darification here. | would be redly disturbed if we are not going to sign off the report
when we are arguing about specific words and phrases, so | would like to expand the
discusson.

Beyond comments, | mean, commas and misspellings, et cetera, we
need to leave some room here and, you know, | think we have got to leave some
judgement to the chair and others without having to go line by line. "And | don' like
thisword, and | don't like this phrase.”

DR. SHAPIRO: | think thereis-- 1 think that is correct, Larry, but
there isdways agray area here asto when aword redly changes ameaning. And so
that was my concern before when | expressed the fact that we al need to exhibit some
condraint. There are times when words change meaning.

DR. MIIKE: | undergtand that and | am willing to St through this
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discusson like this, but I don't want to leave the meeting with someone later on
saying, "l didnt like that phrase. | forgot. | didn't seeit before 'Y ou know, | would
like some closure,

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. Wewill vote. And you are quite right to say
it. Inthelast andyss, you know, it is the person that mans the printing machine thet
hasthe find say on everything. But we will have | think sufficient thinking on that.

DR. MIIKE: Onelast thing. Don't run aspell check through it
because it will change my nameto "Mike."

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: You dont like that name, Larry?

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: So we are going to have to do that but, in this case
for example, | think the change was not in any way trivid, in this particular case. And
if it isachange of that nature, | think it is gppropriate for Im, or whoever it is, to tell
us and we will make the changes.

But, | agree, we don't want to descend to some other level here of
detail.

But Jm, are there other such changes you would like to highlight for
ustha you fed have some--

DR. CHILDRESS: Wédll, it isadwaysajudgement cal. | would
change on [page] 53, line 35, | think that is better-- We say "the most serious
questions of disease and disability;" that pardlelism there.

And those are the only two changes other than directing--

DR. SHAPIRO: | am sorry. | don't get that one.

DR. CHILDRESS: On the bottom of [page] 53.

DR. EMANUEL: Not "hedth and disahility.”

DR. CHILDRESS: Rather than "hedth and disability," it would be
"disease and disability.”
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DR. SHAPIRO: Oh.

DR. CHILDRESS: And then the other changes are just correcting
spdlings and names or references.

DR. SHAPIRO: Let me suggest that, Jm, that those issues, perhaps
you could speak to Kathi and/or mysalf during the recess when we are doing some
reading, we could get that done pretty quickly. Because we are under avery serious
time congtraint here,

DR. CHILDRESS: Right.

DR. SHAPIRO: And so that would be hepful. Other comments,
guestions, concerns, observations?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: All right. Let me make asuggestion at thistime
therefore. | takeit from the commisson's perspective that on those three aspects of
our report that we are probably satisfied and what | would like to do is have arecess at
the moment.

If any of you have any smdler suggestions on these three chapters,
please--that is, whether it isatypo, or something of that nature--please let us know
now. And | would ask the commisson members who don't have any such
recommendations to redly take some time now. Wewill probably dlow in the
neighborhood of about haf-hour, or alittle more, to begin reading the other chapters
and portions of the report that have changed in a somewhat more important way since
last time. Soitisnow 810am. Let us, asatarget, try to reessemble at 8:45am. In
the meantime, some of uswill work on the smadler aspects of getting these early
chapters straightened out into the fina form.

Any fina suggestions before we recess?

Alex?

PROF. CAPRON: | am sorry. | missed one thing on page 9 of the
report that | wanted to ask about.
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DR. SHAPIRO: Yes?

PROF. CAPRON: lItisat theleve, | think, of Jm's comments.

We referred twice in the paragraph beginning at page 19, line 19, or
page 9, to "our foreign counterparts.” | understand that what we are actudly talking
about is the United States cooperating with other nations.

DR. SHAPIRO: That isagood point.

PROF. CAPRON: The phrase "our foreign counterparts,” which |
crossed off in repeated drafts, suggests the French Nationd Ethics Commission and so
forth.

And | would suggest that we change "our foreign counterparts” to
"other nations' on line 19, put the word "internationd” before "cooperation” on line
21, and strike "with our foreign counterparts’ on lines 21 and 22.

DR. SHAPIRO: W, | think that is-- | agree with that suggestion.
Thank you very much.

DR. EMANUEL: Don't you mean "governments” not "nations’
here?

PROF. CAPRON: Weéll, "other governments' would be fine.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. Yes. That wastheintention and | think you
for catching that again.

DR. . Could you repest that?

PROF. CAPRON: Yes. Youwant meto repest it? Well, online
19, drike "our foreign counterparts,” replace with "other governments;” line 21, before
the word "cooperation,” add "internationa,”" strike "with;" line 22, strike "our foreign
counterparts.”

| gpologize for not having caught that as we flipped through.

DR. SHAPIRO: No. Thank you very much. And we have, as Alex
suggested, we have used that congtruction--correct?--a number of times during these
various drafts and | gppreciate you catching that.

16
16
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DR. CHILDRESS. Harold, if | could?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

DR. CHILDRESS: Thereisone morethat | probably should cal
attention to on page 47, where | think amore serious problem came in, in the courses
of revison.

It looks to be lines 18-20. And the unfortunate category of creeting
the clone camein here, and | would propose we go back to something like the
formulation of an earlier draft and say, "religious thinkers note that the process of
human cloning would or could violate the human dignity of agents such as those who-

DR. SHAPIRO: Could you give methe line numbers again, Jm?
Could you give me line numbers again?

DR. CHILDRESS: Eighteen through 20, lines 18-20, on page 47.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. Okay. Right. | seethe point.

DR. CHILDRESS: And so | would propose to go back to what
appeared in the earlier draft.

PROF. CAPRON: What was that language please, im?

DR. CHILDRESS: Wdl, amoadification of it. "Religious thinkers--
" Let mejust dart at the "agents’ part; that is "those who create children through
cloning, as well as those who are created through cloning.”

| think Diane lagt time made the very important point about avoiding
the socid category of "clone."

PROF. CAPRON: Do we want to use our usud description?
"Those who cregte children through nuclesr..."

DR. CHILDRESS: We do.

PROF. CAPRON: You know. Soyou aresaying-- That iswhat
you are suggesting, Jm?

DR. CHILDRESS: | am.
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PROF. CAPRON: "Systematic cdll nuclear--"

DR. CHILDRESS: Though | am not sure that, for purposes of
reading, it has to be repeated a every sngle point snce we do use shorthand
expresson of "human doning,” or "doning humans," and--

PROF. CAPRON: Oh, I misunderstood you. | thought you said we
were being encouraged not to use--by Diane--not to use the word "cloning.”

DR. SCOTT-JONES: No.

(Smultaneous discusson.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Wewill look at that and see what word is--
The changeisimportant, because we had tried to diminate that everywhere we could
and obvioudy didn't catch dl of them.

Other comments, questions?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Let me repesat there are two ways | would
like the commissonersto use the next haf-hour. One, if they have any suggestions
regarding things that they may have felt were too small to bring up to the full
commission, please let Kathi or myself know. And if there aren't, please read.

| think the next thing we will take up-- Wewill just go in the order
in which these things are, so the next two chapters we will take up are Ethicd
Concerns, Legal and Policy Considerations. We can break between those if necessary
because | want to make sure that every commissoner has had the chance to do the
reading.

All right. We are recessed for gpproximately one haf-hour. Thank
you very much.

(Whereupon, at 8:17 am., there was a brief recess.)

DR. SHAPIRO: | am going to ask the commissionersto please
reassemble. How isour audio? Can people hear us? Thank you very much.

Colleagues, thank you very much.
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Let me just say two things before we move on to the discussion of
the Ethics Chapter.

Firgt of dl, we had some modest discussion of afootnote at the
bottom of page 1 as to whether this was sufficiently descriptive. We dl agreed it was
accurate. And the question was, however sufficiently descriptive, wasit too tersein
definition for the purposes of many people who will be reading this report?

(Technicd difficulties)

DR. . (Inaudible))

THE REPORTER: Mr. Chairman?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes?

THE REPORTER: Excuseme. The sound is not working.

DR. SHAPIRO: Wadll, wewill try to restore the sound to the
transcript. Thank you. We will just wait amoment. Thank you.

Does this mike work any better?

THE REPORTER: No.

DR. SHAPIRO: All right. Thank you. Since we must have an
accurate transcript, we will have to wait until the sound can be restored.

(Whereupon, there was a brief delay while audio was restored.)

DR. SHAPIRO: | was about to suggest that we take another 10-
minute recess, but now that we are back let us proceed.

Let me repeat what | said when we reassembled. That therewas an
Issue raised by a commisson member regarding whether the footnote on page 1--that
is Footnote 1, page 1, chapter 1--asto whether that was sufficiently explanatory. We
all agreed it was an accurate statement, but the question is whether it is adequately
explanatory for many members of the public and others who will read this report.

S0 let me suggest the following changesin Footnote 1, page 1. It
currently reads, "A sométic cdl isany cdl of"--then it says--"the body." And | would
propose to replace those two words, "the body," with the following phrase; "an
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embryo, fetus, child or adult." So it would reed, "A sométic cdl isany cell of an
embryo, fetus, child or adult, other than those destined to become..."

| think that--mysdf--hdps. Y ou might think about that. If any of
you- | just wanted to-- We don't have to decidethis. | just wanted to tell you about
that. If you have any further concerns, if that doesn't seem quite right to you, please
raseit later on thismorning. But at least it seemed to me that that was a useful
expangon.

Now, one other response to an issue that came up this morning when
we were consdering the Introduction. 'Y ou will note on page 3 of the Introduction, on
lines 23-35, again roughly speaking, it dedls with an issue that came up in the context
of our own discussons. And then online 31 it said, "NBAC did not review these
particular issues in the context of this report.”

And there is some concern by some commissioners that we should
add some materid there to just further expand that issue; why it is we made that
decison. That seemslike auseful thing to try to do and we will try to develop
gopropriate text a some time during this morning.

| just want to point out that that issue appears again in the Executive
Summary. It aso appears again in the Ethics Chapter which we are about to address.
So my suggestion--(Inaudible.)

THE REPORTER: Mr. Chairman?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes?

THE REPORTER: | am sorry, but we have lost the sound.
(Inaudible)

(Technicd difficulties)

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes, | can speak. Can you hear me? More
importantly, can anybody else?

THE REPORTER: | can hear your voice. Thereisan overriding
hum.
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DR. SHAPIRO: Wéll, once again | gpologize, but we are required
to do this transcription.

(Whereupon, there was a brief delay while audio was restored.)

DR. SHAPIRO: How does it sound now?

THE REPORTER: It sounds good.

DR. SHAPIRO: It soundsgood. All right. Last attempt with this
st of equipment.

As| sad, thisissue comes up both in three places, in the Executive
Summary, in the Introduction on page 3, and it comes up again in the Ethics Chapter
on page 59.

And rather than try to ded with that separately, we will try this
morning to develop sometext, in order to present to the commission, on just how we
might deal with that issue, if thereis ahdpful and useful way to do that.

So, with that caveat, my hope iswe won't revist that particular issue
right now; we will come back to it later on in the morning or early afternoon.

ETHICAL CONCERNS CHAPTER

DR. SHAPIRO: But with that, let us go, with that proviso, let us go

on to the chapter which we have now entitled Chapter 4, "Ethica Consderations.” It

IS on page 58.

And let me seeif Dr. Lo has any comments he wants to make at this
time. Dr. Lo?

DR. LO: Let medart by redly thanking Kathi Hannaand Harold
and the members of the commission who redly have done heroic, extraordinary--
whatever adjective you want to use--work in kind of making this chapter much
stronger than the previous versions.

| think that as you reed it, the arguments redly come forth much
more forcefully. | think the use of quotations redlly helps to make vivid the concerns

and the arguments.
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| think clearly thisis a chapter that has been very difficult to write.
Itisnot as- Itisgreatly improved. | dont think it isredly quite where we would
idedly liketo seeit, but we are coming up againg a very firm and looming deadline.
And | know Kathi would probably like to see this forever out of her life after the
wonderful effort she has put into it.

| do think, however, we should try and think very hard. Arethe
things-- | don't think we can redo the chapter or make major changesin the outline. |
think, you know, we redlly have to take what we have. Buit to the extent that we have
important things that are relatively easy to address, | would like to at least think about
whether it is feasible to work on them.

Arturo, during the break, jokingly said, "We can work on thisfor the
next fiveyears" Infact, we are hoping the country will continue to think about the
issues raised in the Ethics Chapter for the next five years and beyond.

But to the extent that we, in the next whatever period of time we are
ableto giveit, can help to darify what we have said in away that guides further
discussion, | think that would be ussful.

| know many of you have done tremendous work. | don't want to
single out names because | think dmost dl of you have contributed in terms of taking
drafts, turning them around very quickly, and making detailed comments. It has been
extremely helpful. And if we can just sort of take a deep breath and try and do alittle
more, but then call aclear hdt.

And so | am going to redly ask people to redly focus on mgor
issues that can be fixed in ardatively sraightforward way. And maybe just let ustake
onefind try and, Kathi, if you can bear with us.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you. Bernie, are you ready for questions,
issues?

DR. LO: Sure. | have some comments but, you know--

DR. SHAPIRO: Wadll, why don't we do your comments fird.

NEN]
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DR. LO: Okay. Wdll, let mejust turn to the section on page 67,

line 32. Itiscaled "Commodification, objectification and the good life” | think these

are important concerns and, you know, as we have learned throughout our discussion,

these are not easy concepts to try and articulate.

| want to meke a couple of suggestions. Firgt, just the title header. |

think we are redlly talking about what philosophers cal objectification rather than

commodification, so | am going to take commodification out.

And then | am 4till alittle concerned that "objectification” isa Ph.D.

philosopher's term, which | think those of you who are professiona philosophers

understand, but for the public | am not sure that is going ring true. And | would begin
to go back and suggest aterm like "human dignity,” which | think captures alot of

what we are talking about in away that may be more accessble.

My next comments redly have to do with the lead-in to the section

on-- | persondly am agreat admirer of Martha Nussbaum. | think she has done

wonderful work. | am not sure that her point about separatenessis the right way to

lead into this chapter. In asense, we have dedt with that issue to some extent earlier

in the sesson.

| would opt for starting on line 6 by just saying "opponents of

somatic cell, opponents of somatic cell nudlear trandfer cloning fear that the resulting

children--"

PROF. CHARO: | am sorry. Could you just read it more dowly?
DR. LO: | am sorry.
"Opponents of somatic cell nuclear transfer cloning'--that awkward

congtruction--"fear that the resulting children will be trested as 'objects rather than as

persons.” And then go into the discusson on line 9. | think it gets usinto the meat of

the section alittle bit fagter.

where it says--

And then, again, a couple of much more minor points. On line 16,

88
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DR. SHAPIRO: Why don't we-- Bernig, if you can, let usjust stop-

DR. LO: Okay. Why don't we stop there--

DR. SHAPIRO: --on thishere.

DR. LO: --and see what people think.

DR. SHAPIRO: And | am going to ask you, dthough | know it isa
little trying, to repest it once again dowly so that the commissioners can redlly--

DR.LO: Okay.

DR. SHAPIRO: --get it down and think about this asthe discusson
proceeds. Sol gpologize, but | think it isimportant.

DR. LO: Okay. | ansorry. Let metakeit again dowly.
"Opponents of somatic cell nuclear transfer cloning fear that the resulting children will
be treated as 'objects rather than as persons.”

PROF. CHARO: And then what are you deleting then from that
paragraph that begins on line 67

DR. LO: | would then gart-- That that isline 6, 7 and part of 8, and
then the next would go to this concern. | think we need to--

PROF. CHARO: All right. So you would delete down--

DR. SHAPIRO: Seven, 8 and apart of nine.

PROF. CHARO: Right. Thank you.

DR.LO: Right.

DR. . --(Inaudible))

DR. SHAPIRO: Asobjectsrather than as persons. That would be--
Thet is Bernie's suggestion for replacing lines 6, 7, 8 and much of 9.

DR. LO: | am dso suggesting dso replacing lines 33 from the
previous page through--

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. Youwant to deleteit.

DR.LO: Ddeteit and--
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(Smultaneous discussion.)
DR. SHAPIRO: Let mejust finish, if you don't mind.

If I understland Bernie's suggestion, which we should discuss now, it

One, to change thetitle of this section;

Two, to delete lines 33-35 at the bottom of page 67 and 1-5 on the
top of page 68; and then,

To subgtitute for lines 6, 7, 8 and the first part of 9, that isthe first
two sentences of that chapter, the sentence he read out, which is " Opponents of the
somatic cdl nuclear transfer cloning fear that..." and so on,

Now let ussmply focuson this. Alex?

PROF. CAPRON: Bernie, what are you proposing would happen to
the materia that now makes up the bottom of page 67 and the first seven or eight
lines?

DR. SHAPIRO: Ddeting it, right, Bernie?

DR.LO: Yes. Wdl, | think that--

PROF. CAPRON: | think that is very unfortunate because the--

DR. EMANUEL: Then can | make arecommendation?

PROF. CAPRON: Yes, please.

DR. EMANUEL: | agree, | think it isussful materid. | think itis
just in the wrong section.

PROF. CAPRON: | have no problem with the--

DR. EMANUEL: And I think the appropriate section is "cloning
and individudity" becausethat is, after dl, what the separateness is referring to, not--
In part, physica separateness, but dso the ideaof being an individual.

And one possible place to put it, if we are not going to integrate it
into the discussion of Jonas and Feinberg, is on page 63 after line 3, because it does

have its own integrity and does flow once we have finished the clam by Jonas before
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we get into the genetic determinism. And that retains what-- | agree with you, Alex--I
think isavery vauable dternative way of expressng much the same sentimen.

PROF. CAPRON: Wsdl, we may smply be going over the same
ground in severa places because it did seem to me that the rest of that paragraph, asit
IS now written, draws on the idea that Nussbaum has expressed under her version of
separateness, which is not individudity as such which iswhat is being talked about
before, but isthisidea of being able to live one's own life in one's very own
surroundings and context.

The rest of the paragraph makes reference to the paragraph that we
areretaining on page 68. 1t makes reference to that; to try to explain what it meansto
be an object.

For example, on lines-- | don't know where the sentence begins; it is
along sentence. 1t may begin on line9. Can that be? In any case, down on--

DR. SHAPIRO: Itisalong sentence, and it does begin on[ling] 9.

PROF. CAPRON: The clause then beginning on line 13. "And
whether the child who is crested in this manner will be viewed asless than fully
separate” | believe we need the word "from." " Separate from and equad to the older
twin whose nucleus was used.” In sum, will being cloned from the somatic cell
development make the child less of person?

And if we don't have some of Nussbaum's language right here,
perhaps following or embedded in that, | don't think that we can assume that the word
"person--" What it is; what are we talking about with that person? Isit intellectud
abilities? Isit certain other atributes? No. It isthis particular notion of having alife
worth living, being alife which is digtinctly one's own and not smply somebody
dses.

And so0 | redize that earlier, relying on Hans Jonas, we make some
of the same point and, as | say, it may smply be that we are making the same point in
different contexts and emphasizing things, that it wouldn't be as though it istotally out
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of place earlier, but since we make reference to that word, and since she does such a
nice job of tdling us, in philosophica terms, what that word connotes, | would say we
should find away of integrating thet text here.

And | don't think it would be difficult Smply to explain what
separatenessis by adding dightly with-- 1 am not even sure it is necessary to change
the paragraph. Just taking the lines 33-35 and 67 and lines 1-5 and putting them in
between 16 and 17 to help explain what separateness means.

DR. EMANUEL: | don't agree with that construction here because |
do think that-- Y ou know, thisjust may be-- | do think the separateness point isredly
the individudity point. | think the point hereis the way someone is assessed and
viewed by others.

PROF. CAPRON: No. Itissays"congrained one'simagination
about what the future can hold." So it can be shaped to one's desires.

DR. EMANUEL: Alex, Alex--

PROF. CAPRON: Thisis a paragraph written, it seemsto me, to
expand on Nussbaum'sidea. If we rip Nussbaum's idea out of here, we have
impoverished this discussion.

DR. EMANUEL: You know, I--

PROF. CAPRON: Itisgood materid. And it isn't about
individudity done. Itisthisnotion of alife course. Individudity isthiswhole, the
origind public hair-pulling and hand-wringing about the whole issue of twins, or
whatever.

DR. LO: May | make asuggestion? Okay. If Alex wantsto try and
write language that inserts those lines from Nussbaum into that paragraph, we can teke
alook at it and see, rather than going back and forth without seeing an actud text.
Would that--

PROF. CAPRON: Weéll, | shouldn't bother to-- | mean, if everyone
agreed with Zeke, we shouldn't bother to do it. It seemsto meit isrelevant here and
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maybe we should just decide where it would go.

DR. EMANUEL: | think part of it may betheissue. Asl
understand the individudity claim, it is--and it is directly related to the way Feinberg
putsit--it is about an open future, developing your own life course, which is rdated to
what Nusshaum is arguing.

The objection of objectification--okay; the point of objectification--
is how you are treated by others--okay?--not how you yoursdf, the kind of goods of
your life flourishing.

PROF. CAPRON: If that isthe case, Zeke, read the rest of the
language of this paragraph. Now, that is inappropriate.

DR. EMANUEL.: It may beingppropriate. | am not going to
disagree.

It seems to me the heart of the paragraph, the heart of the section on
the objectification, is actually the paragraph with the quote from Margaret Radin
beginning on line 17.

Now, whether the paragraph above, beginning on line 6 with
Berni€s, fitsor not | have to admit at this moment | can't exactly tell you. But the
heart of the objection--

I mean, let usjust talk about what the content of the objection
should be and then we could talk about whether the paragraphs fit or not. The
contents of the objection between individuaity and objectification are different.

DR. MURRAY:: | might have a solution--

DR. SHAPIRO: Tom, then Alta

DR. MURRAY:: --that would try to preserve what | think Alex's
legitimate point is about some of the language in the paragraph redly being the point
about how one regards one's sHif, but redlly the main point in this section being how it
IS regarded by others.

If yougotoline12. Itisalong sentence. Let ussee. "Will express
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itself in an older twin..." And then delete o it becomes--down to line 13--"Will resuit
in the child who is created in this manner being viewed as less than fully separate
from..." It takes out the language about self perception. Isthat dl right?

DR. SHAPIRO: Will you say that again, Tom, please.

DR. MURRAY: | will try.

DR. SHAPIRO: Itisadgnif you cant doit twice.

(Smultaneous discusson.)

DR. MURRAY:: Itisthe ory of my life, but it is definitdy true.

It wasline 12. "Whether expressed itsdf in an older twin will result
in the child™--and then | am jumping down to line 13--"the child who is cregted in this
manner being viewed aslessthan..." | think you can keep therest. | think so.

