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Even a cursory scan of movie and book 
titles over the last couple of decades 
would establish that the growing power 
of science and technology—the ever-
expanding capacity they give to alter the 
natural world in unexpected ways—is 
accompanied by growing moral 
uneasiness. Contemporary social debates 
in which this uneasiness is present 
include those about the genetic 
modification of crops and livestock; the 
possibility of synthesizing microbes for 
specific industrial, medical, or other 
social goals; the likelihood that some 
extinct species might be recreated and 
perhaps even reintroduced into the wild; 
sports doping; and the more-distant 
prospect of enhancements to human 
nature that confer advantages in 
intelligence, memory, or lifespan. All of 
these debates involve questions about 
risks to health, safety, or human welfare 
generally, but concerns about risks do not 
fully explain the moral unease many feel. 
There is, additionally, a fairly common 
sense that some alterations to nature are 
intrinsically undesirable, regardless of the 
possible consequences for human 
welfare. 
 
But does that uneasiness make any sense? 
Often, those who feel it convey it 
obliquely rather than address it head on. 
In the debate about GM organisms, for 
example, it is conveyed through leading 
questions about where the work is going,  

 
insidious labels for those doing the work, 
and cartoons in which the organisms 
themselves appear as inherently evil. 
Meanwhile, those who want to defend 
science and technology sometimes 
dismiss this uneasiness entirely.  
 
It is derided as an irrational sentiment or 
a religious worry about “playing god,” 
and it is seen as depending on an 
indefensible distinction between 
alterations to nature that can be achieved 
through emerging technologies and 
alterations to nature that have long been 
practiced and accepted in agriculture, 
medicine, and industry. 
 
In a book published this year by Oxford 
University Press, I give a qualified 
defense of that uneasiness. I argue that 
concerns about the human alteration of 
nature can be legitimate and serious, but 
also that they are complex, contestable, 
and limited. In this essay, I will touch on 
a few key points of that analysis and 
close by drawing out a handful of lessons 
for debates in which that uneasiness is at 
play. 
 
Why Care about Nature? 
 
One fundamental philosophical problem 
in trying to make sense of moral unease 
about altering nature is the difficulty of 
giving a compelling answer to the 
question, “Why should anyone care 
whether human beings change nature?” 
 
This question has been taken up in 
various literatures within practical 
ethics—on human enhancement, 
agricultural biotechnology, and synthetic 
biology, for example—but these 
discussions are often ad hoc and 
disconnected from each other. For 
example, critiques of human 
enhancement sometimes seek to show  

 
how moral values depend on human 
nature as it is now or why human 
enhancement conflicts with the value of 
authenticity, but those arguments have no 
bearing on GM organisms in agriculture. 
Objections to agricultural biotechnology 
sometimes rest on claims about the value 
of preserving “animal integrity” or 
“species integrity”—special claims about 
species norms—but those objections 
might have no bearing on using genetic 
modification and reproductive 
technologies to achieve the “de-
extinction” of a species, since de-
extinction is in principle guided precisely 
by species norms. 
 
On the face of it, however, the 
reservations many people have about 
agricultural and medical biotechnology 
appear to be analogs to some degree, 
given that they are all about the value of 
accepting natural states of affairs, of 
resisting or at least containing the urge to 
re-engineer nature. It is well worth 
looking for an account that recognizes the 
underlying similarities. 
 
