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Introduction – the significance and parameters of the debate on ESCR

The issue of whether parliament should allow ESCR is one of the most important that our country has ever faced.  The passage of the bill regarding ESCR currently under consideration would represent a watershed in human rights in Australia, effectively redefining the rights and prerogatives of the human person in law. 

A good number of people in this debate have denied that the embryo is human.  Majority scientific opinion however agrees that the embryo is human from conception.  The science is well established, despite some objections, which nevertheless, for completeness sake, need answering.  

The issue relating to this bill is really in the domain of ethics.   The crucial issue is whether or not it is right to allow the destruction of so-called ‘excess’ embryonic persons for the purposes of medical research, even if as some consider this might bring great benefit to mankind.  

In law we are attempting to define what is the minimum requirement our society will accept for the safeguarding and preservation of human life.  In particular we are looking at the safeguarding of the human rights and innate human dignity of the most vulnerable, of those who rely on others and particularly our Parliamentarians to ensure that their rights and dignity are respected.  

The ethical debate raises some questions.  Do all human persons have fundamental human rights?  If so what is the correct basis for these rights?  How should we treat human persons created by the IVF process and in the limbo of frozen storage, and who will be probably denied the right to the course of a normal life?

First we shall seek to establish whether the embryo is human, and therefore subject to human rights.  What is the essential and existential nature of the embryo?

Part 1- the humanity of the embryo

The question of the so-called ‘pre-embryo’

The Anglican Archbishop of Perth Peter Carnley has recently said that the embryo is only human after 14 days from conception.  This raises the question of whether there is an intermediate stage of the embryo, between conception and some point where the embryo is human, and thus maybe not having human rights.

In 1989, Professor Jerome Lejeune was called as an expert witness to give evidence in a dispute in a custody case to decide the fate of seven frozen embryos, following the divorce of their parents.   The case was heard before the Circuit Court for Blount County in Tennessee, USA.

Professor Lejeune’s qualifications were very impressive.   He received his doctorate from the Sorbonne and was professor of Fundamental Genetics in Paris.  He taught as a NATO visiting professor at California Institute of Technology, and held a number of prestigious awards including the Kennedy Prize (for discovery of the first disease due to a chromosomal mistake:  Down’s Syndrome) and the William Allen Memorial Award, the highest award possible in genetics in the world.   He was a member of the American Academy of Arts and Science, the Royal Academy of Medicine in London, the Royal Society of Science in Stockholm, the Science Academy in Italy and Argentine, the Pontifical Academy of Science, the Institut de France of the Academie des Sciences Morales et Politiques, and the Academy of Medicine in France.   

After hearing Lejeune’s testimony, it was the opinion of the Court that: 

· the term ‘preembryo’ is not an acceptable term and serves as a false distinction between the developmental stages of a human embryo; 

·  human embryos are not property;

·  human life begins at conception;

·  (the parents) have produced human beings, in vitro, to be known as their child or children;

·  the common law doctrine of parens patriae controls children, in vitro;

·  it is  to the manifest best interests of the child or children, in vitro, that they be available for implantation. 

In Australia today, there are thousands of human embryos frozen in a state of suspended animation in what Professor Lejeune termed ‘concentration cans’.    ( Professor Lejeune’s testimony is available in full from Human Life International Australia.)

Archbishop Carnley’s opinion can be seen as being on one edge of the debate, and not considered as consonant with the majority of expert opinion, that there is no pre-embryo or intermediate stage, not yet really an embryo and possibly not subject to human rights.  

Professor Lejeune was the greatest geneticist of his day, and no research since his death has successfully refuted the truth that the embryo begins at conception. 

The human nature of the embryo: is the embryo human?

Those who would seek to assert that the embryo is not human have the obligation to try and establish this.  And the obligation they bear is to prove it beyond any doubt.  If I am standing on a building I cannot throw something heavy over the side without checking first to see whether I might be placing the life of someone at risk.  In the same way, does the one who argues for the destruction of the embryo have to ensure that the embryo is not human. 

It is incontrovertible that from the moment of conception nothing is added to the fertilised ovum but nutrition, care and the passage of time for it to grow into a healthy baby, a child, an adolescent, and an adult.  The human embryo is not potentially a human being: it is already a human being which needs the attendance of loving parents to flower to maturity.

Dr Alan Trounson, Australia’s leading proponent of ESCR, would also accept the humanity of the embryo.  In an interview on Lateline on Wednesday, 14th August, this interchange occurred between him and Tony Jones—

Extract from Lateline, Wednesday, 14 August 2002

TONY JONES: Alan Trounson, is it the smallest member of


the human family, the embryo?


