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When Does Life Begin?
In November 2001, a company called Advanced Cell Technology (ACT), an-
nounced that they had created the first cloned embryos. That was a landmark 
event and the U.S. Senate will decide whether human cloning should be banned 
or legalized.  Anglicans for Life believes cloning is a critical issue that will have a 
profound impact on our world.
As I stay up-to-date on the cloning issue, one of  the key questions that inevitably 
comes up is simply, “When does life begin?” A poll conducted by Harris Interac-
tive Election 2000 asked the question, “When does life begin?” Among those who 
identified themselves pro-life, 88% said life begins at conception (when egg and 
sperm meet). Among those who are pro-choice, only 23% believe life begins at 
conception, 14% believe life begins when fetal brainwaves or motion are ob-
served, 38% believe at viability (survive outside the womb) and 15% at birth.
When do YOU think life begins?
Is the embryo actually a human being? Scientifically, human embryology books 
make it clear that conception is the beginning of  life. Unlike the sperm and ovum, 
which merely contain human genetic material, the fertilized egg (conception) is an 
embryo and possesses the active (inherent) capacity to develop itself  into a fetus, 
infant, child, teenager, and adult. The only difference is location, size and develop-
ment. And to destroy it at any stage of  development is destroying life.
It is a fact that we are created in God’s image and that God became one of  us in 
Jesus giving sanctity and dignity to every human life (beyond animal or other life 
forms). As God’s children, we should believe in the inherent dignity of  every hu-
man life. We cannot single out one human being for respect and deny that respect 
to another.
Does EVERY life deserve protection?
Can arbitrary factors like size, location, stage of  development and state of  de-
pendency provide rational grounds for denying human rights? Are some human 
beings, like embryos, the mentally challenged or victims of  Alzheimer’s disease, 
“human non-persons?” The idea is not only morally monstrous, but philosophi-
cally incoherent. Does cloning create a distinct human being with his or her own 
inherent moral worth? Does life begin at conception, regardless of  how it was 
conceived?
At a 2001 Senate Appropriations sub-committee hearing, Senator Tom Harkin 
(D-IA) asked Ron Green, chair of  the Ethics Advisory Board for ACT, “Can 
you discern a difference between a cloned embryo and an embryo made the old 
fashioned way (procreation) under a microscope?” Mr. Green replied, “The two 
embryos would look the same.”  When I heard that, I thought of  the saying, “If  it 
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looks like a duck, quacks like a duck and walks like a duck, it must be a duck!”
In the name of  science, we are being asked to destroy human life at its very 
inception. Can we accept ‘limited’ cloning to produce usable cells that can be 
manipulated and harvested to aid the living? There is nothing wrong with scien-
tific research that seeks to improve health and cure disease, sickness or infirmity. 
Ethical medical research (that does not involve destroying human life) reflects 
God’s glory, demonstrates His orderly creation and manifests His healing mercies. 
There is no reason a Christian should not welcome medical advances that would 
extend life expectancy.
But should society knock down the remaining ethical barriers that preserve the 
sanctity of  life? Sen. Sam Brownback (R-KS) marvels at the small worth some at-
tach to early human life. He points to endangered species laws: “You can’t touch a 
bald eagle’s eggs. You can’t even mess with their habitat. But right now, you can do 
anything you want to a human embryo.”
 When DOES life begin?
  a) Conception 
  b) Fetal Brainwaves
  c) Viability
  d) Birth
  e) Jr. High...

What Should the Church Say About Cloning?
Judson Somerville is an old friend of  Michael West, Ph.D., President Advanced 
Cell Technology (ACT). Mr. Somerville is also a physician from Texas who is 
paralyzed from the chest down, the result of  a cycling accident. Dr. Somerville is 
one of  the first potential patients to donate his skin to his friend Michael West. 
Why? The donated skin cells will be used by ACT to create a clone of  Dr. Somer-
ville, with the hope of  having the stem cells harvested from his clone inserted into 
his spine, regenerating nerve and muscle tissue.
Dr. Somerville is willing to try this because he wants to walk his daughter down 
the aisle when she gets married someday. His daughter is Dr. Somerville was the 
focus of  an article featured in the magazine U.S. News and World Report. The 
article was featured in the December issue, timed to coincide with the news that 
ACT had created the first clone last Thanksgiving weekend. In the article, they 
identified Dr. Somerville as a conservative Republican and devout Episcopalian.
The article stated that Dr. Somerville had consulted with his church leaders and 
concluded that being the first human cloned - not to produce a baby, but to create 
healthy new cells for ailing patients (he) would be the best thing he could do for 
his fellow man. 
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Later on in the article it refers to religious leaders being inconsistent in their 
opinions on various ethical life issues throughout history. But, then notes that an 
Episcopal Bishop advised Dr. Somerville that cloning his cells would not consti-
tute creating a human being. 
The implications of  the article were that religious leaders don’t know what they 
are talking about, but that one bishop’s advice should be heeded. (The full article 
can be read on our web site: AnglicansforLife.org) It also implied the Episcopal 
Church’s approval of  cloning. Ironically, convention in 2000, Anglicans for Life 
tried to get the church to pass a resolution calling for a moratorium on stem cell 
research. The resolution was referred to an interim body for further study. How is 
it that Anglicans for Life couldn’t get ECUSA to pass a resolution, but one bishop 
was able to, via the national media, promote his personal viewpoint as the church’s 
official position? Meanwhile, the Executive Council Task Force on Ethics and 
New Genetics is the interim body studying cloning. To date according to David H. 
Smith, Ph.D. Chairperson of  the Task Force no official position has been adopted 
or even recommended to the National Church.
So, how should the Episcopal Church respond to cloning? Should we support it? 
Discourage it? Raise this issue at all or leave everyone to their own devices? Does 
the Church have a responsibility to address issues like cloning that strike at the 
very heart of  our role as Christ’s Body? What reasons are valid to support cloning 
and embryonic stem cell research according to Scripture? Should we look at this 
issue without recognizing God as the Creator of  all life? 
I believe the Church should not buy into society’s philosophies, but bring God’s 
truths to bear on them. Godly influence in the debate of  life seems like a key 
place where we should be of  one voice and using it to guide the world, not the 
other way around.
None of  us is perfect, we have all made choices we later regret and given our sup-
port to ideas that we later realized were wrong. We can all understand and sympa-
thize with both Dr. Somerville and his bishop; both wanting to alleviate suffering, 
one seeking to be pastoral, one simply being a Dad. But we must always be careful 
when we represent the Body of  Christ. 

Cloning 101
With cloning—and its first cousin, embryonic stem cell research—comes the chal-
lenge of  recalling lessons from biology classes long forgotten to help us com-
prehend them. Because the sanctity of  life is at the center of  these discussions it 
is important for us to understand the basic facts and be able to share them with 
others. So here is an overview of  cloning and its cousin, stem cell research!
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What is cloning?
Cloning is the creation of  an embryo using a donated woman’s egg that has the 
nucleus removed. The person seeking to be cloned has their DNA inserted into 
the egg and it is stimulated to grow. The cloned embryo has 46 chromosomes and 
its own genetic code (DNA). At this point, the embryo can be either implanted in 
a womb or birthed – this is called Reproductive Cloning. Or it can be destroyed by 
removing its stem cells, known as Therapeutic Cloning.
The logic behind Therapeutic Cloning is that the DNA used would come from 
the ailing patient and create stem cells that could be used to cure the ailment, 
without fear of  rejection by the patient.