PROF. CAPRON: Weél, actudly, it isthe previous clause where it
is subjective to the child.

DR. MURRAY: No. Making-- No. Itisnot at dl.

PROF. CAPRON: "Whether prior knowledge of how one's genetic
make-up expressed in an older twin will serveto condrain oneésimagination.” Thet is
subjective from the child's viewpoint.

It may smply be--

DR. MURRAY: No.

PROF. CAPRON: | mean, to follow Zeke'sides, it may be that all
of this materid belongs over in the other place.

| understood it; that this was the part that was supposed to state the
positive view--by showing it being congtrained--the postive view of what apersoniis.
A person isaperson who is--

DR. MURRAY': Alex, deete that whole previous phrase. So delete,
beginning on line 11, delete from the word "whether,” down to "the child" on page 13.

PROF. CAPRON: Line 13?

DR. MURRAY:: Line13. | an sorry. | meant to do that.
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PROF. CHARO: And substitute what?

DR. MURRAY': Pardon?

PROF. CHARO: You don't have a sentence |eft, and so substitute
what?

DR. MURRAY: What | had before. Let us see how it scans now.
"Thisconcern..." | am gtarting é line 9.

PROF. CHARO: Okay.

DR. MURRAY: And | anmaking thisupasl godong. |
apologize. "This concern acts as an often ungpoken assumption underlying
discussions of whether such cloning amounts to making rather than begetting
children;” And then what was the language | had before?

DR. SHAPIRO: "Whether the child..."”

PROF. CAPRON: But "being" isn't necessary; "will be viewed."

DR. . Reallting?

(Smultaneous discussion.)

PROF. CHARO: Why don't you try writing it out so you can read it
out sraight.

DR. MURRAY: Wdl--

DR. EMANUEL: Can | suggest that writing like thisis not
productive. The question iswhether the content of this section-- 1 mean, probably in
about 15 minutes of slence in aroom we could come to language that would--

The question is whether the content of this section is redly about
how others view the child, which iswhat | take objectification to be about, and that the
separateness is about how the child views his own life and what is necessary for the
childslife to be flourishing, and that redly belongsin a different section.

DR. MURRAY:: Okay.

DR. EMANUEL: If that istrue, we can assign--

(Smultaneous discussion.)
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PROF. CAPRON: Onefinal-- May | just respond to that?

It s;emsto me that both of these refer to how other people view you.
They dther view you as a person or as an object. Thislanguage helps to express part
of what it would mean to view someone elseasaperson. Thatis-- Itisjust smply--

| agree with you, the discussion of objectification begins with Peggy
Radin's materid in the next paragraph.

But here | thought the idea was, by implication, to say what it would
mean, what is being lost, what aspects of personhood are worth mentioning before we
go on to talk about objectification.

DR. SHAPIRO: Alta?

PROF. CHARO: Sometimesit is difficult to figure out whet is
going on because the previous versons aren't in front of you. Now, even before the
version that got sent out was seen, there was an even more extended version of this
and it gems-- It isredly drawn on a Radin article about objectification in which sheis
building on the Nussbaum arguments. They are related to one another.

| think we al could write these things radicdly differently. We
could organize them differently. But if it is not something that is essentid for
understanding in the context of a public policy report, | think perhaps the best
gpproach is not to try to make it reach an academicaly satisfactory level for each
individual commissioner, but to perhaps return to Bernie's origind suggestion.

| do differ dightly from Alex. | don't think we lose that much if we
take out the references to Nussbaum completely. She has been-- She has been
eviscerated anyway from amuch more extensive trestment earlier on.

And begin by deeting those couple of paragraphs, as useful asthey
are in some context, begin with Bernie's point, and then much of the paragraph can
stand onitsown. The referenceto "persons' can be made somewhat shorter. If we
are going to keep the footnote, by the way, we shouldn't inadvertently plagiarize from
Margaret Radin. The citeis Radin, 1995, at the bottom of Footnote 3 on page 68.
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DR. LO: Right. | noted thet aready.

PROF. CHARO: But we might want to just try to do it without any
reference to Nussbaum, avoid the arguments about the inter-relationship between her
arguments and Radin's, and have a paragraph that smpler anyway.

PROF. CAPRON: | would have no objection if it were clear that it
was Nussbaum's text that was edited. She wasn't eviscerated, but--

(Laughter.)

PROF. CHARO: Her text.

PROF. CAPRON: Yes.

But perhaps an easy way of handling this that accomplishesthetip
of ahat to the ideas that Peggy is drawing on would be, after the word "person” on line
9, or a the end of the sentence on line 15, and not otherwise editing this paragraph,
not otherwise taking it out, would just be to drop a footnote there saying, "Nussbaum
explains one of the qudities of functional human category flourishing as separateness,
or being ableto live oneslife”

PROF. CHARO: Right.

PROF. CAPRON: And it just--

PROF. CHARO: And it doesn't then require usto--

PROF. CAPRON: It doesn't intrude in the text.

PROF. CHARO: --argue out how the two arguments play out
together, and how it plays out within the report.

PROF. CAPRON: But it doesenrich alittle bit. Otherwisethe
word "person,” you know, sort of-- What do you mean by that? Wdll--

DR. SHAPIRO: Let me-- Zeke, and then | have one comment.

DR. EMANUEL: WEél, another possibility | raiseis at the sentence
divide on line 20--right?-where we introduce the topic, the contrast between person
and object, we can say something there about the qualities of persons and flourishing.
That might be-- That way we could begin on line 17 maybe. It is another way of
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condengng it but--

DR. SHAPIRO: Wéll, let me make a suggestion in thisregard. |
think, as | look at this now--or | don't know how many, in theinterest of time--1 think
itisnot ahdpful thing to start a section with this particular objective with this
particular quote. |1 mean, | think that point iswell taken, and | thank the
commissoners for that.

And that | think we can start with something like the phrase that
Bernie had up onthe-- Separating-- In place of line 6 through 9 and ahdf. And then
we will just have to work on just the right way to ba ance the text back and forth. You
will just have to assume that we can do that. But | think the points are well taken and |
think this does read better.

And | think Zeke's point that separateness could easily be handled or
could have been handled, and so on, in the individudity Sdeisan- Thereiscertanly
some dimension of that, which | understand. But | think the eesiest way for usto
handle it now isjudt to start this section differently and to, either through a footnote or
otherwise, dedl with some of these materias, and use Bernie's sentence to begin the
section with.

Does that seem satisfactory to people?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Bernie, do you have other--

DR. LO: | do, but I think Bette wanted to get in here.

DR. SHAPIRO: Bette?

MS. KRAMER: Yes. Do you mean no, to lose the concept of the
way the child, the way the child sees himsdlf, hersdf, and the possibilities for hislife,
or are you going to keep that language in there?

DR. SHAPIRO: We are going to keep that.

MS. KRAMER: Y ou are going to keep the language?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.
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MS. KRAMER: Okay.

DR. SHAPIRO: Bernie?

DR. LO: Okay. Agan, to stay with this section, which | think is
one of the hardest sections, on page 69, lines 3, 4 and 5, where we redlly sort of try
and define objectification. | am not sure we quite have thet right.

Agan, at the risk of seeming to be too academic, probably on line 4,
"to control the person,” | think we need some modifier there, either "inappropriately”
or "excessvely," to flesh that out.

And | don't know if others have other-- 1 mean, thisisatough
concept to try and articulate, but let ustry and-- 1t would be niceto try and get it as
clear aspossible.

So, again, Jm, Tom, those of you who have thought about this alot?

DR. MURRAY: WEél, | had proposed dternative language there.

DR. LO: Okay.

DR. MURRAY:: Should | read it quickly?

DR.LO: Yes

DR. MURRAY': Thiswould beto pick up on page 69, line 4.
"Persons own desires'’--and | have it--"or well being, to control the person”--we could
add excessvdy,--"rather than to engage them in amutualy respectful relationship.
Commodification is sometimes distinguished from objectification and concerns
treating a person as a commodity, vauing them according to their characterigtics, and,
a the extremes, treating them as something that can be bought and sold in the
marketplace.”

DR. SHAPIRO: How does that sound to the commissioners? Yes,
Trish?

PROF. BACKLAR: | don't want to go back to what we have just
put aside, but | thought that Tom had a very good beginning to this chapter, which
seemed to have been logt--this section.
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DR. MURRAY:: | haven't givenit up, so-- Oh, this section?
PROF. BACKLAR: Thissection. You had-- You had away into

DR. MURRAY: Wéll, | thought Bernie's verson was just as good

PROF. BACKLAR: All right.

DR. MURRAY': But thank you.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes, Arturo?

DR. BRITO: 1 think it isexcdlent, the way he just phrased that.

The only thing is then are we going to retitle this section as Bernie suggested? Arewe

going to cross out "commodification?’

DR. CHILDRESS: Could I follow-up on that?
DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.
DR. CHILDRESS: | think it is appropriate to go ahead and cross

out "commodification” because commodification redly is only one verson, and to go

ahead and have a sentence about it here would be quite appropriate, but not to put it
back in the title of the section.

DR. BRITO: Andtherest of thetitle, "and the good life” | mean,

can wejud cdl this"Objectification?’

DR. CHILDRESS: "And the good life."

DR. BRITO: And leaveit at that?

PROF. CAPRON: What was Bernie's like?

DR. SHAPIRO: Bernie had different language al together so--
(Smultaneous discusson.)

DR. LO: Yes. Wewould-- At one of the previous meetings, we

hed avery forceful public comment saying that "dignity” isaterm that many peoplein

the public felt very strongly about and that it seemed to be missing in some of our

discussions, and he encouraged us to use that term to try and capture the fedings of

8 &
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some of the--

objects?’

PROF. CAPRON: Why don't we smply say "treating people as

DR.LO: Thatisfine

PROF. CAPRON: Asasection head.

DR. LO: "Treeting children as objects."

PROF. CAPRON: "Treating children as objects, people as objects.”

Let usleaveit as"people”

DR. SHAPIRO: Diane, you had a question on thisissue?

DR. SCOTT-JONES: No.

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Let us--

DR. EMANUEL: Canl--

DR. SHAPIRO: Judt--

DR. EMANUEL: Itisonthisone

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

DR. EMANUEL: This sentence, line 3, and again this may sound--
DR. SHAPIRO: Whereisthis? On what page?

DR. EMANUEL: Sorry. Sixty-nine line-- It isthe exact same

sentence we have been discussing. It says, "To objectify a person isto subject...” And

part of the whole point is subject and object iswhat you-- Canwe just say "isto

manipulate the person without regard to the person’'s own desire or standards.”

DR. SHAPIRO: Sure. That isfine.

DR. EMANUEL: Take out "subject.”

DR. SHAPIRO: That is helpful.

DR. EMANUEL: And| would add, &fter "desires, their own

sandards.” Because part of what objectification is, isto apply an externa standard
that they don't affirm.

DR. SHAPIRO: So | understand the commission to have liked
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Tom's language here that he just-- Tom, would you repest that just once again, if you
don't mind? | know Kathi hasit.

DR. MURRAY': | would be happy to. And let usseeif | havethe
sentence right now. | will gart a line3. 1 am not going to go at a pace where you can
copy because it would be very dow, but if you want me to go at that pace, | will, but |
am going to assume that Kathi has got the language and it is okay.

"That is, to objectify a person”--1 will leave out the punctuation
marks--"to objectify a person isto manipulate the person"--is that right?-"without
regard to the person's own desires or well being, to control the person excessively
rather than to engage them in amutually respectful rdaionship.”

Should | continue?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

DR. MURRAY': "Commodification is sometimes distinguished
from objectification and concerns treeting a person as a commodity, vauing them"--1
will switch to the plurd--"valuing the person according to his or her characteristics
and, at the extremes, treating them as something that can be bought and sold in the
marketplace."

PROF. CHARO: Tresating him or her as something?

DR. MURRAY: Himor her. Okay.

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Do peoplefed they have, just looking at
this sentence now, that Thomas suggested--  Bernie?

DR. LO: Tom, | like this very much. How would you fed about
inserting something about "predetermined standards’ in the latter part of your
sentence? | didn't quite catch it, but--

DR. MURRAY: Where would you put it?

DR. LO: Towardsthe end of the-- Where you talk about
commodification.

DR. MURRAY: Okay. Let mejust-- | will read it and you tel me
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where.

DR. LO: Okay.

DR. MURRAY': "Commodificaion is sometimes distinguished
from objectification and concernstreating” --well, make it--"persons as commodities,
valuing them according to their characteristics.”

DR. LO: Wadll, not "their characteridtics” but | think it is by
"predetermined standards.”

DR. MURRAY: Okay. Externdly defined.

(Smultaneous discussion.)

DR. MURRAY: "According to externaly defined standards?'

DR.LO: Yes

DR. MURRAY: Okay. That isfine.

DR. SHAPIRO: Itisexternd tothe person. Yes. Tha isfine.

DR.LO: No. | think thet is--

(Smultaneous discussion.)

DR. MURRAY': "Externaly defined standards and, &t the extremes,
treating them as something that can be bought and sold in the marketplace." Okay.
Tha isfine

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Okay. Tom, why don't you make sure that
we have that language written down.

DR. MURRAY': Okay.

DR. SHAPIRO: And we will repest it later on to make sure people
fed good about it, so if you want to, as you think about it, go over it, if there are other
small changes you want to make, we can come back to thisissue and put it in.

Okay. Any other comments on this particular section?

DR. MURRAY: Yes

DR. SHAPIRO: Tom?

DR. MURRAY: Next paragraph.
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DR. SHAPIRO: Oh, | didnt mean this-- Oh, okay. Excuseme. |
am-- | mean just this sentence. Let us go to the next paragraph.

DR. MURRAY: | annot-- Thisbeginning, line 6--

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes?

DR. MURRAY:: | think we can say that better and, again, | propose
language to replace-- | hope | have the right thing here. Yes. Somewhere down,
further down in the paragraph. So ignore the beginning of the current paragraph and
try this language on instead.

DR. SHAPIRO: "The beginning," do you mean the first sentence.

DR. MURRAY': Abouit the--

PROF. CHARO: Line6?

DR. MURRAY:: | antryingto seewherel pick up. Itisredly lines
6-10.

DR. SHAPIRO: Uh-huh.

DR. MURRAY: Andthisiswhat | offer in place.

"Some may deny that objectification is any more danger in somatic
cell nuclear transfer cloning than in any other widely accepted practices, such as
genetic screening or, in the future perhaps, gene thergpy. Both proceduresaim to
discern particular genetic features of the child, either to avoid having a child with an
unwanted condition or to compensate for genetic abnormality. Buit to the extent that
the technology is used to benefit the child by, for example, dlowing early preventive
measures to begin, as with PKU, thereis no objectification of the child taking place.
When cloning is undertaken..." And then | pick up a the end of line 10. Otherwise,
that was alot to digest.

DR. SHAPIRO: lItisnice.

DR. MURRAY': Things were being confused in the--

PROF. CAPRON: Canyou explain what you are trying to

accomplishthere?
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DR. MURRAY: No.

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Inthat case--

DR. MURRAY: No, I can. | can, but-- | mean, if you want meto
gointoit, I will gointoiit.

(Smultaneous discussion.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Just amoment, please. Will you repest it again
dowly?

DR. MURRAY: Sure. Line6. "Some may deny that objectification
isany more adanger in somatic cel nuclear transfer cloning than in other widdy
accepted practices, such as genetic screening or, in the future perhaps, gene therapy.
Both procedures aim to discern particular genetic features of the child either to avoid
having a child with an unwanted condition or to compensate for a genetic abnormality.
But to the extent that the technology is used to benefit the child by, for example,
dlowing early preventive measures to begin, as with PKU, there is no objectification
of the child taking place"” And then the next sentence begins, "When cloning is
undertaken..."

DR. SHAPIRO: Soitiswhen- | see. Then that goesonto--

DR. MURRAY:: Other motivesfor this. Yes. Right.

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. All right. Now, I think, of course, Kathi--

How do people-- Any concerns about this? Anything?

DR. BRITO: The only phrase there that concerns meisthe
"unwanted--" You said, "Unwanted disease or--" | am not sure "unwanted" sounds--

DR. MURRAY: "Unwanted condition,” | said.

DR. BRITO: "Unwanted condition?'

DR. MURRAY: Yes ltis--

DR. BRITO: How about "detrimenta?* "Unwanted" sounds--

DR. MURRAY: | judt tried to actualy not be judgmenta about
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appropriate or ingppropriate uses of genetic testing here.
DR. BRITO: Wadll, that iswhat | mean. "Unwanted" sounds

judgmentd.

PROF. CHARO: Wél, it isunwanted by the parents. That isjust an
objective fact.

DR. MURRAY: They aretrying to avoid something thet is
unwanted.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

DR. MURRAY:: Itisdmog chronologica.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

DR. MURRAY: : Itisdifficult to expressthisin away that doesn't
sort of come down clearly.

| am engaged in a project right now to look at genetic testing and
disability with disabled persons as a part of the group that islooking at it and, let me
tell you, I am trying to choose language very, very carefully.

PROF. CAPRON: You coud say here smply, "avoid a child with
apaticular condition,” and not-- Which doesn't--

DR. MURRAY': Okay.

PROF. CAPRON: --make ajudgement about it. Y ou have dready
got theword "avoid.” Y ou don't haveto say it is detrimenta, highly detrimentd, a
little bit detrimental, unwanted, wanted. | mean, itisjust clear. Doesthat work?

DR. SHAPIRO: Other comments on this suggestion?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: [ will take it from the sllence that people agree that
we ought to subdgtitute, for lines 6-9 and a half, so to spesk, through the middie of line
10, the language that Tom has just suggested?

PROF. CAPRON: | have aquestion which is the language on 6-8

seems to me to be the other shoe that we were waiting to have drop. Lines 3-5 now



10

1

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

23

24

25

26

27

28

42
42

explain what it isto objectify a person.

DR. SHAPIRO: Right.

PROF. CAPRON: Lines 6-8 perhapsredly belong at the end of that
paragraph to complete the thought, and then to go on to say, "Thisis different than...”

It might be thought to be Smilar to, but it is different from what Tom goes on so
nicdy to explain is the effect of genetic screening. Otherwise--

Wetak about objectification. The point isthose who view
intentiond choice in ancther genetic make-up as aform of manipulation think that
somatic cdl nuclear transfer represents aform of objectification and commodification.
Don't we need that to complete the thought?

DR. MURRAY : | think that iswhat | suggested saying 0.

DR. SHAPIRO: | believe s0. At leadt, that ishow | heard it. But let
me make a particular suggestion here.

PROF. CAPRON: No. Wédll, excuse me. Well, it seemsto me
Tom's point, you know, because we have dl been ligening to it read ordly, goeson to
say they may deny that it is any more a danger than those other things. We haven't
yet-- Thethought-- | mean, it isimplicit in what he says, but it isn't clearly sated.

We are trying to write something that is easy to follow. It ssemsto me that completes
the thought. And then you go on to contrast it with something se.

DR. MURRAY: Why don't you suggest the language?

PROF. CAPRON: Waéll, the language is Smply moving up--

DR. SHAPIRO: | understand what you are suggesting. If we move
up to the bottom of the other paragraph:--

PROF. CAPRON: Six to eight, complete the previous paragraph,
and then begin the next paragraph with your thought.

DR. SHAPIRO: Wdll-- Isit onthisissue, Bette?

MS. KRAMER: Uh-huh.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes?
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MS. KRAMER: 1 think thisis very difficult. Would it be possble
to just get it out and Xerox it and take alook at it?

DR. SHAPIRO: Wél, | wasjust going to make a suggestion like
that.

We have a section here in which we have now just, at least
tentatively speaking, subgtituted--for al intents and purposes--two different
suggestions. And so my suggestion isthet we-- And people are redlly well disposed
to doing that, even though they might want to, as Alex said, want to think through
Alex's last comment.

So my suggestion isthat we actudly get this typed out if we can so
that people can look at it and go over it. We are going to be recessng once we are
through with some-- Probably in another 15 minutes. And then you can come back
and look at that in that context just SO we can give it onefind look before we--

And | don't know how the logistics here work, but we will try to get
that done. If not, we will just have to sumble through it another way.

Okay. All right. Let usgo on to other issuesin this particular
chapter.

Jm?

DR. CHILDRESS: Ashasdready been said, | think weredly are
indebted to colleagues for a great process and a great outcome.

My only two points have to do with two other headings, or
subheadings, that | think fall to fit wel with the materid that is being discussed under
those.

So firgt would be on [page] 64, "Cloning Vaues and the Family."
The phrase, the term "vaues' there just leaves me totdly cold. | don't know what it
meansin thissetting. And | would just say "Cloning and the Family,” or "Cloning,
Procregtion and the Family,” or something like thet. | don't think it clarifies anything

here relative to the discusson that follows.
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DR. SHAPIRO: Itistheword "vaues' that you--

DR. CHILDRESS: Yes | dontthink it hdpsat dl inthis
discusson. It has no content for this particular part.

PROF. CHARO: Sojust "Cloning and the Family;" that was your
suggestion?

DR. CHILDRESS: "Cloning and the Family," | think, would be
perfect.

DR. SHAPIRO: All right.

DR. CHILDRESS. And then the other part--thisis 71 and 72--is
where we are discussng arguments for maintaining persona autonomy and freedom
of inquiry. Thisisa section where we are offering the kinds of arguments that could
be given for dlowing doning.

So we start with the presumption in favor of persond autonomy and
then we--and | made this recommendation in afax to Kathi--then we turn to
congraints of reproductive choice. At this point we want vaue of reproductive
choice, or something, because we are talking about the positive arguments, and then
go on to the freedom of scientific inquiry. So & this point we need to Satethat in a
positive way, rather than a congraint.

So just "Vdue of Reproductive Choice," or "Freedom of
Reproductive Choice."

PROF. CHARO: How about just "Reproductive Choice?'

PROF. BACKLAR: "Reproductive Choice."

DR. CHILDRESS: That would befine.

PROF. CHARO: Easy.

DR. SHAPIRO: Other comments, Jm?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Alta?

PROF. CHARO: Some minor things. Dont take it away from me.
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Page 60, line 10. Taking about judtifications for doing research on people when there
arerisks. You have the phrase, "and otherwise untrestable.” 1 would like to delete
that because the justification can be for the curing of illnesses that are not untrestable.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thisison page 60.

PROF. CHARO: Page 60, line 10.

DR. SHAPIRO: Line 10.

PROF. CHARO: There are three words, "and otherwise
untreatable" toward the end of that line. | just thought we should delete thet for
accuracy.