PROFESSOR ALAN TROUNSON: It's clearly human. We treat it


with respect, but we have laws which say that we have to


destroy it.


The laws are set in the states and the regulations are set


in the federal regulations under the National Health and


Medical Research Council.


TONY JONES: Taking the points David van Gend has raised,


does that actually bother you ethically if this is a


human entity?


PROFESSOR ALAN TROUNSON: No, it doesn't bother me at all,


because the Federal Parliament, sorry, the regulatory


bodies have just approved the morning-after pill, which


would prevent implantation, we use the IUD, that


prevents implantation, we're allowed to have abortion


on demand.


I mean, what suddenly tells us that the five- or


six-day embryo is outside the boundaries of what we


already accept that we can destroy or not allow to


implant?

This interchange ought to send a chill down the spine of every thinking person.  Could there be any better illustration that Huxley’s Brave New World is with us now?  Are we prepared to give it further license?

Conclusion: the embryo is human: a truth

You might disagree with Dr Trounson, and endeavour to persuade yourself that these embryos are not human.  You might be as convinced of the inhumanity of the embryo as the Nazis were of the inhumanity of any of the members of those in the categories they established.  It didn’t matter what the Nazis thought.  Jews, gypsies, the handicapped, homosexuals were all human and entitled to all the rights of human beings.  In the same way, it does not matter what you think about these tiny beings: they are human.

The truth is the truth whether no one believes it or whether everyone believes it.  Truth is objective, opinion may be true if it corresponds to the truth.  A thought is true if it accurately corresponds to the truth of some external thing.  Truth in material things is independent of our thought.  A thing is true if it is true to its nature.

The truth of the humanity of the embryo does not ultimately depend on the opinion of either Professor Trounson or Lejeune.  No man decides that an embryo is or is not human, it either is or is not human from its innate, intrinsic nature.  

The embryo is human: that is true.  It is true because the very nature of the embryo is human.  

We do not decide or create truth, we discover it.  This bill is asking from each of us a response to truth.  That response must be honest and human.

It is of the utmost importance then that we come to the right decision regarding this bill.  If this bill is passed the very definition of what it means to be a human person will be radically altered, at least in Australian law, if not in reality.  This bill will effectively create a category of Australian citizens who are acknowledged as human, but who are denied fundamental human rights and classified as non-persons.

The world is watching carefully the progress of this debate and whether this bill will become law.  If this bill is passed, we will deal a fundamental blow to democracy and to the very principles which we have so strenuously and at such great and tragic cost defended.  This would all be in the name of a science which has no proven success, which is fundamentally immoral, and where the adult stem cell alternative is proven and free of ethical problems. 

Seeing that the embryo is human, it is subject to human rights.  What is the foundation for these rights?  Why do all persons share key human rights, which extend even to tiny embryonic persons? 

Part 2 - The foundation of human rights 

The Australian Constitution places the welfare of our nation under Almighty God, whose existence is positively affirmed by a strong majority of contemporary Australians.  All men can reason to the existence of a Creator by observation of the natural world.  

Australian law is still based on Judeo-Christian traditions, which in turn correspond to the precepts of the natural moral law.  All of us, by virtue of our human nature created in the image and likeness of God, are subject to the Natural Law, whether Christian or not.  The natural moral law is imprinted in our consciences, and was recognised by pre-Christian societies as well, particularly the Greeks at the time of Plato and Aristotle and accepted by the Roman civilisation.  

Every human person is created in the image and likeness of God, endowed with the spiritual faculties of intellect and will, which define us as a rational animal.  It follows that every human person, by virtue of their being human persons created in the image and likeness of God, are endowed also with inalienable human rights.  The most fundamental of these rights, and that from which all other rights flow, is the right to life and of its preservation until natural death.  Every human person has the right to be treated with human dignity, which ensures that he or she may not be deliberately killed if innocent.

If all persons have human rights, then it follows that the embryo, because it is human, also has fundamental and inalienable human rights.  ( The issue of whether every ‘human’ is a ‘person’ is not to be treated here, suffice to say that the terms are equivalent).  The embryo must be treated with every dignity accorded to the human person by virtue of his being a human person

Part 3 – the treatment of the human embryo outside the womb in relation to the ESCR legislation: the application of ethics to human rights

The contrasting ethics of Professor Trounson and Lejeune: utilitarian ideology vs. the natural law

All of us here considering this ESCR legislation have reached the age of reason and are moral adults.  This means that we understand the moral ought, whereby we must do good and shun evil. We all have some understanding of acting in a way that is right or wrong.  