Here is a biologically accurate way to explain the truth of  what would happen if  I 
submitted to embryonic stem cell therapy derived through Therapeutic Cloning:

1. My DNA would be extracted from one of  my cells.
2. The nucleus of  an egg that had been purchased from an anonymous  
 young woman by the biotech company holding the patent to my treat- 
 ment modality would be removed.
3. My DNA, consisting of  46 chromosomes, would be inserted into the area  
 of  the egg that formerly contained the nucleus.
4. The genetically modified egg would then be stimulated to begin embry- 
 onic development.
5. The resulting embryo would essentially be my identical twin sister. Her  
 biological parents would be my parents.
6. When my twin sister reached about 12 days of  embryonic development,  
 she would be destroyed for her stem cells.
7. These stem cells would then be coaxed into differentiating into the type  

CLONING: transitive verb, to produce an exact or near copy. 
DNA is inserted into a donated woman’s egg. The egg is stimulated 
to grow into a cloned embryo. It is then implanted into a womb or                                 

destroyed by removing its stem cells.
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 of  tissue I needed for my medical treatment.
8. A line of  these now differentiated cells would be maintained and nur- 

 tured until enough tissue existed to be injected into my body.
9. My dead twin sister’s tissues would then be injected into me, to treat my  
 illness.

Therapeutic cloning creates an embryo and the stem cells extracted are used to 
grow human organs that become repair parts for the ‘original’. It is not only the 
enslavement of  humanity, but the ultimate in selfish exploitation of  it.
Many people feel reproductive cloning is just an extension of  therapeutic cloning. 
The distinction between Reproductive and Therapeutic cloning is utterly meaning-
less when we remember that either type of  cloning results in an embryo, a new 
human being.
In the coming months, as the Senate debates cloning, you will notice everyone 
is in favor of  banning Reproductive Cloning, but scientists, politicians and many 
others would like to encourage and fund Therapeutic Cloning. It is important to 
note that a clear majority of  Americans oppose human cloning. Also, it would also 
be impossible to police one if  the other is allowed to remain legal.
The basics on stem cells:
In 1998, researchers harvested the first stem cell from a human embryo. A stem 
cell has the potential to develop into different types of  cells and organs, every-
body has them. There are basically two types of  stem cells; embryonic and adult. 
Embryonic stem cells come from human embryos, by harvesting the stem cell 
you must destroy the human embryo. Adult stem cells come from a variety of  
sources including; placentas, umbilical cord blood, bone marrow, body fat, and 
skin tissue. A major problem of  embryonic stem cells is that it is hard to control 
how they grow. In the summer of  2002, spare embryos from In-Vitro Fertilization 
(IVF) justified embryonic stem cell research because they were going to be thrown 
away anyhow. In all actuality, approving embryonic stem cell research using IVF 
embryos was only a first step, and now the goal is to create Therapeutic Cloned 
embryos for the specific purpose of  medical experimentation. Basically creating 
human embryos to kill them for their stem cells, hence the ‘clone and kill’ refer-
ence often used in relation to Therapeutic Cloning.
In August of  2001, President Bush announced that 65 stem cell lines currently 
exist, and he would allow federal funding for research on those lines. But privately 
funded research to experiment on IVF spare embryos or embryos created through 
cloning are still legal. The ‘clone and kill’ ban would make it illegal in both the 
private and public research sector to create clones for stem cells. But research on 
existing embryonic stem cell lines will continue unhampered.
Creating cloned embryos simply to provide a source of  stem cells reduces human 
life to products and makes their worth depend on their utility to others. Cloning is 
undermining our dignity at the same time it claims to serve our medical needs. 
We must also keep in mind the actual success scientists have had using adult stem 
cells from the patient’s own body, which prevents rejection. By using a patient’s 
own stem cells derived from blood, bone marrow and skin, many have been 
treated without destroying any life. 5



In early 2002, two new developments fueled the cloning debate even further. They 
also served to further confuse and blur the lines as we contemplated legislation.
First, scientists at the University of  Minnesota reported that they have developed 
a way to extract adult stem cells from bone marrow that can become every single 
tissue in the body. They can be grown indefinitely in the lab and do not appear to 
grow erratically, which was one of  the major problems with embryonic stem cells-
controlling growth. Peer Research Reviewers of  the report noted that they were 
especially impressed with the rigorous testing applied to the new stem cells which 
make this announcement all the more exciting.
And the next effort reported February 1, 2002, by the Associated Press an-
nounced that Advanced Cell Technology (ACT) has created a monkey embryo 
using a technique that may be an alternative to therapeutic cloning. The technique 
uses chemicals to cause a monkey egg to turn into an embryo, an asexual process 
called “parthenogenesis.” Twenty eight of  the 77 eggs started developing into em-
bryos, but only four grew long enough to have stem cells extracted. All the stem 
cells had a full complement of  genes from the female monkey egg donor.
The big deal here is that up until now cloning a primate (of  which humans are sci-
entifically identified as) has not been done successfully. Using “parthenogenesis” 
to make embryos and harvest stem cells would only work in women who produce 
eggs. Therefore, its medical application is limited. Even though the technique 
may be described more different than cloning, it still results in the creation of  an 
embryo.
ACT is the company that announced at Thanksgiving 2001 that it had created the 
first cloned human embryo. 
These are the facts that should be the subject of  the cloning debate, not junk sci-
ence or euphemistic pro-cloning propaganda that confuses vital distinctions which 
deconstruct precise scientific definitions. 