DR. LO: Alta, aslong aswe are there--

PROF. CHARO: Yes?

DR. LO: --canwe say "tregting” rather than "curing?

PROF. CHARO: Sure.

DR. LO: Because we may not cure the disease.

PROF. CHARO: "Treating," sure. The prospect of treating an
iliness. Sure.

DR. SHAPIRO: That isahdpful-- Thank you, Bernie. That is
very hepful.

PROF. CHARO: Yes.

DR. SHAPIRO: That is much better.

PROF. CHARO: Anything eseright there?

(No response.)

PROF. CHARO: Page 61, Footnote 2, where the argument about
whether or not you can harm somebody by failing to concaive them, which isthe
Parfit paradox, till has some languagein it that refers soldly to psychologica burdens.
| think thet is because of earlier placement in the draft, and | would like to delete that.

S0, in Footnote 2--one, two, three, four--five lines down--

DR. SHAPIRO: The"burden." Y ou want to make that the

& &
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"burden?" Isthat the--

PROF. CHARO: Fivelinesdown, thisview arguesthat dl the
problems of having been born via such cloning, and delete " psychologica burdens and
pressures.”

And then on the second-to-last line, where it says " psychologica
burdens" just write "burdens” And that will generdize it because Parfit was not
writing about cloning; these are Parfit's more generic comments. A copy of thiswe
should just like hand to Kathi onthe sde. Type-- Right.

And then one last one, wherever it was. Where wasit? Page 75.

Wedl, actudly, just asasde-line, on line 9, where the sentence
begins with the word "but," | think you want the word "therefore’ for the segue.

Bette, were you going to talk about the extra example?

MS. KRAMER: Yes.

PROF. CHARO: Maybe | will defer to Bette because she pointed
something out to me.

DR. SHAPIRO: Bette?

MS. KRAMER: Thefirg bullet at the bottom of page 75.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

MS. KRAMER: There was another option that didn't get listed. |
am sorry. There was another option that didn't get listed, and that would be "to
conceive and use prenata diagnosis with the possibility of using selective abortion.”

PROF. CHARO: So the language would be, at line 32 &fter the
semi-colon following the word "adopt;" the language would be to "use prenata
diagnosis and selective abortion;”

MS. KRAMER: Right. Acknowledging that that would be an
dternative that would be anathema

PROF. CHARO: Avoided.

MS. KRAMER: Right.
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47

DR. LO: (Inaudible.)

MS. KRAMER: Pardon?

DR. LO: --sdlective abortion. Yes.

MS. KRAMER: Andif--

PROF. CHARO: No. Thisisjud thelist of things the couple--

MS. KRAMER: If we do make that incluson, then | think we need
to look at the following page, page 76, line 11.

Fick up whereit says, "In the first example, the possible
complications caused by having a child who is geneticdly identica to one of the
parentsisweighed againg the vaue of kegping the marita relaionship free of the
ghost of an anonymous sperm or egg donor,” or language dluding to correction by
adoption--excuse me--by abortion.

PROF. CHARO: You could infact just add "or the need to resort to
Selective abortion.”

MS. KRAMER: Right. Thank you.

DR. SHAPIRO: Any comments by the commissoners on those
suggested additions?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Any concerns?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Wewill incorporate that in. Thank you
very much.

MS. KRAMER: Andwhile | have the mike, if we could go back to
the introduction to this chapter, page 58, there is some language in there that gives me
aproblem. It gppears earlier, too, | think in something we haven't gotten to yet.
Maybe it is the Executive Summary. Lines-- Itisonlines8and 9, where--

It isthe language, " Confuse the predictability of certain of ther
children's physical characterigtics with the predictability of their persondity and
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character.”

| think what we want to say isthat, "whereas the former is
predictable, the latter isnot.” And to meit doesn't-- Itisnot clear that-- Itis
confusing, what we are trying to say there. Arewetrying to say that they aredl
predictable; that they are dl unpredictable?

PROF. CHARO: How-- Bette? May | offer asuggested
rephrasing?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

MS. KRAMER: Please.

PROF. CHARO: How about if we were write, "especidly if parents
were to assume that the predictability of certain of their children's physicd
characterigtics” Uh-oh. "Assume.” "Implies the predictability of their persondity
and character?"

MS. KRAMER: Say that once again please?

PROF. CHARO: What if we were say, "Especidly if parents were
to assume that the predictability of certain of their children's physical characteristics
implies the predictability of their persondity and character?!

MS. KRAMER: How about the "equa predictability?'

DR. . No.

MS. KRAMER: No? All right. Fine.

MR. HOLTZMAN: | have dterndtives here.

MS. KRAMER: Okay.

PROF. CHARO: Onefrom Column A and one from Column B?

MR. HOLTZMAN: Wéll, just somewherein herewe put in
language about the predictability of more highly genetically determined traits, so we
could find that language and recapitulate it in this opening.

DR. SHAPIRO: | amsorry. | am sorry, Steve.

MR. HOLTZMAN: The point we are trying to make here isthe
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confusion of those traits which are more highly geneticaly determinant with those
which are not.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Thereis, somewherein this chapter, in this
draft, we have aphrase just to that effect.

DR. SHAPIRO: 1 will try tofind it.

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Kathi?

DR. HANNA: Itisin the Executive Summary.

DR. SHAPIRO: Right.

DR. HANNA: Roman Numerd 11, lines 8-10.

PROF. CHARO: Can you give us apage, Kathi?

DR. SHAPIRO: Roman Numerd I1.

PROF. CHARO: Oh. Thank you.

DR. MURRAY: : | actudly have an objection to that language as
well, so should | weigh in now?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. Tom, why don't you bring up your concerns
now, and let ustry to do it in the context of the Ethics Chapter and we can come back.

DR. MURRAY: The problem- There are a couple of problems
with thefirst 8 or 9, 9 and three-quarter lines. One of them isredly clearest in that
line 7 and, redly line 7--

DR. LO: | am sorry, Tom. Which page are you on?

DR. MURRAY: | am sorry. Fifty-eight.

DR. SHAPIRO: We are now on page 58 in the Ethics Chapter, the
abgtract at the beginning of the chapter.

PROF. CHARO: Andyou areon dl thelinesup to line 9?

DR. MURRAY': Right a themoment | anonline7.

PROF. CHARO: Okay.
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DR. SHAPIRO: The same line that Bette was concerned with.

DR. MURRAY: Yes. Now, just to start with the sentence above,
and it begins above, "Others express a concern about a degradation in the quality of
parenting and family lifeif the child's physica development were no longer as
predictable..." And then it goes on.

Wéll, the problem isthat that is not the only if. Y ou have madeit as
if thet is the necessary condition for being concerned, so let me-- | have proposed
different language for the introduction, for the first 9 lines of the introduction.

DR. SHAPIRO: Would you read them?

DR. MURRAY: Okay. "The prospect of creating children through
somatic cell nuclear transfer has dicited widespread concern:--"

PROF. CHARO: Wait, wait. | am sorry. Even just trying to heer it,
can you read more dowly?

DR. MURRAY: Sure.

PROF. CHARO: Thanks.

DR. MURRAY:: "The prospect of cresting children through sometic
cdl nuclear transfer has dicited widespread concern, much of it in the form of fears
about harms to the children who may be born as areault.

"There are concerns about possible physicd harms from the
manipulations of ova, nuclel and embryaos, which are parts of the technology, and dso
about possible psychologica harms such as a diminished sense of individudity and
persona autonomy.

"There are ethical concerns as well about the degradation of the
qudity of parenting and family life, as parents are tempted to seek excessive control
over their children's characterigtics, to vaue children according to how wdll they meet
detailed parenta expectations, and to undermine the acceptance and openness that
typify loving families

"Virtualy dl people agree” And there we pick up from lines 9 and
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10.

PROF. CHARO: Thark you.

DR. SHAPIRO: Wél, just responding in generd, Tom, it seemsto
me it sates better what was stated--1 mean--attempted here.

DR. MURRAY: Yes Thatisadl | wastrying to do.

DR. SHAPIRO: Theissues are the same, but it is much better and
more clearly ated, and so it seemsto me, if | can make a suggestion, we could
ubdtitute that. But maybe--

Diane has had her hand up for along time and | thought thet-- Y ou
al know, from long experience, | generdly ignore people up-front left. 1 don't know
why. | have got some kind of genetic disability.

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Only one of many genetic disabilities| have.

DR. MURRAY: That iswhy you are a university presdent and not
aprofessona basketball player.

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: One of the many reasons. But if you would excuse
me, Diane. | apologize.

Does anyone have concerns about what Tom just said? Then | want
to turn to Diane directly.

DR. SCOTT-JONES: | have something related to what Tom just
sad, but then | will wait for my other thing that you are ignoring me abouit.

DR. SHAPIRO: All right. So Diane, then Caral.

DR. SCOTT-JONES: Okay. | just wanted to say that one of the
reasons that Tom's suggestions are good is that it would alow usto change the
ordering of psychologica harms and physica harms, because Tom put the physica
harmsfirs. And | think that is very important for us to do because that iswhat is o
important here. And it is done in the introduction to the Law and Policy Chapter.
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That physica harms are presented first | think is redly important to preserve that.

And | think in both of these sections that Tom has just mentioned it
IS very important to get out the phrases about the predictability of a child's physica
development.

The satements imply that, in the norma case, achild's physicd
development is fully unpredictable, but the word "physicd,” the word "devel opment”
iswrong there because physical development isredly quite orderly and predictable in
achildslife in that children St up at about the same age, they start walking at about
the same age.

So we are not using the-- We are not using physical development
properly. It would have to be physica attributes or physicad characteristics, or
something other than the process of development itself, which isredly quite
predictable.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you. Carol has a comment about this, as
well.

And then we will come back, Diane, to your other concern, and |
gpologize.

DR. GREIDER: Tom, could you-- Isthison? Could you just read
the part where it said, "Parents are tempted to seek contral..."

DR. MURRAY: Sure. That sentenceis, "There are ethical concerns
aswel about the degradation of the quality of parenting and family life as parents are
tempted to seek excessve control over their children's characterigtics.

DR. GREIDER: Could we say that "parents would be tempted to
seek?' Aren't we referring to the fear? It isafear that parents would be tempted to
seek.

DR. MURRAY: Sure.

PROF. CHARO: Carol, actualy the--

DR. MURRAY: Or maybe--
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PROF. CHARO: Wait. | think instead of "as parents are tempted,”
if you just say "if," | think that might accomplish Carol's purpose.

DR. SHAPIRQO: | think "if" or "may."

PROF. CAPRON: Carol'swas stronger. She said, "They would be
tempted to seek.” She was saying, "since parents would be tempted.”

DR. GREIDER: Thefear that parents would be tempted to seek, or-

PROF. CHARO: Yes. | don't think she was saying that they would
be.

DR. SHAPIRO: Or their parents may be tempted.

DR. GREIDER: "If" isfinewith me. | just didn't want the"are
tempted.”

DR. SHAPIRO: "If" works. "If" works.

DR. GREIDER: Okay.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you. Okay. Thank you. We have-- Do we
have a- |sthat one of the comments you made, Tom, that we have copies of? Do we
have a copy of that?

DR. HANNA: | will make copies of that.

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Wewill make a copy of that. Diane?

DR. SCOTT-JONES:. Okay. One of the commentsthat | had has
aready been taken care of about the ordering of physical and psychologica harms.

The second concern that | have, if you look on page 74 where we
talk about "freedom of scientific inquiries™ | have some concerns about theway in
which "freedom of scientific inquiry"” is incorporated into the entire chapter.

And firgt, | am concerned that we may be setting up the freedom of
scientific inquiry asif it doesn't dways include the idea that scientists behave
ethicaly.

And | think that one way to handle that is by insarting a Statement

AR
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on page 74, line 13, where we State that, "Freedom of inquiry has been an enduring
American vaue" We might say, "Freedom of inquiry, tempered by astrong
expectation of ethicd and responsible pursuit of knowledge."

And | think aso it might be better if "freedom of scientific inquiry”
were not asubheading under the overal heading on page 71 of " Arguments For,"
because "Arguments For" are presented asif they would lead one to be a proponent of
human cloning, yet one could have a strong redity on freedom of scientific inquiry
and not be a proponent of human cloning.

For example, lan Wilmut himsdlf quite forcefully stated thet he
would never want to pursue human cloning, but he would not be a person who would
not want to pursue scientific inquiries, so by placing it that way | think we are
promoting the idea that a scientist who vaues his or her freedom would want to press
ahead no maiter what, in that--

| don't think that accurately characterizes the scientific enterprise.
And | think that needs a heading of the same level asthe heading on page 71,
"Arguments For;" that freedom of scientific inquiry could smply be a heading at thet
same leve 0 that we are not subsuming it under the category of "Argumentsin Favor
of Human Cloning.”

And then| have-- And then my fina concern about this section is
that, if you think about this section and its role as leading up to Law and Policy-- And
that is page 83, where-- Wi, this chepter actudly is entitled "Legd and Policy
Congderations.”

But this chapter begins with discussions on the ethics of attempting
an experiment, so the ethica exercise has moved from this philosophica exercise that
has to do with what is a person to the exercise of how are you conducting experiments.

And | think the section on freedom of scientific inquiry might have a
few more sentences of daboration so thet it more properly lays the foundation for
what isgoing to comein "Legd and Policy Condderation,” which ismore a
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consideration of the interim steps that would occur before one considers the
personhood of someone who is crested by cloning.

So, for example, under "freedom of scientific inquiry,” there are
very good paragraphs that talk about the limits that the Federd Government and states
aready impose to regulate researchers methods, and | think maybe just alittle change
of words. And | haven't had a chance to work it out, al out, because | only recently
read those, but | think there needsto be alittle bit stronger language.

For example, there are questions that many in the public might think
of when they read this section. For example, when research risks are not known, who
are the persons who would be solicited for research participation? Who are those who
would be studied? And | think we need to do alittle bit more here to make the link
between the philosophical ideas about what is a person and the ideas that would be
used to guide scientific inquiry, if we were to proceed with this technology.

DR. SHAPIRO: If | could make a suggestion. Probably, you see,
this could come in other places. Just judging by many of the responsesthat | am
hearing about, alot of people use this argument just exactly the way it is presented
here; that isas areason in and of itsdf to dlow it, so | think it is placed--

But | do like the suggestion you made, the phrasing you put in and,
indeed, onething that | think ismissng, Tom, and | think it could be worked with the
phrase you have suggested, that you suggested we put a phraseiin, in line 13, page 74,
"tempered by a strong respect,” and so on--that phrase.

| think it isimportant to get across the idea, which | don't think we
have quite done, but | think we can do it perhaps in this phrase, isthat thisis not just
an argument between scientists and non-scientists. Right? That these are issues of
concern to many scientists, just as they are to others who aren't scientists. And that
has not gotten here,

And | think, if you don't mind, we can work with the phrase you
have suggested and try to get that into this. But | think that would be helpful aso.
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Alex?

PROF. CAPRON: Yes. To pick up on what | understand to be your
latter point, we need to digtinguish between the freedom of scientific inquiry, whichis
avaue hdd by scientists, and the variety of mora vaues that individud scientists
may hold as they believe appropriate to constrain their work.

And lan Wilmut, not as a scientist but as a person, announced a
repugnance. It wasnt, asl seeit-- | understand he wasn't talking about a scientific
limitation; that he couldn't do it. He was taking about reasons he didn't think it should
be done. That, in the process, it seemsto me, he drew on arguments that are not
uniquely scientific.

And | think it would be-- 1 took the chairman's suggestion to be that
we make clear that scientists themselves may place limits on their work, and have
placed limits on the work that they do, but that the argument that they use to counter
any redrant is an argument of scientific freedom, or an argument that others could use
on their behdlf.

DR. SHAPIRO: Diane?

DR. SCOTT-JONES: Can| just respond?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

DR. SCOTT-JONES: Alex, we could just leave lan Wilmut out of it
entirdly. Maybe that wasn't agood choice. Theideaisthat ascientist, in pursuing his
or her work, is not intent on inquiry no metter what the cog; thet is the congtraint
doesn't occur a some later point. The condtraint is there as part and parcel of doing
the research; that you dways are thinking about the ethics of what you are doing.

And theright to scientific inquiry--and | think Altamay have made
the point earlier in some language that she suggested--that thet right isto think and to
question and to chalenge, but the moment you begin doing research that involves
other persons, the right to question and chadlenge and to know is congtrained
immediately by that other person's rights.
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So it isn't that you press ahead with this unfounded freedom, but the
moment you start to do the research and you stop--you are no longer just thinking
about it--you are constrained, and | believe responsible scientists accept that congtraint
and respond.

How would we know--

PROF. CAPRON: | don't doubt that.

DR. SHAPIRO: 1 think we dl agree with that.

PROF. CAPRON: Yes.

PROF. CHARQO: | think actudly one thing that has dipped in, if |
heard you correctly, Alex, that | don't think belongs hereisthe idea that this notion of
freedom of inquiry is something that scientists assert.

| think the god of the section--and it is seconded by Diane's
suggestion about changing its heading, and thet will require alittle bit of rewriting
here--is that freedom of inquiry is something that is vaued by society, and that it has
benefits that society wishesto preserve; that scientists themsdlves benefit from this
societd view.

But that scientists dso in pursuit of this bring to their work awhole
et of professiond ethics about how that work is done and that the discussion, among
members of the public who are not scientists and among people who are scientists, isa
communal discussion about what those ethics ought to be. And that they get their own
concrete form at the point at which we actudly perform experiments that affect
identifiable people, a which point the scientific community cooperates with the public
in the regulation of that practice.

And put that way, it is not about scientists versus non-scientists, nor
isit about proponents of cloning versus opponents of cloning; it is about preserving
the societa preference for free inquiry while dso preserving the kinds of limitations
that we both collectively agreed to place on ourselves when these efforts affect other

people.
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DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you. Yes, Diane?

DR. SCOTT-JONES: Yes. | just wanted to add one additional
point to what Altahas said.

| think that because, in pite of regulations, researchers do have a
great ded of autonomy when they are in their own labs or when they are doing their
own research, so we need to promote the idea that there is going to be alot of sdif-
regulation; that researchers themselves are expected to have these same vaues instead
of having two camps with different vaues because, in the end, we rely on individud
scientigs in their every-day behavior to uphold these values.

PROF. CHARO: Harold, this may take afew sentences tucked in
various places. | wonder if during the next recess it might be possible to try to work it
out in writing and then try it out again when we reconvene?

DR. SHAPIRO: Wewill do so.

Other comments on this section? Tom?

DR. MURRAY:: | will let Zeke go fird.

DR. SHAPIRO: Excuse me.

DR. EMANUEL: Thet isokay.

DR. MURRAY: | havealot so | will let you go fird.

DR. EMANUEL: On page 63, this quote of John Robertson,
beginning on line 24.

PROF. CHARO: Of which page?

DR. EMANUEL: Sixty-three.

PROF. CHARO: Thank you. | am sorry.

DR. EMANUEL: We sort of insart thisasif it were either sdif-
evident, without any explanation. | dont think it flows in the text and, more
importantly, | think the argument goes both ways. Itisnot in the--

I mean, the argument is originadly Ramsey's argument contrathose
advocating cloning. It isredly an argument about crude genetic determinism on both
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sides, whether you are pro-cloning or anti-cloning. So either we put it in the
appropriate place and recognize that it can be afault of both Sdes, or we just delete
the whole thing, which iswhat | advocate.

DR. SCOTT-JONES: | would advocate delete.

DR. SHAPIRO: Twenty-four to 28?

DR. EMANUEL: Correct.

DR. SHAPIRO: | dways give arsfor people who are making this
amaller rather than larger.

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: It isnot essentia to what is going on here.

DR. EMANUEL: Right. That is pretty clear.

DR. SHAPIRO: Tom?

Incidentally, we are going to take a break soon, both to get oursalves
organized around those things we have dready changed and, of course, by 11:00 we
have public comments, o | redly want to bresk in afew minutes. We can return, of
course, to this chapter.

PROF. CHARO: Point of order.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes?

PROF. CHARQO: During the bresk, could we ask them to check the
environmenta controls? | think the fans must have been turned off.

DR. SHAPIRO: We can check. That got alot of nods from the
audience for that suggestion.

Isthereany-- | guesswe need at least 15 minutes, so let us seeif
there are any comments that are modest and then we cant- We will come back to this
chapter. We are not at the end of this chapter.

DR. MURRAY': | would just as soon wait and come back to it.

DR. SHAPIRO: Alex?

PROF. CAPRON: Yes. One particularly modest one, but not
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indggnificant | believe, at the bottom of page 71, line 36, snce we are talking here
about not doing harm, it would strike me as good to add, before the "and” on line 36,
"equdlity, virtue, non-maeficence, and beneficence.”

PROF. BACKLAR: Where?

PROF. CAPRON: Itisamong the vaues.

(Smultaneous discussion.)

PROF. CAPRON: And adightly larger concern is on page 78, the
sentence beginning at line 26. And what | want to address is the language about
"insufficient evidence"

| would suggest that we begin the sentence the same way, "First and
foremost creating children in this manner is unethica a thistime because..." And |
would go on, "...because present evidence indicates that such techniques would be
neither effective nor safe”

It is not an absence, insufficient evidence. We have 277 attemptsto
create alamb, many resulting in abortions of the lamb, non-implantations, defects that
may have been involved in causing those problems. It is evidence.

DR. GREIDER: Can you repeat what you just said?

PROF. CAPRON: Yes. Strike"of insufficient.” After theword
"evidence," add the word "indicates" Strike "are" |ater in the sentence, and add
"would be neither,” and strike the next "and,” and makeit "nor.” So it would read,
"Because--" Oh, excuse me. | left out the word "present.” Add "present” in place of
the word "of "

"Because present evidence indicates that such techniques would be
neither effective nor safe.”

DR. GREIDER: Why would you want to say "neither effective?'
Do we know that the technique would not be effective?

PROF. CAPRON: Weéll, that word was dready here. | wasjust
adopting it.
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DR. LO: What about "efficient?'

DR. SHAPIRO: No. Wedon't--

DR. . Canwejud leaveit?

PROF. CHARO: Yes.

DR. SHAPIRO: Steve, do you have a comment?

MR. HOLTZMAN: Alex istrying to make a point about, beyond
the insufficiency of the evidence, based on one publication, we are in apostion to say
itisnot safe. Full stop.

PROF. CAPRON: Present evidence.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Right?