Comparing moral unease about the reach 
of science and technology to 
environmentalist sentiment—to moral 
unease about the human-caused 
extinction of species or destruction of 
ecosystems—is helpful in this 
connection. Environmentalist concern is 
also about the value of naturally 
occurring states of affairs, but it is more 
widely shared than are misgivings about 
the reach of science and technology. 
Indeed, many scientists and technology-
lovers are environmentalists. To the 
extent that one finds the loss of wild 
species or places intrinsically morally 
troubling, that person has reason at least 
not to dismiss misgivings about science 
and technology as irrational. 
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Also, the comparison suggests a simpler 
and more direct way of articulating the 
moral unease about altering nature. In 
environmental ethics, a preservationist 
stance toward nature is sometimes 
accepted as a fundamental ethical 
concern in and of itself, similar to other 
fundamental moral concerns such as 
respect for autonomy and the 
advancement of human happiness. Thus, 
instead of constructing ad hoc arguments 
about species integrity or authenticity to 
explain why altering nature is troubling, 
one who is concerned about the extent of 
human alteration of nature might appeal 
more directly to the value found in 
leaving nature alone. This person might 
even agree with the critics that the 
concern about alteration should be 
understood as, at bottom, a kind of 
sentiment, even as irrational in the 
limited sense that it is not proven true by 
reasons, while maintaining that much the 
same must be said about other kinds of 
fundamental moral concerns. Indeed, 
deeply grounded sentiments can be part 
of what motivates scientists and 
technologists: scientists and technologists 
are propelled by a desire to understand, 
add to knowledge, build, and create, and 
these goals can be valued not just because 
they improve human lives but also as 
goals in their own right—as intrinsically 
valuable goods that orient lives in ways 
similar to how the preservationist 
impulse orients nature-lovers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Note, however, that the point of these 
comparisons is about our ability to give 
reasons to support a moral concern about 
altering nature, not about whether that 
concern is of the same weight as concerns 
about human autonomy and happiness. It 
would be quite possible to rank order 
them. It is also important to recognize 
that reasons might still be given to 
challenge a concern about human 
alteration of nature. If one takes a 
different moral view of apparently similar 
situations, one might be asked to explain 
the difference. Conversely, if one takes a 
similar view of apparently different 
situations, one can be challenged on that 
score as well. Indeed, comparing the 
concern about, for example, the genetic 
modification of organisms to an 
environmental concern may well lead to 
reassessments in just this way. For 
example, environmentalism focuses on 
the destruction of existing phenomena 
rather than on the creation of artificial 
ones. Gardens are not problematic in and 
of themselves; they become problematic 
only if they generate too much pressure 
on wild species or places. 
 
What Counts as Natural 
 
The problem of counterexamples raises 
another philosophical problem for the 
moral concern about altering nature. This 
is the difficulty of identifying nature in 
the first place. What dispositions or 
capacities are “natural” to human beings, 
for example, and what should be ascribed 
instead to culture or individual creativity? 
Is creating new strains of an organism 
through breeding natural, and if it is, then 
in what sense is genetic modification not 
natural? Is the Amazonian rainforest, 
which has been altered by humans for 
millennia, genuinely one of the world’s 
last “pristine wildernesses,” as is often 
said? 
 
The difficulty of identifying what is 
natural is partly a practical problem. We 
may not know whether or in what ways a 
thing has been altered. But it also a 
philosophical problem, insofar as it 
depends on whether a concept like 
“natural” should be clearly defined in  
 
 
 
 
 

order to be used in moral reasoning. 
Many assume that the distinction 
between natural and artificial is marked 
out by fairly straightforward 
definitions—something is artificial when 
its existence depends on human 
intentions, and natural when its existence 
is independent of human intentions—and 
that, in principle if not in practice, these 
definitions allow for a clear sorting of 
things into the two categories. Natural 
things should, like “pristine 
wildernesses,” be entirely free of human 
interference. Many other morally 
significant concepts, however, are 
delineated only somewhat fuzzily, in the 
manner of a scatterplot: how they apply 
to things, what counts as falling under 
them, is not clear. Examples of such 
concepts include personhood, adulthood, 
competence, and voluntariness. 
 
Similarly, perhaps the notion of 
“independent of human intentions” is not 
in fact crystal clear, and that what counts 
as natural is also a kind of scatterplot. 
There are comparatively clear cases, such 
as microbial ecosystems deep 
underground (on the natural end of 
things) and nuclear reactor cores (on the 
artificial end). But between such 
paradigms would be many less clear 
cases, and probably even indeterminate 
cases. Is a section of log artificial if it 
was found in the forest, then shorn of its 
bark, placed on one end, and smoothed 
off on the other end so it could be used as 
a seat? This problem is even greater when 
the thing in question is itself a collection 
of other things, each of which may be 
natural or artificial (or something in 
between). Is the forest in the Amazon 
natural? We now know that it has 
undergone much greater alteration than 
had been understood until recently (this 
discovery exemplifies the practical 
point), and yet many sections still contain 
a great variety of native species, 
interacting with each other and with the 
land in age-old relationships. 
 
