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The Ethical Concerns and Regulation Strategies Triggered by

the Research on Human Embryonic Gene Editing

LI Jian — jun WANG Tian
( College of Humanities and Development Studies China Agricultural University Beijing 100083 China)

Abstract: Chinese scientists’ research on human embryo genetic editing has triggered unprecedented ethical concerns all over the world  thus the inter—
national scientific community soon make a precautionary response to relevant research and draw a “bottom line” for them through forms of international
conferences and joint statements to prohibit research on human embryonic gene editing for the purpose of “reproduction” and put forward the regulatory
framework for responsibly carrying out the research on human embryo editing.
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Dialectic Analyses to Dispute and Challenge the Argument Tactics in Thesis of Extended Mind

ZHANG Tie - shan
( Institute of Contemporary Marxism Xinyang Normal University Xinyang 464000 China)

Abstract: Since the thesis of extended mind was put forward the supporters of the thesis of extended mind have proposed argument tactics for example
arguments of equivalence complementarity process coupling and so on. These argument tactics transcend and criticize the cognitive intracranialism in
cognitive science. Meanwhile the supporters of cognitive intracranialism have also raised argument strategies such as the difference argument coupling —
constitution fallacy etc. These argument tacitces have fought back and challenged the argument tactics in thesis of extended mind. However 1 think that
because cognitive intracranialism itself has weaknesses and deficiency and the thesis of extended mind itself has definite rationality we need to dialectical—
ly look on the argument tactics in thesis of extended mind and reasonably locate these inherent values.
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