 Biospin: 
  Why Adult-Stem-Cell Research Success 
 Gets Down Played by the Media

By Wesley J. Smith, National Review, January 28, 2002

“Adult-Stem-Cell Breakthrough!” The headlines should have screamed. “Stun-
ning Discovery Could Mean No Need to Use Embryos in Research.” Unfortu-
nately, with the notable exception of  a front-page story in the Boston Globe, the 
mainstream media has significantly down played this potentially exciting scientific 
discovery.
Here’s the scoop: As originally reported late last year in the medical journal 
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Blood, Dr. Catherine M. Verfaillie and other researchers at the Stem Cell Institute, 
University of  Minnesota, have discovered a way to coax an adult cell found in the 
bone marrow to exhibit many of  the attributes that supposedly make embryonic 
stem cells irreplaceable to the development future “miracle” medical therapies. 
While there is still much research to be done, “multi-potent adult progenitor cells” 
(MAPCs) appear to be versatile, that is, capable of  transforming into different 
types of  tissues. (In a culture dish, the cells can be coaxed into becoming muscle, 
cartilage, bone, liver, or different types of  neurons in the brain.) They are also 
malleable, meaning they can do so relatively easily. They also exhibit the “immor-
tality” valued in embryonic cells, that is to say, they seem capable of  being trans-
formed into cell lines that can be maintained indefinitely. At the same time, these 
adult cells do not appear to present the acute danger associated with embryonic 
stem cells: the tendency to grow uncontrollably causing tumors or even cancers.
This should be a big story considering the intense controversy over embryonic- 
stem-cell research (ESCR) and the coming attempt in the United States Senate to 
outlaw human cloning (S.790). Indeed, the New York Times and Washington Post 
consider embryonic stem- cell research so important -- including the manufacture 
and use of  human-clone embryos in such experiments -- that both have repeat-
edly editorialized in favor of  turning the throttle full-speed ahead on this immoral 
endeavor. Yet, when the potentially crucial discovery of  an adult cell that could 
make embryonic destruction and therapeutic cloning unnecessary comes to light 
-- and just at the time when the United States Senate is about to argue whether to 
outlaw the cloning of  human embryos -- other than the splendid Boston Globe 
article, the story has been significantly underplayed. 
The New York Times story written by Nicholas Wade with Sheryl Gay Stolberg 
ran deep inside the paper (page A14), under the headline, “Scientists Herald a Ver-
satile Adult Cell.” While the Times headline and reporting focused upon the actual 
story, it failed to provide many of  the significant details found in the Boston 
Globe reporting, and as a result, the story lost much of  its punch.
The Washington Post smothered the importance of  the story altogether in a 
story by lined by Rick Weiss that ran on page A-8. Headlined, “In Senate, Find-
ings Intensify Arguments on Human Cloning,” the actual discovery itself  is barely 
described. The first mention of  it comes in the fourth paragraph, which focuses 
primarily on a statement by Verfaillie down playing her discovery so as not to 
interfere with the pro-cloning and ESCR research agenda. Indeed, the primary 
thrust of  the Post reportage focuses on the reasons why this discovery should not 
deter destructive embryonic research. The story was also covered by relative brief  
wire-service reports and in a much better story in New Scientist magazine. In any 
event, with such muffled coverage, it is unlikely that news of  the breakthrough 
will receive the concentrated television coverage essential to a story reaching criti-
cal mass. As a consequence, most Americans will probably never hear about it or 
understand its potential importance.
This isn’t the first time that major breakthroughs in adult-stem-cell research have 
received under-whelming coverage. Indeed, a discernible pattern has developed 
in the mainstream press regarding these issues. Scientific breakthroughs involving 
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embryonic cells generally receive the full-brass-band treatment, with front-page 
coverage that often leaps to the all-important television news. Meanwhile, you 
can usually hear the crickets chirping when scientists announce a breakthrough in 
adult stem- cell research, or, as in the Post story, the reportage places more em-
phasis on why the breakthrough should not deter destructive embryonic research 
than on the actual adult-cell experiments. 
There are many examples of  this phenomenon. Here are just a few:
On July 19, 2001, the Harvard University Gazette reported that mice with Type 1 
diabetes (an autoimmune disorder) were completely cured of  their disease using 
adult stem cells. This was accomplished by destroying the cells responsible for the 
diabetes, at which point, the animals’ own adult stem cells regenerated the missing 
cells with healthy tissue. Dr. Denise Faustman told the Gazette, that if  the therapy 
works out in humans “we should be able to replace damaged organs and tissues 
by using adult stem cells, thus eliminating, at least temporarily, the need to harvest 
and transplant stem cells from embryos and fetuses.” If  this accomplishment -- a 
compete cure of  a devastating disease -- had been obtained using embryonic cells, 
the headlines would have matched those seen on V-J-Day. But I know of  no gen-
eral media, either press or electronic, which reported the story.
On June 15, 2001, the Globe and Mail (Canada) reported a wonderful story that 
could provide great hope to people with spinal injuries. Israeli doctors injected 
paraplegic Melissa Holley, age 18, who became disabled when her spinal cord was 
severed in an auto accident. After researchers injected her with her own white 
blood cells, she regained the ability to move her toes and control her bladder. This 
is the exact kind of  therapy that embryonic-stem-cell boosters only hope they can 
begin to achieve in ten years. Yet, is has been accomplished in the here and now, 
and other than the Globe story, I know of  no other reportage.
In December 2001, Tissue Engineering, a peer-reviewed journal, reported that 
researchers believe they will be able to use stem cells found in fat to rebuild bone. 
The researchers are about to enter extensive animal studies. If  these pan out, 
people with osteoporosis and other degenerative bone conditions could benefit 
significantly. Yet, other than appearing on an online health news wire, I have seen 
nothing about it from the mainstream press.
All of  this begs an intriguing question: Why is there so much less interest in adult/
alternative-stem-cell-research successes stories among the media than they exhibit 
toward embryonic advances? After all, “the science,” were all that mattered, the 
visibility and coverage of  stories like those related above would at least equal the 
attention given to ESCR stories. And therein lays the rub. I don’t think that sci-
ence is the primary issue driving the extent and depth of  news coverage. Media 
culture is.
It is no secret that most members of  the media are politically liberal and adher-
ents to a rational materialist world view. They are also (generally) emotionally 
pro-choice on abortion. Because the cloning/ESCR issues force us to dwell on 
whether unborn human life has intrinsic value simply because it is human, the is-
sue tends to be viewed by journalists through a distorting abortion prism.
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This is very unfortunate. Abortion is factually irrelevant to this debate: The legal 
reason abortion is permitted is to prevent women from being forced to do with 
their bodies that which they do not wish to do, e.g. gestate and give birth. But in 
cloning and ESCR, no woman is being forced to do anything with her body. That 
is one reason why people on both sides of  the abortion divide oppose ESCR and 
human cloning. For example, Judy Norsegian (author of  the feminist tome Our 
Bodies Ourselves) and the liberal public-policy advocate Jeremy Rifkin both op-
pose therapeutic and reproductive cloning.
But that fact hasn’t sunk in. And so the news sources the media uses to present 
the case against cloning/ESCR are usually people they can damn (in their eyes) 
with the label, “opponent of  abortion.” Thus, it appears that the same dynamics 
that lead the New York Times and other media outlets to refuse to use the term 
“partial birth abortion” when covering that issue, are at play in editorial decisions 
about how to report upon this one.
I think another part of  the explanation for the shallow coverage of  adult-stem- 
cell research is the media’s obsession with “credentials.” When scientists say that 
embryonic stem cells offer far greater hope for future medical therapies than 
do adult cells, journalists take one look at their curricula vitae and believe them 
wholeheartedly. Never mind that these biotech spokespersons may be as ideologi-
cally driven to their opinions in favor of  research as the “usual suspects” in the 
pro-life movement are to theirs opposing it. And never mind that the incomes 
of  some of  these scientists may depend on continued funding for ESCR and/
or cloning. And never mind that events have disproved their repeated asser-
tions that future cell therapies cannot be derived in any way other than through 
embryonic sources. And never mind that President Clinton’s National Bioethics 
Advisory Commission, which first urged the government to fund ESCR, stated 
that such experiments are “justifiable only if  no less morally problematic alterna-
tives are available for advancing the research” – a state of  affairs we have surely 
now reached. And forget that Big Biotech has the same profit-driven agenda as 
other industries that are viewed so skeptically by the media such as Big Tobacco 
and Big Oil. The multiple university degrees and rational materialistic credentials 
make what the biotech researchers say more “true” then whatever cloning/ESCR 
opponents may argue -- regardless of  the actual evidence.
Finally, clout in public-policy disputes usually boils down to money. Quite often, 
reporters don’t find stories, stories find reporters. That is how PR firms make the 
big bucks; being paid quite handsomely to alert journalists to stories their clients’ 
want covered. In this fight, Big Biotech’s very deep pockets almost guarantee cov-
erage that is skewed in favor of  destroying embryos in experiments and permit-
ting the creation of  human-research clones. Or to paraphrase an old saying, he or 
