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A Sudy of Genetic M odification and Per sonal
Autonomy

Hsn-ningLo

Abgtract
The adult would decide to accept gendtic modification by him/hersdf in

principle, but higher decison may be influenced by other factors, incduding
kinfolks opposition or support, the ability demanded in our society, the efficiency
and the risk of genetic modification thet the doctor told, which make higher
decison redricted. Asthe minor isthe subject of genetic modification, the parents or
legdl representetive exercisestheir parentd right to make decison for the minor, but
the minor capable of judging the gain and loss may agree to accept genetic
modification independently. The ethicd and legd status of the embryo ill have
digoutes now, S0 there are no find conclusions about whether to permit the embryo
as the target that the genetic modification because of the risk. Mot of the countries
in the world take conservative atitude toward this topic. If the country alows to
cary on the gendic modification with the embryo, parents could practice their
parentd right and take place of the embryo to decide to accept genetic modification.
Sincethe individua has the right to decide to accept genetic modification, or make
the decison for the minor, fetus, or embryo, the country shouldn't force individuals
to accept genetic modification unless the interest of accepting gengtic modification
is moreimportant than the harm of autonomy caused by genetic modification.

Key Words: genetic modification, persona autonomy, parentd right, state'sinterest



