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THESIS Using hESC for medical research and treatment should be opposed on the basis that it 
denies the dignity and rights of human beings by discriminating and murdering them for the 
benefit of others, as well as on the basis of morally acceptable and outperforming alternatives. 

I. INTRODUCTION 
a. HOOK 
b. THESIS 

 
II. BACKGROUND: THE SCIENCE 

a. HESC 
i. Stem Cells are cells containing two defining characteristics: self-renewal 

and potency. Self-renewal means these cells are able to go through 
numerous cycles of division and still maintain an undifferentiated state. In 
addition to self-renewal, SC’s must exhibit potency, which is the ability of 
a cell to specialize into certain cell types. After 4-6 days from conception, 
the Blastocyst is formed, which contains an inner cell mass of Pluripotent 
cells. hESCR desires to extract this inner cell mass prior to its division into 
the three germ layers, and utilize it to create regenerative treatments by 
guiding the cellular differentiation. 

ii. I will argue that (1) on the basis of the principle of the dignity of human 
life, as supplemented by the biological fact that humans begin at 
conception, and (2) on the basis of hESC’s as obsolete in comparison to 
ASC, that hESCR is to be firmly opposed as morally wrong. 
 

III. ON PRINCIPLE 
a. P1: HUMAN BEINGS ARE DISTINCT, SELF-DEVELOPING, SELF-INTEGRATING 

ORGANISMS OF THE HOMO SAPIENS SPECIES 
i. It is without much controversy that I may lay down my initial premise: 

human beings are distinct, self-developing, self-integrating organisms 
of the Homo sapiens species.  

b. P2: HUMAN BEINGS ARE WORTHY OF DIGNITY AND THE RIGHT TO LIFE 
i. From this simple biological observation, we move to a moral principle: 

human beings are worthy of dignity and the right to life. This is 
affirmed in various sources, from a governmental acknowledgment in our 
Constitution that calls for the protection of one’s pursuit of ‘life and 
liberty,’ to the more traditional biblical claims relevant to Christian 
audiences. The biblical principles regarding the dignity of human beings is 
well supported and historically embraced:  

1. (1) Imago Dei and Lex Talionis (Gn 9:6),  
2. (2) The status of the fetus is recognized as a person by God (Ps 

139, Jer 1:5)1, and  
3. (3) Prohibition of Murder (Ex 20),  
4. (4) Angering of God from child sacrifice (Ps 106). 
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ii. It is quite uncommon to find individuals who argue that human beings are 
not worthy of life and dignity, and as such I am hardly being controversial. 
Where the objections really enter is when someone agrees with the above 
principles, as they apply to human persons. Individuals then seek to argue 
that human life in a simple biological form does not have the right to life.  
It is worthy of observing several of these claims, as the shifting of moral 
excuse on the basis of how one defines ‘persons’ becomes unworkably 
ambiguous when so many different ‘persons’ argue so many contradicting 
definitions of ‘personhood’. Perhaps peaking in popularity is ‘personhood’ 
as defined by the prestigious Princeton Bioethics professor, Peter Singer. 
For Singer, the permissibility of killing human life is found in whether 
there exists evidence of “rationality, autonomy, and self-consciousness.” 

iii. OTHERS 
1. Peters, Lebacqz, Bennett: Sacred Cells? 14 Day Implantation 

(Sentience, Viability, Individuality) 
2. Roe v. Wade, Viability 
3. James Rachels, Biographical v. Biological 
4. Social factors, non-personhood based on race/ethnicity (slavery, 

Nazism) 
iv. Upon observing but a sampling of the many ‘persons’ defining 

‘personhood’ differently, it is near impossible to leave such an observation 
without the impression that it is wholly arbitrary. Some of these 
definitions are even ambiguous in themselves (who determines 
biographical value?) 

v. Oxford University Philosopher John Finnish offers some crippling 
critiques on the person/body dualist assumption, arguing that: 

1. Dualism renders inexplicable the unity (and continuity) in 
complexity, which one is aware of in each of one's conscious 
acts… People--you and I and everybody else--are (whatever else 
we are) essentially  human, physical organisms. … It is not that I--
considered as something apart from the organism--have an 
organism; it is that I am a rational animal organism. Therefore, I--
that is the human being, the person I am--came to be precisely 
when the animal organism I am came to be. I did not come to be 
first and then become a person later; nor will I cease being a 
person without ceasing to be (by dying). 

c. P3: IT IS MORALLY WRONG TO MURDER HUMAN BEINGS FOR THE PROFIT OF 
OTHERS 

i. With the establishment of ‘human beings’ as the essential organism in 
historical continuity with itself, we must then come to an additional 
observation widely accepted: It is morally wrong to murder human 
beings for the profit of others. 

d. P4: IT IS MORALLY WRONG TO DENY DIGNITY TO HUMAN BEINGS ON THE BASIS 
OF DISCRIMINATION (AGE, GENDER, ETHNICITY, RACE, ETC.), ESPECIALLY BY 
HARMING AND/OR KILLING THEM FOR THE PROFIT OF OTHERS 
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i. Regardless of how one defines ‘human being,’ this seems a suitable 
enough premise to stand on its own as agreeable and in line with the 
premise that human beings are worthy of dignity and value. From these 
premises, we can also state that it is morally wrong to deny dignity to 
human beings on the basis of discrimination (age, gender, ethnicity, 
race, etc), especially when such is done to harm or kill them for the 
profit of others. Simple historical observations: (1) Slavery, (2) Nazi 
Death Camps,2 and (3) Black Men of Macon County and the injection of 
syphilis. 