The assumption that the natural/artificial 
distinction is clear may depend partly on 
a further assumption that the distinction 
maps onto an even more fundamental 
distinction, namely, a metaphysical 
divide between the material world (whose 
existence does not depend on human 
intentions) and the realm of the mind.  
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This distinction is purportedly between 
different kinds of being and hence should 
be very clear, and therefore any 
distinction that tracks it should also be 
clear. But the distinction between natural 
and artificial might be a causal point 
rather than a metaphysical one. It would 
then be a matter for scientists and 
historians: in the story or stories we 
might tell about how a thing came to be 
the way it is, how important are human 
beings? This view will tend to support a 
fuzzier understanding of the 
natural/artificial distinction. Arguably, 
humans may have some role in the stories 
told about things that we nonetheless 
count as “natural.” Perhaps even 
wildernesses need not be pristine; 
perhaps they need only be, in the 
language of the Wilderness Act of 1964, 
“untrammeled”—unbound or 
unimpaired. 
 
That the distinction between natural and 
artificial is fuzzy does not mean that the 
distinction is nothing but smoke and 
mirrors. On the contrary, because it asks 
us to tell causal stories, there will be 
much room for reasoned argument. There 
may not be much possibility that a crisp 
argument will quickly settle a debate, 
however, given that some of the key 
concepts are more like contestable ranges 
on a dial than like on-off switches. 
 
Lessons 
 
There are practical lessons to be drawn 
from these rather abstract points. 
 
First is a lesson about what it is we are 
debating when we debate moral concerns 
about altering nature. Characterizing the 
concerns in terms of metaphysical or 
religious language may be useful insofar 
as it conveys the felt importance of 
what’s at stake, but very unhelpful 
insofar as it encourages mistakes about 
the relevant concepts. We should be 
discussing the facts on the ground and 
attending to their nuances and 
complexity, and metaphysical or 
religious language pushes us in the wrong 
direction. 
 
Another lesson is about disentangling 
different kinds of moral concerns. Those 
with concerns about the alteration of 
nature sometimes submerge them in very 

different moral language: those opposed 
to GM organisms, for example, may well 
be motivated in good measure by the 
intrinsic value of nature, yet they often 
focus on claims about health risks for 
consumers. Hence the cartoons. This sort 
of misdirection is not true to the 
underlying concerns and does not 
encourage clarity of thinking. 
 
Third is a lesson about moderation and 
deliberation. What we are debating calls 
for give and take, both among scholars 
and with the public, occurring over time. 
Absolutist, unnuanced ways of rendering 
the concerns make this conversation more 
difficult. 
 
Finally, there is a lesson of tolerance. 
Often, dismissing those who worry about 
the reach of science and technology as 
irrational is to misunderstand the thinking 
that goes into their concerns. That 
thinking is in fact shared by scientists. 
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CALLS TO PROTECT CITIZEN 
PRIVACY IN THE DIGITAL AGE 
 
In light of revelations that the United 
States National Security Agency (NSA) 
has conducted extensive personal data 
collection and mass surveillance over the 
last decade, fifty American computer 
scientists have signed an open letter 
urging the U.S. to uphold citizen privacy 
and reform NSA policies.  
 
The letter acknowledges the need for 
effective homeland security measures and 
protection of American citizens, but 
maintains that these efforts must be 
balanced with a respect for privacy. 
“Every country, including our own, must 
give intelligence and law-enforcement 
authorities the means to pursue terrorists 
and criminals, but we can do so without 
fundamentally undermining the security 
that enables commerce, entertainment, 
personal communication, and other 
aspects of 21st-century life.” [1]  
 
One of the primary problems the 
computer scientists hold with the NSA’s 
surveillance activity is the vulnerabilities 
inherent to bulk data collection. When the 
government collects mass data, citizen 
information becomes less secure. “The 
choice is not whether to allow the NSA to 
spy. The choice is between a 
communications infrastructure that is 
vulnerable to attack at its core and one 
that, by default, is intrinsically secure for 
its users.” By extracting information from 
user devices and placing it in external 
servers, personal data is put at greater 
risk for identity theft, for example. The 
letter also argues that invasive 
surveillance chills the right to free speech 
and poses a threat to democracy. 
 
