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presumption can in our view be overridden by
other considerations like serious harm to the
developing individual or others and the needs
of preclinical research.

6. Concentration of power. We acknowledge that
those who are able to use germ-line interven-
tion will have unprecedented ability to intro-
duce precise changes into the germ lines of
particular individuals and families. However,
in our view, it is better for human beings to
possess this ability and to use it for construc-
tive purposes like preventing disease in fami-
lies than not to possess the ability. The central
ethical question is public accountability by
the scientists, health providers, and com-
panies that will be involved with germ-line
intervention. Such accountability presupposes
transparency about the use of the technology
and an ongoing monitoring process aimed at
preventing its misuse.

7. Misuse by dictators. This objection focuses too
much attention on technology and too little on
politics. There is no doubt that bona fide ty-
rants have existed in the 20th century and that
they have made use of all manner of technolo-
gies—whether the low-tech methods of surgical
sterilization or the annihilation of concentra-
tion camp inmates with poison gas or high-tech
weapons like nuclear warheads and long-range
missiles—to terrify and to dominate. However,
the best approach to preventing the misuse of
genetic technologies may not be to discourage
the development of the technologies but rather
to preserve and encourage democratic institu-
tions that can serve as an antidote to tyranny.
A second possible reply to the tyrannical
misuse objection is that germ-line intervention
requires a long lead time, in order to allow the
offspring produced to grow to adulthood. Ty-
rants are often impatient people and are likely
to prefer the more instantaneous methods of
propaganda, intimidation, and annihilation of

enemies to the relatively slow pace of germ-line
modification.
8. Human rights and tampering. It is a daunting
task to imagine what the unborn and as-yet-
unconceived generations of people coming

after us will want.” Even more difficult is the
effort to ascribe rights to [future] human
beings. Insofar as we can anticipate the needs
and wants of future generations, we think that
any reasonable future person would prefer
health to serious disease and would therefore
welcome a germ-line intervention in his or
her family line that effectively prevented cystic
fibrosis from being transmitted to him or her.
In our view, such a person would not regard
this intervention as tampering and would
regard as odd the claim that his or her genetic
patrimony has been artificially tampered with.
Cystic fibrosis was not a part of his or her
family’s heritage that the future person was
eager to receive or to claim. . ..
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for failing to demonstrate (as opposed to merely
asserting) that progress in scientific research de-
pends on using human embryos. Callahan’s point
is not that respect for embryos entails that they
never be destroyed or used in research. Rather, it
is that the interests or goals to be accomplished by
using human embryos in research must be shown
to be compelling, and unreachable by other means.
If less than compelling purposes can justify the
destruction of embryos, or if compelling goals
could be reached without destroying embryos, the
idea that embryos are due profound respect rings
hollow.

A similar view regarding embryonic stem (ES)
cell research was expressed by Richard M. Doer-
flinger.s He cited advances in isolating and cultur-
ing adult stem (AS) cells and suggested that AS cells
might be more clinically useful than embryonic
cells because treatments based on a patient’s own
cells would avoid problems of tissue rejection’:

No one can say with certainty at this time whether
embryonic stem cells will have any clinical use
that cannot equally well be addressed by other
means. .. . At a minimum, an ethic that demands
serious respect for human embryonic life will also
demand that other, morally accepted alternatives
be explored first. (p. 144)

The suggestion that other alternatives should be
explored first makes sense only if there is some rea-
son to believe that these alternatives are likely to
yield comparable results. As a nonscientist, I can-
not evaluate the research cited by Doerflinger. A
recent article in Science® says, “Scientists are now
speeding ahead with work on adult stem cells, hop-
ing to discover whether their promise will rival
that of embryonic stem (ES) cells” If that is so, it is
possible that it will not be necessary to use ES cells
for therapeutic purposes. At the same time, no one
can accuse the National Bioethics Advisory Com-
mission of simply assuming that there will be sci-
entific benefits from embryonic stem cell research,
or ignoring the possibility that AS could be used
instead of ES cells. Its report, Ethical Issues in Hu-
man Stem Cell Research,” examines at great length
the scientific evidence, and the possibility that AS
cells can replace embryonic cells. It concludes that

this is unlikely because ES cells have a property that
AS cells do not: the ability to differentiate into all
cell types. The report states:

... although much promising research currently is
being conducted with stem cells obtained from
adult organisms, studies in animals suggest that
this approach will be scientifically and technically
limited. . . . Moreover, because important biological
differences exist between embryonic and adult stem
cells, this source of stem cells should not be consid-
ered an alternative to ES and EG [embryonic germ]
cell research. (p. ii)

This raises the intriguing question of how prom-
ising evidence for the utility of AS cells must be to
pursue that line of research while delaying research
using ES cells, out of respect for embryos. Cer-
tainly, if current research indicated that significant
medical benefit was just as likely from research
using AS, as opposed to ES, cells, respect for em-
bryos would require us to use AS cells. However,
no one is making this claim. Although no one can
say for sure, the likelihood is that stopping research
using ES cells and exploring instead the therapeu-
tic possibilities of AS cells will result in the loss of
significant medical benefits for people. A better
alternative would be to conduct both kinds of re-
search simultaneously. In any event, Doerflinger’s

reference to doing research with AS cells appears |

to be a red herring because it is clear from what

he says in his Abstract that he rejects absolutely -
stem cell research that involves the destruction of

human embryos. If such research is never morally
acceptable, why go on about doing other research
“first”? Doerflinger’s views about embryo research
derive from the right-to-life position on the moral
status of the human embryo. They are unrelated to
the “third alternative” which accords respect, but
not full moral status, to the human embiyo.