PROF. CAPRON: That isthe present evidence we have. Thereare
times, it seems to me, when one has alarge accumulation of evidence and people
argue, "Isthat sufficient?’ 'Y ou have done dl the studies of this, and you have done
the sudies of that. Isthat sufficient to show that it would be; that they are effective
and safe. That isn't the Stuation we arein now. The only evidence we have indicates
that it wouldn't be.

MR. HOLTZMAN: So you just wanted to say, "because evidence to
date indicates that such techniques are neither effective nor safe?”

PROF. CAPRON: Andif it were-- If the main point we are trying
to makeisthat it is not safe, then it is not safe,

PROF. CHARQO: 1 think we should delete "effective,” just from a
scientific dandpoint. If we believe that Dolly exigts, it has to be effective to some
degree, s0 | think we should judt--

DR. MIIKE: May | chimein on this?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. You know that Larry has beern-

DR. MIIKE: If we are going to get so technical on thisissue,
effectivenessin the jargon gppliesto in norma practice. Efficacious gppliestoina

controlled setting. So-- And | would smply say that there is no evidence in humans
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of anything of thishere. So--

But | will accept "insufficient” or "total lack” or whatever, but, you
know, whatever, whatever.

(Laughter.)

PROF. CAPRON: It just seemsto methisisastronger Stuation.
We have evidence that would, if it were before an IRB, they wouldn't say, ™Y ou have
insufficient evidence” Y ou have the kind of evidence that indicates this would be
unsafeto doit.

DR. EMANUEL: Negative evidence.

PROF. CAPRON: Negative evidence. Evidence of lack of safety.
Itis-- AndI-- "Insufficient” iskind of, "Well, | don't know."

DR. SHAPIRO: Wewill dedl with this. Thisis not at the core of
what we are recommending here, but | think a number of suggestions are quite fine.
We don't -- | think we are going to get rid of the word "insufficient,” not because |
think it iswrong, but because it just brings up issues every time weraise it here, so we
might aswell get rid of it. There arelots of waysto say it, and we will say it is not
safe, and we will handle thet without the word "insufficient.”

PROF. CAPRON: | had one further question which only arose
because of the change that Bette made. And what page was that, Bette, your change?
It was thet bullet.

DR. SHAPIRO: Seventy-five

PROF. CAPRON: Seventy-five

DR. GREIDER: And 76.

PROF. CAPRON: Theway that was constructed before, the couple
was faced with a choice which, on the one hand, was foregoing children, or adopting.
And they were saying, "Wdll, if they wanted to have a child with some genetic link
their only choice was between using donor gametes or attempting to clone.”

That then becomes the point on page 11--excuse me--page 76,
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beginning on [ling] 11, in the first example, "Possible complications caused by having
achild who is geneticaly identica to one of the parentsisweighed againg...”

That quite correctly has introduced another option that they have,
but that means that thisis nat, is no longer an accurate statement of what they are
weighing. We redly need to say, "They are weighing the mord risk of going through
sdective abortion againgt having a child who is geneticdly identica or having,
introducing this ghost of the gamete donor into their relationship.”

They now redly have three choices, al of which relate to having a
geneticaly related child, each of which hasamord problem. So the sentenceis no
longer accurate because we--

MR. HOLTZMAN: Itisnot that it isinaccurae; it isincomplete.
So that | think we dl agree with Bette's suggestion. We then have to go to the bottom
of 75, flesh out that, and then go to the sentence you are pointing to and flesh out what
Is at stake with each of the different scenarios. So | think that Bette or yoursdlf, or one
of us, could just write the additions.

PROF. CAPRON: And we do have to do that though.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes Right. All right.

DR. SHAPIRO: Let mejust summarize where we are and what we
will try to do in the next short while.

W, if you go right back to the beginning of this chapter, Tom had
suggestions for replacing more or lessthen firgt ninelines. Just aminute. 1 shouldn't
have to go through this. Wdll, we are going to come back to this chapter. We are not
through.

PROF. BACKLAR: But it isbecause of what you are going to say--

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes? All right.

PROF. BACKLAR: --that | wanted to say that when | came on the
plane yesterday, | read dl of Tom's suggestions and they were very apropos to this
chapter, and it might be very useful if we could have copies of that right now aswe go
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into this next bresk.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you. Well, that isagood and interesting
suggestion. Just hold on a second.

We want to replace the first nine or so--1 have forgotten exactly
what it is--lines of the abstract, whichison page 1. Page 58, the first page of chapter
4. Itispage58.

Then we a0 have outstanding an effort to dedl with expanding the
sentence, or perhaps adding sentences and so on, on line 28 on page 59. Thiswasthe
"NBAC did not revist theissue..." And we have agreed we want to expand on that.

| won't review now some of the very short things that were given to
usthat we dl agreed on quickly.

We will take out the [lines] 24-28 on [page] 63.

Again, we will change the heading on [page] 64, aswe will the
heading on [page] 67.

And then, of course, we have there the-- We have agreed we will
not start that section with the first paragraph thet isthere now. We will art it with
what is currently line 6, on page 68, dthough that has been modified by some
suggestions Bernie has given. And that involves alittle rearranging, and so on, so we
have a chdlenge to get sometext right in that area.

Then, if you look on page 69, lines 3-8, there are one or two
different suggestions which we are going to get typed up which redly goesright
through those that we will have to get focused on.

Again, introducing anew word on line 36. That is not an issue for
us.

Wewill changethetitle on [page] 72. Again, it doesn't seem to be
anissue.

Then on "freedom of scientific inquiry,” we do have some additiond
sentences and modifications to add here to get that correct.

RR
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And ditto at the bottom of page 75, line 11, et cetera, to 76.

And, again, in the conclusions regarding the sentence we just talked
about, writing without "insufficient” in it, which | have now decided we will do, but |
think we don't have any disagreement on the issue basically there.

Now, let me-- Wewill dl have to reassemble in five minutes for
public comments. So perhaps what we will do, after | make some assgnments herein
aminute, isto just teke a five-minute break, reassemble for public comments. We
then may recess dmost immediately after that to begin some more serious work on
this language.

Soif | could now review what | have just gone through, just to make
sure we know who will take some responsibility for these issues when we do get a
chance to recess somewheat |ater.

Tom, | have just suggested you will get your materia done.

| will take theinitiative and maybe Steve and Bernie can hep meon
the issue of "NBAC did not revisit,” and what comes after that.

And let me just make sure. Does anybody want to teke the initiative
for dropping a quote?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: The next issue redlly surrounds how we are going
to work out the issues when we gtart the section on the good life, and soon. That ison
page 67.

Bernie, do you want to take alook at that? And | will work with--
Isthat dl right, Bernie?

DR.LO: Sure.

DR. SHAPIRO: Did| hear "yes?'

DR.LO: Yes

PROF. CHARO: You heard a"yes."

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. And Tom will have some other materia

& &
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Also, why don't you work with Diane and Bette on the two issues
that came up, under "freedom of scientific inquiry,” and then "policymakers
dilemma," which is selected abortion issues.

PROF. CHARO: Gaot it.

DR. SHAPIRO: Because that needs to be straightened out as well.

And | think that should get usinto pretty good shape on those issues, or other issues.

So we will just take ared bresk now for five minutes. Public
comments gart in five minutes.

DR. COX: Cox has his hand up.

DR. SHAPIRO: | beg your pardon?

DR. COX: Cox has his hand up.

PROF. CAPRON: Cox.

DR. SHAPIRO: David Cox hashishand up. What is-- | thought
you said "hand out,” rather than "hand up.”

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: But, anyhow, David, yes?

DR. COX: | have one comment and | am sorry to bring this up.
And it comes at the very initid thing where you changed, in the Introduction, the

footnote.

DR. SHAPIRO: Ah, back in the introduction.

PROF. CHARO: Pagel, [ling] 1?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. Pagel, [lingl 1. Thatisright. Yes?

DR. COX: Andin doing that, thereis an incongstency that isvery
smple to change.

DR. SHAPIRO: Wéll, then please give us the change.
DR. COX: Itison lines 23-25.
DR. SHAPIRO: Yes?

83



10

1

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

23

24

25

26

27

28

67
67

DR. COX: The sentence says, "Although for the past 10 years
scientists who routinely clone shegp and cows from embryo cells, thiswas the first
successful”--

(Smultaneous discussion.)

PROF. CHARO: Heésright.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. Yes.

DR. COX: --"somatic cdls” And | would insert there "an adult

somatic cell.”

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. Okay. That isvery hepful. Thank you very
much, David.

PROF. CAPRON: "A sométic cdl from an adult animd." Isthat al
right?

DR. COX: "Anadult animd." That is correct.

PROF. CHAROQO: Oh, David, you win the "picky award."

MR. HOLTZMAN: Mr. Charman?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

MR. HOLTZMAN: | assume we are going to come back and revisit
the implication of the change in the footnote in terms of whet it iswe are
recommending?

DR. SHAPIRO: Presume so.

(Laughter.)

MR. HOLTZMAN: Okay.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you. We now have four minutes.

(Whereupon, at 10:58 am., there was a brief recess.)

STATEMENTSBY THE PUBLIC

DR. SHAPIRO: We now have public comment. Once again, |
remind you of every one of the rules that the commisson has adopted in this respect,
namely that we alow five minutes for each speaker. | ask people to stick to that time.
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I will remind them when the time comes to an end, a which time they are expected to
wind up their remarks, both to respect those that maybe want to spesak afterwards and,
of course, the commission's own time-table to try to finish our report.

The first spesker is Mr. Randolph Wicker, a public relations director
and founder, Clone Rights United Front. 1s Mr. Wicker here?

And, yes, would everybody please come up and use this microphone
over here so we can get it to the transcript.

And | would ask dl of the commissionersto please spesk directly
into your microphone, however uncomfortable that may be, or unnatura that may be
for you, and that if you prefer not to lean forward close to your microphone you can
aways pick thisup and do it that way, for those of you who are entertainers and so on.

But, in any case, Mr. Wicker, | gpologize for interrupting. We are
pleased to have you here today.

MR. RANDOL PH WICKER
MR. WICKER: Thank you very much.
| have been gtting here dl morning listening to the report. The

report isalengthy list of worries and fears about any pro-cloning viewpoints-- Pardon
me, | haveto put on my glasses. Any pro-cloning viewpoints are dismissed or smply
used as lead-ins to anti-doning arguments dismissang them.

Y our report mentions reproductive rights and then proceeds to tell
usthat we, asindividua American citizens, should alow politicians to decide whether
we should even have the right to choose reproductive cloning technology if we desire
to do so. Every individud should be able to make his or her own decison regarding
thet issue.

The fact of the matter is, some day soon+-Dr. lan Wilmut predicts
within the next two years--the world's most famous child will be born, the first human
being conceived through doning.

The Hat Earth Society didn't keep Columbus from discovering the
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New World. The Luddites couldn't stop the Industrid Revolution. And the Clone
Rights United Front rgjoices in knowing that nothing can abort or prevent the
promising age of human doning from dawning.

There has been much talk about the dangers. Cloning could result in
human deformity, for instance. | share those concerns. But research, research on
human cloning, isthe only way to perfect human cloning techniques.

Outlaw human cloning and research on human cloning research
pushes the entire areainto back dleys, like abortion used to be. In thiscasg, it will be
Banana Republics, the Bahamas, Morocco, some country in the world where
somebody has afifty or Sixty thousand dollar lab and the scientists, or the geneticist
that wants to make himself world famous and advance the scientific knowledge
through cloning of human beings.

Y ou are creating a saf-fulfilling prophecy by outlawing human
cloning because the fact of the matter is that when we are denied the State- of-the-art
fadilities, it goesinto the back aleys and that it is much more likely to result in human
deformity and some terrible, terrible results. So even in your good intentions, your
good intentions are going to result in very bad results.

| have aso thought a great deal of talk here today about the control
of child. You know, if you are going to spend 20 or 25 years of your liferasng a
child, I think that parents have a basic right to decide, as much as humanly possible,
what kind of child that isgoing to be.

Now, that isn't totd control. All you are going to do isfind a child.
Y ou are going to have intelligence, musicd ability, good hedth. You are going to be
given the raw materias. That child isgoing to be an individua human being. You
know, that child is going to result in a unique individua as aresult of the different
experiences that that person has.

And dso much of thisis saying about this child wouldnt be ared
human being. It would be acopy. Now, thiswould be atwin 20 or 30 years removed
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from the adult that was supposedly, you know, gave the origind DNA. | mean, there
isatotd difference in background. We don't think of identical twins as lesser human
beings because there are two of them, and they come and are born at the same time,
reared in the same environment, have many more Smilar circumstances, you know,
controlling them than any one that was cloned, that human cloning would have.

So redly what you are redlly going to do is-- you redly have been
doing here--isinsulting, insulting unborn human beings, human beings thet will be
concelved through cloning, who will be just like any other child in the world. They
will be their own unique people. Ther future won't be controlled because daddy was a
famous scientist, or daddy was a famous doctor.

They will grow up and, maybe through their life experiences, they
won't even want to go near medicine. Many people know people like that in their
family. They raise their kid.

What about theissue-- Y ou talk so much about this carbon copy
thing. No one talked about something which | have aways been annoyed with. The
nerve of some peopleto call themsalves "junior.” | happen to be named junior. |
changed my name legdly because | wasn't the second somebody else. | was the firgt
mysdf.

And | think that that is something which we dso fail to overlook is
that you do not make a child into your image. Parents are only peripherdly involved
in the outcome of their children.

I would hope, | do hope, that some of the good thingsin this report
are adopted by Congress. | was especialy concerned there would be alaw drawn that
was too broad, that would interfere with other research in the, you know, related areas.

| think you people are not in the easiest spot. I you read my earlier
statement, you have been given the impossible task of trying to decide something we
don't even know the questions that we are trying to ask here today.

Like the Atomic Energy [Commission] trying to decidein 1941-- A
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commission deciding, "What are we going to do about atomic energy?’ 1n 1941, they
didn't even know what the bomb was like.

Or ahighway commission, in 1902, deciding what we are going to
do for an interstate commerce when we don't even know what kind of carsthere are
going to be and how they are going to run.

So you redly have an impossible job.

And with 90 percent of the public opposed to human cloning, | think
the didogue in this area can only, only enlighten, and | think with enlightenment will
come change of attitude. And by the time the debate has ended, 90 percent of the
people will bein support of our pogtion, right now aminority, and that is that human
cloning is areproductive option that should be available to dl.

Thank you.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you very much. Thank you for being here
today.

Is anyone e se here who would like to address the commission at
thistime? Yes?

Could you please come up to the microphone and give your name
and affiliation, if any, that is appropriate?

MR. ALAN GRAY SON

MR. GRAY SON: My nameis Alan Grayson.

DR. SHAPIRO: Excu=me. Whét isthe name again?

MR. GRAYSON: Alan Grayson.

DR. SHAPIRO: Grayson. Thank you.

MR. GRAYSON: You al have prepared areport that is informative
and thorough and intellectudly honest. However, | bdieve that the conclusion is not

supported by the evidence.
The evidence that you have for you a thistime is one anima which

you describe as, in your own words, "an gpparently quite normal sheep.” Onthe basis
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of that, you have concluded there is a need to make human cloning illegd. The
concluson smply does not follow from the evidence.

Now, what you have is one hedthy animd and you have, as Mr.
Capron pointed out earlier, one experiment in which there were 277 efforts.

Now, | ask you to think, in the early 1970s, when in vitro
fertilization was first coming about, how many unsuccessful efforts were made then
before there was one successful one?

Smilarly, even today, the mgority of effortsin in vitro fertilization
are unsuccessful. Two-thirds of them are unsuccessful. Does anyone here believe that
in vitro fertilization is therefore unsafe and should be banned? Does anybody bdieve
that it isineffective? Y ou can ask the results of those efforts. They don't consider
them to be ineffective.

Again, the concluson does not follow from the evidence.

You must aso bear in mind that we are at avery early stage here
and, in fact, only minor changesin the procedure that Dr. Wilmut crested can result in
amuch more high successrate.

Dr. Greider has done research inthisarea. She has done research
regarding the effect of telomerase on telomeres, which are afunction of the cdll and its
life. It might be that asmdl change in the procedure that was used, for ingtance the
introduction of telomerase a an early point in the procedure, or some other change
that we can't even imagine now--because it is up to you dl, the scientigts to find it--
can result in amgor change in the efficacy of this procedure. It issSmply too early to
say that it isunsafe and it istoo early to say that it isineffective.

Agan, congder pregnancy itsdlf. Thefact of the matter isalarge
number, avery high percentage, of embryosin pregnancy spontaneoudy abort. Now,
would any of you draw the conclusion from that that pregnancy is unsafe and that we
should ban it? | think not.

So, again, you need to consider where we are at this stage and you
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need to consider that it istoo early to draw any conclusion regarding the safety or
efficacy of this procedure.

The proper conclusion at this point is merdy, merely, that you need
to collect the evidence and you need to devel op the science and then, at that point,
maybe you can draw the conclusion that the procedure is unsafe or ineffective.

And | am spesking only of the purported physical danger involved
here. After dl, your conclusion isthat there may be physica danger involved and,
therefore, asaresult of tht, it should be banned.

Y ou a0 make speculative arguments. And | think you must
concede that they are only speculative arguments running the effect of the psychology
on achild. Nothing but speculation has been offered in that regard.

The fact of the matter isthat the parent of clone might fed closer to
that child than the parent of child concelved in aregular sexud fashion. Wesmply
don't know. Thereisno way to know at thispoint. We may never know except when
we actualy have the experience.

Nothing in this report recognizes the fact, the obvious fact, thet
parents prefer biologica reproduction to adoption. And why is that? What isthe only
difference between biologica reproduction and adoption? The only differenceisthe
fact that there is a genetic bond between the parent in that circumstance and a child.
And isnt that dl the more true with cloning? Nothing in this report recognizes that
very basic fact.

So | haveto cdl on you to reconsider what you have done. The fact
that something is potentialy unsafe is normaly not enough to makeit illegd, not in
our society.

Smoking kills 40 percent of al smokers, yet it islegd. Hereyou
have no evidence whatsoever of any actuad physical danger and yet you propose to
mekethisillegd. | think you will find that once you make it illegd for any period of
time, you probably will have madeit illegd for dl time. And that, ladies and
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gentlemen, iswrong. So | must cal on you to reconsider. Thank you.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you very much.

PROF. CAPRON: Could you state your-- Do you have an
indtitutiond efiliation?

MR. GRAYSON: No, | don't.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you. Anyone ese like to comment to the
commisson at thistime?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you. Sincethereisno one dseat thistime,
our public comment sessonisover.

DR. SHAPIRO: Let me now turn back to the task before the
commission. Thereisanumber of assgnments that we have to work on. And my
proposdl isthat we do so now. That we take arecess so individual members can work
on assgnments and report back to us. | think that would be an effective thing to do at
the moment. And that we try to be back here--1 don't know--in what; about ahaf an
hour? Do people fed they can do that? Work in haf an hour.

Inthat case-- Yes?

DR. MURRAY: Let ustake alunch bresk.

DR. MURRAY:: Itis11:30 am. Some of us haven't had anything
to eat today. | don't know when you think the lunch break would be appropriate.

DR. SHAPIRO: Wsdll, lunch. What isthat?

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: | think-- Wadl, if you-- It certainly would be
appropriate--

DR. MURRAY:: A working lunch. You add 15 minutesto it.

DR. SHAPIRO: Why don't we makeit, if wewant-- And perhaps
that isagood idea, Tom. Thank you. Perhapswhat we could do istry to be back here

by 12:30 p.m., which isan hour, and people will, for those who aren't working, could
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have amore leisurely lunch, and for those who are, it--

And | hope members of the commission who have not yet read the
latest version of the Law and Policy Chapter will aso take advantage of this moment
to do that.

Thank you very much. We will reassemble at 12:30 p.m. Please,
everyone--let me judt--especidly the commission members, please make a specid
effort to be back here at 12:30 p.m. There are some members who have to leave town
early and | redly hope that we can al fully participate in our discussons.

(Whereupon, at 11:29 am., there was alunch recess.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Let us get to the assgnments we made during our
recess. There are anumber of assgnments which are in the process of being typed out
and/or printed so that we can share them with members of the commission that dedl
with suggested changes that were developed during our previous hour. And | thought
that, before we act on those, we should actudly see them in front of us. There are
number of those being produced now.

o, if the commission has no objection, what | would like to do now
isgo to the Law and Policy Chapter, since | don't want to accumulate too many
changes in the Ethics Chapter without stabilizing on some of them, then going on to
others that till need to be devel oped.

LAW AND POLICY CHAPTER

DR. SHAPIRO: And so what | propose now is that we turn now to
the Law and Policy Chapter to see what comments we have there. We will be circling
back through al these because there are changes in virtualy every one of the chapters,
5o that we will be circling back. And so why don't we go now to the Law and Policy
Chapter, which starts on page 83?

DR. . Eighty-three.

DR. SHAPIRO: Eighty-three. Thank you.

And let meturn to Altato see what comments she may haveto
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begin thiswith. Alta?

PROF. CHARO: Okay. The chapter in response to comments by
Larry Miike and Bette Kramer at the last meeting has added a section that specificaly
ummarizes--

DR. SHAPIRO: Remember, everybody, talk directly into the mike
asyou can.

PROF. CHARO: Excuse me. In response to comments from Bette
Kramer and Larry Miike a the last mesting, there is an added section that attempts to
summarize, ever 0 briefly, the laws that exigt at the federd and date leve that might
have some effect, even indirectly, on attempts to clone a human being.

And there has been some copy editing, and for thet | thank al the
people who made suggestions.

The only problems | would like to just let you know about right
away aretwo extremey minimd things.

On page 83, line 4, in the abstract, | think a word was dropped
somewhere, and o the line should read "nuclear transfer should reflect the
commisson's best judgement..." Just atypo.

And then, just to show you that we are looking--right?>-on page 101,
the last five references need to be formatted.

The chapter is now open to destruction.

(Laughter.)

DR. MIIKE: | have--

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes, Larry?

DR. MIIKE: Theseare minor. After | denigrate minor comments, |
am going to make some minor comments.

| think we have dready talked about, on page 92 on the last board,
that we are redlly talking about not our counterparts but about other nations.

PROF. CHARO: Thank you. Right.
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PROF. CAPRON: Theonly--

DR. MIIKE: And it isaso on page 83 in the abstract.

PROF. CHARO: "To cooperate with other nations," would be the
way you would rephraseit. Correct?

DR. MIIKE: Right. Yes.

DR. SHAPIRO: Which lineisthison, Lary?

DR. MIIKE: Itisthelast bullet. Jm Childress has suggested "with
other nations."

DR. SHAPIRO: Oh, yes. | seeit.

DR. MIIKE: Yes. Judt--

PROF. CHARO: And what wasthe other page, Alex?