The letters refers to five suggestions for 
privacy reform offered by a coalition of 
large tech companies, including AOL, 
Facebook, Google, Microsoft, Twitter  
 

News continued on page 4 

In the News 
 



 
 

 
Winter 2014                                             Professional Ethics Report               4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • •   

News continued from page 3 
 
and Yahoo [2]. The companies advise the 
government to establish data collection 
limitations; enforce oversight, 
accountability and transparency; respect 
the global flow of information; and 
establish data sharing procedures when 
dealing with other countries. They cite 
mutual legal assistance treaties—
negotiated agreements between 
governments on the sharing of 
information— as one mechanism for 
improving international cooperation on 
data issues.  
 
At the international level, the United 
Nations has also taken action on the issue 
of privacy rights. In December 2013, the 
General Assembly passed a resolution 
calling for the acknowledgment of online 
privacy as a human right [3]. The 
resolution, recognizing an “international 
right to privacy in the digital age,” calls 
upon governments to respect and protect 
the right to privacy [4]. The resolution 
urges countries to ensure oversight, 
transparency and accountability for state 
surveillance activity. Additionally, 
because the specific language of the 
resolution calls for states to protect the 
human right to privacy, the resolution 
thus recommends states not only regulate 
their own practices but ensure that private 
businesses—including technology 
companies like Google and Facebook, 
which have called for surveillance 
reform—respect the privacy of users as 
well.   
 
[1] http://masssurveillance.info/ 
[2]https://www.reformgovernmentsurveil
lance.com/  
[3]http://www.un.org/apps/news/story.as
p?NewsID=46780&Cr=privacy&Cr1#.U
zsb5IWGpfc  
[4]http://www.hrw.org/sites/default/files/
related_material/UNGA_upload_0.pdf  
 
*JE 
 
U.K. Policy Memo Aims to Mitigate 
Use of Animals for Research 
 
In early February, the British government 
released a policy memo encouraging a 
reduction in the use of animals for 
research purposes. The memo, Working 
to Reduce the Use of Animals in 
Scientific Research, is part of an ongoing 
effort to address the increasing usage of 

animals for research in the United 
Kingdom [1]. The official effort began in 
2010 after studies revealed an increase of 
animal experiments in the U.K. since the 
early 2000’s. According to the most 
recent statistics, U.K. scientists 
conducted over 4.11 million experiments 
on animals in 2012, an 8% increase from 
2011 [2]. 
 
Mark Walport, chief scientific adviser for 
the British government, stated that the 
increase in animal experiments derives 
mostly from an increase in the breeding 
of genetically-modified animals [3]. Each 
birth is counted as a procedure. The 
number of experiments excluding 
genetically modified animals remained 
around 2 million for the last decade. In 
accordance with the 1988 Protection of 
Animals Act, the majority of animals 
used were bred specifically for research 
purposes. The most common animals 
used in laboratories are mice, rats and 
fish, respectively.  
 
Many in the scientific community argue 
that animal testing provides instrumental 
discoveries and innovations in many 
disciplines, particularly health science 
[4]. Additionally, results deriving from 
animal testing—such as new cancer 
treatments, vaccines and more—not only 
benefit humans; they can benefit animals 
as well. The British government’s focus, 
therefore, has not been to completely 
eliminate the use of animals in scientific 
research, but rather to minimize the 
unnecessary use of animals. This has 
become known as the “3Rs” concept of 
research ethics. As the memo outlines, 
the British government is supportive of 
practices in which, “Animals are replaced 
with non-animal alternatives wherever 
possible; that the number of animals used 
is reduced to the minimum needed to 
achieve the results sought; and that, for 
those animals which must be used, 
procedures are refined as much as 
possible to minimize their suffering.” [1] 
 
Suggested recommendations also include 
enhancing data sharing between animal 
researchers to prevent duplication of 
studies and training laboratory inspectors 
to promote the “3Rs” concept to 
researchers. The government has also 
emphasized its commitment to greater 
transparency on the use of animals for 
research purposes.  
 

