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Stem Cell Research:  

 Parkinson disease.  Diabetes.  Traumatic Spinal Cord injury.  Heart disease.  These 

conditions are but a few in a long list of diseases that might benefit from researching stem cells.  

Millions of Americans suffer from a variety of ailments, diseases and injuries that our current 

science and physical resiliency seems unable to avoid.  The possibility that an avenue to develop 

all manners of cures is deliciously seductive to those sufferers and to the science community at 

large.  As with all manners of science throughout the years there has always been nay sayers, the 

ones that find something to argue about.  Stem cell research is of no exception as many voices 

rise up to protest and question the wisdom of it.  They do not question the research or the 

possibilities that might come from such actions; the question seems to lie toward the ethical 

implications.  Is it right to harvest stem cells for the sole purpose of research despite the benefits 

that may or may not occur?  This causes arguments in many Americans whether they are 

professional scientists and doctors or the individual across the street.  Leading to a line drawn in 

the sand and two schools of thoughts, both felt to be correct and applicable.  However, to see the 

perspective of both sides, one must first understand the subject at hand; to know why the conflict 

exists can be the driving force behind true discovery. 

To understand the subject one must begin with the terminology, just so that we can 

understand what is being said.  Unfortunately the subject of stem cells is so encompassing that to 

learn the variety of terms and principles cannot be summed up in a few simple sentences.  The 



easiest solution would be to define the basics.  The first point to be viewed must start at the 

obvious, what are stem cells.  According to The National Institutes of Health resource of stem 

cell research there are two important characteristics that distinguish them from other kinds of 

cells.  The first is that they are unspecialized cells that are able to renew themselves for long 

periods of time through cell division.  The second is that they can be coaxed into becoming a 

specialized type of cell that can be directed toward a specific function, tissue or organ. 

 In other words, they are unscripted, undefined and unspecified, a blank slate so to speak.  

This could, if coaxed correctly, be manipulated into whatever type of cell that would be required 

to cure some debilitating disease.  Now that we know what stem cells are, it is time to look at the 

fact that there are two kinds of stem cells.  Adult stem cells are the cells that are found in fully 

grown individuals that are usually located among cells in either tissues or organs.  Clearly the 

idea of harvesting these cells for the purpose of research isn’t the concern of today’s science 

because an adult is able to give permission for such a procedure.  The other type of stem cells is 

the primary root of the argument surrounding this standing research despite the laws in place.  

These cells are known as embryonic stem cells and they are cultured from a 5 day old embryo 

prior to implantation.  These cells are reputed to have a greater potential for being coaxed into 

the appropriately needed building blocks for a cure for a number of diseases.  At least that is the 

theory.  This is where the argument begins because to cultivate these embryonic cells for the use 

of research, an embryo must be available.   

 On one side of the argument you have the individuals who believe that since the embryo 

hasn’t been implanted that it is merely unused tissue that doesn’t have the potential to be more, 

in other words doesn’t have the potential to become a baby.  The opposite side states that an 

embryo always has that potential and if it was to be removed prior to implantation despite the 



benefits that might or might not come from researching these cells we would be robbing it of the 

potential to become new life.  Bringing the situation down to a matter of defining our beliefs 

against facts.  The root question seems to be: is it life even before it has been implanted?  In an 

attempt to supersede the question scientist are trying to develop embryonic stem cells without 

requiring an embryo.  There are several possible processes that have been suggested and it is a 

matter that experts are evaluating with a fine tooth comb. 

 Unfortunately each process comes with its own list of ethical and moral problems that 

merely complicates the issue even further.  Leaving us with very few answers to a problem that 

seems to grow with each new spark of understanding.  The question of life, where it begins, is 

one that will be constantly discussed and changed.  Meaning that even if science is able to 

identify the moment when life is actually achieved, there will always be individuals who will 

argue that any embryo has the potential and by using that potential up with research, you are 

preventing what is meant to be.  This is in complete contrast against the fact that while a woman 

will have a million or more embryos within their body, not every single one becomes a child.  