Once we have apprehended a truth, we can make a judgement about it, which brings us in to the domain of ethics: how ought I act?  We must act in accordance with the judgements of our conscience, but we must also inform our conscience.  To act against the findings and promptings of our conscience is to diminish us, because we have done an act unfitting to a human person: we have gone against reason.  If the embryo is human, how ought we to treat it?

Both Dr. Trounson and Professor Lejeune agree on the science: both agree the embryo is human.   They disagree on medical ethics in relation to that reality.   They disagree on the appropriate response to truth.

Dr. Lejeune acknowledges the humanity of the embryo, and in accordance with truth demands the embryo be treated according to that humanity.  Dr. Trounson, while acknowledging the humanity of the embryo, denies the embryo the right to be treated in accordance with its human dignity.  

Dr. Trounson then, denies some part of reality.  He is arguing, basically, that ethics need not be based on objective truth, but that we can behave in a way divorced from the implications of acknowledged truth.  A man’s ethics then, according to this way of thinking, need not be consistent with his science.

To have a science based on objective truth and an ethics based on subjective opinion, expedience or majority opinion is a schizophrenic splitting off and lack of integrity.  Judgement logically should follow from the apprehension of reality: we are not forced to, yet that is the most honest response.  

Denial of an objective nature to the human person, that he has basic human rights and should consequently be treated with dignity can lead to a purely subjective ethical system.  A man then, or a society can choose any philosophical system that he likes, in this case utilitarianism.  Is Dr. Trounson’s science also based on majority opinion or subjective opinion, and not objective truth?

Implicitly, to go against what one recognises as truth, is to say, ultimately, the truth has no value.  Can such a person be trusted?  Dr. Trounson’s saying that the embryo is human and should be respected amounts to lip service.  His argument that the law decides that the embryo needs to be destroyed is not only a cop out, but conveniently ignores the fact that the law itself is largely as a result of his own research and insistence on ESCR and related IVF procedures.  

Dr Trounson has already admitted to deliberately misleading Parliamentarians over false claims of ESC healing of a crippled laboratory rat.  (Catholic Weekly, September 8 2002, p1)  Thanks to the recent government grant Dr Trounson now has 46 million new reasons to compromise the truth that he recognises yet fails to respect.

The same honesty required in science is the same honesty required in morality.  An opinion based on a denial of reality is really an ideology.  

The natural law, on the other hand, is completely based on and consonant with the reality of the human person.  It is not an ideology, it is truth.  As the Catholic Catechism says:  “The natural law expresses the original moral sense which enables man to discern by reason the good and the evil, the truth and the lie.”  The natural law is not the laws of nature: “This law is called ‘natural’ not in reference to the nature of irrational beings, but because reason which decrees it properly belongs to human nature.”  CCC 1954,5

“The natural law, present in the heart of each man and established by reason, is universal in its precepts and its authority extends to all men.  It expresses the dignity of the person and determines the basis for his fundamental rights and duties: ‘For there is a true law: right reason.  It is conformity with nature, is diffused among all men, and is immutable and eternal; its orders summon to duty; its prohibitions turn away from offense … .  To replace it with a contrary law is a sacrilege; no one can abrogate it entirely.’”  

Cicero, Republic III, 22,33, quoted in CCC 1956

“What is truth?”: the heart of the modern crises and ESCR.  Is the truth important?

What Dr. Trounson and at least implicitly supporters of ESCR manifest is another example of the modern crises in truth.  The most famous moral relativist in history, Pontius Pilate, asked this question, and his non-answer, his pragmatic answer taking in to account all the considerations of Roman and Jewish law, led to Deicide.  

Is there an objective truth? Do things have natures? Can we know anything about them?  Does our knowledge have any value?  Does our ‘do’, our behaviour, logically follow from our ‘be’, our nature?  To answer ‘no’ to any of these questions betrays one as a subjectivist. 

Subjectivism can not be true, or else there would be absolutely no order in the universe: Dr. Trounson would not be even able to affirm that the embryo were human, and ESCR would be pointless as each experiment would give different results.  Moral truths, like those of natural science, have value also because they are both based on the natures of things

Perhaps like Immanuel Kant, Trounson and many modern scientists acknowledge a certain predictability to the laws of nature.  That truth, however, is of little value because it is fundamentally unknowable: it ‘works’, but still ‘what is truth?’  Such contradiction defies common sense.   