e. P5: EMBRYOS ARE HUMAN BEINGS IN THEIR FIRST STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT 
i. From these moral premises that murder for profit and discrimination are 

wrong, we shall make an important statement of biological fact: Embryos 
are human beings in their first stage of development. 

ii. Langman’s Medical Embryology, “the development of a human being 
begins with fertilization, a process by which the spermatozoon from the 
male and the oocyte from the female unite to give rise to a new organism, 
the zygote.” 

1. This is supported by basic Embryology textbooks, such as: 
Larsen’s Human Embryology, Carlson’s Human Embryology & 
Developmental Biology, and O’Rahilly and Mueller’s Human 
Embryology & Teratology. 

f. P6: HESCR MEDICAL RESEARCH REQUIRES THE DEATH OF A HUMAN BEING 
(EMBRYO) FOR THE PROFIT OF OTHERS 

i. On such grounds, we must now also recognize that hESCR requires the 
death of a Human Being (Embryo) for the medical profit of others. 
The embryo is destroyed while the inner cell mass is removed for its 
Pluripotent cells. Surely one could argue that although a human being is 
killed, it is not necessarily a human person. This we have already rejected 
on the grounds of its arbitrary nature, and the difficulties of person/body 
dualism. 

g. P7: HESCR MEDICAL RESEARCH DISCRIMINATES AGAINST A HUMAN BEING 
(EMBRYO) ON THE BASIS OF AGE, SIZE, STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT, OR 
DEPENDENCY 

i. In addition, hESCR discriminates against the Human Being (Embryo) 
on the basis of age, size, stage of development, or dependency. It does 
not justify the harvesting and murdering of humans simply because one is 
smaller, younger, or more dependent than another. 

h. C:  THUS, ESCR MEDICAL RESEARCH IS MORALLY WRONG FOR IT MURDERS 
AND DISCRIMINATES AGAINST HUMAN BEINGS 

i. Therefore, we conclude that on principle, hESCR is morally wrong for it 
murders and discriminates against Human Beings on the basis of 
ambiguous characteristics (age, size, dependency), for the benefit of 
others. 
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IV. ON PRACTICALITY 
a. If anything, this all should shed some issues of doubt on how one defines a 

‘person.’ This is increased ever more, when one realizes what is it stake: innocent 
human beings. The murdering and harvesting of human beings for parts makes 
slavery seem a bit pale. With such doubt hinted, and the enormity and moral 
significance of such a wager, there is a final reality to the issue that renders the 
practicality of holding to such a view ‘obsolete’. An individual can very much 
pursue the avenue of helping suffering individuals with stem cell treatments 
without wagering masses of human beings on unclear moral definitions of 
‘personhood.’ ASC have been used to treat diseases since 1956. There have been 
over 2000 case studies. ASCs have had beneficial treatments for over 73 disease 
types, versus hESC, which have 0. This includes brain cancers, heart damage, and 
spinal cord injuries among others. This is why the "Former National Institutes of 
Health director Dr. Bernadine Healy, once an ES cell research enthusiast," now 
calls them "obsolete.” 

b. P1: HESCR IS MORALLY QUESTIONABLE FOR IT MURDERS AND DISCRIMINATES 
AGAINST HUMAN BEINGS ON THE BASIS OF AGE, SIZE, STAGE OF DEVELOPMENT, 
OR DEPENDENCY 

c. P2: HESCR IS (1) FAR OFF, (2) EXPENSIVE AND OVERPROMISING, (3) HAS 
LACKED RESULTS, AND (4) IS POTENTIALLY DANGEROUS 

d. P3: ASC IS NOT MORALLY QUESTIONABLE, FOR IT DOES NOT MURDER OR 
DISCRIMINATE AGAINST HUMAN BEINGS 

e. P4: ASC, ON THE OTHER HAND, IS (1) CURRENT, (2) CONSISTENTLY PROMISING, 
(3) HAS MADE SIGNIFICANT CONTRIBUTIONS, AND (4) WELL TESTED 

f. C: THUS, ASC RENDER HESC OBSOLETE IN MORAL ACCEPTANCE AND 
OUTPERFORMANCE 

V. CONCLUSION 
a. CLOSE 

i. For these reasons, we are left to reject hESCR given its horrifying moral 
conclusions, its obsolete nature, and the availability of excellent morally 
acceptable alternatives. Using hESC for medical research and treatment 
should be opposed on the basis that it denies the dignity and rights of 
human beings by discriminating and murdering them for the benefit of 
others, as well as on the basis of morally acceptable and outperforming 
alternatives. 

ii. I encourage you to ask of yourself this question: Are you the same human 
being who, at an earlier stage of development was an Adolescent? Before 
that were you an Infant? A fetus? An Embryo? Would you then deny for 
yourselves the same rights that are denied to this earlier developmental 
stage? 
 
 