PROF. CAPRON: Itisthe abstract, line 17-18.

DR. MIIKE: Okay. The other--

PROF. CAPRON: Page 83.

DR. MIIKE: The only other comment | have is on page 98, when
we are discussing sunset provisons. | don't think you redlly can end the law by a
"declaration of some review body," so looking at line 12--

PROF. CHARO: What page are you on, Larry? | am sorry.

DR. MIIKE: Page 98, when we are taking about discussng the
sunset provisons on how one might end it.

PROF. CHARO: Right.

DR. MIIKE: On page 98, on line 12, instead of "upon declaration
by some sort of review body," | would have to say it would have to be "upon a
recommendation of some review body."

PROF. CHARO: Right. "Upon arecommendation.” Okay.

DR. MIIKE: And then, in the next paragraph, starting on line 18, |
wouldn't consder a"review body an dternative to atime-limited sunset period,” but a

"review body in conjunction with atime-limited period.” | think we have discussed

NN
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this before where one sets up atime in which the legidation sunsets, but in some
gppropriate time before that thereis areview body that looks at the accumulating
evidence and makes some recommendation that can be considered by the
policymakers at the time that the legidation has ended. So--

PROF. CHARO: Larry--

DR. MIIKE: --itisnot an dternative. Itis--

PROF. CHARO: Yes. May | ask you though for clarification, the
god at this point was not to set forth what we are going to recommend, but smply to
st forth the way people have said these options could be structured.

DR. MIIKE: No. | understand that but--

PROF. CHARO: And so, on that basi's, would it make sense to say
that "One dternativeisjust X number of years, another aternative is areview body,"
and when we get to the recommendations we actualy make the choice.

DR. MIIKE: Widll, if you want to go ahead with that, thet isfine
with me, because | was just dso going to add that, in the actual recommendation
section, it is dedt with in that manner. It isnot lad out that way, but--

PROF. CAPRON: May | suggest that we just say, "Here, athird
aternative would be to combine the sunset clause with areview that occurs before the
expiration of the sunset.”

DR. MIIKE: That isfinewith me.

DR. SHAPIRO: Does thet ssem dl right with you dl?

PROF. CHARO: Yes.

DR. SHAPIRO: All right. Where would that goin. Excuse me.

PROF. CAPRON: That would go in--

PROF. CHARO: Right after the word "sunset” on line 22, and it
would smply read, "A third dternative'--

PROF. CAPRON: Correct.

PROF. CHARO: --"would be to combine the creation of areview
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body with a sunset clause of a specific number of years."

PROF. CAPRON: Wsll, it would combine the sunset clause with a
"review body that would come into effect before the expiration of the sunset.”

PROF. CHARO: That isactudly what it dready saysright there.

DR. MIIKE: Inaway.

PROF. CAPRON: Wadll, itiskind--

DR. MIIKE: Well, you get the gist of it.

PROF. CAPRON: Waél, maybe we can just combine these two.

PROF. CHARO: You jud like leave meto fuss?

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Just say, "A third aternative would be to combine
thesetwo.” Itisavery sraightforward--

PROF. CAPRON: Combinethesetwo. Right.

PROF. CHARO: Combinethesetwo. Good. Nobody will know
what it means and it won't matter.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you. Let us see who ese has comments
here. Any other comments on Law and Policy?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Thank you very much. Let usgo back now
to the Ethics Chapter and at least take up some of these issues. Let me pass out--

PROF. CAPRON: | do have-- | amsorry. | just have one on page
85, line 11. | would suggest we replace "destruction of* with "creeting and
destroying" because the ethica issue for some people arises in that combination of
being both the creator and the destroyer.

PROF. CHARO: "Creating and then destroying?'

PROF. CAPRON: So we would strike then "destruction of" and
say, "It would probably involve creating and then destroying.” Itisapoint. | am
sorry | didn't--
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DR. SHAPIRO: No, no. | am glad you brought it up. That ismuch
better.

ETHICAL CONCERNS CHAPTER (CONTINUED)

DR. SHAPIRO: All right. Let usgo back now to the Ethics

Chapter and, in particular--

Wdl, why don't we wait until the whole thing is handed out?

These are a series of suggestions that Tom has made to us, some of
which were dedt with this morning, others of which you may very wdl bring up this
afternoon. But | wart to focusfirgt on the ones that came up thismorning, if that isdl
right with you, Tom,

DR. MURRAY: Good.

DR. SHAPIRO: And if we could begin, so to spesk, at the
beginning of the chapter, you had something to replace essentidly the firdt lines of the
abgtract, the firgt lines of the abstract, page 1, lines 2-9.

Why don't the commissoners take a moment right now just to read
thisand see if you agree with Tom, as we seemed to this morning when he read it
ordly; that thiswould be a beneficid subdtitution.

DR. MURRAY:: One changeisit should be"if parents” four lines
from the bottom. What you haveiswhat | sent originaly with the correction.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. "Deailed if parents...”

DR. MURRAY: "Family life, if parents” Thiscameupin Cardl's
comments.

DR. SHAPIRO: When you say "how well they meet detailed,” just
say "overly detailed.” We use "excessve' to modify "control” up above. Forget it. It
isnot centrd to anything.

DR. MURRAY': Tha would befine. No problem.

PROF. CAPRON: Where are we on that?

DR. SHAPIRO: Jud in the three lines from the bottom of what Tom
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has. It says, "how well they meet detailed parenta expectations.”

PROF. CHARO: Thiscan't beright.

DR. SHAPIRO: Do you seethat?

PROF. CAPRON: Yes. Overly.

DR. SHAPIRO: Bernie?

DR. LO: | just point out that the line numbers, | think, are referring
to aprevious verson and don't work for the version we have today.

PROF. CHARO: Oh, okay.

(Smultaneous discussion.)

DR. MURRAY: | can- | have corrdated herewhat is-- Thisisin
response to the May 27th, the later draft of the Ethics Chapter, June 2nd, not for what
we havein our books today.

DR. SHAPIRO: That isright.

PROF. CAPRON: Soitisafter "unacceptable risks." Isthat right?

DR. SHAPIRO: Right.

DR. MURRAY:: | will be glad to tell you what the corresponding
current page numbers and line numbers are. Thiswould-- This passage would
subdtitute for thefirst 9, nearly 9 full lines of page 58.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thefirgt line would be after that because | thought
| had indicated it.

DR. MURRAY': Right.

DR. SHAPIRO: Isthere any objection? Now that you have had a
chance to read this, is there any objection to making a subgtitution?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: All right. That subditution will be made. Let me
NOW--

PROF. CHARO: No. | amsorry. | do. | apologize, but | was
behind you because | was il writing up our science thing.
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Didn't we agree that we were going to change the word "as' to "if"
in the sentence about parents?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes, wedid. Not only that, you didn't hear us do
it. All that heavy decision-making.

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: All right. If | could stick with some of Tom's
suggestions for amoment, | will just try and-- We have, in our current draft, page 69,
there were redly two things that Tom suggested that we do which would subtitute, as
| undergtand it, for lines 3 through 8 and a hdf, but there are two different inputs. Do
you want to point to which those are, Tom?

DR. MURRAY:: Yes. It would be the fourth page of the document
that you have from me and it currently reads-- Page 12, line 9. Thisisimmensdy
confusng. | gpologize. But can you seewhereitis? It says, "...only desires or well
being."

DR. SHAPIRO: Whereisthat, Tom?

DR.LO: Tom?

DR. MURRAY: Yes?

DR. LO: Canwe wait until what we did gets printed out.

DR. MURRAY: Oh, right. | am sorry.

DR. LO: Because weincorporated alarger set of changes.

DR. MURRAY: With your assgnment, Bernie and | rewrote this
section, which is now titled, "Treating Persons as Objects.”

DR. SHAPIRO: Right.

DR. MURRAY: And | have given Kathi adisk with that fileon it,
but | am sure you don't have that yet. But it incorporates some of this language, but
we probably ought to wait until that has been printed out.

PROF. CAPRON: Isthat in process now?

DR. HANNA: Pardon me?
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PROF. CAPRON: Isthat in process of being printed out now?

DR. HANNA: | don't know.

DR. MURRAY:: Itisout of your hands? Y ou don't have the disk?

DR. HANNA: | have the disk, but | don't haveit here.

DR. SHAPIRO: Canwe get it to somebody to get it printed?

(Smultaneous discussion.)

DR. MURRAY': Thefile nameis"Tregting Persons as Objects.” It
isthe only fileon the disk. And I hope Bernie doesn't have any viruses on his
computer because they would just have been communicated to mine.

DR. SHAPIRO: Henrietta, could we get this reproduced? That is
another issue that comes up in anumber of places and | want people to have a copy of
that.

Wheat | have just handed Henrietta is the concerns that some
members of the commission had regarding the sentence that said that "NBAC did not
revigt thisissue,” when we taked about embryo, use of embryos for research. That
gppears in the Executive Summary, it gppearsin the Introduction, and it appears again
in the Ethics Chapter, which we are now looking at.

We have drafted something which replaces that phrase; that is Steve,
Zeke and mysdf and | think Bernie also redrafted thet. | think we have something that
works pretty well there and meets the concerns that some commissioners have, but
that will take you afew minutesto-- It isaready typed up, but we don't have that
printed out.

So, Bernie, when do you expect your materia to be back?

DR. LO: Wadll, I think Margaret hasit--

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Alta, what about the materia that you and
others were working on?

PROF. CHARO: We were working under the assumption that we

weren't going to be able to be late, so we didn't have timeto typeit up, so we are going
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to have to walk it through you talking.

DR. SHAPIRO: All right.

PROF. CHARO: We should have been more aggressive about our
typing. Diane had said so.

Pages 74 and 75, "scientific inquiry." We have changed it mogtly by
shrinking and dight reorganization to delegdize and to emphasize the ethica aspects.
May | suggest | try to smply dowly read it straight through asit will now sound?

DR. SHAPIRO: Jud tell us whereit isgoing to begin.

PROF. CHARO: Page 74.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

PROF. CHARQO: Line 10 iswhere we currently have the heading of
"Freedom of Scientific Inquiry.”

DR. SHAPIRO: Right.

PROF. CHARO: And we are proposing to move that to a center
heading. We are moving it up. Itisaseparatetopic. And it will now read asfollows.

"There is no doubt that the freedom of scientific inquiry, tempered
by a strong expectation of ethical and responsible pursuit of knowledge, has been an
enduring American vaue.

"Higtorically, scientific inquiry has been protected and even
encouraged because of the great socia benefit the public recognizes in maintaining the
sanctity of knowledge and the vaue of intellectud freedom.

"But the importance we attach to free scientific inquiry does not
mean a science without mora condraints. International statements about the ethics of
research with human subjects, such as the Nuremberg Code and the Declaration of
Hesnki make it abundantly clear that science, however vauable, must observe mord
boundaries.

"Scientific research must not endanger community safety or the
rights or interests of its human subjects. Likewise it must not inflict unnecessary

RE
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uffering on animas.

"Thus, both the Federd Government and the states already regulate
the researchers methods in order to protect the rights of research subjects and
community safety. Research may be restricted, for example, to protect the subjects
autonomy by requiring informed consent and by reviewing the choice of who should
serve as research subjects againgt principles of justice.

"Thus, where the government can prove that redtrictions on cloning
and doning technology are sufficiently important to the generd wdll being of
individuals or society, such restrictions are likely to be upheld as legitimeate,
condtitutional government actions, even if scientists were held to have aFirst
Amendment right of scientific inquiry.

"Therefore, even if scientific inquiry were found to be a
conditutionally protected activity, the government could regulate to protect against
compdling harms, such as the current physica risks posed by somatic cell nuclear
transfer techniques.

"The freedom to pursue knowledge is distinguishable from the right
to choose the method for achieving that knowledge since the method itself may
permissibly be regulated.

"Although the government may not prohibit research in an attempt
to prevent the development of new knowledge, it may, and should, restrict or prohibit
the means used by researchersif they harm others.

"Ultimately, researchers themselves are responsible for maintaining
ethicd and scientific standards and must grive to integrate the two in their work."

| know. Itis hardtofollow. | am sorry.

DR. SHAPIRO: No, it isnot hard to follow.

PROF. CAPRON: Itismostly just arearrangement.

PROF. CHARO: Mogly just arearrangement. Thereisalittle bit

of redundancy that was hard for us to spot as we were rearranging.
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PROF. CAPRON: | have three comments.

Fird, it ismuch cleaner by getting out what amountsto legd
argumentation.

The second is that we will have to change the overal heading which
says, "Freedom of Inquiry.” That isjust an obvious thing.

The third, somewhat more substantively, iswhat | felt was missng
there was your decison to extract the first sentence, or some version of the first
sentence, because thisisn't a free-floating argument that is just about scientific inquiry.
Isntit realy-- Doesn't it grow--

Asthe chairman said alittle while ago, he hears it, people saying,
"Widl, in't one reason to keep your hands off of thisis that we believe and scientists
believe that they should have the freedom to pursue?’

PROF. CHARO: At therisk of gpesking for other members of the
total--that we are trying to write this and, boy, commund writing is hard, isn't it?--no.
The answer to that is no.

It isnot about why thisis an argument in favor of cloning. Itis in
fact, afree-floating issue; that people can be quite supportive of the freedom of
scientific inquiry and come to avariety of conclusions about how one might or might
not do cloning.

That freedom of inquiry is something that stands separate from tota
freedom about the means one uses and then, when one looks a the means you are
going to use for inquiry, one tests that againgt the other kinds of harms thet are at
issue.

People have used this argument in support of cloning, but you could
aso use thisargument to say, "We want to maintain freeinquiry in that prohibiting
cloning of human beings doesnt, in any way, tread on that in asgnificant fashion.”

And so it isnot just an example of a pro-coning argument.

PROF. CAPRON: Wadl, no. Inthe end, aswith the other
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arguments, we in effect answer the clam. | mean, the arguments about reproductive
choice and autonomy start off being presented by us as arguments that people use to
judtify it, but then we answer that in the paragraphs that are under that heading.

| totaly agree with where you come out in saying it is the difference
between inquiry and the methods thet are used and that we place limits on it, but it
seemsto me, in the context of the report, it made more sense to have the other lead-in.

DR. SHAPIRO: Jm, then Caradl.

DR. CHILDRESS: | would support Alex's point. It seemsto me
that we are parald here where what we are doing is looking, as our chair suggested
ealier, a the kinds of arguments that people have made. That doesn't mean that any
of these arguments we would find to be decisive, but they are ones that we are trying
to examine. We are looking &t the pros and cons.

And 0 we gart with the way in which the argument might be used.
Scientific inquiry, reproductive choice, and autonomy might be used to support
cloning, and that is to oppose the prohibition, and then see what the limitations of
those arguments are.

And 0 | think we are dedling, in each of these sections, with
countervailing values. We are asserting the point thisis a value some apped to, but
then aso showing the limitations of the way in which in may run up againgt another
important value. So | support Alex's suggestion.

DR. SHAPIRO: Carol?

DR. GREIDER: | just have acomment from apracticd standpoint,
having been invited as avistor to the table that was drafting this.

We had to decide, in avery short period of time, which way we
were going to come out. Wasit going to be a separate heading or, currently asit is,
part of the pro and con? And we came out with it being a separate heading because
wedl felt that it stood on its own as an issue.

Now, it could be redrafted in the ways that you guys have both
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suggested, but that would take another mgor rewriting.

DR. CHILDRESS: No.

PROF. CAPRON: | don't care about you can have it as a separate
heading. It isjusdt that, asthe topic is introduced, some proponents of cloning have
relied upon an argument of scientific, free scientific inquiry. And then everything else
that follows about that, thereis no doubt that scientific inquiry-- The language that
was there.

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Let me make asuggestion and-- Excuse
me, Zeke? | am sorry.

DR. EMANUEL: Wadll, it isabout the technical aspects of what you
just said.

DR. SHAPIRO: The suggestion isthat we not focus on whether it is
asgparate heading or not. We will decide that when we put the findl thing together
late tonight sometime. | don't know when that isgoing to be. That is not centra to
thisissue.

However, | think the other issue brought up, that is whether thisis
redly free-floating, | must say that | am somewhat sympeathetic with you that we
wouldn't have gone to thisissue had we not, had it not been--we may not have gone
there, let me put it that way--had thisissue not be raised in the context.

And so even-- And | don't think it needs atotd rewriting ether. |
think even the first sentence in the current verson may be used in some way to creste
that bridge | think quite easlly. So | rather like what the rewriting has done. | think it
does-- Itisadgnificant enhancement overdl.

But | Hill think--Alta, if you don't mind--if we could connect thisto
the fact that this redlly was an issue and it continues to be raised over and over again.

If 1 could make a second comment, again with respect. Andthet is
the one aspect of this morning's discussion that we have not yet reflected here, and
there may be others, is the fact that thisis not, for the most part, a struggle between
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stientigts and others. Namely the scientists are involved with setting these ethical
standards and support them for the most part. | mean, most scientists that | know
support dl these things and are very anxious to work in that environment.

| just would like us, somehow with a phrase or a serntence, within
what you have written, to reflect that perspective.

DR. EMANUEL: Actualy, that goesto the first sentence you read.
If you wouldn't mind re-reading it.

PROF. CHARO: What--

DR. EMANUEL: Y our first sentence.

PROF. CHARO: The one that we now have, or the one that we had
after we reintroduced--

DR. EMANUEL: Yes. Theonethat you--

PROF. CHARO: Wéll, the one that--

DR. EMANUEL.: --that you wrote.

PROF. CHARO: "Thereis no doubt thet the freedom of scientific
inquiry, tempered by a strong expectation of ethical and responsible pursuit,--"

DR. EMANUEL.: Itisexactly that phrase, "tempered by a strong
expectation.”

It s;emsto meit is not tempered by a strong expectation; it seemsto
me what we want is "one conducted adhering to ethicad sandards” Right? It isnot
tempered. You are not tempering science. That is not what we are trying to do. |
mean, we bdieve that it isintegrd to the correct comment of the--

PROF. CHARO: May | try to follow with rephrasing on you, Zeke?

DR. EMANUEL: Yes

PROF. CHARO: "Thereisno doubt that the freedom of ethically
and--" Sorry. "Thereis no doubt that the freedom of ethical and responsible pursut
of knowledge has been an enduring American vaue."

DR. EMANUEL: Yes
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DR. SHAPIRO: Other comments for Alta?

We will try to get this printed out |ater on this afternoon so we can
take afina look at that.

Any other comments? Yes, Diane?

DR. SCOTT-JONES: | just have one comment about the whole
section now, because when we were discussing the changes at lunch--1 am sorry--
when we were discussing the changes at lunch, we were concerned how it would
effect this overdl section, the heading on page 71, " Arguments For Maintaining
Persond Autonomy and Freedom of Inquiry.”

As| amreading it now thereis alisting, actualy other items, that
are not in this section under headings. For example, first the " presumption of
individua liberty;" thet isthere. Second, "reproductive freedom;” that is there. Third,
"scientific inquiry.” But then there is support and afina objection that are not in this
section. The section ends with "freedom of scientific inquiry.”

And | am just wondering what happened there? Because the
argument is that we should leave scientific inquiry in because it belongs here as one of
these reasons for cloning, but the others arent there.

MS. KRAMER: Yes, they are.

DR. SCOTT-JONES: Where arethey? They are missing.

MS. KRAMER: Wél, it is under the "policymakers.”

DR. SCOTT-JONES: Oh, thenitisadifferent-- Itisset-asde
under a separate heading the way we were requesting--

PROF. CAPRON: Wedl beieved that this could be a separate
heading.

DR. SCOTT-JONES: Oh.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. Wadll, we haven't agreed. We have agreed
that we are going to review thiswhole thing--

DR. SCOTT-JONES: We agreed that we would think about it |ater-
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DR. SHAPIRO: We will try to--

DR. SCOTT-JONES: --and | wasjudt saying is there areason why
those next ones are separate headings?

DR. SHAPIRO: "Next ones" being referring to what, in this case?

DR. SCOTT-JONES: | am sorry.

DR. SHAPIRO: Oh, beginning on page 75.

DR. SCOTT-JONES: Page 75. If you look back at the heading
under which that comes, it says, fourth there, "Reasons so Compelling in Individua
Cases”" And then 75 has a centered heading, " The Policymakers Dilemma.”

DR. SHAPIRO: Wewill review that. | mean, you are redly
making avery good point. Wewill review that.

Yes?

DR. MIIKE: | just-- Maybe the smplest way to look at it isthat we
now have atitle caled "Arguments for Maintaining Persona Autonomy and Freedom
of Inquiry." And then later on we have "The Policymakers Dilemma, a Consderation
of Exceptiona Cases."

| guess "The Policymakers Dilemmd" involves dl of these issues.
Reproductive freedom versus other-- Yes. So maybe that may be-- The smpler
solution is jugt to talk about the policymakers dilemmaand put al of these under that
heading.

PROF. CAPRON: Wél, "The Policymakers Dilemma' had to do
with what do you do when you have a policy and then you have some exceptiona
cases? Do you change the policy for the cases or--

DR. MIIKE: Wél, "The Policymakers Dilemma' isaso trying to
baance freedom of scientific inquiry againg dl these other issues, so--

DR. GREIDER: Just change that heading to "Condderation of
Ethical, of Exceptiona Cases," and delete "Policymakers Dilemma.”
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DR. MIIKE: It seemsto measmple solution isjust sort of fool
around with the headings.

DR. SHAPIRO: That was suggested.

DR. MIIKE: Yes.

DR. SHAPIRO: | suggested we wouldn't do it very effectively
gtting here, is my only suggestion.

DR. CHILDRESS: It isavery good suggestion.

PROF. CHARO: Harold?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

PROF. CHARO: To tie up the loose end on exactly thet, that
"Congderation of Exceptiona Cases," you would ask--

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes That isright.

PROF. CHARO: May | just do that? Becauseit isonly liketwo
sentences.

DR. SHAPIRO: That sounds like famous last words.

(Laughter.)

PROF. CHARO: Page 75, line 32, after the word "adopt;" smply
add "to use prenata diagnosis and selective abortion.”

And then, on page 76, line 14, after the word "donor," add the
phrase "or avoiding sdlective abortion.”

DR. SHAPIRO: How about doing that once more just to make sure
the commissioners--

PROF. CHARO: Page 76, line 14, after the word "donor," insert "or
avoiding selective abortion.”

DR. SHAPIRO: And do you want to aso repesat the other one, if
you don't mind?

PROF. CHAROQO: Thefirst one was on page 75, line 32, after the
word "adopt;" we would insert "to use prenata diagnosis and selective abortion;"”
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DR. SHAPIRO: Comments? Alex?