she who has the gold gets to spin the story. 
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Implications of Cloning
The implications of  cloning boggle the mind. As we try to comprehend them, we 
must examine the ‘big picture’ issues: i.e., the ethical and spiritual principles of  life 
in relation to cloning. And we must also look at the practical problems and con-
cerns that cloning will create. In this article, part one will focus on the big picture 
and part two will consider the basic questions asked by many. 
Part One: Big Picture Implications
Questions of  Intent - Much of  the effort towards cloning distinguishes between 
cloning designed to create new cells or organs to enhance the lives of  people 
already living (“Therapeutic Cloning”) and cloning designed to create new human 
lives (“Reproductive Cloning”). Many people are open to therapeutic cloning, but 
against reproductive cloning. A lot of  us are concerned that therapeutic cloning 
is being used as a Trojan Horse to introduce widespread cloning technology for 
multiple and unlimited experimentation and purposes. We better be open and 
clear about our intent.
Questions of  Results - Cloning is an experimental and unproven technology. 
Hundreds of  failed attempts preceded the successful cloning of  a single sheep, 
yet even with one success, future failures are not diminished. Do we really want to 
take this risk with human beings? Are we really confident in our ability to create 
stable life forms? Are we really ready to lay a genetic structure of  our choosing 
and design on the life of  another person? What does that do to our reverence for 
the God-created uniqueness of  individuals?
Questions of  Priorities - It is the first principle of  western medical ethics that 
the doctor shall “do no harm”. Many of  us view this norm as a linchpin of  our 
culture, enshrining the Judeo-Christian ethic of  the sanctity of  each and every 
human life. What horrifies us is the distinct possibility of  the creation of  one 
life simply and clearly for the purpose of  sacrificing it to enhance the health of  
another. We are as committed as anyone to pushing forward medical technology 
that has the potential to help the suffering of  many people, but not at the expense 
of  the suffering or the sacrifice of  many more. The nations of  the world have 
ventured that road too many times in just (but not only) the past century. We must 
not go there again.
Questions of  Design – Until recently, rapidly expanding reproductive tech-
nology has allowed us to overcome medical difficulties in either the man or the 
woman in order to create life. But as I write today, a report was in the news about 
successful reproduction of  a monkey from asexual technology. Because the union 
of  man and woman is woven by God into the order of  the creation as the singu-
lar means for the creation of  new human life, I see its intentional abandonment 
as a deeply troubling development, with untold consequences for biological and 
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character development. Here is one other thought that troubles me: This is a tech-
nology that fits all too well the seminal failures of  our age. Too often it is driven 
from astounding technological prowess and passion that is divorced from humility 
before God and a reverence for His created order.
Questions of  Inadequate – Solutions I guess there is one more area of  concern 
for me: aren’t we really trying to circumvent some of  the God-given limitations 
on our lives by other than God-given means? Sort of  a technological answer to 
resolve the age-old problem of  sin and death (without fixing the human heart - 
or maybe we just haven’t nailed down those sin genes yet). And maybe too often 
these technologies are pursued from fear of  relationship and surrender and com-
mitment rather than from the oft touted realities of  medical necessity. Human 
beings face real and deep problems that finally are not rooted in technological or 
biological failure, but in moral failure. We would do well to be honest about that, 
and seek moral solutions to moral problems.
Part Two: Practical Questions of  Cloning?
Are we willing to devalue members of  the human race and turn them into a 
mere commodity to cure disease?
It is never morally or ethically acceptable to advance medical science by sacrific-
ing human life. But the utilitarian logic believes the ends justify the means, and 
it is acceptable to create embryos (life) that can be used to cure diseases. They 
believe it is fine to create embryos for the sole purpose of  growing spare parts, 
they envision human embryo farms. The choice to deny biological truths, Biblical 
principles or moral standards is based on selfish human pride and ego. Those who 
uphold utilitarian views have abandoned the basic concept of  right or wrong and 
see those who disagree as short sighted right wing pro-life fanatics. Facts, Science 
and truth will not stop them, legislation may limit them but ultimately only the 
public’s refusal to buy into their philosophy and not use their ‘commodity’ will 
stop them. If  we don’t use the product they offer, the market will dry up and they 
will be left with technology nobody wants to use.
Do cloning researchers have any regulations they must follow?
There are no laws that govern their work, but if  research is funded through tax 
payer dollars there are some basic reporting and notification requirements. It is 
especially critical if  they are doing research on human subjects, the ‘subjects are 
suppose to sign a ‘requirement of  consent’ giving the researcher permission to 
use them, it is also done as part of  the notification process to confirm that the re-
searcher has informed them of  potential risks involved in the research. This can-
not be obtained from an embryo. There are more requirements and laws about the 
use of  rats, mice and other animals in the lab, than there are for human embryos.
Is the cloned embryo a human?
The hype surrounding cloning says no the embryo is not a human bring. But 
empirical evidence says yes it is a human life. Embryos are living human beings - 
they are tiny boys and girls with complete genetic codes, their own DNA and 46 
chromosomes. Location, development and size are the only difference between 
you and an embryo.
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Do cloned embryos have souls?
I believe life begins at conception and our soul is part of  what is conceived. 
Scripture references to soul confirm the soul’s presence at all stages of  life. I can-
not prove what I believe emphatically and for now we see dimly. But if  you don’t 
believe in God as the Creator of  life, then the soul doesn’t matter either, the ques-
tion is irrelevant to the proponents of  cloning.
Cloning is supposed to cure reproductive problems and diseases like diabe-
tes, spinal cord injuries and Parkinson’s, isn’t that a good thing?
We should be careful not to oversell the promise of  cloning research to people 
when the research is at such a beginning stage and any clinical trials of  possible 
therapies are still years away. In fact, (as of  this writing 2/6/02) they still had not 
successfully gotten a cloned embryo to grow to the stage when stem cells can 
be harvested (about 4-6 days) or implanted. Meanwhile adult stem cell therapies 
have already successfully treated spinal cord injuries, heart disease, certain cancers, 
sickle cell anemia and recent research has found a way to allow adult stem cells to 
grow indefinitely.
Would ‘therapeutic cloning’ be available to everyone?
There are 16 million diabetes patients, because of  the low success rates of  clon-
ing, how many eggs would you need to make a successful clone to harvest stem 
cells from for each diabetic patient? But let’s say that every egg could become a 
clone, 16 million eggs is a lot to harvest. The number of  women’s eggs that would 
be needed for all those suffering would be astronomical. In addition, there will 
have to be certain protocols established as to who could donate their eggs and we 
must decide whether to pay women for the eggs and what would be a fair price?
A woman donating their eggs to help others is a good thing, isn’t it?
Women who sell their eggs for cloning by default have their DNA included in the 
clone. If  they have a genetic disease, would that contaminate the cloned embryo 
and would the woman be held responsible for introducing a new disease in a 
patient? Discrimination against certain women who want to sell their eggs, could 
lead to the development of  superior/inferior clones. If  the woman donates an egg 
for ‘reproductive cloning’ the issue of  financial responsibility to the cloned child 
if  something happened to the parents could arise.
Will the lab own my cloned twin and its stem cells or will I?
Companies see a lot of  money to be made especially in ‘therapeutic’ cloning 
technology. There is a race going on to see who can create cloning technology 
that can be patented. Once patenting rights to create cloned human life is granted, 
one company will effectively own the right to life. Ownership rights of  the stem 
cells must be addressed, but haven’t yet. Lawsuits between universities, researchers 
and companies working together in developing technology and stem cell lines has 
already created a variety of  ownership questions.
Reproductive cloning isn’t a good idea but what’s wrong with ‘therapeutic’ 
cloning?
Cloning is cloning. Creating an embryo, a human life just to destroy it makes 
anyone using the cure that employs the cloned embryo basically a murderer. That’s 
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very harsh but it’s the truth. If  I kill my twin to extract her stem cells for me to 
live, that makes me a killer. I will have to live with that all my life, how will that 
affect my healing process? In addition, policing labs to prevent cloned embryos 
from being implanted in a women’s womb would be hard to do. How would we 
respond to a woman who has a cloned embryo implanted in her? Would we de-
mand she abort the baby? Wouldn’t that go against Roe?
Wouldn’t ‘therapeutic cloning’ allow us to live without suffering from dis-
ease?
Using embryos to end suffering is ludicrous. ‘Therapeutic cloning’ may eliminate 
some suffering but it is impossible to end all suffering. Some suffering is physical 
but a lot of  our suffering is emotional, and cloned embryo stem cells can’t touch 
that kind of  pain. Regenerating organs is a valid desire but that fountain of  youth 
can’t beat death forever. Death in God’s timing is part of  living. The social impli-
cations of  everyone living to the age of  120, 130 or 140 are mind boggling.

