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Durham CELLS Postgraduate Research Conference 
 

Friday 4th May 2012 
Senate Suite, Durham Castle 

 
Programme 
 
12:00   Buffet lunch 
13:00  Session 1: Presentations with discussion 
14:30  Coffee break 
15:00  Session 2: Presentations with discussion 
16:30  Buffet with wine 

 
Presentations 
 
Session 1 
 
Chair:  Dr Shaun Pattinson, Director of Durham CELLS 
 
13:00  Cheryl Lancaster, “The World’s First Cloned Mammals? Fraud Accusations in 1980s 

Cell Biology” 
    
13.30  Daniel Fenwick, “End of life decision making and the European Convention on 

Human Rights: Does the ECHR adopt a will or an interest based conception of 
rights?” 

 
14.00 Benedict Douglas, “Killer Whales: A Question of Humanatee” 
 
Session 2 
 
Chair:  Dr Mike Adcock, Associate Director 
 
15.00  Sarah Cotterill, "Enclosure use and environmental preferences of the Asian apes" 
 
15.30 Wesley Weng, “This Is Not a Zero-sum Game! Privacy and Data Protection Issues 

Regarding Biometric Technologies” 
 
16.00 Feifei Liu, “Biofuels and Food Security: Controversies” 
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Abstracts 
 
 

The World’s First Cloned Mammals? Fraud Accusations in 1980s Cell Biology 
 

Cheryl Lancaster 
PhD Student, Department of Philosophy 

 
Abstract 
This paper will discuss the controversial work of Karl Oskar Illmensee (1939-) in relation to 
his contribution to developmental biology and cloning. 
 
Illmensee began his career during an era of study of development and reproduction, and 
Illmensee’s early work on manipulation of oocytes and embryonic cells of fruit flies 
demonstrated his skill in this area.  Illmensee then continued to carry out similar work with 
mice; his collaborators by this time were aware of Illmensee’s impressive microsurgery skills 
and he was developing a relatively large laboratory of his own at the University of Geneva. 
This work resulted in claims from the media what Illmensee had been the first to clone a 
mammal in the early 1980s.  However following the publication of this research in 1981 and 
1982, a few of Illmensee’s own laboratory workers complained that certain experiments had 
not been carried out, and the University of Geneva opened an investigation.  This news 
swiftly resulted in the withdrawal of Illmensee’s research funding.  Throughout 1983 and 
1984, the claims of fraud against Illmensee were documented in the international press, and 
caused other researchers to either stand alongside Illmensee, or suggest that the 
accusations were correct; this can be observed in letters written to publications such as 
Nature and Science.  Eventually, the University of Geneva investigation cleared Illmensee of 
the fraud charges; however, by this time Illmensee had lost many of his laboratory workers 
and research funding, making his position at the University of Geneva untenable. It can be 
argued that Illmensee’s career never fully recovered. 
 
This paper will examine Illmensee’s career the accusations of fraud.  Coverage of biology in 
the media (with particular reference to this case) will also be discussed. 
 
Email: cheryl.lancaster@durham.ac.uk  
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End of life decision making and the European Convention on Human Rights: Does the 
ECHR adopt a will or an interest based conception of rights? 

 
Daniel Fenwick 

PhD Student, Durham Law School 
 

Abstract 
This paper seeks to explore the relationship that the rights-holder has with the benefit of 
the rights as one aspect of the normative requirements of the rights set out in the European 
Convention on Human Rights, of crucial importance to the question whether they 
encompass a right to lawful voluntary euthanasia or assisted suicide. The paper will begin 
with a necessarily brief outline of the longstanding dispute as to whether human rights can 
plausibly be said to exist solely due to the ability of the rights-holder to exercise control over 
the benefit of the right, or whether instead such control is not implicit in the right, but 
depends on the benefit to be obtained. Having indicated the background, the paper will 
then turn to its main theme - the nature of the Convention rights in this context. It will 
consider the basic text of the rights and its interpretation by the European Court of Human 
rights. The paper will address the question whether the rights have by their conception 
waivable benefits, and how they are exercised. Using this basis, the paper will seek to draw 
out some implications for the determination of the human rights of the Convention in the 
context of end of life decision-making. 
 
Email: d.p.fenwick@durham.ac.uk  
 

 
 

 
Killer Whales: A Question of Humanatee 

 
Benedict Douglas 

PhD Student, Durham Law School 
 

Abstract 
This paper will discuss the recent United States District Court decision concerning capacity 
of killer whales to possess the rights protected within the American Constitution. The place 
of this decision within the wider American and European case law on question of the nature 
of beings that can possess human rights will then be analysed. 
 
