Playing God
1. Call for euthanasia to be legal in UK


One of Britain's leading moral philosophers has called for a change in the law to allow

assisted suicide in Britain following the death of paralysed rugby player Daniel James. Baroness Warnock, writing in today's Observer, calls for liberalisation of euthanasia laws on the grounds that 'we have a moral obligation to other people to take their seriously reached decisions with regard to their own lives equally seriously'.


Her comments come after Mark and Julie James were quizzed this weekend by officers. They had taken their 23-year-old son, Daniel, to a clinic in Switzerland last month where he became the youngest known Briton to have requested an assisted suicide. He had already attempted to kill himself three times after being paralysed from the chest down in a rugby accident.


Mary Warnock writes: 'The case of Mr and Mrs James ... presents a legal dilemma. Whether or not they are prosecuted, the law will be challenged. There are many, of whom I am one, who believe that we must try yet again to change the law, not by excluding from criminality those who assist death by taking the suicide abroad, but by liberalising the laws of our own country.'


Daniel James, who was described by friends as 'vivacious and warm' before his accident, was injured in March last year while training with Nuneaton Rugby Club. Despite numerous operations to fuse his vertebrae during eight months in hospital, he only regained limited use in his fingers. Last night, his parents were not responding to telephone calls at their farm near Sinton Green, Worcestershire where they live with daughters Georgina, 21, and Olivia, 18.

In emails sent in response to a euthanasia debate on a newspaper website, Mrs James criticised the well-meaning person who had alerted the police to Daniel's case. She wrote: 'This person had never met Dan before or after his accident and obviously gave no consideration for our younger daughters who had seen their big brother suffer so much and the day before had to say goodbye to him.


'I hope that one day I will get the chance to speak to this lady and ask if she had a son, daughter, father, mother, who could not walk, had no hand function, was incontinent, and relied upon 24-hour care for every basic need and they had asked her for support, what would she have done?!


'Our son could not have been more loved and had he felt he could have lived his life this way he would have been loved just the same, but this was his right, as a human being.'

In another email, she wrote: 'Whilst not everyone in Dan's situation would find it as unbearable as Dan, what right does any human being have to tell any other that they have to live such a life, filled with terror, discomfort and indignity? What right does one person who chooses to live with a particular illness or disability have to tell another that they should have to?'


Police yesterday were preparing a file for the Director of Public Prosecutions to decide whether Mr or Mrs James should be charged.

· Rajeev Syal , The Observer, October 19, 2008.
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· 2. The End of Roe

· 
The Supreme Court has overturned the constitutional right to an abortion in America. The court’s decision issued yesterday is the culmination of a conservative campaign to strike down Roe v. Wade, the 1973 Supreme Court ruling that established abortion rights. The three conservative justices whom Donald Trump appointed to the court made it possible.

· 
Roe’s fall is a political and social earthquake, one that Americans alternately celebrated and denounced. “I cannot think of a precedent for this in our modern history, where you have an individual civil right that people depend on that has been erased after 50 years,” said my colleague Emily Bazelon, who writes about abortion access and the court.

· 
The ruling immediately transfered the political fight over abortion to the state level. That was, one of the court’s aims: “The authority to regulate abortion must be returned to the people and their elected representatives.” Roe’s fall immediately triggered abortion bans in Kentucky, Louisiana and South Dakota. Missouri, Arkansas and other states did the same within hours. In total, more than 20 states appear ready to outlaw all or nearly all abortions. Half of Americans live in those states. For them getting an abortion will become even more difficult. For women in Mississippi, for example, Illinois may become the closest state in which to legally obtain one. More liberal states began moving in the opposite direction. In Massachusetts, Gov. Charlie Baker, a moderate Republican, signed an executive order protecting medical providers who perform abortions for out-of-state residents. The Democratic governors of California, Oregon and Washington issued a joint statement promising to protect access to abortion and contraception.

· 
The ruling may have a less dramatic effect on overall abortion rates. Some experts estimate that overturning Roe could reduce the number of legal abortions in the U.S. by as little as 13 percent. That’s because abortion was already heavily restricted in red states and more people living in them oppose the practice. But Roe’s fall is likely to reduce abortion access most for lower-income women and Black and Hispanic women, because many of them lack the resources to travel out of state to obtain one.

· 
One is the question of medical abortion pills. About half of legal abortions in the U.S. occur by medication, which is generally safe and effective, rather than a surgical procedure. Texas and Louisiana have made it a crime to mail the pills in the states, and other states could follow. “Then the question is, what kind of penalties are they imposing, and how are they going to enforce that law?” Emily said. “Do they want to open people’s mail and start surveilling people?”

· The New York Times, Ian Philbrick, June 26th, 2022
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3. CRISPR-Cas9
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4. Scientist who gene-edited babies is back in lab and ‘proud’ of past work despite jailing


A Chinese scientist who was imprisoned for his role in creating the world’s first genetically edited babies says he has returned to his laboratory to work on the treatment of Alzheimer’s and other genetic diseases.


In an interview with a Japanese newspaper, He Jiankui said he had resumed research on human embryo genome editing, despite the controversy over the ethics of artificially rewriting genes, which some critics predicted would lead to demand for “designer babies”.


“We will use discarded human embryos and comply with both domestic and international rules,” He told the Mainichi Shimbun, adding that he had no plans to produce more genome-edited babies. Previously, He had used a tool known as Crispr-Cas9 to rewrite DNA in embryos.


