ARCHBISHOP CONTI ON EMBRYO CLONING
I am not of a school opposed to biological research, let alone genuine scientific progress.  As a priest who has sat countless times at the bedside of people suffering from a range of serious illnesses, I share the hope of all for cures to, as yet, incurable diseases.
However human cloning – the cloning of embryos – is not the way forward.  Such activity represents a new and serious assault on the sanctity of life.  

Some of the difficulty in understanding this issue is linguistic.   Advocates of cloning differentiate between “reproductive” and “therapeutic” cloning.  In fact these labels refer to the ultimate outcome of the practice, not to its essential content.  
In both cases human embryos are created in the laboratory by enucleating a human egg, replacing the genetic material with a human cell and forcing it to develop as a clone, which arguably could be brought to term as a person through implantation in a host womb.

Reproductive cloning would allow these tiny individual human beings to come to term, while therapeutic cloning intends killing them at an early stage after having used them to harvest cells for experiment.

Cloning undertaken for biomedical research - for producing stem cells - (therapeutic cloning) is therefore an assault on human life.
The Catholic Church has made its position on the matter crystal clear. In the submission made to the United Nations, urging a global ban on all cloning, the Holy See stated: “Cloning a human embryo, while intentionally planning its demise, would institutionalize the deliberate, systemic destruction of nascent human life in the name of unknown "good" of potential therapy or scientific discovery. This prospect is repugnant to most people including those who rightly advocate for advancement in science and medicine.”

But such a view is not peculiar to the Church. The United Kingdom has defied the European Union, broken with the United States and massive swathes of world opinion by opening the door to human cloning. 

Any analysis of the morality or otherwise of cloning rests on the activity itself. 

We are dealing with cloning per se, not the specific research licence granted this week.  So much of the debate is about obtaining stem cells for research, and although the case is made strongly for obtaining these cells from embryos, the use of adult stem cells generally offers an ethically acceptable and scientifically exciting alternative

Recently scientists at the University of Rostock in Germany reported using stem cell injections to aid the recovery of heart attack victims. The stem cells were obtained from the patients’ own bone marrow. 
Last month clinical trials in California reveal that adult stem cells can be used to treat cancers associated with HIV.

In early January Chinese researchers pushed back the boundaries of adult stem cell technology when they announced the successful extraction of stem cells from the human placenta.

In December researchers in Paris outlined techniques by which adult stem cells taken from human bone marrow can be coaxed in vitro to develop into functional red blood cells.
Put simply, there is an ethical alternative, and an effective one at that, to the cloning and killing of human embryos as a source of cells.

Of course nobody likes to be told that they are doing wrong, particularly when they are so well motivated, as Professor Wilmut and his team at Roslin are, but doing wrong they are.

In such cases scientists are subjecting human beings, however young, to destructive procedures: making one embryo, a human being in an as yet undeveloped state, the means to another human being’s end – the potential of one subjected to the potential of another. Many horrors throughout history, even recent history, have been based on such utilitarian arguments, or on a philosophy that has, for a whole range of motives, subjugated one group of human beings to the benefit of another.

The only sound principle we have known for equitable law and the defence of human life is that no individual human being is expendable. Or to put it in a more traditional form: no innocent may be killed.  

The slippery slope argument?  Yes!  And to those who reject such an argument as alarmist, I need only point to the distance down this slope we have already careered since we first permitted fertilization in a Petri dish.