Wording Warning – Watching the Language
One of  the key strategies employed by both sides of  the cloning controversy is 
the war of  words. Those who want to make cloning acceptable use words that 
sound confusing and scientific to mislead. 
     Here are some examples:

• ACT’s Ethics Advisory Board chair, Ronald Green, a professor of  ethics 
and religion at Dartmouth, has been busy urging reporters to embrace the 
idea that these lab experiments aren’t on humans, they’re on “activated 
eggs.”

• Some researchers are seeking to rename the cloned embryo to distinguish 
a difference when there isn’t any. Possible new references include “pre-
embryo, “embryonic like,” “embryo like entity,” an “ovumsum,” “cells,” 
“human like embryo,” human like entity,” “nuclear cell transplantation,” 
“somatic nuclear cell transplantation,” and a favorite of  many- “activated 
egg.”

• Michael West, President of  Advanced Cell Technology, even claims that 
the embryos are not human life: “They are only cellular life.” That distinc-
tion has no medical or moral basis. 

• They say individual human organisms are produced by cloning, not hu-
man embryos. On the other side of  the argument, we have also used 
words, analogies and word pictures to graphically explain what is some-
times difficult to understand scientifically. 

• For example:
• What is an embryo? A pre-born baby.

SIX

13



• Cloning turns the creation of  life into a manufacturing process.
• Biotech firms that create clones for embryonic stem cell experiments 

could also be called hatcheries, baby embryo farms, baby body butcheries, 
baby harvesters, organ farms, mass producers of  human embryos.

• Clones are photocopies of  somebody else.
• Biotech companies become corporations trafficking in embryo manipula-

tion for profit.
• Life begins in the womb/Life begins in the Petri dish.
• The Therapeutic Cloning bill is often referred to as the “Clone and Kill” 

bill.
• The notion that one may define the exact same developing human entity 

as either a ‘human embryo’ or as mere ‘cells’, depending only on what one 
intends to do with her, is more akin to magical thinking than science.

• To call the killing of  embryonic human beings “therapeutic” is chillingly 
Orwellian.

If  we let image and spin perpetuate the re-invention of  definitions to determine 
humanity, and define when life begins without addressing the reality and truth 
about cloning, then we shall be destined to accept it when it enslaves us instead of  
cures us.

An Army for Life
In the last few months, I have spent a lot of  time thinking about what it means to 
be a Christian leader or said another way, a servant of  the Gospel. I’ve looked at 
Jesus as my model and wondered how He wants us (His children) to handle the 
issue of  cloning, as well as all the issues Anglicans for Life addresses.
I have wrestled with Scriptures as to whether cloning is a good thing or a bad 
thing. Should Christians support cloning technology? After all it could have a big 
effect on suffering and making people well is always important to Him. But the 
truth is God is the only Creator of  life and when man tries; he is bound to fail 
even when he thinks he has succeeded. The issue of  cloning has reminded me 
that our moral environment can be influenced for good or for evil.
I have also come to conclude that as God’s children, full of  His Holy Spirit, we 
should be involved in shaping our culture and influencing it with Godly principles.
 I believe we have a window of  opportunity - with a President who seeks to up-
hold the sanctity of  life and is encouraging volunteerism and moral character, and 
a country that has been forced to re-think its priorities- to make a difference in the 
lives of  people and public policy.
As God’s Ambassador’s for life we must work to enhance the moral economy, 
before it goes bankrupt. It’s time for us to address all of  the relevant issues of  our 
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day, from cloning to pornography. God needs His people to grow and become 
leaders in this world. He wants you and me on His team! God wants every one of  
His sons and daughters to use their gifts and talents in ministry, in leadership, in 
serving. This quote by Rick Warren sums up what I believe God knows and envi-
sions His church to do. 
“The church is a sleeping giant, church pews are filled with members who are do-
ing nothing with their faith except ‘keeping’ it. If  we ever awaken and unleash the 
massive talent, resources, creativity, and energy found in the typical local church, 
Christianity will explode with growth at an unprecedented rate.”
Imagine the impact God’s children can have; we can ban cloning, we can help 
post-abortive people, we can be a witness to the sanctity of  life, we can help mar-
riages start strong and help families stay healthy.
How can we do all these things? Each of  us must be informed, we don’t have to 
be bio tech experts but we do need to read and think critically. I did an informal 
survey recently asking people; when does life begin? What is an embryo? And 
when is life worthy of  protecting? The truth is people aren’t thinking about the 
issues and very few have ever given thought to them. If  it wasn’t for the fact that 
I’m so involved in life issues would I know what an embryo was? Would I care? It 
was hard to start impromptu conversations about these issues but in doing so, I 
created an opportunity to exchange ideas and share scientific factual information.
All it takes is some basic understanding of  the facts and Jesus inspired courage to 
speak the truth 
Teachers, pastors and politicians need to share their knowledge and more of  us 
need become leaders in the field of  public opinion. (For example, Anglicans for 
Life 2002 member Tom Houghey from Flagstaff, Arizona was elected to the City 
Council!) Christians need to step forward and make our voices heard. We must 
employ rational debate, using science to prove Christian truths that help us engage 
our friends and neighbors in a debate that allows life to win. Human cloning is of-
fensive, but most people can’t tell you why, we have got to help them. If  cloning, 
abortion, euthanasia, and infanticide all equal killing human beings, it is incumbent 
on us to do something about it.
We must make cloning illegal because the dignity of  human life is at stake.