In 2019 a court in China sentenced He to three years in prison for violating medical regulations after he claimed the previous year that he had created genetically modified twin sisters, Lulu and Nana, before birth. His experiments sent shockwaves through the medical and scientific world. He was widely condemned for having gone ahead with the risky, ethically debatable and medically unjustified procedure with inadequate consent from the families involved.


The court found that He had forged documents from an ethics review panel that were used to recruit couples for his research. He said he had used a gene-editing procedure known as Crispr-Cas9 to rewrite the DNA in the sisters’ embryos – modifications he claimed would make the children immune to HIV.


He has continued to defend his work, despite widespread criticism, saying he was “proud” of having created Lulu and Nana. A third girl was born in 2019 as a result of similar experiments. He told the Mainichi that he hoped to use genome editing in human embryos to develop treatments for rare genetic diseases such as Duchenne muscular dystrophy and familial Alzheimer’s disease, at three laboratories he has opened since his release from prison in 2022.

He said the three genome-edited children were “perfectly healthy and have no problems with their growth”, according to the newspaper, adding that the twins, now aged 5, were attending kindergarten.


“The results of analyzing [the children’s] entire gene sequences show that there were no modifications to the genes other than for the medical objective, providing evidence that genome editing was safe,” he told the Mainichi. “I’m proud to have helped families who wanted healthy children.”


He told the Guardian in 2023 that he had acted “too quickly” by pressing ahead with the procedure, but did not express regret nor apologized. In his interview with the Mainichi, he said society would “eventually accept” human embryo gene editing in the quest to find treatments for genetic diseases.

Justin McCurry, The Guardian, April 1st, 2024.

5. Human Cloning


Last week, it was revealed that human cloning has been used for the first time to create embryonic stem cells from which new tissue – genetically identical to a patient's own cells – could be grown. But the announcement was greeted with horror. "Scientists have finally delivered the baby that would-be human cloners have been waiting for: a method for reliably creating cloned human embryos," said David King of Human Genetics Alert. "It is imperative we create an international ban on human cloning before any more research like this takes place. It is irresponsible in the extreme to have published this."


Several tabloid newspapers also carried banner headlines warning of the human cloning "danger". Such reactions have a familiar ring. When the cloning of Dolly the Sheep was revealed in 1997 there was an outpouring of hysteria about the prospect of multiple Saddam Husseins being created in laboratories.


"At the time the chances of these horrors occurring – when scientists had not even created a single clone of a human cell – were remote," said physiologist Professor Colin Blakemore of Oxford University. "Not that this worried the alarmists. The crucial point is that we should have spent the intervening time thinking about how we should react sensibly to the concept of a human clone when it does become possible. We have not done that and, although the science is still far off, it is getting closer. We need to ask, carefully and calmly: under what circumstances would we tolerate the creation of a human clone?"


At present such a creation is banned in Britain. No human embryo created by cloning techniques is allowed to develop beyond 14 days. "The research is very tightly regulated and I think there is little chance of a rogue laboratory creating a human clone," said James Lawford Davies, a lawyer who specialises in health sciences. "However, many US states which, ironically, banned therapeutic cloning work because of their strong anti-abortion stances have laws that would permit human clones to develop into foetuses."


Experts such as Professor John Harris, director of Manchester University's Institute for Science, Ethics and Innovation, see positive benefits in reproductive cloning which could have a place in society. He said: "If you take a healthy adult's DNA and use it to create a new person – by cloning – you are essentially using a tried and tested genome, one that has worked well for several decades for the donor. By contrast, a child born naturally has an 8% chance of succumbing to a serious genetic abnormality because of the random selection of their DNA. You can avoid that with a clone."


In fact, most arguments against human cloning are foolish, said Harris, adding: "It could be used in medically helpful ways. If a couple find they are carriers of harmful, possibly fatal recessive genetic illnesses, there is a one in four chance they will produce a child who will die of that condition. That is a big risk. An alternative would be to clone one of the parents. If you did that, then you would know you were producing a child who would be unaffected by that illness in later life.

"Or consider the example of a single woman who wants a child. She prefers the idea of using all her own DNA to the idea of accepting 50% from a stranger. But because we ban human cloning she would be forced to accept DNA from a stranger and have to mother 'his child'. I think that is ethically questionable. Just after Dolly the Sheep was born, Unesco announced a ban on human cloning. I think that was a mistake."


However, a note of caution was sounded by Ian Wilmut, who led the team that created Dolly the Sheep. He said: "The new work may encourage some people to attempt human reproductive cloning but the general experience is that it still results in late foetal loss and the birth of abnormal offspring." It would be cruel to cause this in humans until techniques had been vastly improved, he added.

Robin McKie, The Observer, May 2013.

Based on documents 4 and 5, make a list of arguments in favour of genome editing and human cloning and of the issues linked to these two techniques.
Corrigé (sur Chamilo (PTSI)/Cahier de prépa (PCSI)) à travailler : 

( observer la construction des phrases (où est le sujet ? où est le verbe ? à quel temps est ce verbe ? pourquoi ? utilisation de "of" ou " 's" ? pourquoi ? many/much ? some/any/no ?) => points de grammaire à revoir (Basics Buddy)

( faire une liste (papier ou Quizlet) avec le vocabulaire nouveau vu dans cette activité, l'apprendre... et le réviser régulièrement (apprentissage/acquisistion sur le long terme) !
� Helping someone to end their life is a criminal offence and carries a maximum penalty of 14 years’ imprisonment in England and Wales.





