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Since President George W. Bush declared
aban on federal funding for human
embryonic stem cell research (SCR) on9
August 2001, numerous polls have
sought to gauge whether the majority of
the American public supports or opposes
such research. Pollsters have predomi-

nantly asked whether participants approve
or disapprove of stem cell research, and
whether federal funding should or should
not be allocated for thisresearch.[1] Some
polls have asked additional questions to
gather moreinformation regarding public
opinion about the ethics of stem cell
research, while others have focused on
state-funded stem cell research initiatives.

This essay summarizes poll data pertaining
to national attitudes toward SCR since
August 2001.[2] In addition to this broad
view, resultsfrom two specific polls, one
conducted by VirginiaCommonwealth
University’s Center for Public Policy and
the other by the Pew Research Center for
the People & the Press, are presented.
Taken together, these data reveal that the
majority of the American public supports
SCR, and that this majority hasremained
consistent since 2003. In addition, positive

correlations exist between support for
SCR and the degree to which poll
respondentsfeel well informed about
scientific issues. Not surprisingly,
religious affiliation isafactor in respon-
dents’ attitudestoward embryonic SCR;
however, data presented here indicate
that most religious groups studied
support such research.

American Attitudes — A Broad View[ 3]

Figure 1 represents abroad view of
public opinion pollsover time, from the
summer of 2001 to May 2006.[4] Those
respondents who declined to answer (no
answer, na), or who responded “I don’t
know” (dk), weretallied together. For all
pollsappearing in Figure 1, the only
guestion under consideration asked
respondents whether they support/
favor/approve or oppose/disapprove of

Figure 1. Support for Embryonic Stem Cell Research Fairly Constant in Recent Years ——
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(Flanagan continued from page 1)

SCR (please seereference 3 for specific
criteriaemployed for thisanalysis).
Overall, these composite data show that
support for stem cell research has not
changed dramatically over time, with the
exception of adiscernibletrough formed
by four polls conducted between August
2001 and September 2003. Approval for
stem cell research fell below 50%in 5 out
of 27 polls considered, or 18.5% of the
time points represented. However, these
5 pollswere al conducted between July
2001 (Fox News) and September 2003
(VirginiaCommonwesdlth University). For
the remaining time points, from June 2004
through May 2006, the average percent
approval is 61%. The composite data
alsoillustrate that variability in approval
rates has lessened over time: the last poll
inwhich approval fell below 50% was
conducted in September 2003 (by
VirginiaCommonwealth University), with
approval rates remaining at or above
50% sincethat time. Over the sametime
course, a slight decrease in the percent-
age of dk/na responses is apparent,
although the average hovers around the
10% mark. It may be that respondents
have becomeincreasingly aware of SCR
dueto increased politicization of the
subject over thistime period, and hence
have becomemorelikely to report their

When undertaking an analysis of any
polling data, the issue of question wording
isof great importance.[5] Upon closer
examination, the pollscompiledin Figure 1
can be subdivided into two groups: those
polls in which the support/oppose question
was preceded by a multiple-sentence
background statement (‘ descriptive’), and
those in which the question was asked in
the absence of any additional information
(‘simple’).[6] Those pollsthat provided
additional information about SCR yielded
higher percentages of support among
respondents, with an average of 68.2%
compared to an average percent approval of
53.5%for ‘ssmple’ questions(Figure 2). It
should be noted that in 6 out of 13 descrip-
tive polls (denoted with asterisksin Figure
2), respondents were presented with
statements both in favor and opposition to
SCR, then asked with which statement they
agreed. However, intheremaining 7
descriptive polls, the additional statements
did not contain balanced favorable and
opposing statements. In these latter cases,
background information included words
and phrases to convey practical benefits of
SCR (e.g., curing of Alzheimer’sor
Parkinson’s Disease or diabetes) and to
define the source of embryos used

(“discarded,” “donated). From these
data, it may be concluded that public
opinion regarding embryonic SCRis
danted toward approval by words and
phrases that place the question in a
utilitarian context. [SEE Figure#2, bottom
right]

Trends over Time: Religion, Interest and
Information

VirginiaCommonwealth University’s
Center for Public Policy has conducted
theannual VCU Life Sciences Survey
since 2001. The survey has asked many
guestions pertaining to controversial
research areas, including human cloning,
genetic testing, and embryonic stem cell
research. In addition, the VCU survey has
gueried respondents about their interest
in scientific developments, aswell asthe
degree to which they are informed about
such developments.