Business and Ethical Gymnastics
Biotech companies have embarked upon a radical enterprise. They intend to make 
vast fortunes by patenting and marketing products derived from the destruction 
of  human life. If  they succeed, certain categories of  humanity will be reduced to 
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a commodity with no greater moral standing than penicillin mold. For those who 
doubt the objectifying intent of  this research, note the language of  an October 
1, 2001, press release by the Geron Corporation, crowing that one of  its recent 
research breakthroughs “greatly facilitates the development of  scalable manufac-
turing processes to enable commercialization of  HES (human embryonic stem) 
cell-based products.”
To help them, they hire ethicists to provide ethical expertise. ACT boasts of  its 
“Ethics Advisory Board” that it provides “independent and informed advice” on 
“matters of  ethical importance.” However, members receive a modest fee, but as 
Ronald Green, the group’s chairman, admitted, “We wouldn’t have been involved 
unless we thought that the research had important benefits.” Therefore, we must 
be cautious when listening to ‘bioethicists’ speak on various research and experi-
mentation. Their ethical opinions are often influenced by the Biotech companies 
that pay them for their expertise. Some believe that bioethics is fast becoming a 
department of  public relations. How ironic that the only ethical restraint against 
cloning concerns are the biotech companies’ own boards of  ethical advisers, who 
are paid by the companies and often serve to defend their practices to the public.
The most difficult part of  Biotech business may be the fact that they have ap-
proved of  buying eggs from women at $5,000 dollars each. That is a cynical 
exploitation of  women’s bodies that has rightly outraged many women’s rights 
advocates.
To manufacture a human being is a terrible human rights abuse. Mad scientists are 
still mad scientists no matter how white their lab coats are and how many bioethi-
cists they hire to justify their actions.
In addition, the most worrisome aspect of  biotechnology is how the industry is 
trying to sell it to us. Time and again we are offered the classic argument that, “the 
end justifies the means.” Almost always the purpose is to cure disease, and who 
can disagree with that? The media and public alike find that a powerful argument, 
perhaps you do too.

The Abolition of Man
by Chuck Colson

Editor’s note: This is a transcript of  a Breakpoint Radio Commentary broadcast on October 11, 2001. 
Breakpoint is a daily five minute commentary featuring Chuck Colson. This commentary, # 011011, is 
relating to the issue of  embryonic stem cell research. As you read this, I encourage you to broaden the refer-
ences to embryos to include those being created via cloning.

NINE

16



C. S. Lewis wrote, prophetically, “If  any one age really attains, by eugenics and sci-
entific education, the power to make its descendents what it pleases, all men who 
live after are the patients of  that power,” slaves to the “dead hand of  the great 
planners and conditioners.”
Just as Lewis saw, the biotech revolution is moving like a steamroller, crushing 
everything in its path - - including ethical questions. We glibly toss about the term 
bioethics, but, sadly, the “bio” -- the technology -- has overpowered the “ethics.”
The reason is that secular ethics have been drained of  moral content. In the 
political debate, the utilitarians - that is, the greatest good for the greatest number 
-- have seized the high ground, offering dazzling predictions of  cures for deadly 
diseases.
You’ll hear congressmen in coming days talk about unused embryos that will be 
destroyed anyway -- so using them to help the desperately sick is the “pro-life” po-
sition. Not so. And Christians have to be prepared to challenge the case.
For example, predictions of  what embryo stem-cell research may accomplish have 
been grossly overstated. Experiments to date have led to some grotesque results.
Proponents claim that only embryonic stem cells can meet their research needs; 
yet, promising results have been achieved from placental and adult stem cells -- 
the use of  which presents no ethical dilemmas. 
And what about those “leftover” embryos which are just going to be destroyed? 
Couples who have adopted and given birth to them ought to show off  their beau-
tiful “post-embryos” -- now healthy children.
Missing in the discussion so far is the fact that the scientists involved in embry-
onic stem cell research are poised to make huge profits from these deadly studies.
But as Christians, it’s our duty to raise even bigger moral questions. The worst 
atrocities are performed in the name of  humanitarian causes. And sacrificing one 
to benefit all soon makes all vulnerable.
Christians must also raise Lewis’s question, in “The Abolition of  Man”: What 
does it really mean if  we set ourselves up as the master of  the future destiny of  
the human race?
His answer is chilling: If  man with his technology makes the ultimate conquest 
over nature, he will soon find that nature has conquered him. “If  man chooses to 
treat himself  as raw material,” Lewis wrote, “raw material he will be,” manipulated 
by dehumanized conditioners. 
In our lifetimes, democracy has triumphed over tyranny. But what an irony it 
would be if, by exchanging moral truth for the cold calculus of  utilitarianism, our 
generation should usher in a new and even more terrifying form of  tyranny.
God forbid!
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Spinning Cells
When I began working for Anglicans for Life in 1998, embryonic stem cells had 
just been isolated by a researcher at the University of  Wisconsin. It was at that 
time when I questioned whether embryonic stem cell research was an issue that 
Anglicans for Life needed to be concerned about; I sensed that is was. At General 
Convention 2000, Anglicans for Life proposed a resolution that called for a mora-
torium on embryonic stem cell research and additional dollars for adult stem cell 
research. The resolution was referred to the National Concerns Standing Commit-
tee and 815 members voted to refer to it as the Task force on New Genetics.
When the President started studying the issue of  whether federal funds should 
be used for embryonic stem cell research in the summer of  2001, the issue finally 
made it onto America’s radar screen. There has been a lot of  ‘spin’ about clon-
ing and stem cells, but I sensed, from the questions I’ve been asked, that a lot of  
people are not sure what is fact and what is fiction.
To help us make informed decisions, we need the facts, not ‘spin.’                    
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Here are the basic facts:
What is a Stem Cell?
Human embryonic stem cells are really totipotent and pluripotent cells that are 
capable of  becoming organs in the human body. 
There are three types:

1.  Embryonic stem cells are found in human embryos, when the stem cells  
 are removed from the embryo; the embryo’s life is ended.

