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STEM CELL RESEARCH 

Introduction 

The discovery of the cell as the building block for life paved the way for increased 

interest, and consequently, increased research into the cell and how it interacts and 

performs for the human body. The stem cell is special and distinct from other cells in that it 

is able to differentiate, or transform, into different cells to form germ layers. Germ layers 

are essentially the foundation of an embryo’s cells in their development. The ability for 

pluripotent stem cells, to be able to differentiate into different layers make pluripotent 

stem cells invaluable for replacing faulty or ineffective cells in adults. The pluripotent stem 

cell is especially valuable, as it can turn into over two hundred types of cells.  

As such, pluripotent stem cells have proven to be viable for use in modern medicine. 

They are used in operations that require a donor to donate stem cells to a patient, 

specifically in therapies, such as bone marrow transplantation. Because of their unique 

ability to differentiate into cells that a patient either lacks or has damaged, stem cells alone 

can treat many conditions that other areas of medicine are not able to treat, or cannot treat 

as effectively. Embryonic stem cells, found in a four to five day old human embryo in the 

stage of development called the blastocyst, are pluripotent, meaning that they can 

differentiate into almost all types of cells, making them far more useful than the more 

limited adult stem cell. 

Modern medicine has proven the value of the stem cells. Injecting stem cells into the 

spine of a paralyzed patient could help the patient regain feeling and function of their 

paralyzed limbs. Stem cells can heal burns by creating thousands of regenerative areas 

where skin could grow, rather than the skin healing the burn from the outside to the inside. 

However, useful stem cells have to be retrieved in a very specific fashion, from when the 

cells are in a stage called the blastocyst. Couples that have reached this stage may choose to 

donate unused blastocysts for stem cell research and development. However, retrieving the 

pluripotent stem cells destroys the blastocyst, halting the further growth of the embryo. 

This procedure raises many questions. Does the value of a pluripotent stem cell overpower 

the cost of destroying the blastocyst? At what point does an embryo become a person that 

has its own rights as a human being? What is a person? Opponents of pluripotent stem cell 



retrieval, including George Bush, say that human life should not be used as a tool to achieve 

a means. Supporters of stem cells argue that people have to responsibility to take care of 

other people, even at the cost of the destruction of blastocysts. 

History of the Issue 

The first coinage of the stem cell was by German biologist Ernst Haeckel in 1868, 

who used stem cells as a term to describe a fertilized egg that would soon become an 

organism. After its initial use, the phrase was often used to describe a cell that was the 

ancestor of other cells. The “modern” connotation of the stem cell did not come into use 

until scientists Alexander Maximow and Leroy Stevens hypothesized and found that some 

cells are able to differentiate into a myriad of different cells. Alexander Maximow lectured 

this idea at the Berlin Hematological Society in 1909, specifically referring to an idea that 

all blood cells stem from a single type of cell, sparking the idea of multipotency.  Leroy 

Stevens expanded upon this idea in  

1953 where he and his team found combinations of differentiated and undifferentiated 

hair, bone, intestinal, and blood tissue cells during cancer research. He concluded that 

those cells were pluripotent, allowing the cells to differentiate many cells in adult animals. 

In 1957, E. Donnall Thomas put this research to use, performing the first human 

bone marrow transplantation, work which he later won a Nobel Prize for. This procedure 

laid out the groundwork for further transplants in the future. One such transplant was a 

successful procedure performed by Robert A. Good in 1968 to treat a fatal 

immunodeficiency in a boy, who was transplanted with donated bone marrow from his 

sister. At this point, stem cells have begun to find public dissent, culminating in the Roe vs 

Wade case in 1973. This Supreme Court case was a landmark decision (a significant new 

legal principle or interpretation of existing law) in both worlds of abortion and stem cells. 

The case allowed the Due Process Clause in the 14th Amendment, which protected citizens 

from denials of life, liberty or property, to extend across a mother’s right to abortion. The 

court ruled that women have the right to abortion until the safety of the mother comes into 

question, at which point the state regulates abortion. The transfer of rights to abort to the 

state came in the third trimester of pregnancy, in week twenty-eight. This court ruling was 

called into question in Planned Parenthood v. Casey, where the Supreme Court rejected the 

strict ruling of the third trimester, instead transferring abortion rights when the fetus is 



able to survive outside the uterus. The culmination of scientific discovery along with the 

legalization of abortion allowed the National Institute of Health to persuade President Bill 

Clinton to use leftover samples for testing, even though the Clinton administration refused 

to fund embryos created exclusively for research. 