Datafrom polls conducted from 2001
through 2005 are currently available.[7] In
each case, VCU surveyed randomly-
selected American adults and asked the
same question pertaining to stem cell
research: “ On the whole, how much do

Figure 2. Pollswith Additional Information about Embryonic Stem Cell Research Show
Higher Levelsof Public Support than Other Polls.
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(Flanagan continued from page 2)

you favor or oppose medical research
that uses stem cells from human embryos
—do you strongly favor, somewhat favor,
somewhat oppose, or strongly oppose
this?’ This consistency of question
wording allowsfor direct comparisons
over time. Figure 3 depicts responses to
the stem cell question for each survey
year available. Aswas apparent in Figure
1, theannual VCU dataon the stem cell
research question reveal adecreasein
support between 2001 and 2002, in this
casefrom 48% to 35%. At the sametime,
uncertainty (or refusal to answer)
increased from 9% to 15%, while opposi-
tion also increased from 43%to 51%.
From 2002 to 2005, however, atrend of
increasing support becomes apparent,
coupled with a decrease in opposition
and areturn to 2001 levels of uncertainty.
[SEE Figure#3, top right]

For theyears 2002 and 2003, V CU used
an“interest and information index”[8] to
determine how interested and/or informed
respondents believed they were at
survey time. In 2002, respondents with a
higher index were aslikely to favor
embryonic SCR asto opposeit (45% v.
43%, respectively), whilethosewith a
lower index were nearly twice aslikely to
oppose embryonic SCR (29%in favor v.
55% opposed). In 2003, respondents with
ahigher interest and information index
were 1.6timesmorelikely tofavor
embryonic SCR, whilethose with alower
index were 1.3timesmorelikely to
oppose. The index was not used in the
2004V CU survey; rather, each question
gauging interest or information was
tabulated separately. When asked, “How
well informed are you about medical
discoveries,” respondents who thought
they werewell informed were 1.8 times
morelikely tofavor embryonic SCR, while
thosewho felt lessinformed were 1.3
timesmore likely to oppose. These data
indicate a positive correlation between
feelingwell informed and embryonic SCR
attitudes, such that those respondents
whofelt well informed were morelikely to
favor embryonic stem cell research. In
addition, support for such research
increased over the time course studied.
(It isimportant to note that respondents
self-reported the degree to which they
were informed in each of these cases;
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108%.

Figure 3. Datafrom VirginiaCommonwealth University Show Increasing Support for
Embryonic Stem Cell Research between 2002 and 2005.
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hence, the results may not be an accurate
reflection of the knowledge base actually
possessed.)

For the years 2002, 2003 and 2004, VCU
compiled responses to the stem cell
question by subgroup, based on
respondents’ answers to other questions
from the survey. Respondents were
asked whether they considered religion
to be an important part of their lives.
Those who answered “yes’ were asked
an additional question: “Would you say
your religious beliefs provide some
guidance in your day-to-day living,
quitea bit of guidance, or agreat deal of
guidance in your day-to-day living?’ In

[

" ou

addition to “some guidance,” “quite a
bit,” and “agreat deal,” “not important”
responses were recorded. For all three
survey years, alinear relationship existed
between degree of religious guidance and
opposition to embryonic stem cell
research: as degree of religious guidance
increased, support for embryonic SCR
decreased. [ SEE Figure#4, bottom right]

Among Opponents, Religious Affiliation
Matters

The Pew Research Center (PRC) has
conducted four polls that included a
guestion pertaining to stem cell research
(March 2002, August 2004, December

Figure4. Extent of Religious Guidance Playsal arge Rolein Attitudes Toward Embryonic

Stem Cell Research.
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(Flanagan continued from page 3)