2. Stem cells taken from an umbilical cord or placenta are considered non- 
 embryonic stem cells.

3. Adult stem cells refer to all stem cells taken from adult tissue; e.g., blood,  
 fat tissue, organs and bone marrow.
Are embryonic stem cells better than adult stem cells?
There are three reasons noted by researchers for preferring embryonic stem cells; 
they are easier to harvest, there are more stem cells in an embryo than in adults 
and they are more ‘plastic’ – that is, they can be more easily changed into every 
organ and tissue of  the body.
But the harvesting issue is misleading because researchers have been extracting 
some types of  human adult stem cells for almost a decade, while human embryo 
stem cells were only isolated in 1998. And several biotech companies have devel-
oped proprietary methods to make adult-cell isolation and extraction even easier.
Also a company in New Jersey, Anthrogenesis Corporation, recently announced it 
had been able to collect 10 times as many stem cells from a single post-birth pla-
centa as have been gathered from any other single source and every year over four 
million umbilical cords are discarded. In addition, scientists have now discovered 
stem cells in adults in virtually every major organ, including the brain.
Regarding the third reason embryos are preferred, their ‘plasticity,’ their strength is 
also their down side. Glenn McGee, a bioethicist from the University of  Penn-
sylvania told Massachusetts Institute of  Technology’s (MIT) Technology Review, 
“The emerging truth in the lab is that pluripotent [embryonic] stem cells are hard 
to rein in. The potential that they would explode into a cancerous mass after a 
stem-cell transplant might turn out to be the Pandora’s box of  embryonic stem-
cell research.”
Another issue raised with the use of  embryonic stem cells is the need for the 
patient receiving the cells to use anti-rejection drugs, as the cells will be foreign 
to the patient’s body. However, this is not an issue with adult stem cells, as the 
patient’s own cells can be drawn from his or her body.
Where do the embryos come from?
In-vitro fertilization clinics create embryos for couples suffering from infertility. 
More eggs are created than are implanted and the leftover eggs are the ones that 
researchers want to use. Parents must give permission for their human embryos 
to be used in research. Based on conservative estimates, there are approximately 
400,000 frozen human embryos in IVF clinics. In 1978, Louise Brown was the 
first ’test-tube baby’ creating a new era of  human reproduction. Maybe IVF doc-
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tors should consider reducing the number of  embryos created for IVF in the first 
place, or promote more embryo adoption. The stem cell issue is causing many to 
re-consider the ethics of  IVF treatment.
Is an embryo human?
The argument that embryos are not human contradicts scientific fact. The widely 
used medical textbook by Moore and Persaud, “The Developing Human: Clini-
cally Oriented Embryology”, (Philadelphia: W.B. Saunders Col, 1998) states on 
page 2 that, “The intricate processes by which a baby develops from a single cell 
are miraculous…This cell [the zygote] results from the union of  an oocyte [egg] 
and sperm. A zygote is the beginning of  a new human being…” On page 18, 
this theme is repeated: “Human development begins at fertilization [emphasis in 
original]…” The American Medical Associations Encyclopedia of  Medicine has 
this definition of  an embryo from the 1989 edition – “From the time of  concep-
tion until the eighth week, the developing baby is known as an embryo.” Professor 
Dianne Irving in the International Journal of  Sociology and Social Policy article, 
“When Do Human Beings Begin:  Scientific Myths and Scientific Facts,” states, 
“This new human being – the single cell human zygote – is biologically an individ-
ual, a living organism that produces specifically human proteins and enzymes – an 
individual member of  the human species.” In other words, life begins at concep-
tion. Its entire genetic makeup has been determined; the rest is simply a matter of  
time and development as it grows bigger.
What are the results of  stem cell research to date?
Results of  Adult Stem Cell Research:
Reuters News Service reported that adult bone marrow stem cells have been 
morphed into kidney cells, potentially providing a real breakthrough for treatment 
of  kidney disease, and that a German man given a transplant of  his own bone 
marrow stem cells to repair his heart is doing well.
Two different patients, a 16-year-old and a 22-year-old, both suffering from 
Crohn’s Disease have received their own blood stem cells to repair their immune 
systems. Both patients show signs of  complete recovery. Similar processes have 
been used to treat Lupus and Multiple Sclerosis successfully.
Melissa Holley is an American teenager, whose spinal cord was severed in an auto 
accident, leaving her a paraplegic. Today, Melissa has recovered significant motor 
function in her legs and regained bladder control, following an injection of  im-
mune cells from her own blood into the damaged area of  her spinal cord.
Harvard Medical School recently reported that adult stem cells affected a ‘perma-
nent reversal’ of  Type 1 diabetes in mice. A trial for patients has already begun at 
Massachusetts General Hospital in Boston.
StemCells, Inc. is using adult stem cell research to develop methods for regenerat-
ing damaged central nervous systems and restoring functions to kidneys.
Compared to embryonic research:
A report from China that described how implanted embryonic and fetal stem cells 
become bone, skin and hair cells – inside a test subject’s brain. He died.
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In an experiment on Parkinson’s patients, embryonic stem cells were implanted 
into their brain cells, the experimental treatment was a failure and some patients 
suffered side effects described as ‘absolutely devastating, tragic and catastrophic.’
To date, thousands of  patients have been helped with adult stem cell research 
and therapies, but none have benefited from embryonic stem cell research. Most 
scientists will admit that any ‘cures’ using embryonic stem cells might be available 
in the years to come. Scientific results provide the best reason federal funding 
should focus on research with adult stem cells, as case after case of  successful use 
of  adult stem cell therapies are reported in medical and scientific journals.
What are stem cell lines?
A stem cell line is a reservoir of  stem cells derived from a single human embryo 
that is destroyed in the process. The National Institutes of  Health (NIH) con-
ducted a global survey and found 60, and possibly up to 65 ‘stem cell lines’ in 
existence worldwide, with about 30 in the United States. Because the embryonic 
stem cell lines have been harvested from embryos worldwide, the concern about 
genetic diversification should not be a problem. The NIH will create a registry of  
all the lines. Many of  the embryonic stem cell lines are owned and patented by 
private researchers, companies and universities.
What is cloning?
The process is relatively straightforward – the nucleus of  an egg cell is removed 
and the nucleus from another person or animal cell is put in its place. Thus, the 
egg serves as a host for the genetic material of  another. The genetic material 
directs the growth of  the organism once the electrical charge is supplied. (In con-
trast, during normal reproduction, when the sperm combines with the egg, each 
supplies half  of  the genetic material – thus creating a new human being whose 
unique genes then direct his or her growth.)
The term ‘reproductive cloning’ is inaccurate and misleading – all cloning results 
in the creation of  a new living human embryo that, while genetically identical to 
another person, is a distinct human life. The idea behind ‘reproductive cloning’ is 
to implant a selectively cloned human in a woman’s womb and bring him or her 
to birth, basically cloned for implantation. “Therapeutic cloning’ creates a new 
person purely to use that person (human embryo), without his or her consent for 
experimentation, in order to benefit another. The process inevitably results in the 
death of  the clone and could be referred to a cloning for killing.
I there a link between embryonic stem cell research and therapeutic cloning?
Yes. Advanced Cell Technologies in Boston has already created therapeutic clones 
of  embryos. Why? Tom Tureen, a director of  ACT, explained, “IVF tissue, while 
useful for research, will have limited application in therapy because it is not an 
exact genetic match for any patient. And, few researchers will want to depend on 
limited stem cells from human embryos supplied by IVF clinics. Researchers will 
need mass production; and that means cloning.”
Remember that any stem cell transplanted from one individual to another involves 
the issue of  rejection. To get around that problem, researchers see therapeutic 
cloning as the answer. Create a clone of  the patient using their DNA and in five 
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to seven days they have an embryonic twin which will be destroyed for its stem 
cells. I’ is like killing your twin to help yourself!
In addition, the Jones Institute of  Reproductive Medicine, Norfolk, Virginia, re-
cently disclosed that in 2000 it paid women for their eggs and men for their sperm 
and created embryos for the specific purpose of  research, which means destroy-
ing them for their stem cells. This I not cloning, but it is the production of  new 
human beings solely for research purposes. It also exposes the fact that embryonic 
stem cell researchers will seek more embryos beyond ‘the excess at IVF clinics 
that will be thrown away’ and makes it evident that they feel it is acceptable to cre-
ate life to kill it.
Should morals and ethics be considered?
In a week that began with two doctors discussing their plans to clone human be-
ings and ended with the President announcing his decision on embryonic stem 
cell research, it became obvious that these issues are fundamentally tied together. 
And the choices and policies we make regarding them will affect our lives as well 
as our great-great- grandchildren. Cloning human life and destroying human life 
are critical issues that will affect every human life and potentially change medical 
science forever.
As I have pondered the moral and ethical implications of  embryonic stem cell 
research, I have realized that the approach taken in 1973 when abortion was sold 
to the American public.
Those who wanted abortion legalized used lies (or lack of  full disclosure) and 
emotion to sell the Supreme Court Justices and America on the need for abortion. 
Today, scientist, politicians, journalists and Hollywood stars are using the same 
techniques to sell us on embryonic stem cell research.
Consider the following similarities:
The truth about failed experiments using embryonic stem cells has been absent 
from the majority of  media coverage and reports concerning successful adult 
stem cell experiments have not been highlighted by the media or given credibility 
in some scientific circles – compare that to the lie that Jane Roe was raped when 
in fact she was not; nor was it reported that she gave birth and her child was 
adopted.
Do you remember the argument that we needed abortion to help the poor women 
who are abused, raped, victims of  incest and suffering through pregnancies that 
will be harmful to their health? Have we had a similar emotional tug on our hearts 
when we see Michael J. fox suffering with Parkinson’s, or Mary Tyler Moore suf-
fering from diabetes and Christopher Reeves, permanently confined to a wheel 
chair and struggling to breathe?
Those who wanted abortion legalized used lies and emotion to make it acceptable, 
even though in our hearts we knew it was wrong. Now, instead of  carefully seek-
ing to understand the long-term repercussions of  these critical life and ethical is-
sues, millions of  Americans are accepting the destruction of  embryos and cloning 
based on half-truths, fear and pity. They are buying into the ‘logical’ conclusion 
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that the ends always justify the means.
But I question – does civilized mankind have a moral obligation to place limits 
on science when it comes to issues of  life and death? It seems society’s desire to 
stamp out every disease has led to seeking the ‘cure,’ regardless of  the cost. Is 
perfect health, at any cost, the defining principle for deciding who should die so 
another can live?
As scientists seek to find cures and companies seek to make money in them, they 
want absolute freedom ethical or moral limits of  how far they can go in their 
experimentation. Pushing the envelope is the hallmark of  research and has yielded 
many discoveries that positively affect our lives. But is there ever a point when 
research goes too far? Is there a moral or ethical line at which all scientists will 
stop? If  two doctors see nothing wrong in cloning, will two other doctors believe 
it is okay to create an army of  clones?
Are the issues of  cloning and embryonic stem cell research the place to set limits? 
Creating life, manipulating life and destroying life has always been in the hands of  
God. Has man finally found the key to playing God? And will man use it wisely or 
for evil?
If  we call ourselves children of  God, then should we embrace God’s principles 
for life? For instance, in Matthew, chapter 25, verse 40, Jesus says,
“Truly, I say to you, as you did it to one of  the least of  these my brethren, you did 
it to me.”
It seems to me that the ‘least’ would include the embryo. As Christians, we sur-
render our finite reasoning to God’s reasoning, because we know God’s is greater. 
God’s ways are designed for our mutual benefit and protection. 
In Psalm 139, we are given the facts about life and death.
“For thou didst form my inward parts, thou didst knit me together in my mother’s 
womb. I praise thee, for thou are fearful and wonderful. Wonderful are thy works.
Thou knowest me right well; my frame was not hidden from thee, when I was 
being made in secret, intricately woven in the depths of  the earth. Thy eyes beheld 
my unformed substance; in thy book were written, every one of  them, the days 
that were formed for me, when as yet there was none of  them.”
I can understand people who do not believe in God approving of  the destruction 
of  embryos and cloning. But, as Christians who say we believe in God, we must 
show it, not by buying into the ‘spin,’ but by carefully considering the facts as well 
as God’s wisdom and principles for life. After all, He is the real Creator.
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Would You Baptize A Clone? 
by the Rev. Geoffrey W. Chapman, 