Modern man is at a point where scepticism as to the value of objective truth is at a premium.  This has happened at other times in human history, and has been answered magnificently by two genuine scientific realists, Aristotle and Aquinas.  As both these giants affirm, the human intellect is made for and ordered towards the discovery of truth.  The human person is ordered at every given moment towards exercising the will in an act of love.  If we can’t know, we can’t really love, and if we can’t love, we become beasts.

On what basis then are we to decide this bill? On a complete acknowledgement and acceptance of the whole reality of the humanity of the embryo and all implications stemming from that, or by ideologies which are inherently inhuman, which destroy both the embryo and us?  

1) The ‘usefulness’ of the ‘excess’ embryo

Some acknowledge the humanity of the embryo, yet adopt a pragmatic approach to it, on the basis that the embryo is destined to die, and could be ‘useful’ to humanity for the purposes of research.   Is it not better to use the ‘excess’ embryos for research than simply to let them die and ‘waste’ them?  

There would be nothing intrinsically wrong with this line of reasoning, except for one point, a point that makes the crucial difference.  These embryos are not just a bunch of potentially useful cells, but tiny humans, the smallest Australians, and as such have those inalienable rights and dignities owed to all. 

A further important point is to the question of the naming of the embryos as ‘excess’.  Who is excess?  There is no such thing as an ‘excess’ person.  Every person is created by God for a purpose and end, a life to live, love to give and receive.  God does not make ‘excess’ persons.  To describe any person as excess is to take the most materialistic and utilitarian position possible, and denies his humanity

A person is not to be used, but to be loved.  A person is not a means to an end. The human embryo is not a commodity: he is a person from the moment of conception.  Science establishes this clearly.  To destroy an embryo is to kill a tiny human person.

This philosophy of Utilitarianism, which defines something in terms of its perceived usefulness, manifests itself in many ways in our society.  We are not however, defined or given our dignity by our ‘usefulness’ to any other human person, institution or society.  Our human dignity comes from our very innate being as human persons, willed into existence by a loving Creator.  

2) The problem of the existing embryos in storage

What then are we to do with the 60,000 or so embryos currently in storage if it is not licit to destroy them for experimentation?  This is an extremely difficult question to answer, and one which carries with it questions of profound significance.  

One thing, however, is for certain.  The possible or likely death of the embryo does not give us any right to actively destroy it, for any reason, including in the name of research.  Such active destruction, for no matter how good an end, would go against the innate human dignity of the embryo.  

We mustn’t forget that while some of the Nazi medical experiments increased our knowledge, this in no way condones or makes licit the practices of Dr. Mengele.  Knowing, as we now do from Nazi experiments, at which point humans die from freezing in water increases the sum total of human knowledge, which is a good thing, however the means by which we came to that knowledge is immoral.  The ends do not justify the means: for Mengele as for Trounson and ESCR.

A few years ago in the United States Dr Death (Dr Kevorkian) advocated medical experimentation on the inmates of death row.  They were going to die anyway, he argued.  Such a proposal was utterly repugnant to his hearers and rejected out of hand.  You don’t abuse a human being just because he is going to die.  Each man has an innate dignity even if he is the greatest of criminals.  These embryos are innocent: they have committed no crimes whatsoever.  Even if they must be allowed to die their existence does not entitle anyone, whether scientist or politician, to abuse them by treating them as subjects of experimentation.

Furthermore, and crucially, there is a gulf morally between allowing nature to take its course regarding the likely death of an embryo if it were to thaw, and of actively killing it.  The latter is a sin, the former is not

Part 4 - Some parallels of ESCR with previous tyrannous societies

There are some striking parallels between the proposed ESCR legislation and previous societies where the Judeo-Christian basis for human dignity and rights was not in force.  

In 1920 a small book was printed in Germany by 2 professors, one of Jurisprudence the other of Psychiatry, named Karl Binding and Alfred Hoche respectively entitled “The Release of the Destruction of Life Devoid of Value’.  This book was acknowledged at the Nuremberg Trials as having done more to lay the philosophical foundation of the Nazi euthanasia programs than any other single thing.  

The book is a simple manifesto for the legal and medical creation of persons whose lives were arbitrarily deemed to be devoid of value.  Under Nazism, this view of the useless life became so entrenched that all human dignity was denied the victim, even to the point of stockpiling gold from victim’s tooth filings and making human flesh lampshades for SS officers.   