Nevertheless, the lack of strong 
enforcement mechanisms or legal 
measures cited in the policy memo has 
disappointed animal rights groups and 
activists. The British Union for the 
Abolition of Vivisection declared it, “a 
missed opportunity for the Government 
to make meaningful and lasting change 
for the millions of animals suffering in 
UK laboratories” [2]; the Fund for the 
Replacement of Animals in Medical 
Experiments was dissatisfied as the 
memo does not describe any specific, 
quantitative goals for the reduction of 
animal testing [3]. The government will, 
however, issue a progress report in 12 
months and at regular intervals afterward.  
 
[1]https://www.gov.uk/government/uploa
ds/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/2
77942/bis-14-589-working-to-reduce-the-
use-of_animals-in-research.pdf 
[2]http://news.sciencemag.org/europe/20
14/02/u.k.-scientists-welcome-new-
policy-animal-research 
[3] http://www.nature.com/news/uk-
absolutely-committed-to-reducing-
animals-used-in-research-1.14688   
[4] http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/health-
17369323  
 
*JE 
 
U.K. REPORT ON USE OF 
PRIMATES IN RESEARCH 
CHALLENGES NOTION OF 
CUMULATIVE SUFFERING 
 
A report released in November 2013 by 
the United Kingdom Animal Procedures 
Committee (APC) challenges the notion 
that animals suffer from long-term 
involvement in scientific research. The 
report, Review of the assessment of 
cumulative severity and lifetime 
experience in non-human primates used 
in neuroscience, argues that the majority 
of animals used in neuroscience research 
do not experience cumulative suffering, 
or negative impacts resulting from 
prolonged housing conditions and 
repeated scientific procedures over an 
extended duration of time [1].  
 
The team of researchers, led by Dr. John 
Pickard of the University of Cambridge 
Department of Neurosurgery, monitored 
234 primates (macaque and marmoset 
monkeys) for 10 years, utilizing 13,000  
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News continued from page 4 
 
data points for their study. They found 
minimal evidence of “additive stacking 
up or potentiation” of suffering in a 
variety of procedures including, 
anesthesia/pain control, housing, 
husbandry, weaning and surgeries. In 
other words, the primates recovered 
adequately between each event insofar 
that the suffering did not have a 
cumulative effect over time.   
 
Cumulative suffering resulting from 
long-term testing was included in both 
the Animals Scientific Procedures Act 
(ASPA) of 1986 (U.K.) and Directive 
2010/63/EU of the European Parliament. 
After the passage of these laws, 
cumulative suffering has been considered 
a determining factor when scientific 
studies seek research licenses. The 
authors of the report suggest a re-
evaluation of this clause in assessing the 
severity scientific research involving 
animals.  
 
Though the researchers found that the 
negative impact of long-term 
involvement in scientific research may be 
overstated, they note the importance of 
supporting animal subject well-being. In 
the neuroscience laboratories they 
investigated, the researchers found that 
the labs were implementing effective 
“3Rs” guidelines (replacement, 
refinement and reduction), which aim to 
mitigate animal suffering. The 
researchers also support the “increasing 
use of CCTV to supplement monitoring 
of the welfare of non-human primates in 
their accommodation,” and greater 
transparency of research. The report only 
examined common practices in the 
United Kingdom and may not reflect the 
present condition of animal research in 
the United States.   
 
The report challenges some of claims of 
animal rights groups, which often 
contend that prolonged use of individual 
animals has a net detrimental impact on 
their well-being. For instance, an article 
published by the American Anti-
Vivisection Society states, “Not 
surprisingly, the negative impact of life 
as a research subject has a cumulative 
effect. Primates who survive multiple 
experiments and make it to, perhaps, 10 
years old, have a trail of horrible 
experiences behind them.” [2] The U.K. 

report suggests that these notions may be 
exaggerated—at least in the U.K.—and 
addresses many of the animal rights 
groups concerns directly [1, pp. 42-46].  
 
Animal rights groups have disputed the 
report’s findings. In a press release, the 
Royal Society for the Prevention of 
Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA) argues that 
the report, “systematically underestimates 
the serious impact of neuroscience 
research on primates and the level of 
suffering involved.” [3] The statement 
continues, “How anyone can think that 
confinement in cages, being subjected to 
repeated scientific procedures including 
surgery, the implantation of eye coils or 
head implants and electrodes, food and 
water deprivation, long periods of 
restraint, and the catalogue of other 
adverse effects listed causes anything 
other than severe suffering is completely 
beyond us.” The RSPCA plans to review 
the study in greater detail and release an 
extended critique of the findings.  
 