Rector, St. Stephen’s Church, Sewickley, Pennsylvania

It all started when a high school student called and asked if  he could come and in-
terview me for a report he was doing. I said “Sure, come on over, I’ll be happy to 
talk to you.” When the young man arrived at my office, he told me he was doing a 
report on human cloning and wanted to get my opinion on it! I thought to myself, 
‘What do I know about cloning!’ I searched my memory banks, knowing that just 
below my office was the Anglicans for Life office where I was sure there was all 
kinds of  information available!
The young man stared his questioning with “Would you baptize a cloned baby?”
Absolutely”, I said, “If  one of  his parents was a believer. God loves babies, no 
matter how they got here.” But in the back of  my mind, I was back on my heels. 
No one had ever asked me that question before. 
Welcome to the new world!
I told him that I had never really thought about it and we spent the next hour 
discussing the idea of  man playing God now that the technology and science was 
at a point where we are on the verge of  being able to clone life.
After he left my office, I called Georgette and asked her for any information 
Anglicans for Life had on cloning. She brought up a ‘briefing paper’ that described 
the basics of  cloning as well as some of  the possible implications that clon-
ing would have on society. I had seen the paper before as we worked at the last 
General Convention on the cloning issues, but the situation had suddenly become 
much more real. Just this past year, we have had a national discussion on stem cell 
research. Just this past quarter, a friend and single-mother parishioner presented 
a baby for baptism conceived by sperm donor technology. The donor father was 
unknown. During that same time a medical group has announced it has achieved 
the ability to clone a human being.
Welcome to the new world!
As I reread the briefing paper, I learned a lot more about cloning but I still feel 
overwhelmed by the issues we can no longer avoid.
Two Important Facts
I kept searching my mind for Scriptures to guide my thinking. Is there a biblical 
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perspective for cloning? Here’s an important fact to start with. Adam and Eve, 
and Jesus are the three known instances when God created life outside of  the 
normal conception process. Apart from them, we know of  no other people in 
Scriptural history who were created apart from the union of  man and woman.
What is true about these three is that they were clearly decisive, historic moments 
in the creation and redemption of  the world. Every other human life throughout 
the Bible and throughout all of  history has always been created through the nor-
mal man/woman relationship that is known world-wide (and is it ever known!) as 
the God-given means for the procreation of  life and the perpetuation of  human-
ity. That is a fact worth hanging on to and honoring. (Genesis 1:27 looks at the 
creation of  man, and is amplified in Gen. 2:7, 18, 21-22)
The second fact comes from the unified witness in scripture to the sanctity of  
each and every human life. We believe people are created by God and in the image 
of  God, and so they are important, no matter what their stage of  development, 
no matter what their circumstance, no matter what their season of  sorrow. 
And so, no matter what, people need to be loved and protected and supported. 
The right to life is not to be revoked except under the most extreme circumstanc-
es of  personal guilt and present danger to the community or the country. Those 
who are defenseless or weak or seen as expendable are particularly to be protect-
ed. That is also a fact worth hanging on to and honoring. 
These two facts have been part of  the framework of  every civilized community 
and culture since the beginning of  time.
But now they are being widely challenged by new and perplexing opportunities 
and advances. We have an opportunity and mandate to get involved in the discus-
sion of  cloning. It is imperative that we share the facts of  life. The perspectives 
that we bring are very much needed by a culture that has been increasingly ripped 
loose from the foundations that have long supported it. No one wants to be on 
that ship if  it gets too far downstream. Would you make a commitment to get 
educated and get involved? Your church and your country and your own commu-
nity need your voice. We also have an opportunity to reach out with the love and 
compassion of  Christ to people who are caught in this whirlwind of  confusion.
So many people have suffered because of  unfulfilled hopes for children of  their 
own, and because of  the promise of  technologies that have required exacting and 
severe demands on their own time and resources. Meanwhile there are multiple 
thousands of  children living today who simply need a home, while thousands of  
others each day face the abortionist’s knife because people cannot find the heart 
to welcome them into this world. Your church and your country and your own 
community need your love. Anglicans for Life recognizes it’s hard to stay current 
on the many issues that society is coming into church with, so I encourage you to 
check out Anglicans for Life’s web site for resources, facts and information.
Remember, Anglicans for Life is a great resource for you when you face chal-
lenges within your congregation on life and family issues. That way you will be 
prepared when to answer the question, “Would you baptize a cloned baby?”
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