It took the German people a number of years to gradually and incrementally accept the full Nazi euthanasia program.  Once objective norms for ethics are removed, any subjective belief system may be accepted, depending upon the opinions of the most persuasive person at the time.  There is no intrinsic reason why Australia would be immune from tyrraneous laws being adopted leading to greater and greater denial of human rights.  This law currently under consideration is a step in that direction.

Hitler’s non-persons were sacrificed for the sake of Aryan purity, to create what was seen as a better world.  Australia’s embryonic ‘excess’ persons will, if this bill is passed, be offered in the name of ESCR, also in the promise of a better world.  In both cases, once the non-person was legally declared, he or she had absolutely no rights and was used under purely utilitarian principles.  

If we are all made in the image and likeness of God, then each and every person has a gift to offer, with a future to realise of themselves.  A person is not created for the sole purpose of being sacrificed to the gods of utilitarianism, mediated by the high priests of ESCR.

Are Dr. Trounson and other ESCR researchers really like high priests?  The Member for Fowler when referring to ESCR researchers in Parliament as ‘high priests … in white coats’, highlighted the fact that high science also has its faith component, and that in fact the medical research for ESCR is, analogously at least, of a profoundly religious nature.

All men are religious by nature, and if the true God is not acknowledged, worshipped and obeyed, then other men who provide a quasi-religious function will arise, to satisfy this human need.  The fundamental act of religion and any quasi-religion is sacrifice.

Other cultures have incorporated the sacrifice of certain citizens for some perceived greater good, such as the human sacrifices of the Aztec and Inca nations, or the Babylonian child sacrifices to the god Moloch.  Indeed nearly all religions, including the Christian, acknowledges the place of sacrifice, of setting aside or destroying something, usually living, to atone for sin or to hope for a better outcome or favouring from a deity. 

The Aztec human sacrifices were seen as necessary for the betterment of the society as a whole, performed by specially designated men, and as an act of faith in the hope of a better future.  The killing of tiny humans in ESCR is also seen as a good idea for the betterment of society as whole, carried out by certain approved citizens, on the promise of a completely scientifically unsubstantiated hypothesis, in other words, as an act of natural faith.

Part 5- The question of the moral licitness or otherwise of IVF.

One important issue which needs to be addressed about this bill concerns the moral licitness of the very technique which has given rise to this debate—in vitro fertilisation.  Without in vitro fertilisation there would be no ‘surplus’ human embryos whose fate we are asked to determine.  There would be no embryos outside the womb.  What is to be said, then, about the licitness of the procedure of bringing them into existence in the first place?

How quickly in this day and age do we pass from a feeling of abhorrence for some idea, some proposition, some action, some book or movie to an attitude of resignation, to grudging acceptance and then to active endorsement. The ideas, the propositions, the books, the movies that our parents would have found utterly unacceptable and immoral are standard fare for us today.  As Alexander Pope put it so well:

“Vice is a monster of so frightful mien,

As to be hated needs but to be seen

Yet seen too oft, familiar with her face,

We first endure, then pity, then embrace”





Essay on Man, Epistle ii line 217

The production of human embryos outside the womb—in vitro fertilisation—is such an idea.  The very thought of interfering with human procreation twenty five years ago was abhorrent to all right thinking people; an aberration out of the science fiction of George Orwell or Aldous Huxley.  Today we regard it as part of modern life.  Everyone knows what it is, talks about it, accepts it.  Few there are who bother to think about its implications.  But those implications are profound.

There are moral problems at inception about the very acts of medical intervention in the body of a woman who takes part in the procedure and with the technique for the production of sperm by the father.  The problems do not cease there but grow with the fusion of the gametes in vitro.  The instruction Donum Vitae issued in 1987 by the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith in Rome states these problems precisely—

“Development of the practice of in vitro fertilisation has required innumerable fertilisations and destructions of human embryos. . . . through these procedures, with apparently contrary purposes, life and death are subjected to the decision of man, who thus sets himself up as the giver of life and death by decree.  This dynamic of violence and domination may remain unnoticed by those very individuals who, in wishing to utilise this procedure, become subject to it themselves. . . . the abortion mentality which has made this procedure possible thus leads, whether one wants it to or not, to man’s domination over the life and death of his fellow human beings and can lead to a system of radical eugenics.”  [Ch. II]

IVF and ESCR:  the person as commodity

In vitro fertilisation manifests itself as companion to abortion as a tool of the consumer society extending its purview from things to human beings.  The child is now increasingly regarded as is the house, the car, and other furnishings of one’s life, not only planned but designed to fit in around the career, the holiday, the overseas trip.  Children are no longer regarded as persons who exist for their own sake, but commodities for the convenience and amenity of their parents.

