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The Changing Governance of Biomedical Technology in the Development of
Embryonic Stem Cell Research

Yuan-Hui Lai*

Abstract

Stem cell research offers unprecedented opportunities for developing new medical
therapies for debilitating diseases and a new way to explore fundament questions of
biomedical technology. However, given the diverse views held in society about the
ethical and legal status, research on human embryonic stem cells is controversial.
The controversy has encouraged provocative and conflicting claims both inside and
outside the scientific community about the biomedical potential of the embryonic
research, and given the intense political and economic pressures at play, further
biomedical policy development will be required as the potential of this vibrant
knowledge territory continues to expand. In this context, the purpose of this paper is
to develop a framework for the analysis of biomedical technology governance and to
apply it to the current policy approach in the case of embryonic stem cell research.
In so doing, firstly, we examine the nature of the pressures upon the state and hence
the problems which the governance of the field must address. Secondly, it analyses
the key components of regulation in this arena and relates them to the process of
knowledge production and application. Thirdly, it takes the particular area of
embryonic stem cell research and healthcare system, and explores the likely path of
governance policy therein and the dynamic driving the search for new frameworks of
governance in biomedical technology.

Keywords: Embryonic stem cell, Biomedical technology, Governance, Technology
policy
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