[1]https://www.gov.uk/government/uploa
ds/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/2
61687/cs_nhp_review_FINAL_2013_cor
rected.pdf  
[2]http://www.aavs.org/site/c.bkLTKfOS
LhK6E/b.7914291/k.B1ED/Primates__Sc
ience.htm#.UxiMxm00_Dw  
[3] 
http://www.rspca.org.uk/media/pressrelea
ses/details/-
/article/PressRSPCAExtremeConcernAtP
rimateResearchReport28Nov13  
 
*JE 
 
Survey Finds Reduced Workplace 
Misconduct in U.S.  
 
A survey released in early February by 
the Ethics Resource Center (ERC) found 
a drop in workplace misconduct in the 
United States [1]. According to the 2013 
National Business Ethics Survey 
(NBES), 41 percent of employees 
observed workplace misconduct, down 
from 55 percent in 2007. The survey 
asked participants about 28 types of 
workplace misconduct, including abusive 
behavior, discrimination, lying and 
sexual harassment. Additionally, the 
study found that 9 percent of employees 
felt pressure to compromise their ethical 
standards, compared to 13 percent in 
2011. This was the eighth installment of 
the NBES.  

The results of the survey may be 
associated with an increasing number of 
corporate cultures built around ethics. 
The survey found that 6 percent more 
companies were rated with a “strong” 
ethics culture than in 2011 (66 percent vs. 
60 percent), and more companies 
provided ethics training across the same 
period (81 percent vs. 74 percent). 
Michael G. Oxley, former Congressman 
and ERC Chairman, stated that, “the 
results of the survey are encouraging and 
show that companies are doing a better 
job of holding workers accountable, 
imposing discipline for misconduct, and 
letting it be known publicly that bad 
behavior will be punished.” [2] 
 
The survey reveals clues for how 
companies can reduce misconduct. “We 
found that when a company has a weak 
culture, it is more likely to have frequent 
incidents of misconduct vs. rogue 
incidents in a company that has a 
stronger culture,” said ERC President Dr. 
Patricia J. Harned. She also believes that 
the recession may have played a role in 
reducing workplace misconduct. “It 
seems likely that the severity of the 
recession and the relatively soft recovery 
have taken a toll on workers’ confidence 
and tempered risk-taking on the job.” In 
other words, workers are monitoring their 
professional practices more carefully due 
to decreased job security. 
 
The NBES found that ethical misconduct 
is more common at upper corporate 
levels. 60 percent of reported misconduct 
in 2013 was committed by managers. 
Furthermore, senior-level managers are 
more likely to commit ethical violations 
than junior-level managers. According to 
the survey, lower-level managers were 
associated with misconduct 17 percent of 
the time, compared to 19 percent for 
middle-level and 24 percent for upper-
level managers. The study also found that 
more than a third of respondents (34 
percent) didn’t report violations out of 
fear of retribution, and 21 percent of 
employees who reported violations 
suffered from some kind of retribution.  
 
The question now is how sustainable 
these optimistic results are. If it is true 
that employees are behaving more 
ethically because of the recession, for 
instance, behavior could revert to old  
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News continued from page 5 
 
patterns as the economy recovers. “A key 
question for the future is what happens to 
misconduct rates when economic growth 
becomes more robust and widespread,” 
said Dr. Harned. The next NBES will be 
conducted in 2015.  
 
[1]http://www.ethics.org/downloads/2013
NBESFinalWeb.pdf  
[2] http://www.ethics.org/news/survey-
workplace-misconduct-historic-low  
 
 

 
 
 
National Science Foundation Offers 
Funding for Ethics Research 
 
The National Science Foundation (NSF) 
has updated its Ethics Education and 
Science and Engineering (EESE) 
program, changing the title to Cultivating 
Cultures for Ethical Science, Technology, 
Engineering and Mathematics (CCE 
STEM).  The new program has been 
expanded to cover ethics education for 
students, faculty and researchers of all 
levels.  
 