2004 and July 2005). In each, adultswere
asked, “All inall, whichismoreimportant:
conducting stem cell research that might
result in new medical cures, or not
destroying the potential life of human
embryosinvolved in thisresearch?’ The
wording of this question differsfrom the
simplified support/oppose framework
used in pollssummarizedinFigure 1, in
that it asked respondents to choose
between “research cures’ or “not
destroying the potential life of human
embryos.” (“Don’t know/Refused”
responses were also tabulated for this
question.) Figure 5 depicts responses to
the stem cell question as asked by PRC,
and illustrates that importance of con-
ducting embryonic SCR increased from
March 2002 (43%) through December
2004 (56%), and remained constant
through July 2005 (57%). [SEE Figure#5,
top right]

Resultsfrom the July 2005 PRC poll
included subgroup analysis based on
respondents’ reported religious affiliation.
Respondents who placed greater impor-
tance on conducting embryonic SCR
outnumbered those placing greater
importance on preserving embryos by
nearly 2:1. Analysisof religiousaffiliation
revealed some interesting deviations from
thisfigure. White Catholicsaswell as
“High Commitment” White Non-Evangeli-
cal Protestants closely mirrored poll
totals, with each placing greater impor-
tance on embryonic SCR by 2:1. White
Catholicswho identified as“High
Commitment,” along with Black Protes-
tants, were approximately evenly splitin
their responses(1:1), while White Non-
Evangelicals placed greater importance on
research by amargin of 3:1. Only White
Evangelical Protestants placed greater
importance on not destroying embryos by
appreciablemargins (1.6:1), with those
identifying as*High Commitment” doing
so by amargin of 2:1. The greatest fold
difference between embryonic SCR
support and opposition occurred among
those identified as Secular, who placed
greater importance on stem cell research
by 6:1.

Conclusion

On 19 July 2006, President Bush used his
veto power for thefirst time during his
Fall 2006

Figure 5. Americans Place Greater Importance on Conducting Embryonic Stem Cell

Research than on Preserving Embryos.
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presidency to prevent amore permissive
stem cell research bill from becoming
law,[9] saying “it crosses amoral boundary
that our decent society needs to re-
spect.”[10] Taken together, the data
presented here indicate that a majority of
the American public disagrees with the
President.

Indeed, a USA Today/Gallup poll con-
ducted 21-23 July 2006 reveal ed that 58%
of adult Americans disapproved of
President Bush’s decision to veto this hill,
while 36% approved of the decision, and
6% had no opinion.[11] Thesefigures
closely mirror other pollsthat measure
public approval for embryonic stem cell
research. [12] The Gallup poll also asked
whether respondents thought Bush’s veto
decision was based on personal moral
beliefs or an attempt to gain political
advantage. Sixty-one percent of respon-
dentsfelt it wastheformer, while 32%
believed it was the latter. These statistics
raise the possihility that, in disapproving
of his decision to veto, the majority of the
American public waslikewise dissatisfied
with his perceived motivation for doing so.
Of course, the poll did not pose this
question directly. Hopefully, future polls
will forge an understanding of the public’'s
attitude toward the use of religious
guidance in the making of national policy
decisions.
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The data presented here illustrate that
solid majority support for embryonic SCR
has been consistent since 2003, with
support not falling below the 50% mark,
and hasin fact increased over the time
period. Though acorrelationisdifficult to
prove with certainty, the “trough” in
support observed in Figure 1 might be
explained by fervent support for Presi-
dent Bush post-9/11. In the time period
surrounding the invasion of Iraq,
American citizens understandably felt
compelled to unite in support of the Bush
administration’s response to terrorist
attacks. The observed increase in
opposition to embryonic SCR may have
resulted from broad public support of the
president’spalicies, which extended from
foreign policy into domestic issues.

References

[1] Pollingreport.com is an online directory of
state and national polling data produced by
the nonpartisan Polling Report, Inc. Several of
the polls cited in this article appear under the
“Stem Cell Research” subheading of the
Scienceand Nature section
(www.pollingreport.com/science.htm).

[2] A lucid tutoria on sampling standards
(“How are palls conducted?’ by Frank
Newport, Lydia Saad and David
Moore)appears in Where America Sands
1997, John Wiley & Sons, Inc.