In 1998, a huge breakthrough in stem cell research conducted by James Thomson 

and Jeffrey Jones resulted in the derivation of the first human embryonic stem cells. This 

procedure revitalized pro-life movements, bringing ideologies of pro-life supporters to the 

forefront of stem cells research. This gave the non-scientific public exposure to stem cells, 

sparking widespread controversy and ethical issues with continued research on human 

embryonic stem cells. 

Recent Developments 

Although Republican President George W. Bush has said to support adult stem cell 

research, he has opposed embryonic stem cell research. Bush signed an executive order 

lifting a federal funding ban for some stem cell lines, but the lines in question were not 

adequate for research and development. Only twenty-one of the sixty approved lines could 

be tested upon, and all lines have been in contact with mouse cells, which could have many 

contamination sites, and be unsafe for further development and approved therapies using 

those lines. Additionally, all lines were based on soon to be discarded in vitro fertilization 

reproductive technology, where egg and sperm samples are extracted and brought together 

in labs. 206 members of Congress pushed Bush to expand federal funding for stem cell 

research in 2004, but to no avail. Bush used his executive veto power for the first time in 

2006 to strike down the Stem Cell Research  Enhancement Act, which would have repealed 

the Dickey-Wicker Amendment (an amendment that banned federal funding contributing 

to research that destroys human embryos). Democratic President Obama has since 

removed the restrictions barring federal funds from reaching stem cell research, stating 

that his administration will “make scientific decisions based on fact, not ideology.” 

Opinions and Perspectives 

Democratic Point of View 

Democrats view stem cell research and development as crucial to to the 

development of safe and effective medicine. A majority would like to see the government 

ease restrictions on stem cell funding. In a poll conducted by analytic organization Gallup in 



2004, 74% of Democrats would like to see an ease on funding restrictions, or a complete 

removal altogether, 12% would like to keep the Bush administration’s actions concerning 

stem cell research, while 8% of Democrats would prefer to cease funding completely. 

Former Sen. John Kerry’s administration claimed that it would “lift the ideologically driven 

restrictions on stem cell research that are impeding progress towards cures for millions of 

Americans suffering from debilitating diseases.” 

Republican Point of View 

Republicans oppose stem cell research primarily for the method of obtaining human 

embryonic stem cells. The US Department of Health of Human Services released a 

statement in 2004 which expressed President Bush’s views on stem cell research, stating 

that “[President Bush] is committed to pursuing stem cell research without crossing a 

fundamental moral line by providing taxpayer funding that would sanction or encourage 

further destruction of human embryos.” Republicans see human life as beginning when an 

egg is fertilized, making the destruction of the blastocyst a destruction of a human life. 

Conclusion 

The game of stem cells and human embryonic stem cells has flitted between the 

Democratic and Republican party since its conception. Following the discovery of the 

embryonic stem cell and its capabilities, it has been carefully regulated based on moral and 

ethical standards. Those who consider human embryonic stem cell research to be ethical, 

mainly Democrats, see the possibilities of human embryonic stem cells as a medical tool to 

aid previously unhealable injuries. Those who deem the issue unethical, mainly 

Republicans, see the value of human life even before the conception of the blastocyst. They 

seek a high moral standard, and see harvesting human embryos as a breach of moral 

conduct. A possible solution is to use less controversial means of obtaining stem cells, 

which do not derive stem cells from blastocysts, instead finding them in umbilical cords, 

breast milk, and bone marrow. However, these stem cells are not pluripotent, and are more 

specialized.  The consensus of the general public seems to support embryonic stem cell 

research. In a survey conducted by a Harris Interactive/Health Day poll, 72% of adults 

support further embryonic stem cell research, while 12% oppose using stem cells for 

medical research. The majority hopes for new therapeutic options in the future based on 

stem cell research.  



Questions to Consider 

 Should the process of extracting stem cells through the destruction of the blastocyst 

be allowed?  

 Are issues concerning abortion and stem cell extraction mutually exclusive? Should 

they be handled separately?  

 Should Stem cell research be strictly confined to stem cells stemming from donated 

umbilical cords, blood, and bone marrow, even though they lack the characteristic of 

pluripotency?  

 Does a human embryo have the same rights as a full-fledged human being?  

 At what point does a fertilized cell become a human being? Or, does the human 

being begin when an egg is fertilized, and gains full rights at this time? 