Professor Jerome Lejeune expressed the view that IVF was not a very efficient way to overcome infertility anyway.   As an expert witness in a court case in Tennessee some years ago, he said “The good treatment is yet to be found.”

It will only be found if a concerted effort is made to find it.   As a member of the British House of Lords said in a prophetic speech to the House in the 1980’s, “Do not think for one minute that IVF is about giving infertile couples a beautiful baby.   It is designed to provide researchers with an unlimited number of human embryos for experimentation.”  

It is the reduction of the personhood of the child to the level of a thing which exposes the reality and the immorality of IVF.  For there can be no fertilisation in vitro without the concomitant destruction of other embryos.  The choosing of one involves the rejection, the destruction, of other children.  Man has attained the power of domination over the life and death of his fellows.

Conclusion - Human life: persons are to be cherished and protected

The richness of this world lies not in its possessions, its commodities, but in its people.  They wait in the wings, these tiny embryonic humans, for their curtain call.  For most the call will never come.  They are there at the beck and call of others.  Like slaves they have no freedom.  They abide the whim of their masters, the scientists.  These tiny humans demand the protection and safeguarding of human dignity by members of this Parliament.  They have no voice but that of those who will speak in their defence.  They will not enjoy a life of fulfilment such as each of us enjoys.  Any of them might, were he able to speak, repeat these words attributed to him by Bruce Dawe—

I never walked abroad in air, 

I never saw the sky, 

Nor knew the sovereign touch of care, 

Nor looked into an eye. 

I never chose, nor gave assent, 

Not voted on my fate-

Unseen I came, unseen I went, 

Too early and too late. 

Oh you within whose god-like power

It lies to so decide, 

Remember me when, some late hour, 

Talk turns to ‘genocide’, 

Remember me the next time you

Rejoice at sun or star-

I would have loved to see them, too. 

I never got that far. 

[Bruce Dawe, The Wholly Innocent]

It is interesting to note that Norma McCorvey, the Jane Roe of the celebrated American case which led to the permission of abortion on demand in the United States, Roe v Wade, now repents of her involvement in that case.  She says now that when she sees an empty playground she knows that the reason it is empty is because of her actions.

In this submission we have talked a lot about truth, and more implicitly about love. Both truth and love elicit, indeed demand a response from us, because we are human.  To deny the call of truth and love is to deny our own humanity, to repress ourselves and sell ourselves short, to be dishonest to the truth of who we are, to disfigure and debase the goodness in our being.  To treat others truthfully and lovingly makes us better persons as well.  

If societies’ minimum standards are high, we will have a better society.  It has been said before that the value and goodness of a society can be measured by how it treats its most vulnerable and dependent members.  We must recognise embryonic persons as human, and accord them their dignity.  This is the least we owe them, and to ourselves, to ensure our own dignity, our own humanity, is not destroyed.

Epilogue- a word of warning and encouragement from Love Himself

Every person has the same nature, and has one of two eternal destinies.  This ranges from everyone mentioned in this submission, from Dr. Trounson, Dr. Lejeune whose end is already fixed and unchangeable, right down to the 60,000 embryonic persons whose temporal fate is soon to be decided.  It also includes each member of the House and Senate, and all Australians, who by now have already or are forming opinions on the legitimacy of ESCR.  No human decision is trivial, not least of which is that currently before the house in this bill.  Each human decision either raises the truth, goodness and beauty of the human family, or lowers it.  Each decision we make through life may have repercussions for now, for future generations, or for eternity.

In outlining ethical reasons to vote against the passage of this legislation we adopt and urge with humility the words of the God-man Jesus Christ speaking of the Day of Judgement and of the words He will have to say to each of us when we appear before Him—

“Come, you whom my Father has blessed, take as your heritage the kingdom prepared for you since the foundation of the world. … In truth I tell you, in so far as you did this to one of the least of these brothers of mine, you did it to me.” Then he will say to those on his left hand, “Go away from me, with your curse upon you, to the eternal fire prepared for the devil and his angels. … In truth I tell you, in so far as you neglected … one of the least of these, you neglected … me.”  And they will go away to eternal punishment, and the upright to eternal life.”  Cf. Matthew 25:31-46
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