What, then, does respect for embryos require? Itig
important, first, to differentiate respect for embryos,
from respect for persons. Respect for persons means;
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embryos to benefit others. But if you reject the idea
that preimplantation embryos are the kinds of be-
ings who can be benefited or harmed,' creating em-
bryos for research purposes is just as acceptable as
creating them for reproductive purposes. Both are
valid; neither is frivolous. Therefore, neither contra-
venes the principle of respect for embryos as a form
of human life.
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Declaration on the Production and the Scientific and

Therapeutic Use of Human Embryonic Stem Cells

PONTIFICAL ACADEMY FOR LIFE

In this official position statement on embryonic stem cells, the Roman Catholic

Church declares that it is morally impermissible to produce or use living human em-
bryos to obtain embryonic stem (ES) cells, to produce and then destroy cloned hu-

man embryos to acquire ES cells, or to use ES cells that others have already derived.

Ethical Problems

. . . Given the nature of this article, the key ethical
problems implied by these new technologies are pre-
sented briefly, with an indication of the responses
which emerge from a careful consideration of the
human subject from the moment of conception. It
is this consideration which underlies the position
affirmed and put forth by the Magisterium of the

Church.

The first ethical problem, which is fundamental,
can be formulated thus: Is it morally licit to produce
and/or use living human embryos for the preparation

of ES cells?

The answer is negative, for the following reasons:

1. On the basis of a complete biological analysis,

the living human embryo is—from the mo-
ment of the union of the gametes—a human

From Pontifical Academy for Life, Vatican City, August 25,
2000.

subject with a well defined identity, which
from that point begins its own coordinated,
continuous and gradual development, such
that at no later stage can it be considered asa
simple mass of cells. ‘
2. From this it follows that as a “human individ-
ual” it has the right to its own life; and there-
fore every intervention which is not in favour
of the embryo is an act which violates that
right. Moral theology has always taught that
in the case of “jus certum tertii” the system of
probabilism does not apply.
3. Therefore, the ablation of the inner cell mas ;
(ICM) of the blastocyst, which critically and
irremediably damages the human embryo,
curtailing its development, is a gravely im-;
moral act and consequently is gravely illicit
4. No end believed to be good, such as the use
of stem cells for the preparation of other dif
ferentiated cells to be used in what look to'!

. producing human embryos and t

pro'mising therapeutic procedures, caz Justify
an intervention of this kind. A good end doesy
not make right an action which in itself is
wrong, '
5. For Catholics, this position is explicitly
i cor¥ﬁrmed by the Magisterium of the Church
which, in the Encyclical Evangelium Vitae
With reference to the Instruction Donum ’
Vitae of the Congregation for the Doctrine
of the Faith, affirms: “The Church has always
taught and continues to teach that the resul};
of human procreation, from the first mo-
ment of its existence, must be guaranteed that
unconditional respect which is morally due
to Fhe human being in his or her totality and
unity in body and spirit: The human bein is
to be respected and treated as a person frfm
the moment of conception; and therefore
from that same moment his right as a person
must be recognized, among which in the first

place is the inviolable righ ;
ght of eve
human being to life” ry innocent

The .second ethical problem can be formulated
tl'lus: Is.zt morally licit to engage in so-called “therg e
tic cloning” by producing cloned human embr ospar?ci
then destroying them in order to produce ES cye]ls?

The answer is negative, for the following reas'on:

Every type of therapeutic cloning, which implies
hen destroying
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1s present the ethical problem, ’
which can only be answered in the

.The third ethical problem cap be
Is it morally licit to use ES cells, and
cells obtained from them, which, are
researchers or are commercially obtg
The answer is negative,
the participation—formal
morally illicit intention of ¢
case in question entails a
operation in the
human embryos
supplying them.
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humanitarian perspective, ’ omen
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mfathod for making correct and sound pro resI;1 n

th'1s new field of research and in the therapeitic o

plications which it promises. These applications ?r:

undoubtedly a source of grea
t hope fi {omi
number of suffering PeOPi_ pe for a significant

is Mlicit; for th
€Xamined. 4}
Negative, .
formulateq th
the dlj%rentia‘te‘
supplied by othe -
: inable?
since: prescinding fropy,
or otherwise—ip the
he Rrincipal agent, the
1 ProXimate materja] cq.
production and manipulation of
on the part of those producing or