Sources for Additional Research 

 http://www.isscr.org/visitor-types/public/stem-cell-faq - frequently asked 

questions 

 https://greengarageblog.org/14-key-pros-and-cons-of-embryonic-stem-cell-

research - pros and cons of embryonic stem cell research 

 http://www.pewforum.org/2008/07/17/stem-cell-research-at-the-crossroads-of-

religion-and-politics/ - religious implications of stem cell research 

 https://www.aamc.org/advocacy/research/74440/embryonicstemcellresearch.ht

ml - explains the restriction lift of the Obama administration 

 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC1083849/ - an investigation of 

the economic and ethical arguments made against research with human embryonic 

stem cells 
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NET NEUTRALITY 

Introduction 

The term net neutrality was coined in 2003 by Tim Wu, a law professor at the 

University of Virginia. In his essay, Wu proposed the use of government regulations to 

ensure that the Internet remained free and open to the public. He argued that all Internet 

Service Providers (ISPs) must be required by law to treat data on the internet equally, 

without discriminating against content, user, or platform. If not, the Internet would cease to 

exist as the agent of innovative change it had always served as. This idea of an equal 

internet became the key concept behind net neutrality and has since developed into a 

contentious debate over the future of internet access in America. 

In today’s market, internet is provided by a handful of large corporations such as 

Verizon, AT&T, and Comcast. High-speed broadband service is an incredibly expensive 

business that requires billions of dollars in start-up costs, which prevents new competitors 

from easily entering the marketplace. Due to these high barriers to entry, the few 

established Internet Service Providers maintain a monopoly over broadband coverage and 

therefore have broad powers in how they handle internet data. Without net neutrality 

regulations put in place by the government, ISPs would be free to promote their business 

by interfering with internet data. For instance, ISPs could sell faster internet to large 

corporations or censor information that is harmful to their business. On the other hand, 

strong net neutrality regulations would require ISPs to handle all internet data equally. 

Internet providers would not be able to deny access to any legal content or slow down a 

user’s internet (known as throttling) for not paying a premium price. In short, net 

neutrality would allow the internet to remain equal for all users at the cost of business for 

ISPs. 

Internet users currently have some protections offered by the Federal 

Communications Commission (FCC). In 2015, the FCC adopted a set of regulations known 

as the Open Internet Order which banned three practices argued to harm the open 

Internet: blocking, throttling, and paid prioritization. Under the Open Internet Order, ISPs 

cannot block any legal internet content, ISPs cannot throttle or degrade lawful Internet 

traffic on the basis of content, and ISPs cannot engage in paid prioritization, where a 



broadband provider accepts payment in exchange for faster internet. The Order also 

banned ISPs from interfering with data and called for increased transparency. Since the 

Order was enacted, the FCC has drawn sharp criticism from ISPs and many republicans in 

Congress. Critics of net neutrality regulations believe ISPs reserve the right to sell internet 

access in order to promote business and create competition. They believe regulations 

inhibit ISPs from gaining investments and restrict the free market that is the Internet. 

However, advocates for net neutrality argue that the internet should remain a level playing 

field for all users, businesses, and content providers. Without an Open Internet, they 

believe that small businesses would struggle to compete with larger corporations and that 

minority groups would have their online opinions suppressed. 

     

History of the Issue 

The Federal Communications Commission, which has found itself at the forefront of 

debate over net neutrality, was established in 1934 when Congress passed the 

Communications Act. It is an independent U.S. government agency directly responsible to 

Congress. The Commission is tasked with regulating interstate communications by radio, 

television, wire, satellite, and cable internet. In 2005, the FCC established four principles 

governing an open internet: (1) consumers having access to all lawful Internet content, (2) 

consumers being allowed to run lawful applications and services, (3) consumers being able 

to connect their devices to the Internet, and (4) consumers having the right to choose their 

provider. The FCC received its first challenge to net neutrality in 2007 when multiple 

allegations arose of ISPs interfering with internet access. 

Comcast, the nation’s second largest ISP, was accused of throttling data transfers 

between file-sharing websites like BitTorrent and eDonkey. Tests conducted by the 

Associated Press confirmed that Comcast was using deep packet inspection (a process of 

inspecting internet data packets as they travel from one source to another) to intentionally 

slow down and degrade access to these websites. Critics suggested that Comcast, a 

provider of internet media, was attempting to restrict the competition. Later that year, 

Verizon Wireless shutdown a text-messaging program created by NARAL Pro-Choice 

America, a pro-abortion-rights group. Verizon Wireless stated it would not service any 

group that distributed “controversial or unsavory” material to users. This internet 



censorship sparked national outrage, and Verizon soon reinstated the text-messaging 

program. 