[3] Poll data compiled for broad analysis were
selected according to severa criteria. First,

only questions asking whether respondents
(Flanagan continued on page 5)

4



(Flanagan continued from page 4)

support/favor/approve or oppose/disapprove
of SCR wereincluded. Second, al pollswere
conducted over the telephone by established
polling firms; online pollswere excluded.
Third, all responses were compiled by random
sampling of American adults (age 18 or older)
and weighted to repre-sent national demo-
graphics, per industry standards; polls limited
to aparticular dem-ographic (e.g., women)
wereexcluded. Marginsof error ranged from
plus or minus 2.5 to 4 percentage points, with
a95% confidenceinterval. Finally, questions
per-taining to the permissibility of human
cloning were omitted. In some cases, “ strongly
support/favor/approve” and “somewhat
support/favor/approve’ responses were
combined, as was done for “strongly oppose/
disapprove’ and “somewhat oppose/
disapprove’ responses.
[4] In chronological order, pollscited are as
follows: 20-24 June 2001, ABC News
Washington Post; 23-25 June 2001, NBC
News/Wall Street Journal; 11-12 July 2001,
Fox News; 26-30 July 2001, ABC News/
Washington Post; 10-12 Aug 2001, |psos-
Reid; 23 Aug-2 Sept 2001 and 4-16 Sept 2002,
VirginiaCommonwealth University (VCU);
15-16 July 2003, Fox News; 3-26 Sept 2003,
VCU; 10-13 June 2004, Results for America,
Civil Society Ingt.; 25-28 June 2004, NBC
News/Wall Street Journal; 16-23 Aug 2004,
Integrity of Science Working Group; 21-24
Aug 2004, LosAngeles Times; Aug 2004, CBS
News; 7-17 Sept 2004, VCU; 14-15 Oct 2004,
Time/SRBI; 16-18 Oct 2004, NBC News/Wall
Street Journal; 3-6 Feb 2005, Results for
America, Civil Society Inst.; 18-21 Mar
2005,Codlition for the Advancement of
Medical Research (CAMR); 21-24 Apr 2005,
ABC News/Washington Post; 20-23 May
2005, CBS News; 2-5 Jun 2005, ABC News/
Washington Post; 4-9 June 2005, PARADE/
Research! America; 13-14 June 2005, CBS
News; 9-19 Sept 2005, Genetics and Public
Policy Center; 14-29 Sept 2005, VCU; 5 May
2006, CAMR.

[5] For example, apoll commissioned by the
U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops that used
“destroying human embryos” in its question
wording found more opposition to embryonic
stem cell research than other polls (http://
www.ncchbuscc.org/comm/archives/2006/06-
109.shtml).

[6] Exact wording of questionsused in CBS
News polls could not be determined, and were
therefore excluded from thisanalysis. In ad-
dition, three polls (Results for America 2004
and 2005, and CAMR 2005) yielded both
simple and descriptive data sets, which were
assigned into respective groups for analysis.
[7] Linksto VCU Life Sciences Survey data
from 2001 to 2005 are available at http:/
www.veu.edu/lifesci/centers/
cen_Ise_surveys .html.

Fall 2006

Results from the 2006 survey became
available as PER went to press (http://
www.news.veu.edu/

news.aspx v=detail & nid=1893).

[8] Theinterest and information index
combined responses from four questions to
gauge how interested and informed respon-
dents were about both scientific and medical
discoveries (see page 20 of the 2002 VCU Life
Sciences Survey report for exact question
wording).

[9] President Bush's veto message to the
House of Representatives may be found in the
White House Office of the Press Secretary’s
release at http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/
rel eases/2006/07/20060719-5.html.

[10] Bush vetoes embryonic stem-cell bill,
September 25, 2006, CNN.com

[11] Poll results may be found at http://
www.usatoday.com/news/pollgtableg/live/
2006-07-24-poll.htmi#stemcell.

[12] Slight Majority of Public Disapproves of
Bush Stem Cell Veto, Matthew C. Nisbet,
http://sciencebl ogs.com/framing-science/2006/
07/dlight_majority_of_public_disa.php. See
also Nisbet, Matthew C. “Public opinion
about stem cell research and human cloning,”
Public Opinion Quarterly 68(1):131-154, for
insightful analysis of poll data pertaining to
stem cell research.