Email: benedict.douglas@durham.ac.uk  
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Enclosure use and environmental preferences of the Asian apes 
 

Sarah Cotterill 
Previously a student on   the MSc Evolutionary Anthropology 

 
Abstract 
Space use and environmental preferences can be used as a means of assessing and 
improving enclosure design and animal welfare. In this multi-zoo study, I investigated the 
use of available enclosure space by four species of Asian ape. I collected data every two 
minutes via instantaneous scan sampling to record behaviour, space use and proximity of 
apes at Twycross Zoo and Chester Zoological Gardens. I carried out principle component 
analyses (PCA) on the behavioural categories and then used multivariate analysis of variance 
(MANOVA) to determine differences in space use, behaviour and proximity. I carried out 
mixed-design ANOVA to discover whether use of certain tiers, and levels of proximity, were 
more common than others. The arboreal apes used the upper and middle tier preferentially 
to the lower, and were positioned more than one arm’s reach apart significantly more than 
in closer proximity to each other. The apes were positioned higher at Chester than 
Twycross, where the enclosure permitted increased arboreal locomotion.  Social factors 
influenced space use, with flanged male orangutans seeking doorways and positioning 
themselves away from the other individuals. The proportion of abnormal behaviours 
observed was larger in the smaller enclosures, yet the proportion of natural behaviours did 
not vary with enclosure size in this study.  Enclosure complexity, vertical height and the 
ability for solitary animals to separate are important factors to be considered, alongside 
enclosure size, when designing enclosures. 
 
Email: sarahcotterill@hotmail.co.uk  
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This Is Not a Zero-sum Game!  
Privacy and Data Protection Issues Regarding Biometric Technologies 

 
Wesley Yi-Hung Weng 

PhD student, Durham Law School 
 

Abstract 
Fundamental rights and freedoms, such as the right to benefit from advances in science and 
technology and the right to privacy, are prone to coming into conflict. Indeed, there are 
specific theories and principles to deal with such occasions, including the proportionality 
test. However, it is problematic to suggest that the balancing of competing rights is a zero-
sum trade-off. Instead, in line with the broad concept of privacy, it has been argued that 
there are chances for two sets of values being capable of supporting each other.1 With this 
in mind, this presentation aims to demonstrate two key privacy and data protection 
enhancing mechanisms, which espouse the practicability of the co-operative model, namely 
privacy impact assessment (PIA) and Privacy Enhancing Technologies (PETs). Applying these 
frameworks, I suggest that a well-designed framework can improve trustworthiness 
between data subjects and data controllers. Consequently, through an early engagement of 
the two mechanisms, the risk of violating fundamental rights and freedoms can be 
minimised in so far it is possible to do so.  
 
Email: yi-hung.weng@durham.ac.uk  
 
 

 
 
  

                                                 
1  Deryck Beyleveld, 'Conceptualising Privacy in Relation to Research Values' in Sheila AM McLean (ed), 

First Do No Harm: Law, Ethics and Healthcare (Ashgate Publishing 2006) 156-158, and Deryck 
Beyleveld, 'Data Protection and Genetics: Medical Research and the Public Good' (2007) 18 King's Law 
Journal 275-289. 
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Biofuels and Food Security: Controversies 
 

Feifei Liu 
PhD Student, Durham Law School 

 
Form the end of the 1990s, the promotion of biofuels industry has become a proposition 
that must be plainly irresistible for politicians in many countries. The compelling reasons for 
governments to develop biofuels include: the desire of national energy security, the 
ambition to mitigate climate change, and the concern about economic development in rural 
areas. An impressive variety of policy measures are employed to promote biofuels in the US, 
EU, Brazil and some other countries, such as a declared target for the share of biofuels in 
total fuel consumption (a mandatory blending requirement); direct subsidies or tax breaks; 
and tariff barriers on imported products.  
 
However, these biofuel policies are not without controversies. One of the thornier issues is 
whether the current biofuel development paths pose significant impacts on food supply and 
distribution. Although it is hard to analyse to what extent biofuels production has increased 
the global food inflation, it is clear already that the current price rise on world food markets, 
especially felt in many developing countries, is at least partially the result of the booming of 
biofuel industry. In order to attain the sustainable development of biofuel industry, 
dramatic improvements in policy and technology are needed to meet the global demand for 
both food and biofuel feedstocks. 

 
 

Email: feifei.liu@durham.ac.uk  
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