In response, the FCC attempted to take action against Comcast and other ISPs 

interfering with internet data, but the FCC’s authority to do so was denied in Comcast Corp. 

v. FCC. This was a large blow to the open internet movement, as the Federal 

Communications Commission was denied jurisdiction over net neutrality enforcement. 

Three years later in 2010, the FCC published the Open Internet Order which outlined broad 

net neutrality rules. The order required broadband providers to disclose their network 

management practices and banned ISPs from blocking legal content and unreasonably 

discriminating against internet traffic. 

The 2010 Open Internet Order quickly found resistance in Congress and the US 

court system. Lobbyists representing the interests of internet providers pushed for new 

legislation in Congress that would roll back on net neutrality regulations. Senator Kay 

Bailey Hutchison, the Republican representative from Texas, said, “Over the past 20 years, 

the Internet has grown and flourished without burdensome regulations from Washington. 

If we’re going to keep on open and free Internet and keep the jobs it spawns, we should 

reject the FCC regulation on net neutrality.” Republicans felt the FCC had overstepped its 

authority and was now restricting the free internet market. In November 2011, after 

months of attempted repeals, a Republican-sponsored resolution to overturn the FCC’s 

regulations was voted down by Senate Democrats 52-46. 

Recent Developments 

Following the failed repeal of FCC regulations in 2011, many advocates believed the 

fight for strong net neutrality rules was won and decided. However, in 2014, the DC Circuit 

Court of Appeals struck down the FCC’s Open Internet Order in Verizon v. FCC. While the 

court recognized that net neutrality would “preserve and facilitate the virtuous circle of 

innovation that has driven the explosive growth of the Internet,” it stated simply that 

broadband providers do not fall under the jurisdiction of the FCC and are therefore not 

subject to such regulations. The Open Internet Order was vacated. 

That same year, Democrats in Congress introduced the Open Internet Preservation 

Act to reinstate net neutrality regulations. While it failed, the FCC made a decisive legal 

move to gain the authority it needed to enforce net neutrality. The FCC classified 



broadband providers as “common carriers,” telecommunication corporations that offer the 

public a good at a fixed rate. This new classification gave the FCC the authority to regulate 

internet providers under Title II of the Communications Act of 1934. This became the legal 

basis for the FCC’s 2015 new Open Internet Order, which banned blocking, throttling, and 

paid prioritization of internet data, as previously explained. 

This win for advocates of net neutrality has been met with strong opposition from 

Republicans in Congress. In January 2017, newly elected president Donald Trump named 

Ajit Pai as the new Chairman of the FCC. Pai has advocated for less regulation during his 

tenure as Chairman. He believes the FCC should be as flexible as the industry it oversees 

and should remove regulatory policies that are stifling investment in internet providers. In 

addition, the Republican-controlled Congress is now in the position to finally repeal the 

FCC’s open internet rules. 

Opinions and Perspectives 

Democratic Point of View 

Democrats are strongly in favor of net neutrality regulations that would ensure all 

internet data are treated equally. They believe that the government has the right to limit 

ISPs when they threaten individual liberties. For instance, Democrats believe that enforcing 

an open internet is the only way to protect online individual expression and the rights of 

the First Amendment from ISPs. Supporters of net neutrality are concerned that minority 

groups would have their messages censored without strong legislation against this action 

in place. The Democratic Party also argues that an equal internet is incredibly important to 

small businesses. According to Democrats, the Internet must remain an even playing field if 

small businesses are to compete with established corporations. In a letter to the FCC, 

Senators Ron Wyden, Chuck Schumer, and Elizabeth Warren wrote, “Sanctioning paid 

prioritization would allow discrimination and irrevocably change the Internet as we know 

it.” Democrats insist that net neutrality is not about the government taking over the 

Internet but about keeping the Internet as it always has been. 

Republican Point of View 

Republicans have firmly aligned themselves against strong net neutrality rules. 