PROF. CAPRON: Yes. | would just suggest reversing your
addition and putting it before "keeping," so the vdue of-- Because that is the order it
comes earlier, and the other phrase is much longer and harder to follow. So you
would say, "The vaue of avoiding selective abortion or of kegping the marital
relationship free."

PROF. CHARO: | am not sure. | didn't know which:-

DR. SHAPIRO: Fourteen.

PROF. CHARO: Seventy-five or 76?

DR. SHAPIRO: Seventy-five or 76?

PROF. CAPRON: On 76--

PROF. CHARO: Seventy-Sx.

PROF. CAPRON: --on 14, you were adding the phrase, "or of
avoiding sdective abortion.” | am just suggesting that come before "of keeping the
marita relationship free” Itisasmpler phrase. It isthe sequencein whichiitisused
on page 75.

PROF. CHARO: Okay. So it would now be weighed againgt--this
would be line 13--"againg the vaue'--insart--"of avoiding selective abortion or of
keeping the maritd relationship free”

PROF. CAPRON; Correct.

MR. HOLTZMAN: | think back on 75 it needs alittle more re-
work.

PROF. CHARO: Redly? What do you mean?

MR. HOLTZMAN: Because then if you go to the next sentence,
"Because..."

PROF. CHARO: Right.

MR. HOLTZMAN: | think there you are sort of citing the reasons
of why they wish to avoid, S0 you end up having to say something like, "Because they
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very much want to have some genetic link to the child they rear, they didike the
thought of introducing--"

PROF. CHARO: How about, "They didike the thought of sdlective
abortion?"

MR. HOLTZMAN: Wadll, let mefinish. Okay.

PROF. CHARO: Oh.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Deete "and because.”

"They didike the thought of introducing athird adult into their
relationship in the form of a gamete donor or they wishto avoid the prospect of
s ective abortion, they opt for cloning.” Okay?

PROF. CAPRON: | had asmpler suggestion which | think | gave
to Altawhich--

PROF. CHARO: No.

PROF. CAPRON: What? Youdidn't getit? All right.

If they-- Excuseme. On page 75, line 33, strike "because they,”
and to keep the focus where it belongs we would say, "If they are unwilling to
contemplate aborting an effective fetus but very much want to have some genetic link
to the child they rear, they must decide between the latter two choices” which have
just been issued.

And then it goes on and says, "didiking the thought of introducing,
blah, blah, blah, they opt for dloning.” That is-- | mean, that isredly the contrast we
want to offer is people who decide they want to have IVF--excuse me--AlV or egg
donation and have only a half connection versus those who would have cloning and
have only a haf connection. That would be either the mother or the father. That is
where the real--

And then we wouldn't need this phrase on page 76. We would keep
that a clean contrast between egg donation with ghosts that produces versus the
complications caused by having the child identical. So it is fewer changes.
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DR. SHAPIRO: Those are useful suggestions. | think we are--

PROF. CAPRON: One way or another, we need it.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. Itisagreed by the commisson thisisan
important addition here, and we will certainly handle it in some gppropriate way. And
those are very useful suggestions.

Let me now turn to--1 don't know if it is Tom or Bernie, or who--but
"Treating People as Objects.”

DR. MURRAY:: Both.

DR. SHAPIRO: Both. Why don't we pass these around? And,
Tom, | don't know whether to turn to you or Bernie. Bernie, why don't you start us off
here?

DR. LO: Okay. Thisis--

PROF. CHARO: Microphone.

DR. LO: Thisis materid that replaces materid starting on page 67,
line 32. We need some more copies here.

DR. SHAPIRO: Page 677?

DR. LO: Page 67, line 32. That section on "Objectification.” We
talked about this.

DR. SHAPIRO: Right.

DR. LO: Thisistext trying to incorporate the points we talked
about this morning.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you.

DR. LO: Okay. So thefirg suggestion isto change the header to
"Treating People as Objects” And then we would start with the paragraph on the
sheet that was just Xeroxed and handed out toyou.  "Opponents of somatic cell
nuclear cloning fear that the resulting children will be trested as objects rather than as
persons. This concern often underlies discussons of whether such cloning amountsto

meaking rather than begetting children, whether the child who is crested in this manner
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will be viewed as less than fully separate from, or equd to, the older twin whose
nucleus was used.

"In sum, will being cloned from the somatic cdll of an adult result in
the child being regarded as less than a person whose humanity and dignity are to be
nurtured towards attainment of agood life?" That last phrase may not be very
eloquent.

And then we would skip down to page 68, line 17, in the current
text.

"One reason this discussion can be hard to capture and articulateis
that certain terms, such as 'person’..." We would pick up from there and go through to
line 69 [9¢], line 3, where we then subdtitute the following materid that ison the
Xerox you were just given.

We pick up with "That is, to objectify a person is to act towards the
person without regard to that person’'s own desires or well being, to control the person
rather than to engage him or her in amutualy respectful relationship.

"Obyjectification, quite Smply, is tregting the child as an object, a
cregture less deserving of respect for his or her moral agency because of the manner in
which she was crested.

"Commodification is sometimes distinguished from objectification
and concerns tresting persons as commodities, valuing them according to externaly
derived standards and, at the extremes, tregting them as something that can be bought
and sold in the marketplace."

And we continue,

"Some may deny that objectification isany morein danger in
somatic cdl nuclear transfer cloning than in other widely accepted practices such as
genetic screening or, in the future perhaps, gene therapy.

"These procedures am ether to avoid having achild with a

particular condition or to compensate for a genetic abnormality, but to the extent that

88
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the technology is used to benefit the child by, for example, alowing early preventive
measures of phenylketonuria, no objectification of achild takes place.”

"When cloning is undertaken"--we go now to line 10 on page 69--
"When cloning is undertaken not for any purported benefit of the child...” And then
continue through to the end of that paragraph in that section.

DR. SHAPIRO: Trish?

PROF. BACKLAR: Inthe-- When you dart off in thefirs
paragraph, and it sarts with the last sentence in the first paragraph, "'In sum, will being
cloned from the somatic cell of an adult...” | think we mean more than an "adult.” It
could be cloned from a sométic cell of achild. So perhaps we would want to change
that.

Oh, | am sorry.

DR. SHAPIRO: It has been suggested, Trish. What would you like
usto havethere? | agree.

PROF. CAPRON: "Exempting person.”

PROF. BACKLAR: "An existing person.”

DR. SHAPIRO: That is better, isn't it?

PROF. BACKLAR: Right.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you.

PROF. CAPRON: Excuseme.

DR. SHAPIRO: | am glad you caught that. | understand the point,
but | don't understand just whereitis. Oh, | see. Okay.

PROF. BACKLAR: From thefirgt paragraph. Thelast sentencein
the first paragraph.

PROF. CAPRON: Wouldn' it be more accurate to begin this
paragraph by saying, " Some opponents of somatic...”

DR.LO: Yes Thaisfine

DR. MIIKE: Also, Bernig, just atypo in the sentence, the paragraph
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that begins, "Thereis..." The word before "at" you read as "to" rather than--

have it now.

DR.LO: | ansorry, Larry. Where?
DR. SHAPIRO: Theword before"at" is"to."
DR. EMANUEL: "That isto objectify apersonis'to,” not asyou

DR. LO: Oh, oh, oh. Okay. Yes. | apologize.
DR. EMANUEL: Canl-- Thisvauing them "according to

externdly derived sandards” | think that is not commodification. | think thet is

actudly objectification. Commodification hasto do with, hasto attempt the sale of

money.

objectification.

objectification.

DR.LO: Yes
DR. EMANUEL.: | mean, commodification isthe money part of

DR. LO: Sowhy don't we--
DR. EMANUEL: You need to teke that phrase and put it in the

DR. LO: So why don't we move that, change the syntax and move it

into the first sentence. "To objectify isto...”

DR. EMANUEL: Right.
DR. LO: --"vduethem according to..." Somewherein there should

be "to value them according to externdly derived standards.”

person.”

DR. EMANUEL: Exactly.
DR.LO: Right.
DR. MURRAY: How about if you put it right after "'to control the

DR.LO: Right.
DR. EMANUEL: Yes.
DR. MURRAY : Isthat okay?

88
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DR. LO: That works.

DR. EMANUEL: The other thing | was going to suggest isit is not
clear to me that now this phrase, "to be viewed as less than fully separate from, or
equal to, the older twin whose nucleus was used,” is apropos.

PROF. CAPRON: Where are we?

DR. EMANUEL: Inthetop-- | ansorry. | gpologize. In the top
paragraph about half-way down.

If you reed that phrase, "or whether the child who is created in this
manner will be viewed as less than fully separate from, or equd to, the older twin..." 1
mean, the issue here is no longer separation or equality.

DR. MURRAY:: | am sorry. Whereisthat?

DR. LO: What page?

DR. EMANUEL: Y our top paragraph. | mean, | would sugges,
"whether treated as afully indegpendent mora agent,” or something like that.

DR. LO: | am sorry, Zeke. It will be "viewed as..."

DR. EMANUEL: "Fully independent or fully autonomous mord
agent." Becauseit isnot separation and equdity that is a stake in objectification.

DR.LO: Thatisfine

DR. MURRAY: Keeping with the-- Thisisthe contrast phrase of
the sentence. So it will be "viewed aslessthan,” and then use your words, “fully..."

DR. EMANUEL: "...independent moral agent."

DR. MURRAY: Thet isfinewith me.

DR. EMANUEL: | mean, because mora agency iswhet is at stake.

DR. MURRAY': But we want to keep the "asless than”" becauseit is
acontrast.

DR. EMANUEL: Yes.

PROF. CAPRON: Another thought. In the next paragraph when
you are talking about mora agency, thereisa"because’ clause. The sentence

88
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beginning, "Objectification, quite smply, istreating the child as an object, a cregture
less deserving of respect for hisor her mora agency.” 1t is not necessarily because of
the manner in which he or sheis created.

DR. MURRAY': Right.

PROF. CAPRON: And | think we should drop that.

DR. MURRAY: Yes.

PROF. CAPRON: That might give us an opportunity to--

DR. LO: | thought it was because of Charo's point?

PROF. CAPRON: But that isnot objectification. Thatis-- That is
my-- That was my point about this whole thing which is, having sated the generd
principles, you need to gpply them to cloning. That is not adefinition. You are giving
adefinition of objectification.

DR. MURRAY: Okay. | understand.

DR. LO: Why don't we say, Alex, "less deserving of respect for his
or her mora agency, in this case because of the manner in which,” or, "in this case
because he or she was created through nuclear transfer somatic cell cloning.” Just sort
of apply the generd definition to the specific--

DR. MURRAY': No, no, no, no.

PROF. CAPRON: What are we doing with the "vaue them
according to their..." Because | thought that could be brought up here. We are saying,
"Objectification is tregting as an object, a creature less deserving of respect for hisor
her mord agency, athing to be vaued according to externdly derived standards.”

That isamore complete definition of objectification. It bringsin
both of those. It saysyou are not amoral agent and we are going to vaue you
according to external sandards. That is a good definition of objectification. Then let
us not try to cram cloning as an example of that into the same sentence.

DR. LO: Okay. That isfine. And it can ether go there or inthe
first sentence.
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PROF. CAPRON: Do you seewhat | am doing?

DR. LO: But then do you want an additiond sentence closing the
loop on--

PROF. CAPRON: Yes. That iswhat | wanted to use--

DR. MURRAY: WEél, the next paragraph picks up the cloning
examples so | think we could drop the phrase, in the middle of that--

DR. LO: "because of the manner.”

DR. MURRAY:: --"because of the manner." | would propose just
dropping the phrase.

DR.LO: Jugt dropit.

PROF. CAPRON: But the other way to do that isto smply usethe
exigting sentence on page 69 that we had, lines 6-8, asthetail-end of this.

We have now defined objectification. We have now defined
commodification. And you say, "To those who view the intentiond choice by another
of one genetic make-up as aform of manipulation by others, thereisarisk that
somatic cdl nuclear transfer cloning represents aform of objectification or
commodification of the child.”

Wouldn't that work? And then we have said-- Y ou know, we have
defined it and we have said how it relates.

DR. LO: So that would be the last sentence of thismiddle
paragraph.

PROF. CAPRON: After "marketplace.”

DR. LO: Right. That works.

DR. SHAPIRO: Insart the sentence on line 6-8?

PROF. CAPRON: Right.

DR. SHAPIRO: Areyou sure you agree?

DR.LO: All right. It is getting there.

DR. GREIDER: | have one other point if we are done with that one.
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DR. SHAPIRO: Yes, Carol?

DR. GREIDER: Thevery last paragraph. The first sentence reads--

DR. SHAPIRO: Last paragraph where?

DR. GREIDER: Thelast paragraph on the new thing that was
handed out. The first sentence that begins, "Some may deny somatic cell nuclear
transfer cloning..." then ..."in other widdly accepted practices such as genetic
screening or, in the future perhaps, gene therapy.” Since there are only two examples
there, 1 think using "widdly accepted” is not gppropriate Snce gene therapy is not
necessarily widely accepted.

DR. LO: Let usdeete "gene therapy” and just use the "genetic
screening.”

DR. GREIDER: Y ou could do that. That would befine.

DR. SHAPIRO: Arturo?

DR. BRITO: Going back to thefirgt, the very first paragraph that
you corrected, where it garts, " Some opponents now..." | am having difficulty with the
very last sentence and | don't know if it is--

DR.LO: Yes No. ltis--

DR. MURRAY: lItisaproblem.

DR. BRITO: Thetail-end of that sentence.

DR. MURRAY: Excuseme. If you drop "genetherapy,” you lose
the meaning of the sentences that follow. Boy.

DR. GREIDER: Okay. My suggestion was say, "Cloning then in
other practices currently in use such as genetic screening or, in the future perhaps,
gene therapy."

DR. SHAPIRO: It is"other current practices?"

DR. GREIDER: "Other current.” Yes. Thank you.

DR. SHAPIRO: "Other practices.

DR. LO: "Other current practices.
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DR. GREIDER: "Current practices™ Just omit the term "widdly
accepted.” But you keep the "or, in the future perhaps, gene therapy.”

DR. MURRAY': Okay.

DR. LO: Okay.

DR. GREIDER: So-- Okay? So it would read, "Some may deny
that objectification is any more adanger in somatic cdl nuclear transfer cloning than
in other current practices such as genetic screening or, in the future perhaps, gene
therapy.”

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Isthisanew point or on this area?

DR. BRITO; No. Itisanew point. | thought we were done with
that.

DR. SHAPIRO: We will come back shortly. | am sorry.

Bernie, could you--excuse me--could you pull together these
recommendations?

DR.LO: Yes

DR. SHAPIRO: Not right this second, but over the next half-hour
or forty minutes or so, and let us get afresh copy of this and make sure that we have it
right.

DR.LO: Fine

DR. SHAPIRO: Let menow turn-- While | know we have many
other issues to take up, but | want to try to return to some issues that we had this
morning.

Let me now pass out another paragraph or so. And thisisa
paragraph which, in some form--1 don't want to indicate the exact words in each place,
exact same words in each place--but in some form this is the paragraph that will goin
the Executive Summary, in the Introduction and, again, in the Ethics Chapter.

Andjustto-- Let meseeif | can just identify the exact placeswhere

they will go.
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PROF. CAPRON: If we look in the Executive Summeary--

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

PROF. CAPRON: --itisline 34, of Roman Numerd I.

DR. SHAPIRO: On Roman Numerd |. Let meindicate what has
happened. Thisisasuggested few sentences that would replace the phrase, "NBAC
did not review these particular concerns in the context of thisreport.” Ingtead, itis
going to fix up--

We have another typo here, | see.

It redly wasa- This paragraph is an attempt to respond to the
feding of the commissoners that what we had written herewas too terse. Let me just
read it out.

Rather than, "NBAC did not review these particular issues," and so
on, it would read, "The unique prospect vividly raised by Dally isthe creation of a
new individud geneticdly identical to an exigting or previowdy exiging individud, a
‘delayed’ genetic twin." "Delayed,” of course, is conceived in quotation marks. "This
prospect has been a source of the overwhelming public concern about cloning, of such
doning."

"The commission recognizes that any creation of embryos for
research purposes adone raises serious ethical issues, however these ethical issues have
aready been extensively discussed and the use of sométic cell nuclear transfer to
creste embryos raises no new issues in this respect.

"The unigue and digtinctive ethicd issues raised by the use of
somatic cell nuclear transfer techniques relate to, for example, serious safety concerns,
individudity, family integrity and tresting children as objects. These ethical concerns
arise only when creating a child.

"Consequently, the commission focuses attention on the use of
somatic cdl cloning for the purposes of creating,” and so on.

And that, or something like that--close to that--is proposed to go in,
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in that spot. And there are equivaent spots--again, | don't want to tie mysdf down to
the exact words, but the generd idea--in the Introduction, and | will tell you where that
would go inthe Introduction. Page 3, line 32, or 31 and 32. It would goin there. And
| believe | have dmogt got it memorized. It isether 58 or 59.

PROF. CAPRON: Itis59.

DR. SHAPIRO: Itis59.

Let mejug, in the mathematica properties of numbers, | will have
to think about what is specid about 59. There are too many of those. That is not--

So that isthe genera idea, but | redlly would like some response to
this. How do you fed? Alta?

PROF. CHARQO: If thisisgoingtogoin, | would liketo just
suggest one smal change toward the end.

DR. SHAPIRO: Good.

PROF. CHARO: The sentence that reads, "These ethical concerns
arise only when creeting a child,” | think is not quite accurate. Some of these concerns
arerased whenitisonly a the leve of creating an embryo. | think, if | am reading
your intent, "These ethica concerns arise in anew form only when cregting a child.”
And in thisway, we will not discount the concerns of people who oppose embryo
research.

DR. LO: That isagood point.

DR. SHAPIRO: | think that is directly consistent with what we
were-- Thank you. Do you want to just repesat that?

PROF. CHARO: "These ethical concerns arisein anew form only
when creating a child.”

DR. GREIDER: | don't understand that because "these--" What is
"thesg’ referring to in that dause?

PROF. CHARO: Earlier in the paragraph, the point is being made
that the concerns about embryo research have not been changed by virtue of anew
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way to make embryas, but the concerns about child safety, et cetera, have been
changed by virtue of anew way of using cloning to creste embryos that then go on to
becoming a child.

DR.LO: No. But the--

DR. GREIDER: "These' refersto the sentence immediately
previous.

DR. SHAPIRO: Correct.

PROF. CAPRON: The smplest way to do that is to change the
sentence--

DR. GREIDER: That isthe "these--"

PROF. CAPRON: Yes. | agreewith Carol entirdly. What if you
amply sad, "nuclear transfer techniques--for example, serious safety concerns--arise
only with creating achild.”

DR. EMANUEL: That was one option we had adjusted before.

DR. GREIDER: That, | think, ismore clesr.

DR. MIIKE: Wéll, the smplest way to do thisisjust to extend the
sentences out as ending as objects, with your dash there, and just say that--

DR. GREIDER: "; these ethicd concerns.”

DR. MIIKE: Just s0 that they are expresdy linked to the sentence
before.

DR. GREIDER: Thank you.

DR. MIIKE: But, anyway, everybody is-- Whatever.

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. I think that isahepful suggestion.

PROF. CAPRON: Oneway or another, make it clear that the
"thesg" islimited S0 that--

DR. SHAPIRO: No. Thatisright. All right. 1 will assume, with
these changes, that we can-- Thiswill be again in the appropriate form. We have to--

Aswith dl these things, you have to read them from beginning to
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end to get the language right and make sure you are not upsetting a structure, so you
are just going to have to dlow us some editoria freedom of just how to insert thet into

various places.

Okay. Let menow-- That will goin there.

| think it istrue that there were alot of smdler changes which we
are not going to revist right now.

But | think we have revisited those issues which we wanted to
redraft and insert something new in this chapter, but we hadn't finished with the
chapter. We wanted to leave open the possibility that there were other comments,
suggestions, changes, and so on, and so forth.

So let us now stick with the Ethics Chapter and see what other
additiona concernswill be coming up.

Arturo, did you have something?

DR. BRITO: Yes. Bernieand | wereworking onit.

On the very firgt chapter of the corrections that you aready--
Excuse me. On the very first paragraph of the already made, where it sarts, "Some
opponents..." The very last sentence, "and some were being cloned from the sometic
cdl of an existing person resulting in the child,” et cetera

That isvery confusng to me--and | have read it over and over again,
and | think Bernie has a suggestion which he may bring up right now--for two reasons.

Number one--

DR. SHAPIRO: Thisisnot amis-shest.

DR. LO: Itisacorrected shest.

DR. BRITO: Itisavery compound sentence and | think it dmost
contradicts itsdf toward the end where it says, "to be nurtured toward attainment,” or
it sounds like a contradiction. That is number one.

Number two, where it refers to "obtainment of agood life" with the

reference there, | think we need to expand on that just alittle bit because | am not sure



10

1

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

23

24

25

26

27

28

108
108

to everybody--even though you have the reference there--knows what a"good life" is.
And just a least saying "the essentid qudities of humanity that present agood life” et
cetera. Soif you-

DR.LO: Yes. No. | agreewith Arturo that that sentence, towards
the tall-end, sort of fallsinto obscurity.

I would suggest smplifying by cutting, and just say, "In sum, will
being cloned from a sométic cdll, another person, result--"

DR. . "Exiging person.”

DR. LO: --"an exiging person result in a child being regarded as
less of a person, whose humanity and dignity will not be fully respected?

PROF. CHARO: Fine.

DR.LO: Inthere.

DR. MURRAY': You don't want the comma.

DR. SHAPIRO: Y ou don't need the commathere.

DR. LO: Okay. Thank you.

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay, Bernie. So you will incorporate that?

DR. LO: Weare going to incorporate those. | have my assstant
working diligently now on that.

(Laughter.)

DR. EMANUEL: Y ou brought your assistant to the meeting. How
wonderful.

DR. SHAPIRO: We need dl the help we can get.

DR. LO: Roall up thewindows.

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Other comments or suggestions for change
in the Ethics Chapter?

DR. MURRAY:: | have saverd.

DR.LO: Yes. | wasgoing to say, Tom, | don't know if we covered
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the mgjor points you wanted to make and, if so, | can take over what you are doing.
That isafar trade.

DR. MURRAY: : | can put thisasde for awhile. | am very respectful
and mindful of the-- | am respectful and mindful of the limited time we have, 01 am
not going to-- So | am going to skip over lots of the things | have and try to just focus
on those that | think may be of some substance.