Leaving the issue up to best guess and whether or not a sacrifice is viable.   

 Another question is what if the woman in question has decided not to have children, 

should she be allowed to choose if she wishes to donate her embryos in the name of science?  

Does that negate the question that a variety of religious organizations and belief systems voice as 

their concern?  The question just compound from there.  Adding to the whole mix is the fact that 

the world is divided on the decision as well.  While a fair number of countries are against the 

idea of this method of research, there is a fair amount that is for it.  There are clinics in countries 

like Finland and Australia that focus their attention on genome sequencing centers because the 



country in question has a policy that allows embryonic stem cell research.  This gives individuals 

who do not find the research to be morally questionable an avenue to pursue. 

 In addition there are organizations available for membership that has the sole purpose of 

promoting and exchanging ideas and information about the possibilities.  One such is the 

International Society of Stem Cell Research that has members from all points of the globe.  They 

actively participate in attempting to open the research possibility up to scientists.  This method I 

believe is the first step, because without adequate knowledge or understanding of possibilities we 

cannot imagine to progress.  The next step, in my humble opinion, is for the countries to create a 

committee that is comprised of world religious and scientific leaders in the subject.  Throw them 

all in a room and have them hash out possibilities and solutions, actively seeking to find a happy 

medium that doesn’t result in the compromise of beliefs and still hold true to the spirit of 

research.  To reach for a higher potential of the human race by increasing our resistance, our 

survival.  Not just for us, but for our children.  This task is daunting and there isn’t any easy 

solution, no matter how much we wish we could wave a magic wand to make it so. 

 No matter how hard I try to find a way to solve this dilemma, there isn’t any that will 

keep everyone happy.  The choice I believe doesn’t reside in a single hemisphere of thought and 

in truth; I don’t believe that a solution can be found within my lifetime.  The question that 

plagues me is whether or not the risk outweighs the gain.  These alternative methods that 

scientists are attempting to create and implement may sound nice, but it comes with too many 

implications that has many people scared to try.  Our fear of crossing the line that as a society 

has been established plagues us all, but mostly the scientists.  The best solution for trying to 

combat this fear is by completing the research one step at a time.  To facilitate this, the 

governments in question that have laws preventing the exploration should gradually all each step.  



When all the avenues possible within that first step has been explored to exhaustion, laws should 

be evaluated to allow more progress.  This will help prevent abuse of the research, putting in 

place back-ups to keep our scientists in that comfortable zone and away from the line in the sand. 

 This subject required several types of thinking for me personally.  It went beyond the 

simple logic at identifying the possibilities and the reasons for both avenues of thoughts.  While 

my own moral perceptions of such research aren’t in question, it still played a major part in my 

evaluation because I couldn’t get away from it.  I honestly do not feel there is a solution to this 

problem and that there is no easy way to change any perceptions on the matter, because it is too 

dependent on the belief structures an individual.  While one school of thought may believe that it 

is fundamentally necessary and correct to do what we can to eliminate the suffering of millions, 

another school of thought believes that sacrificing a life for another life is not worth the risk.  

This subject only proved to me that there are times when a concern cannot be solved, that there 

will always be issues that cannot be met and identified by a single individual.   

There is also the fact that I am neither qualified nor experienced enough to understand the 

implications.  While I may understand the reasons many believe it is immoral, I do not 

understand the science.  I will not be able to understand it completely without a total immersion 

into the subject matter and sadly a lot of that information will be outside of my reach.  While to 

me the idea of forming a think tank with members to represent all the various school of thought 

is a terrific idea, the practical implication of that solution may be outside the reach of many.  

Ideas are nice, but reality isn’t unfortunately.  Logically this will take years and even if the laws 

were changed to allow such research, nothing practical will come from it immediately.  It is just 

too long term for myself and many others that are actively involved in the discussion to evaluate 



completely.  With these many angles the only choice is to decide to wait and see, to let the 

experts hash it out and hope they can come up with the options and solutions. 
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