Throughout history, the party has largely opposed government regulations that would limit 

big business, and this issue is no different. Republicans believe that regulation of the 



internet would prevent ISPs from capitalizing on their investments and would stifle new 

innovations. According to Republicans, if the US government were to impose strong 

regulations that limit business, ISPs would no longer be incentivized to invest in better 

products and leading edge internet services. Senator and Majority Leader Mitch McConnell 

has said regulations would “harm investment, stifle innovation, and lead to job losses.” The 

party also argues that ISPs must be able to recuperate the costs of servicing major 

companies which use large amounts of bandwidth. For example, in 2015 Netflix was found 

to be responsible for over a third of all internet traffic in North America. The same study 

found that eight companies, including Netflix, Youtube, and Facebook, accounted for 76% of 

all internet data and services. Because of this, ISPs must dedicate a majority of their 

resources to servicing these major companies. Republicans argue that these companies 

should pay more for their massive shares of internet bandwidth to compensate the 

resources ISPs use to service them. Overall, Republicans are opposed to the government 

regulating a free market such as the Internet and therefore have been adamant in removing 

the FCC’s Open Internet regulations. In 2011, Senator Kay Bailey Hutchinson remarked, 

“The Internet has been the cradle of innovation. It does not have a problem, and it does not 

need fixing.” 

Conclusion 

Since net neutrality became a national issue in 2007, enforcement has been an 

endless game of cat and mouse between the the FCC, ISPs, and US courts. When the FCC 

passed its first Open Internet Order establishing strong net neutrality regulations in 2010, 

it immediately faced fierce resistance, and the Order was later overturned by the courts. 

The FCC’s newer Open Internet Order includes a strong legal basis giving it the authority to 

regulate ISPs, but it is still opposed by large internet providers and pro-business 

politicians. 

In recent years, it has become clear that Congress must act and create concrete 

legislation that will decide the future of internet regulation. Supporters of net neutrality say 

that an equal internet must be enforced; otherwise, controversial material will be censored 

and small business and internet competitors will be driven out of the market by ISPs. On 

the other hand, opponents of net neutrality, largely Republicans, believe that the Internet is 

a free market to be driven by market forces, not the government; ISPs must be free to 



promote their business investments to continue job growth and innovation. Past attempts 

by Republicans to repeal FCC regulations have failed, but new support from the Trump 

White House and a Republican majority in Congress may now swing the vote. However, 

polls suggest that most American voters from both parties support a neutral internet 

without blocking, throttling, and paid prioritization. For this reason, it is up to legislators to 

craft a bill that allows ISPs to continue capitalizing on their investments while maintaining 

an equal internet that supports new content and innovation. 

Questions to Consider 

 Does net neutrality favor business by creating a level playing field on the internet, or 

does it stifle business by limiting ISPs in how they generate revenue? 

 Does the government have the right to intervene in the free market between ISPs 

and internet users? 

 Furthermore, does the government have the right to regulate how ISPs grant 

internet access? 

 Would rolling back on net neutrality rules make it more difficult for minority groups 

to spread their platform? 

 Finally, can a compromise be developed where internet users are protected and ISPs 

can continue to conduct business? 

Sources for Additional Research 

 https://www.aclu.org/feature/what-net-neutrality - a website answering common 

questions about net neutrality 

 http://www.johnsoncitypress.com/Local/2014/11/11/Pros-and-cons-Net-

neutrality-and-the-Internet-as-a-utility - an article outlining the pros and cons of net 

neutrality 

 https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-15-24A1.pdf - the FCC’s 

current Open Internet Order (focus on the Executive Summary) 

 https://www.brookings.edu/blog/techtank/2017/05/17/why-net-neutrality-

needs-a-congressional-solution/ - a look at how Congress has responded to the net 

neutrality issue 

https://www.aclu.org/feature/what-net-neutrality?redirect=net-neutrality
http://www.johnsoncitypress.com/Local/2014/11/11/Pros-and-cons-Net-neutrality-and-the-Internet-as-a-utility
http://www.johnsoncitypress.com/Local/2014/11/11/Pros-and-cons-Net-neutrality-and-the-Internet-as-a-utility
https://apps.fcc.gov/edocs_public/attachmatch/FCC-15-24A1.pdf
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/techtank/2017/05/17/why-net-neutrality-needs-a-congressional-solution/
https://www.brookings.edu/blog/techtank/2017/05/17/why-net-neutrality-needs-a-congressional-solution/


 https://www.forbes.com/sites/jeffreydorfman/2017/07/16/net-neutrality-is-a-

poor-solution-to-the-wrong-problem/#5a4a7e8a8988 - an argument against net 

neutrality from an economic viewpoint 
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