And if you think what | am taking about is nornt substantive, just
say, "Knock it off, Tom. Moveon." And | will.

(Laughter.)

DR. MURRAY:: | would liketo-- I think thisoneisworth
reviewing. Thisison page58. | would liketo-- | am going to just go right to the
follow-on of what | have here.

Online 30, | would drike the word "philosophical,” as by
implication the other concerns were non-philosophical and dso theimplication-- The
only concerns here aren't philosophical, and | think that is erroneous in both ways.

| would also want to say | would delete the sentence that says, "In
short," and on the firgt page of my hand-out to you, about two-thirds of the way down,
the sentence | have there s, "Aswith the concerns offered in opposition to cloning,
those offered in its defense must dso be evaluated for the possbility and
persuasiveness.” | would likethat in there. | think al the arguments have to meet the
same standards.

(Smultaneous discussion.)

DR. MURRAY: Thefirdg page of what you got from me, about
eght lines from the bottom, in the middle, towards the end of the paragraph there.

PROF. CHARO: After "light."

DR. MURRAY: Yes. After "light.”

DR. SHAPIRO: Oh, you want to take, "as with concerns offered...”

DR. MURRAY:: | would want to take "in short" out of the current--
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The sentence that begins now on line 32, with "in short,” and replace it with "as with
the concerns offered in opposition,” et cetera.

DR. SHAPIRO: Any comments?

DR. MURRAY': Thisisnt responsive. It struck me asakind of
double-standard that was sort of hung over from the initial way that that opening
chapter was phrased.

DR. SHAPIRO: Any comments about that? Isthat acceptable to
members?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Moving on.

DR. MURRAY:: | want to jump to page 65. Thiswould be on the
third page of my hand-out. It isthe entry under page 7, lines 33-34. It actudly refers
to, on the new draft, page 65, line 5.

And the languageisjud-- | would say it should be "fundamentaly-
- Onlineb5, itis"fundamentdly at oddswith--" And | think "indeterminacy™ isnot at
Issue here, so | would say the "acceptance and openness characteristic of good
parenting.”

Thisison- Thedraftisline 65, line 5.

DR. SHAPIRO: So you would like to replace from "at odds,” to
"parenting,” whichison line 6--

DR. MURRAY': Right.

DR. SHAPIRO: --with this phrase here, "a odds with acceptance
and openness characteristic of good parenting.”

DR. MURRAY: Right. Right.

DR. SHAPIRO: Any comments from members of the commisson?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Silence here--

DR. BRITO: | am having trouble following where, on the
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corrections-- And | am having trouble understanding what you are saying completely
here. You arekind of--

PROF. CAPRON: Page 7, the third page of his corrections. Page 7,
line--

DR. BRITO: Okay.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Tom?

DR. MURRAY: Yes

MR. HOLTZMAN: In thisone, on page 65, what | do like in there
is the concept of "unconditiona love."

PROF. BACKLAR: Yes. I-- That isjust what | was going to say.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Because | think so much of what the concern
about iswith cloning isthat it will be conditioned on them having the characteristics
sought.

DR. MURRAY: Canl-- Canl suggest then that we say, "that odds
with the acceptance of unconditional love, characteristic of good parenting.”

PROF. BACKLAR: Right.

DR. MURRAY: May we say that?

PROF. CAPRON: What about "openness?’ Y ou had--

MR. HOLTZMAN: | liked dl three concepts.

DR. MURRAY: You want al three?

PROF. BACKLAR: Yes.

DR. MURRAY: Okay.

PROF. CAPRON: "Acceptance, openness and unconditiond love.”

MR. HOLTZMAN: Right.

PROF. CAPRON: Soitisjust aone-word change.

DR. MURRAY: Yes | amfor dl of them so that isdl right.
Except itisnot just "that is currently associated, thet is characteridtic.”

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. Wdll, we will use your word "stronger." We
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will use your sentence and add "unconditiona love" at the end of the sentence. That is
theway | understand it to be the guts of the remark.

DR. MURRAY': Right.

DR. SHAPIRO: If that isit?

DR. MURRAY: Yes

Thismay be minor. Also on page 65, line 22, just alittle bit further
down that page. The current sentence, that line reads, "part of others, begin to affect
the child's sdf-image.” And, | mean, | think we want something stronger so | propose,
"part of others, warp the child's emerging self-understanding.”

DR. SHAPIRO: Good.

DR. MURRAY:: Itisjust adronger formulation | think of the same
idea

DR. SHAPIRO: So it will read, "if so, Wilmut's expectations, on the
part of others, warp the child's emerging self-understanding.”

DR. MURRAY: Exactly.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thisisnow on line 21-22, on page 65.

PROF. CHARO: Okay.

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Tom?

DR. MURRAY: On page 66, look at the paragraph that ends with
line 18.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes?

DR. MURRAY': There are somefairly straightforward answersto
that objection, and | propose language. If you have my proposds, you will seeit.

"Opponents of human cloning may counter that the fact that bad
things happen is never a good reason to encourage more bad things. Likewise, that
people often make the best of abad stuation is not a good reason to create more bad
Stuaions.

DR. SHAPIRO: And you propose that to go at the end of the
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paragraph that begins, "On the other hand...”

DR. MURRAY': That is correct.

DR. SHAPIRO: All right. First of al, does everybody understand
the additiond--1 guess--two sentences that Tom is proposing to add at the end of line
18, on page 667?

Again, does anybody have any reservations about this?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Thank you.

DR. MURRAY: On 74, in place of current lines 1-9 actudly. Inmy
hand-out to you it would be listed as page 17, lines 1-6. 1t isthe paragraph beginning
"Condtitutiona law."

DR. SHAPIRO: All right. Let usjust wait a second so that people
can read this through.

DR. MURRAY': Okay.

DR. SHAPIRO: And you propose to substitute that paragraph for
the paragraph on the top of page 74?

DR. MURRAY: Yes.

DR. SHAPIRO: Isthat correct, Tom?

DR. MURRAY: Yes

DR. SHAPIRO: So let usfocus on that for amoment.

DR. MURRAY: And my reasons are not that | disagreed with the
subgtance, | just thought it was arather difficult paragraph to read in the original.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thisisone of those starred recommendations
which decreases the number of words while it increasesit. Let us see how people fed
about it.

DR. EMANUEL.: | likethe last bit of the existing paragraph where
it talks about the main reason being--true or not--but amain reason being "intruson

into the private redlm.” | mean, it seemsto me that is much of what is a stake here.
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And | think that could be appended to the end of what Tom has suggested.

DR. MURRAY:: | would welcome tht.

DR. SHAPIRO: Let usseeif there are other sections. Wewill
come back and put this together in amoment. Let us seeif there are other suggestions.

Yes, Bernie?

DR. LO: My suggestion, Tom. You gart out with "Condtitutiond
law..." Can we rephrase that to make it more of an ethics argument than a
conditutiond law?

DR. MURRAY: Wédll, thereason | did that was that this particular
entry does agreat ded sort of with reproductive liberty asakind of legal ideg, a
condtitutiond idea. | didn't want to lose dl that. | don't-- It isokay with meif you
want to do away with that phrase.

DR. LO: WEéll, because | think "deference to individua choices
regarding reproduction,” or something, so that--

PROF. CHARO: | think--

DR. SHAPIRO: | had thought of thisinitidly asredly quite
grounded in our own commission's ideas which aren't universaly shared, as|
understand it. And that iswhat | thought was being reflected in thisinitid paragraph.
| have no redl objection to the one that is substituting. Therefore, it may be that we
will want to stick to that, even U.S. Congtitutiona Law.

PROF. CAPRON: | think it is more accurate, whet is on line 4 now,
whereit says, "Condtitutiona law has viewed certain aspects of reproductive choice as
fundamentd--"

DR. SHAPIRO: Right.

PROF. CAPRON: --rather than saying, "They may protect
reproductive choice as fundamenta to ordered liberty." That isjust a misstatement of
the condtitutiond law.

DR. SHAPIRO: | agree with that.
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PROF. CAPRON: | think Tom was rewriting from a previous draft.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. | think it would be--

DR. MURRAY: Should | just-- Do you warnt to just dump this
subgtitution?

DR. SHAPIRQO: | think it isnot right asit currently stands, Tom, in
my View.

DR. MURRAY:: Okay. | would bein favor of just dumping it then.

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay.

DR. MURRAY: Andleaveit asitis.

DR. SHAPIRO: A double star. We don't have to add anything to it.

MS. KRAMER: | do think the last sentence in that paragraph, the
onethat begins on line 5, beginning, "Thus, oneisfreeto argue...” isunduly complex
and complicated and it loses its meaning.

DR. SHAPIRO: Wewill try to get a couple of sentencesin there.

DR. MURRAY:: You know, what we could do iswe could say--
We could take the second--my second-- sentence, "We are free to argue that
reproductive choices ought to be made in the light of communa vaues™ We could
meld them.

PROF. CAPRON: | hope we can avoid the "we," becauseit is never
cdear whothe"we' is. That isfinefor anindividua scholarly article.

DR. SHAPIRO: We will work on that, Tom, and let usjust leaveit.

DR. MURRAY:: Page 76, lines29-31. Thisisn't worth alot of time.
| mean, | propose to subtitute, on my hand-out, which comes under page 20, lines 19-
21. Well, it was page 20, lines 19-21.

And with my rewriting it becomes, "It may be that a policy which
prohibited the cregtion of children’--it should be--"through somatic cdl nuclear
transfer cloning would ban a handful of scenarios for which some people would fed
sympathy. Nonetheless, it may be necessary to forbid the practice overdl in order to
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protect other crucid societd vaues."

| don't think thisis worth alot of time.

DR. SHAPIRO: Wadll, no. Let usjust see where--

DR. BRITO: Tom, once again, where are you on your correction?
DR. MURRAY: On my correction? | am on--

PROF. CAPRON: Page 20, line 19.

DR. SHAPIRO: Page 20, lines 19-21.

DR. MURRAY: Yes

DR. SHAPIRO: Andit isthe paragraph that reads, "It may bethat a

policy," and that would replace--if the commission fedls set about it--the paragraph
that begins, "But regardless” which is on page 76, line 29.

DR. . | like yours better.

PROF. BACKLAR: | like yours better.

DR. MURRAY: You want to subgtitute it with the one | wrote?
PROF. BACKLAR: Yes.

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay.

DR. MURRAY': Jug-- | suppose one more.

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay.

DR. MURRAY: W, one more for sure.

(Laughter.)

DR. MURRAY': Page 79. Itisthelast--the very lagt--noteinmy

hand-out to you. And it isthe change to page 79, lines 10-12. The sentence that
begins, "Many important issues...”

And the language | propose to substitute for that sentenceis, "Many

important issues remain unresolved such as the nature and scope of our mord interest
in the freedom to make procrestive choices, and whether that freedom should
encompass creeting a child through somatic cell nuclear trandfer cloning.”

| just thought that was amore inclusve formulation. Not everyone
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thinksit isaright in the sense, in the drict sense, but--

DR. SHAPIRO: Let ustake a moment to read that.

PROF. BACKLAR: | likeit. Yes.

DR. SHAPIRO: Arethere any objections?

DR. BRITO: Areyou omitting the last sentence then in the--

DR. MURRAY: No.

DR. BRITO: Sothat isasubgtitute? Okay.

DR. MURRAY : It isadraghtforward one-for-one.

I will mention the last thing and it is to delete, on page 78, lines 20-
22, | propose ddeting those lines. | don't think they add anything. Page 78, lines 20-
22. | just don't think they add anything, and they sort of raise-- Just say "it isnot
possible to answer these questions,” because some people think it is possible, and |
don't think we add anything with that particular formulation.

DR. SHAPIRO: Bernie?

DR.LO: Yes | wanted to actudly suggest we take alook at one
more of your suggestions, Tom.

DR. SHAPIRO: Could we do thisonefirst?

DR.LO: Okay. | am sorry.

DR. SHAPIRO: Isthat dl right, Bernie?

DR. LO: Okay. Sorry.

DR. SHAPIRQO: Itistrue that some people don't think it is possible.
Think it ispossble. It doesn't mean that we think it is possible.

DR. MURRAY': Right.

DR. SHAPIRO: Sowould it be--

DR. MURRAY: Thesecond-- Actudly, Harold, the second
sentence too is areason | wanted to deleteit.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

DR. MURRAY: Becauseit just kind of hangsthere.
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DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. | agree more with the second than the--
Could we use the first sentence just to put out at the end of the last paragraph?

DR. MURRAY: Yousad, "It isdifficult to answer these
questions,”" would sort of be no problem.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. That would be preferable and consistent.

DR. MURRAY': Okay.

DR. SHAPIRO: That is better actualy. And we can delete the rest.
Okay.

Bernie?

DR. LO: Tom? On Tom's hand-out, it islisted as page 21, lines 20-
22, which corresponds in our line text to page 77, lines 29-31.

DR. SHAPIRO: Could you just repesat that again? | think | missed
ome--

DR. LO: Page 21, lines 20-22 in Tom's Xerox.

DR. SHAPIRO: Page 21.

DR. LO: Sort of the middle of that page.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. | havegot it.

DR. LO: "Furthemore..." Thereisa"furthermore’ sentence on
page 77, line 29, going to line 31. | actudly like Tom's wording better than what is
currently in the text in terms of- -

DR. SHAPIRO: Whereisthat in the text right now? | see Tom's
recommendation.

DR. LO: Page 77, line 29.

DR. SHAPIRO: And so it isthe "Furthermore, attempts to
distinguish acceptable from unacceptable,” and so on.

DR. LO: "The presumptuous,” | think | like Tom's language better.
And "deemed acceptable’ | think | like better aswell. So substitute. So just a one-to-

one swap with the sentence.
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DR. . | support that.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.

PROF. BACKLAR: | do too.

DR. SHAPIRO: Anybody have any problem with that?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you. Okay. Any other suggestions? Yes,
Alex?

PROF. CAPRON: On page 78, line 31, we now say "...because it
undermines important socid vaues and will aways retain the potentid to cause harms
to the resulting child."

| think the kinds of harms we are talking about there, snce the
previous part of the sentence says maybe it could get to be safe, would be the
psychological, or | don't know if we want to say "psychologica or other harms.” And
| would say, "We will dways risk causing psychologica or other harmsto the
resulting child," ingtead of "retain the potentia to cause” It jud--

DR. SHAPIRO: Do you want to say that again, Alex?

PROF. CAPRON: Yes. Strike "retain the potentid to cause

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. Right.

PROF. CAPRON: --and say, "risk causing psychologica or other
harms." We catalogue what those are.

DR. SHAPIRO: And does that seem acceptable to the commisson?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you. Okay.

Any other? Excuse me. Diane, yes?

DR. SCOTT-JONES: Sincewe are giving reatively smal changes,
| would like to give one on the first page of the chapter, if | can find it.

PROF. CAPRON: The Ethics Chapter?
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DR. SCOTT-JONES: Yes. Onpage58, if you look at line 15, it
seems that "accepting” should be "exceeding,” to be consstent with the othersin the
ligting there.

It saysthat, "People have frequently expressed fearsthat a
widespread practice of such cloning would undermine important socid values such as
opening the door to aform of eugenics or by attempting some to manipulate others as
if they were objects instead of persons and exceeding"--instead of "accepting™--"the
mora boundaries” So dl the others are in the negative.

DR. SHAPIRO: Good. Yes.

PROF. CAPRON: Would "trespassing” be another word?

DR. MURRAY: Wédl, no. "Exceeding" isthe word.

DR. SCOTT-JONES: "Exceeding."

DR. SHAPIRO: | think "exceeding" works, yes.

PROF. CAPRON: | am glad you did that. | couldn't figure out what
that sentence meant with that clause, and you correct it further.

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Other suggestions?

DR. SCOTT-JONES: On page 63, lines 16 and 17. ———The word
"it" is usad about five or Sx timesin the same sentence and it could read, "Another
way might be to creste the child as alater twin so that he or she will believe the future
has already been set"--grike "for it"--"by the choices made and the life lived by the'--
instead of "its--"earlier twin."

DR. SHAPIRO: That isfine. Okay. Other concernson this
chapter?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. You will--

PROF. CAPRON: Wait aminute. Yes, | have one. Tom's point
about he had some change that we were supposed to be making on page 58, in the text
there, that seemed to me to get part of the way.

SIS
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If what we are redly trying to say isin this chapter is we see the
need to look at the objections and the counter-arguments for the other cases, we could
do that very economicdly with many fewer words--potentia stars.

We could do that by, after the word "objections,” on line 30, say,
"Attempt to examine the plausibility and persuasion of these objections and of the
counter-arguments for arguably compelling and specific cases for deploying the
technology.” End of paragraph. It gets everythingin.

We have dready cut together the sentences that these concerns had
to be tested againgt.

DR. SHAPIRO: No. We have not cut that. Not according to my
notes, in any case. What we cut out there was Ssmply aword.

DR. MURRAY: Jug the word "philosophica.”

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. And then we added--

PROF. CAPRON: The responseis more postive regarding-- It
seemsto methat we are redly talking about the "objections and of the counter-
arguments or arguably compelling and specific cases for deploying this technology.”

| would suggest that that says what we are doing here and it treats
the two of them equally, which was Tom's concern with his last substitute sentence;
that we are going to use the same plausbility and persuasive standards for both. We
just say it dl at once and get it over with.

Do you need me to repeat that?

DR. SHAPIRO: No. | just wantto-- | amjudt trying to look back
a Tom's suggestion.

DR. MIIKE: | am ready for the forest anytime.

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. Okay. That soundslikeagoodidea | am
going to have to leaveit al out and see before deciding on that because-- Wadll, it

seemslikeagood idea. AsLarry said, we are beginning to see alot of trees and not
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All right. | want to thank everyone for their very thoughtful
comments on this chapter. It has been a chapter that we have struggled with more than
any other for this. And I think it isimproving dl thetime. | have no doubt if we spent
another week at this it would improve even more, and another yeer at this, even more.
And so | think, however, that we have something we can fed pretty good about right
NOw.

We will work, ether late this afternoon, tonight, or whenever we get
achance, to incorporate dl these changes. Y ou will have to understand that, as we get
these incorporated in, we may have to make dterations in the wording, and so on, to
make it fit together in some kind of a coherent way. And it is very important that we
do that.

SOMATIC CELL DEFINITION DISCUSSION

DR. SHAPIRO: Now, during the discussions on e-mail during this
last week, and some discussions some of us were having over the break, in and around
lunch, we, | think--certainly spesking for mysdlf, in any case--began to think that there
was some ambiguity in what it is we are recommending having to do with how we
define various things.

Now, Steve and mysdlf and Alex and Zeke and otherstried to work
this out to make sure that we could darify it. And | want-- Thiswould be issues that
would be reflected in the Executive Summary in the way we define somatic cdll
nuclear trandfer cloning and dso will have some implications in the Introduction.

For those of you who have followed our e-mall discussons last
week, which is sort of hard, it being so voluminous--you can sort of easily get tired
and sort of impatient with it--we will recognize the issues, and | would like to turn to
those now.

And let meturn to Steve, who agreed, after our discussion at lunch,
to draft some amending language to the draft here. And, Steve, would you, one--fird--

SR
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describe what it isthat was of concern to us as we talked this through and, two, what
language seemed to us to get a the issue and claify it.

Thisis quite an important issue, S0 | want us to think about this
caetully.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Right. | don't think we are dedling-- Itisnot
just asemantic issue a dl.

DR. SHAPIRO: That isright. It isnot asemanticissue, that is
correct.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Aswe have defined somatic cdll, which isthe
correct way to define asomatic cdl, it isacdl with afull complement of two sets of
chromosomes, adiploid cdl. Such acell could be derived from a paradigm adult skin
cdl, someone who looked like me. It could aso be derived from an embryo, aembryo
after dl the results of fertilization itsdlf conagts of diploid cdls.

So we have defined somatic cell asadiploid cell, regardless of
whether it is embryonic or whether it comes from an adult or a child.

When you then look at the Wilmut procedure, what he did, what we
say is gpecia about it as opposed to what went beforeit, is that the nucleus he
transferred was from a cdll which was presumptively differentiated--right?--was no
longer totipotent, no longer presumptively had the potentia to giverise to lineeges
other than the lineage, alimited set of lineages. All right?

Andif you look at dl of our study, in fact, our concerns about the
safety, everything we looked at, we looked at that one set of experimentation. We do
note in the science section that there is another form of nuclear trangplantation
involving nuclel from somatic cells, but specificaly those sométic cdlswhich are of
the embryo, and that there is a 10-15 year higtory of experimentation with that
procedure, which we did not review.

Hence, we are not in the position to be making any statements about
the safety of that, and we don't. What we reviewed and spent our time focusing on

BB
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was the Wilmut procedure; that is, somatic cdll nuclear transplantation transfer
wherein the source of the nucleus transferred is a nor-embryonic cell.

And so what | believe-- W, this morning when we sad, "L et us
define somatic cell to mean not just an ‘adult cell,’ rather any diploid cell, we changed
the definition of what it is we are suggesting should be prohibited or with respect to
which there should be a moratorium. It has that implication.

And | don't believe that that is what we intend if you just look
consstently throughout what we have described throughout this report.

So, there is a series of changes that we discussed which would focus
onwhat | think it isthat we are, with respect to which we are making
recommendations. Namely, Wilmut'sfile cloning.

Should | stop there, or should | go to those changes?

DR. SHAPIRO: No. Let usgo to those changes because | think that
thet redly helpsfocusthe issue.

DR. GREIDER: Can| just ask for clarification? So you posed the
problem here and now you are suggesting that we will resolve that in a particular way?
Y ou are about to suggest away--

MR. HOLTZMAN: Yes.

DR. GREIDER: --inwhichto resolveit? Because one could
resolve it in one way, or in another way.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Yes.

DR. SHAPIRO: At least two ways.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Yes.

DR. GREIDER: Okay.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Thedternative way of resolving it isto say--is
know--what we are dedling with hereis any form of nuclear transplantation regardiess
of the source of the nuclea.

DR. GREIDER: Okay.
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MR. HOLTZMAN: That iswhat we have been dedling with for the
past 90 days. So the resolution, where dl we are dedling with was Wilmut's style of
cloning, would go something like the following.

Why don't you start with-- Well, the changes would be both in the
Introduction and the Executive Summary. Why don't we start on the Executive
SUmmary?

If you go to the sentence Sarting on line 7--

PROF. CHARO: Page? Firgt page of the Executive Summary?

MR. HOLTZMAN: First page.

DR. SHAPIRO: Roman I.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Romanl, line7. "Thetechniqueinvolving
transplant in the genetic materia of an adult sheep apparently obtained from a--"

Delete theword "fully." | think we said that earlier, right?