IN THE NEWS

INTERNET BILL OF RIGHTS

Initsinaugural meeting, the Internet
Governance Forum (IGF) proposed the
creation of an “Internet Bill of Rights’
that would attempt to ensure the civil
rights of Internet users around the world.

Proponents of the Bill want to guarantee
online the samerights preserved offline,
especially freedom of speech and
expression. “The rights we have enjoyed
in the traditional age must move with us
tothedigital age,” said Robin Gross,
Executive Director of IP Justice.[1]

As the internet plays an increasingly
important rolein worldwide communica
tion, government, business, and social
networking, advocacy groups worry that
the web will not be accessible to every-
one. InaNovember 6 New York Times
article, James Gashel, executive director of
the National Federation of the Blind, said
that using the Internet is still achallenge
for those with disabilities. “Web sitesare
more useful than they used to be, but
there are still more hurdlesthan you'd like
to have to go through.”[2]
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Inthe United States, it is still unclear
whether the Americanswith Disabilities
Act, passed in 1990, extends to the
Internet. InCalifornia, apreliminary ruling
against Target, Inc. found that the
company’s website, because it isan
extension of its physical store, must
comply withtheADA.[3]

Despitethelegal dramaunfoldingin U.S.
courts, critics question the need for an
Internet Bill of Rights, arguing that such a
document won't actually make adiffer-
ence in countries with governments that
already censor the internet. Others argue
that Internet rights are already accounted
forinthe Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, ratified by the United Nationsin
1948,

The | GF was organized by the United
Nations as an international discussion of
the future of the Internet, specificaly in
the areas of openness, security, diversity,
and access. Though the IGF has no
authority to set Internet policy, organizers
hope to generate important dialogue on
Internet issuesto inform decision-makers.
Thisyear’smeeting, held last fall,
included over 1500 delegates.

For more information about |GF, visit http://
www.intgovforum.org/

[1]Waters, Darren. “Internet bill of rights
proposed.” BBC News. 1 November 2006.
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/technology/
6106452

[2] Tedeschi, Bob. “Do the rights of the
disabled extend to the blind on the web?’ The
New York Times. 6 November 2006, online
edition.

[3] Ibid.

*AJ

RESEARCHERS FORM GRASSROOTS
ORGANIZATION TOPROMOTE
SCIENTIFIC INTEGRITY IN THE
POLITICAL PROCESS

In response to concerns about the manip-
ulation and misuse of scientificinforma-
tion, agroup of researchers launched Sci-
entists and Engineersfor America
(SEFORA) in September 2006.

SEFORA, anonpartisan 527 grassroots
group, has more than athird of its Board

(News continued on page 6)
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of Advisors comprised of Nobel Laure-
ates. Made up of over 6,500 members, the
organization'saimisto educate citizens
on the need for separation between
ideology and scientific research, and to
support palitical candidates who share its
science policy goals.

Along with therelease of its mission
statement and national agenda (both
available online at www.sefora.org), the
organization has produced a scientists
and engineers' “Bill of Rights,” whichit
asks candidates and citizens to support.
Included are demands to use sound,
accurate scientificinformationin policy-
making and to ensure whistleblower
protections for federal researchers. The
Bill also states that decisions regarding
educational materialsand committee
appointments should be based on
“scientific qualifications, not ... ideol-
ogy,” and that there should be “no
federal prohibition on publication of
basic research results.” (In the case of
national security conflicts, “trained
professionals’ should make decisions
about classification through a “transpar-
ent process.”)

*AL

CIRCUMVENTING INTERNET CEN-
SORSHIP

Researchers at the University of Toronto
have created a program that allows
Internet users to circumvent government
censorship of the web, helping to
preserve the Internet asa“forum of free
speech and accessto information.”[1]

The program, called Psiphon, operates
through “networks of trust” consisting of
a provider in an uncensored country and
users in censored countries. The
provider acts as an access point, giving
users in censored countries access to the
Internet through an encrypted connec-
tion. Usersin censored countries are
given aweb address and a secure login,
and are able to browse freely.