CCE STEM will fund research that 
identifies factors associated with ethical 
STEM practices. Suggested topics 
include: defining ethical STEM practices; 
identifying beneficial or detrimental 
institutional practices; exploring the 
efficacy of particular ethics educational 
programs; and determining the most 
impactful methods of ethics training. 
Research projects should include a 
comparative analysis component, 
analyzing specific factors that determine 
ethical practices within or between 
institutions. Factors might include, but 
are not limited to: professional ethics 
codes, licensing requirements, 
institutional programs cultivating ethics, 
membership in organizations that 
promote social responsibility, learning 
requirements, and institutions that 
emphasize group work. Researchers 
should examine how particular factors 
create and maintain ethical cultures, and 
consider ways of implementing their 
findings into research and educational 
environments. 
 
 

Projects should reflect ethical practices in 
the fields of science and engineering that 
NSF supports. There is an anticipated 
total funding amount of three million 
dollars. The next upcoming proposal 
deadline is June 17, 2014. More 
information and proposal guidelines 
available at: 
http://www.nsf.gov/pubs/2014/nsf14546/
nsf14546.htm 
 
 
 
 
Call for Papers - The Center for Applied 
Ethics and Philosophy seeks submissions 
for its upcoming International 
Conference on Applied Ethics. The 
theme of the conference is “Security, 
Sustainability and Human Flourishing.” 
It will take place October 31 - November 
2, 2014 at Hokkaido University in 
Sapporo, Japan. Reviewers will give 
preference to papers that directly relate to 
the conference theme, but also welcome 
submissions on applied ethics, broadly 
construed, that address philosophical, 
political, economic, social, and cultural 
issues in applied ethics beyond the 
conference theme. Submissions should be 
sent to caep@let.hokudai.ac.jp by June 
30, 2014.  
 
Conference - The second annual 
conference on the Governance of 
Emerging Technologies: Law, Policy and 
Ethics, will be held in Scottsdale, 
Arizona, on May 27-29, 2014. The 
conference will consist of plenary and 
session presentations and discussions on 
regulatory, governance, legal, policy, 
social and ethical aspects of emerging 
technologies, including (but not limited 
to) nanotechnology, synthetic biology, 
biotechnology, genomics, personalized 
medicine, stem cell and regenerative 
medicine, human enhancement 
technologies, telecommunications, 
information technologies, surveillance 
technologies, geoengineering, 
neuroscience and robotics. The 
conference is premised on the belief that 
there is much to be learned and shared 
from and across the governance 
experience and proposals for these 
various emerging technologies. More 
information about the conference is 
available at 
http://conferences.asucollegeoflaw.com/e
mergingtechnologies2014/.  
 

Contest - The journal Issues in Science and 
Technology (IST) is seeking submissions 
for a new science fiction contest. IST is a 
quarterly journal that explores the 
intersections of science, technology, 
society, and policy. The editors of IST 
believe that science fiction (SF) can help to 
bring key challenges and dilemmas in 
science and technology to an influential 
readership in new and compelling ways. 
Authors should submit a précis or brief 
treatment (no more than 250 words) of a 
science fiction story idea that explores 
themes in science, technology, and society. 
Throughout 2015, starting with the Winter 
volume, IST will publish one SF story per 
issue, on topics of broad societal interest. 
Published stories may be accompanied by a 
brief commentary or response written by a 
member of the National Academies. Stories 
should fall into one of the following five 
theme areas: big data / artificial intelligence 
/ brain science; education / jobs / future of 
the economy; defense / security / privacy / 
freedom; biomedicine / genetics / health / 
future of the human; and future of scientific 
research / automation of research and 
discovery. Submissions must be received 
by June 1, 2014. Email your submission 
and contact information to: 
SFcontest@asu.edu.  
 
 
Course - The Kennedy Institute of Ethics 
at Georgetown University invites 
registration to its 40th Intensive Bioethics 
Course, Monday, June 2 through Friday, 
June 6, 2014 in Washington DC. The 
course revolves around plenary lectures 
on key principles of bioethics, followed 
by small group discussions led by an 
expert facilitator. One afternoon is 
devoted to lectures on ‘special topics’ 
such as feminist and religious 
perspectives on bioethics. For additional 
details on the course schedule and 
registration, see: http://ibc40.org/. 
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