DR. SHAPIRO: Right.

MR. HOLTZMAN: So, "obtained from a differentiated non
embryonic somatic cdl." And then the sentence goes on as it continues.

PROF. CHAROQO: Areyou going to take questionswith each
change?

MR. HOLTZMAN: Okay.

PROF. CHARO: "Non-embryonic." Also "non-fetd?' Sincethere
was feta cdl work going on with cettle, at leedt, | believeit was.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Fine.

PROF. CHARO: | amjust asking. | am not pushing.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Yes. | amtrying-- | think what we al are clear
on is somewhat--

PROF. CHARO: Okay.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Okay. Y ou know, yes, Dolly was seven years

old. Thesameissue arisesif Dally was one year old. So do you mean a child; do you

125
125
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mean an adult?

PROF. CHARO: Right.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Wearejus trying-- | think the issue here-- |
am sorry. What were you going to say, Carol?

DR. GREIDER: We say, "an adult sheep,” on line 7, that same

sentence.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Right.

DR. GREIDER: Takethe "adult sheep." Andisn't an "adult sheep”
obvioudy not an embryonic?

MR. HOLTZMAN: That isfine. Okay. | wasjust trying to get
clear, okay?

DR. GREIDER: | don't have an objection to adding the "non
embryonic.” | think it might be somewnhat redundant to say that an adult sheep is not
embryonic.

PROF. CAPRON: At least in this case--

DR. GREIDER: Yes

PROF. CAPRON: --but there may be other cases.

MR. HOLTZMAN: That isfine.

PROF. CAPRON: So we are not going to make that change?

MR. HOLTZMAN: Okay. That isfine. Okay.

Yougotoline12. What | am going to suggest hereisthat we are
going to-- If you read the sense of the whole paragraph, what you are doing iswe are
going to end up contrasting Wilmut Dolly- style cloning with the work that has gone
before involving transfer of nuclear embryos, so what | want to do is make the
definition come at the end of the paragraph so it is clearer.

o, effectively, | am going to remove the words referred to in this
report as "somatic cell nuclear trandfer,” and ingtead say, "This cloning technique isan
extension of research that has been ongoing for 40 years. The demondtration that a'--
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and | inserted the words--"non-embryonic somatic cells gene expression could be
reprogrammed,” et cetera, et cetera

And then add a sentence a the end. "In thisreport, we refer to the
technique firgt reported by Wilmut of nuclear trangplantation using sométic cdl nucle
derived from non-embryonic cells as 'somatic cell nuclear transfer.™

DR. EMANUEL: Inthe current last sentence of that paragraph,
what would be wrong with saying, "a differentiated somatic cdl?' | mean--

DR. GREIDER: Differentiated is shades of gray.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Yes.

DR. GREIDER: | mean, you can be alittle bit differentiated, you
can be alittle bit more differentiated, and you can be alittle bit more differentiated.
Where are you going to--

DR. EMANUEL: Wéll, | think the basic difference is totipotent and
anything dse.

DR. GREIDER: But there are differentiated cells that could, people
might argue, could be totipotent.

DR. EMANUEL: Not without reprogramming the pluripotent. |
mean, what we want--

DR. GREIDER: All | am sayingisthat | don't think it is necessarily
obvious, that some degree of differentiation. Somebody might arguethat it is
expressing a particular marker and, therefore, it is differentiated.

For instance, ES cdlls express ES cdl markers. So someone might
argue that these are ES cdlls. It isadifferentiated cdll type, and ES cdll isa
differentiated cell type, and yet it is totipotent.

| am not saying thisis necessarily true and dl scientists believe this,
but | am saying that it is not obvious to methat thisis not true. That you are hoping
the definition "differentiation” means non-totipotent.

DR. EMANUEL: Wadll, but you are taking--1 take it--non-



10

1

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

23

24

25

26

27

28

128
128

embryonic to mean non-totipotent. Right?
DR. SHAPIRO: How about another word? How about

"gpecidized.”

PROF. CHARO: David?

DR. SHAPIRO: David?

DR. COX: | have my hand up.

DR. SHAPIRO: | am beginning to seeit.

PROF. CAPRON: Itisalittle spooky rising out from under the
table.

DR. SHAPIRO: David?

DR. COX: | redly take Steven's point, and | think it isright on, and
| support it. But the issue is that we are focusing on Wilmut's technique where a cell
came from something that was other than an embryo or afetus. Okay? And | am
quite-- | think that getting into whether it is differentiated or not differentiated redly
isn't as much to the point as the fact that it is not embryonic or fetd.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you. | aso think that, as we get to our--
The great advantage of using nortembryonic hereis, when we get to our
recommendations, we know whét it is, with agrest dedl more clarity, what it is that we
are recommending.

DR. COX: | totaly agree with that.

DR. EMANUEL: Do we want to say "non-embryonic, non-fetd,"
or just "non-embryonic?' | mean, that isabig difference because there are termindly
differentiated fetd cdls.

DR. SHAPIRO: All right. | had thought of this, as| was thinking
this through, as nortembryonic. And | am just trying to think it through dearly
whether adding that changes something that | don't want to change. | am not sure. |
have to think it through.

DR. GREIDER: Y¢, from the scientific Sandpoint, & least what
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was reported in the papers, there were embryonic and fetd cells that were in some of
the other papers, and so it might clarify even more to add both of those words--"non
embryonic and non-fetd.” And | don't think it hurts to add that.

DR. SHAPIRO: Let us-- | want to think it through, but let us put it
innow. | can't think of any reason why | object at the moment.

PROF. CAPRON: Mr. Chairman, are we, at some point, going to--

DR. SHAPIRO: We are going to typethisout. Yes. We are going
to have to take a break.

PROF. CAPRON: Doesthis €effect, in any way, the sentence that
beginsonline9? | can't-- | couldn't follow dl the changes you were making there.

DR. SHAPIRO: | don't think it does.

PROF. CAPRON: So that sentenceiis, if you just read that sentence
through, once you get into dl the changes you are talking about, it becomes even
odder. "...was different from prior attempts to create identica offspring from a pair of
adult animals.”

Since Dally contained the genetic materia of only one parent, what
are the "prior attemptsto create identica offspring from apair of adult animas?' Is
that called sexud reproduction?

DR. GREIDER: That is cdled blastomere splitting.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Blastomere splitting, embryo splitting.

PROF. CAPRON: Wédll, | think it would be much more hpful if
we sad that, "by splitting the blastomere,” rather than leaving it vague, because
otherwise it sounds like it could be maybe just trying to produce twin rams, or
something.

DR. MURRAY: : | think Alex isright about that. We should be very
clear about that.

DR. SHAPIRO: Wadll, let usgo on and see. We can dways come
back. Thisisdl going to haveto be--

BE
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MR. HOLTZMAN: Okay. The same sort of changes then would
play themsalves out in the Introduction on page 1 of the Introduction. Y ou can
bascaly see where it would happen.

The sentence garting with, "The technique..." And line 5, "involve
trangplanting the genetic materia of an adult sheep gpparently obtained from..."

Okay? Itisthe samekind of change. If we put in "non-embryonic, non-fetd," would
wefed it is necessary?

And then, down below, starting on line 11, "used a cloning
technique." Deete "referred to in this report as somatic cell nucleer trandfer.” Soit
reads, "It used a cloning technique to produce an animd.”

Inline 15, "A demondration that..." Delete"sométic cells"

But rather would read, "The demondiration that nuclei from non-
embryonic, non-fetal somatic cells could be reprogrammed.” And then you would
insert at the end the same definition. "In this report we refer to the technique first
reported by Wilmut, of nuclear transplantation using somatic cdl nucle derived from
norn-embryonic cells, as 'somatic cell nuclear transfer.™

So thet is subgtantidly the same changes as earlier.

DR. SHAPIRO: Let me make a suggestion on this. My suggestion
Isthat we take a bit of arecess now, that we redly get these typed out so we can ook
at them carefully, and then--1 guess Bernie has dready gone to get that done--and we

will try to get it done over the next 15 minutes so we can reassemble and look &t it.

PROF. CAPRON: Before we break, isn't there another shoe to drop

that is very important?
DR. SHAPIRO: Yes.
PROF. CAPRON: Andweredly ought to--
DR. SHAPIRO: All right. Do you warnt to--

MR. HOLTZMAN: Wédll, okay. The other shoe, which comes up at

the bottom of page 2 of the Executive Summary--

130
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DR. SHAPIRO: Right.

MR. HOLTZMAN: --where, if you look &t the logic of our
argument o far, up to this point we have said thet there is one example of Wilmut-
style cloning, it was one for 277, it is clearly not safe, and that aone would provide
judtification for prohibition.

We are then saying here, beyond the issue of safety, and we argue,
"A st of concerns which have led usto suggest that it is gppropriate at thistime for
there to be atemporary prohibition while the nation has an opportunity to debate the
mora and ethica concerns that have arisen from a certain prospect; that prospect
being the creation, if you will, of individuas genetically identical to existing or
previoudy exiding individuds.

"And while the sole object of our ddliberations has been that
prospect arisng from Wilmut-type cloning, we aso recognize, as people, if you will,
that were that prospect to be presented by any other technique, then asmilar concern
would arise; thet is, the non-safety concern would arise.”

PROF. CHARO: Wait. Run that one again.

MR. HOLTZMAN: "If the nonsafety concern we are addressing
here arises from the prospect of individuals being created who are geneticaly identical
to previoudy exigting or existing people, then were that prospect equdly available
through any other method, regardless of the particular method, you would still have
that concern.”

So, for example, that concern was pointed out by the Embryo
Research Panel because it was presented by, for example, freezing nuclel from
embryos, putting them away, and then bringing up the delayed twin, serid twinning.
Okay?

So it just seemed to me--and, again, | believe the commisson
rightfully focused on Wilmut doning--1 would go to the paragraph that starts with
"Beyond the issue of safety,” and crosses over the page onto 3. "We conclude with--
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The commission therefore concluded that there should be imposed a period of timein
which no attempt is made to create a child usng somatic cell nuclear transfer.”

| would persondly be inclined to insert something, whether asa
footnote or whatever, that the "Commission aso observes that the use of any other
technique to create a child genetically identical to an exigting or previoudy existing
individua would raise many, if not al, of the same non-safety-related ethical concerns
raised by the crestion of the child by somatic cell nuclear transfer.”

PROF. CAPRON: "Raised by somatic cdl nuclear transfer from..."

PROF. CHARO: "Non-embryonic, non-fetal somatic cdlls.”

(Smultaneous discusson.)

PROF. CAPRON: | think it is here important to underline "someatic
cdl nuclear transfer” from a board, or previoudy existing person.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Whatever.

PROF. CAPRON: Becauseitis here, at this point, that we want to
say, "We have decided that we didn't investigate and, therefore, do not have safety
information on the transfer of a nucleus from an embryonic cell to an enucleated cdl
and the creetion of one or more copies.”

We are not talking about the safety of that, but we recognize that
many of the same issues would arise if you created aclone, in the traditiona use of the
word clone, agroup of identica, froze some, implanted three, got one child and, five
years laer--

(Smultaneous discussion.)

PROF. CAPRON: Yes.

DR. SHAPIRO: Lary?

DR. MIIKE: | agree only in the sense that whenever you dtart
dissecting these issues, any particular subset will gpply in other Stuations.

And in our particular conclusons, and | would liketo be able to

reach closure on this before | leave within an hour, to me what we have hung our hats
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on right now, for the immediate time, isthe safety issue. And we have said that these
meet-- These-- We have identified al of the ethical concerns, religious and ethica
concerns, that have arisen.

But we have not said we favor one side or the other. We have said
that is an open issue and that iswhy we redlly need to reopen that issue again. And
the issuesthat are raised in Smilar Stuaions are redly hanging their hat on those
religious and ethical concerns.

So | have no problem with saying that, when we look at these
particular subsets of issues, they are going to be overlapping, but aslong as we stop
there and point out that many of the issues that we raise would apply to these other
Stuations, and obvioudy that is for more public discourse, and then we are going to
bring in those areas. Aslong aswe are clear about that.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Andthatisdl | an saying iswe observe there
isthat overlap.

DR. SHAPIRO: And could | just make avery smal comment? An
amendment--not amendment--but perhaps an addition to what you said, Larry. | think
| agree with everything that you have said, with one possible change in emphasis.

That | think--it ismy own view--that it is quite true that the safety
Issue in Wilmut-type cloning is key and very important and may be persuasive dl by
itsdf, but to meit is quite important that--at least | fed it is quite important for mysdf-
-that | carry that with unresolved issues on the moral and ethical sde. Itiscriticd to
the package as| seeit.

That is, one--1 could rank them | suppose--but one doesn't stand
without the other, in my view, for the moment. Now, maybe over time one of these
will disappear and we will only be left with one, or perhgps no concerns. | don't know
what will happen. | think you meant that; | just wanted to be sure.

DR. MIIKE: Yes, | did.

PROF. CHARO: May | just double-check my understanding though
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of exactly what isgoing to goin here? | think | have got it, but | just want to ask.

The statement is going to be substantively that we recognize that any
technique to create a delayed twin of somebody who has aready been born will raise
many of the same concerns as have been identified here. Havel got it right?

MR. HOLTZMAN: Many of the same nonsafety concerns, yes.

PROF. CHARO: Many of the non-safety concerns. Thank you. |
just wanted to make sure | got it clear.

DR. GREIDER: | would aso argue we don't want to rule out that
the safety concerns aren't there. We just don't know. We haven't--

MR. HOLTZMAN: We haven't looked.

DR. GREIDER: So | don't want it to be worded that there are no
safety concernsthere.

MR. HOLTZMAN: Yes Itisonly-- Itisbecauseitisinthe
paragraph deding with, "Beyond safety..."

DR. SHAPIRO: Bette?

MS. KRAMER: Yes. | think | am puzzled. Areyou saying, with
regard to safety concerns, that if there were these other techniques where safety was
not an issue that we would ill, that we will Sill take the pogtion in opposition?

DR. SHAPIRO: | am not sure what we would do. | am just
expressng My own view.

MS. KRAMER: Okay.

DR. SHAPIRO: That, as| have thought this through, that these
things as a package are quite powerful and, as a matter of fact, they are
overwhemingly powerful.

| don't know what | would fed if someone would solve ether one or
the other of these. If someone would solve for me al the moral and ethical issuesto

my satisfaction and/or someone would solve dl the safety issues. | am not sure where

| would-- | am speaking only for mysdlf. | am certainly not spesking for anybody
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dse.

| think it isvery-- So that | would judge from that, thet it is quite
important that we pay attention to both of these issuesin the discussions that go
forward.

MS. KRAMER: | agree with that, but | don't think that we redlly
addressed how we would fed.

DR. SHAPIRO: That is correct.

MS. KRAMER: Right. Okay.

DR. SHAPIRO: | am judt taking for mysdf.

MS. KRAMER: Okay. Okay.

DR. SHAPIRO: Wéll, let me make asuggestion. | think that |
would like-- Bernie is going to be bringing back some language. Steve is going to be
bringing something back, some language, | think quite critical. So let us take a quick--
| don't know how quick it will be--but as short arecess as we can to get that materid.

| ask people to look over the recommendations. Okay? | don't
know whether to call the changes so far modest or not. Because that iswhere we are
going to be going immediatdy after this bresk.

(Whereupon, at 2:24 p.m., there was a brief recess.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. All right. Let ussee. | think we have most
of the commission members here. Could | have everybody's attention, please?

We are now nearing atime where we are going to lose a number of
commission members who have to make planes at 4:00 p.m., or even erlier.

So | would like now to focus our attention, if you don't mind, on the
non-subgtantive-- | want us to now ook at the non-substantive issues right now. That
is, for those of you who can stay, we will be here for along time yet today; that is, we
will be here in Washington somewhere working on the report. And we would be glad,
If you have any further suggestions, to certainly try to think and take account of them.

But | redly would like-- | think al of you have in your place now a
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redraft of the material that Bernie and Tom and others had for what wasin and around
page 67 and 68.

DR. MURRAY:: | wouldn't spend time on it because we are
redrafting it as you spesk.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. But theredrafts are redly rather modest in a
sense, and | think we can read it to the editor, or whatever, to get thisin, in some
gopropriate way. But | just want to tell you thet thisis now available if any of you
would want to look at it.

RECOMMENDATIONS
DR. SHAPIRO: And | would like to turn our attention to the

substantive issues that surround the recommendations, or substantive issues involved
in the particular recommendations which, of course, begin on page 106, and see if
there are concerns, substantive issues, in and around these recommendations.

For those of you who have sort of editorial comments about things
being expressed one way or another, please write them down and we will certainly
congder them, but | don't want-- If they are amatter of theideaitsdf, of course, that
is essentia--that we do it-- because | am going to ask the question very shortly
whether, with dl the various amendments that we have made, you find for it and its
recommendations satisfactory, and proceed that way.

So if you could focus your attention then on pages 106 and 107.

Comments, questions?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: If there are no comments or questions, then | see
them, as a substantive matter, that you are in agreement with those recommendations
as articulated.

Let me now--

PROF. CAPRON: | thought you were doing that in the new text. If,

on the recommendation, have we figured out how we are going to word the safety
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issue?

DR. SHAPIRO: | haven't returned to that. That isthe "insufficient.”
And, no, | haven't. But we will just haveto-- | don't think we want to dedl with that
right now. | just haven't had time to turn my attention to thet.

Let me now ask questions about the chapters of the report--

DR. CHILDRESS: Harold?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes. Excuseme. | am sorry.

DR. CHILDRESS: Altaand | did work out a reformulation--but she
had it on her notes--regarding the center section. If weare doing it at 107, at the top of
107, because of the awkwardness of it, and since she took it with her | am not sure |
can remember it exactly. Alex, you saw it aswell.

PROF. CAPRON: Right.

DR. CHILDRESS: Canwedoit? "Governed by the twin
protections of independent review and informed consent--"

PROF. CAPRON: "...asprovided by..."

DR. CHILDRESS: --"as provided by existing human research

protections.”

PROF. CAPRON: Or "regulations.”

DR. CHILDRESS: "Regulations” Thank you.

DR. SHAPIRO: It sounds like agood addition.

PROF. CAPRON: It just smplifiesthis. There was some
confusion.

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you. That isvery hdpful.

Other comments?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Arethere further comments, questions, issues of a
Substantive nature which you wish to raise regarding other aspects of the report that
has been before you?
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| want to remind dl the commission members that we will go
through dl of this. There is undoubtedly going to be some editing, and so on, thet is
involved, but that we certainly will not make any subgtantive changes.

MS. FLYNN: Thevery last paragraph.

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes?

MS. FLYNN: The very last paragraph of the recommendations.
Thisis an information question, where we are encouraging information and education
to the public in the area of genetics and so forth. And then it goes on to say, "Where
these effect important cultura practices and commitments.” What isthe reference
there?

DR. SHAPIRO: Firg of dl, | am glad you pointed that out because
| think somewhere we logt the word "especidly,” other than trying to--

We were trying to just make a specia reference thet thisis
especidly important when developmentsin science impact, or are thought to impact,
vaues and cultura commitments and practices. But the word "especidly” was left
out. | am glad you pointed that out. It doesn't say now what had been intended.

DR. MIIKE: Laurie, are you asking what are culturd practices?

MS. FLYNN: | would like-- An example of one would be helpful
in illuminating how they interact, or what the interaction is that we see.

DR. SHAPIRO: Wédll, the most obvious exampleis, of course, what
thiswhole report isabout. Here is ascientific development that isimpacting, or a
least many people believe will impact, very important socid, culturd vaues, and o
on and, therefore, having appropriate education in thisareais criticaly important.

But it lso comes up in aress such as, especialy aress surrounding
both birth and death and biologica areas where people have commitments, vaues,
socid vaues that surround those things and are impacted by new scientific
understanding.

PROF. CAPRON: | mean, the culturd practices we spent alot of
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time talking about are good parenting and so forth.

DR. SHAPIRO: That isright.

PROF. CAPRON: Theword "commitments' we used most oftenin
the report with the word "religious’ beforeit. And 1 don't know whether "religious’ or
"value' commitments would be gppropriate to make that alittle bit less sounding like
an Irish rock and roll group.

(Laughter.)

MS. FLYNN: It would have helped me understand it.

DR. SHAPIRO: | could have--

PROF. CAPRON: "Vaue' or "rdigion."

MS. FLYNN: Yes It would have helped me understand what we

were getting at.

DR. SHAPIRO: Sowhat isyour suggestion, Laurie?

MS. FLYNN: "Bdliefs, vaues" whatever.

DR. SHAPIRO: "Bdiefs' might be closer.

DR. MIIKE: (Inaudible)

DR. SHAPIRO: Thank you, Larry. All right. Comments,
guestions?

DR. COX: Can Cox ask aquestion?

DR. SHAPIRO: Yes, David. | ansorry. Itishard to think of you
asafla itemin ablack box on atable.

(Laughter.)

DR. SHAPIRO: You will be glad to know that you areright up in
front, in front of thiswhole audience, holding forth every time you raise your voice,
and to say nothing of raising your hand.

DR. COX: Wél, thank you, Harold. Okay.

My question has to do with additional materid that will be
submitted to the report. And, in particular, the proposed legidation that Alex wrote.
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So we haven't really discussed that yet today. And isit your intention to just propose
legidation that will go aong with the report?

DR. SHAPIRO: No. That isnot my intention that that will happen.
We decided that we redly didn't have time to consider carefully any proposed
legidation, or sample legidation, therefore decided not to proceed. We may indeed
respond to proposals of that type over the next weeks, or months, and indeed may even
be asked whether we would like to propose some, but that is something for the future.
It certainly will not be part of this report.

We will beissuing--aweek, two weeks, three weeks from now; | am
not sure how long it will take usto get it together--the papers that were commissoned
by NBAC that lie behind some of this materid, but we will not have timeto put that
out, to release it with the report smultaneoudy, so that will come later.

DR. COX: Thank you very much.

DR. SHAPIRO: Y ou are welcome.

Other comments, questions?

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: If there are none, | am going to interpret that as
your agreement to go ahead with this report, together with its recommendations, with
al the various amendments that we have decided on together today, subject to redly
editorid changes, if that is necessary, to make the report hang together and read as a
coherent document.

(No response.)

DR. SHAPIRO: Okay. Then the forma part of our meseting, or our
mesting dtogether, is adjourned. Those of you who have some materid that you Hill
own us, please hand it in. If you have other minor editorid suggestions, please let me
know about it because we are going to be working on thisimmediately.

Thank you very much.

(Whereupon, at 2:55 p.m., the meeting adjourned.)