Internet censorship isarising issue, and

several nations have been accused of
suppressing freedom of speech and other
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civil liberties, aswell ascontrolling
political content within their online
borders. “Governments havemilitarized
their censorship effortsto an incredible
extent, so we're trying to reverse some of
that and restore that promise that the
Internet once had for unfettered access
and communication,” said Ronald Deibert,
director of the Citizen Lab, which devel-
oped Psiphon, in an International Herald
Tribune article.[2] Organizations such as
the OpenNet Initiative and Reporters
without Borders have openly identified
Ching, Iran, and VVietnam, along with other
nations, as censoring free speech on the
Internet.

Psiphon was developed in the Citizen Lab
and the Munk Centre for International
Studies at the University of Toronto. The
project was funded by the Open Society
Institute.

[1] http://psiphon.civisec.org/

[2] Mason, Chrigtopher. “Web tool caled psphon
has found a better way to circumvent government
censors,” International Herald Tribune. 28
November 2006. http:/Awww.iht.com/articles’2006/
11/28/business/censor.php

*AJd

CREATIONISM ON THE RISE IN
EUROPE

Evidence that the creationist movement is
gaining momentum in Europe can be seen
in Germany, Italy, the UK, France, Russia,
and most notably in Turkey. Two schools
in Hesse, Germany, are actively teaching
creationism. Asrecently as 2004, efforts
to exclude evolution from classrooms
occurred in both Italy and Serbia. Only
after protests and criticism from scientists
were evolution courses re-instated. The
country where the debate is amajor issue
isTurkey. There, an organization called
theTurkish Bilim veArastirmaVakfi (BAV)
distributes creationist publications and
invites prominent US creationiststo
speak.

Turkey's textbooks also have been
influenced by a“creationist tone.” In
addition, scientists report anonymous
threats, and fear that the BAV iswinning
the battle for public opinion, especially in
areaswhere|slamic fundamentalismis
deep-seated.
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Although 70% of Europeans accept
evolution versus only 40% of Americans
in a2005 study, Ulrich Kutschera, an
evolutionary biologist at the University of
Kassel in Germany and vice-president of
the Association of German Biologists, is
not content with these numbers. He
argues that “the anti-evolutionary
movement does undermine public
understanding of science.” The challenge
for scientists is to ensure that the public
isaware of the factual basisfor evolution,
while respecting thereligious beliefs of
different groups.

More information can be found at:
http://www.nature.com/nature/journal /v444/
n7118/full/444406a.html
http://www.sciencemag.org/cgi/content/full/
292/5520/1286
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/europe/
3635794.stm
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/europe/
3642460.stm

*SC
ISIT TOO GOOD TO BE TRUE?

A committee examining eventsleading up
to the publication of Dr. Woo Suk
Hwang’'stwo fraudulent stem cell

research papersin the journal Science has
released an evaluation of the journa’s
review process in these cases, and has
recommended guidelines applicableto the
broader sciencejournalism community.

The committee found Science uses high
standards of technical review for submit-
ted research, but in the case involving
Hwang’s papers, anomaliesin the human-
subjects documents and author attribu-
tion should have served as a warning of
possible misconduct. The original
reviewers Science selected for the papers
were found credible and their reviews
adequate. Correspondence between the
authors and Science did suggest some
minor questions with IRBs, consent
forms, and authorship attribution, but
these questions were not considered
sufficient grounds by the reviewers to
prevent publication. The committee found
that since the fraudulent papers made it to
publication, even with thesefiltersin
place, the review procedures should be
revised.

(News continued on page 7)
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The committee noted that the normative
culture of trust between researchers and
science journals must be adapted to
recognize that the high stakes of modern
science (money, politics, and reputation)
create strong incentives for misconduct.
A more cautious reception of controver-
sial research papers and the accompany-
ing images and data must be adopted.

Improving review standards may come at
ahigh cost. Science journals face serious
capacity challengesin light of the sheer
number of paper submissions received.
Moreintensive review may sacrifice
timelinessin publication, increase
financial burdens on publishers, and
strain the relationship between research-
ersand publishers. The committee
acknowledged these concerns and
suggested what they believed are low
impact procedural changes to reduce the
risk of fraudulent work being published.

The committee had four main recommen-
dations for Science and science journal-
ism moregenerally. First, editorsshould
try to distinguish *high impact papers,”
or papersthat are“likely to receive public
attention, influence public policy, [and)]
contribute to institutional or personal
financial gain.” Once distinguished,
editors should perform “risk assess-
ments’ to see if a paper raises questions
of accuracy and consider the implications
should the research provefalse. Commit-
tee membersidentified the topics of
“climate change, human health, commer-
cial biomedicine, and nanotechnology” as
likely sources of high impact papers.
Second, specifics about the individual
contributions in multiple-author papers
should be provided with paper submis-
sion and made available to the public.
Next, reviewers should have access to
original data, images, and necessary
materials; “requestsfor materials,
methods, or data necessary to verify the
conclusions may be required prior to
acceptance.” Random auditswith similar
primary datareview may help deter fraud-
ulent submissionsaswell. Finaly, itis
important for comparablejournalsto
share the same heightened review
standards in order to protect the enter-
prise of science and the veracity of

SCi ence communi cation.
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The committee consisted of Science's
external editorial board membersJohn
Brauman, George Whitesides, and Linda
Partridge; Executive Editor of Nature,
LindaMiller; and stem cell researchers
Doug Melton and John Gearhart.

The report is available online at http://
WWW.SCiencemag.org/sciext/hwang2005/

*EW

DUELING STEM CELL AMENDMENTS
PROPOSED IN FLORIDA

Floridavoters may face an interesting
dilemmain 2008. Two different constitu-
tional amendments, one supporting stem
cell research and the other opposing it,
have each received 10 percent of the
611,009 signatures necessary to be on the
ballot.[1]

TheFloridaSupreme Court iscurrently
reviewing both amendments. One
proposed amendment, sponsored by the
Citizensfor Science and Ethics, bans state
spending on research that requires the
destruction of alive human embryo. The
other, sponsored by the Floridians for
Stem Cell Research and Cures, seeksto
allocate $20 million annually for ten years
to fund embryonic stem cell research.

It is unclear what would happen if both
amendmentswereto pass. Both citizen
initiatives must have all the signatures by
January 2008, aswell asthe Supreme
Court’s approval, to be placed on the
ballot.

[1] Kaczor, Bill. “ Justices get 2™ stem cdll
amendment, thisonebarring spending,” TheMiami
Herald. 30 November, 2006. hitp:/
www.miami.comvmld/miamiherd d/news/'state/
16133981.htm

*AJ
IN THE SOCIETIES
A PICTURE WORTH A 1000 LIVES

Satellite Imagery for Conflict Prevention
and Human Rights, An Event to Com-
memorate Human Rights Day, December
2006

Picturestaken from the high resolution
digital camerasof orbiting satellites

Professional Ethics Report

have been used as evidence in severa
high-profile human rights courts cases,
revealing hidden mass graves and other
indicators of human rights abuses.
Outside of the courtroom, human rights
groups are using satellite pictures to
monitor and even inhibit human rights
abuses in ways never before possible.
The pictures and the different organiza-
tions using them in human rights
campaigns were the topic of arecent
event celebrating World Human Rights
Day. The Science and Human Rights
Program of the American Association
for the Advancement of Science
(AAAYS), inpartnership withthe U.S.
Holocaust Memorial Museum and
Amnesty International, sponsored the
meeting that focused on geospatial
imaging (GI) techniquesthat can
provide awealth of detailed information
but only for a precise geographic
region. Speakers noted that there were
technical impedimentsto Gl projects,
including cloud cover, the accuracy of
coordinates, image resolution and
satellite positioning—all challengesto
acquiring aclear satelliteimage of a
target area.

Despite these challenges, event
speakers presented compelling
accounts of their successes with
coupling geospatial imaging and on-
going advocacy efforts. In 2005, the
Zimbabwe government demolished
thousands of homes in “opposition
areas.” Zimbabwe Lawyersfor Human
Rights and Amnesty International have
brought these palitically motivated
demolitions to court and used Gl
before-and-after image pairsto demon-
strate the damage. The caseis currently
on hold while the admissibility of the
images are being challenged with
arguments they have been doctored.

Other Gl effortsinclude projectsin
Colombia, where Gl isheing used to
further transitional justice by locating
mass grave sites. This technology is
also being used to collect evidence of
illegal fishing, especially when poach-
ing ships trespass into protected
indigenous areas. Domestically, groups
have used this technology to look into
issues of racial and economic dispari-
tiesby following reconstruction in New
(Societies continued on page 8)
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Orleans, and noting how and where
reconstruction funds are being distrib-
uted.

During the question and answer session,
audience members expressed concern
about ensuring image authenticity, the
feasibility of early warning systems, and
the technological capacity of small human
rights organizations to do this sort of
research. Panelists admitted that any
photo can be doctored; thus, Gl should
be used in conjunction with other
evidence of human rights violations.
Further, the ability of the opposition to
see original image data for themselves can
quickly disprove claims of image tamper-
ing. Panelists agreed that while the
concept of a comprehensive geospatial
human rights warning system is not
possible, basic strategic awareness in
areas at risk for escalation isvery
managable. Often military build-up, large
fires, and population movement, etc., are
detectable through GI. Partnerships
between satellite data providers, image
analysis experts, and human rights

organi zations can help overcome capacity
and cost challenges associated with Gl
technol ogy.

For moreinformation, visit: http://shr.aaas.org/
geotech/, http://www.ushmm.org/ , http://

www.hrnk.org/,

[1] http://shr.aaas.org/geotech/

*EW
RESOURCES

BLACKWELL RELEASES BEST
PRACTICE GUIDELINES ON PUBLI-
CATION ETHICS

Blackwell Publishersrecently rel eased
publication guidelines encouraging
ethical behavior in academic publish-
ing.[1] According to Blackwell’s Publica-
tions Ethics Group (PEG), “ Academic

Support From the Following Societies
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publishing...occursin an environment of
powerful intellectual, financial, and
sometimes political intereststhat may
collide or compete.” The guidelines seek to
“offer journal editorsaframework for
developing and implementing their own
publication ethics policies and systems.”[2]
Issues such as authorship, research
integrity, peer-review systems, conflicts of
interest, and plagiarism are discussed.

PEG al so noted that the International
Committee of Medical Journal Editors
provides guidelines for authorship and
acknowledgement that can be applied
beyond the medical sector.

In cases where published work isfound to
have violated ethical standards, publishers
are encouraged to publish aretraction,
errata statement, or expression of concern
identifying the error in the original publica-
tion. Where possible, such a statement
must belinked electronically with the
original document.

The authors caution that ethical standards
will bemaintained only if they are“actively
promoted” and widely adopted as policy
by academic publishers.

Thefull article can be found at http://
www.blackwell-synergy.com/toc/ijcp/61/s152

[1] Grdf, C., et al., “Best Practice Guiddlineson
Publication Ethics: aPublisher’ s Perspective,”
International Journal of Clinical Practice. \VVol. 61,
pp. 1-26, January 2007.

[2] Ibid

*AJand SC
ANNOUNCEMENTS

Conference — The Association for Practical and
Professiona Ethicsis holding its 16" Annual
Meeting February 22-25, 2007 in Cincinnati, OH.
Registration closes January 24, 2007. One
featured workshop is for research ethics instruc-
tors - “Research Ethics and Instruction: Effective
Education and Evaluation for the 21% Century.”
For registration and information, visit http://
www.indiana edu/~appe/annual meeting.html

Call for Papers —The “Technological Enhance-
ment of Humans? Perspectives of Researchers
from Underrepresented Populations” Conference
isissuing acall for papers. The conference will
convene at Arizona StateUniversity in Tempe,
AZ. Undergraduate and graduate researchers are
invited to present perspectives on human
enhancement not commonly included in the HE
dialogue. Two categories of research of interest:
1) research in human enhancement-related fields
strongly influenced by the perspectives of
underrepresented populations; and 2) research on
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societal aspects of converging technologies
and human enhancement, with specific
concerns about underrepresented perspectives.
Final deadline for abstract submissionis
January 24, 2007. For more information, call
1-800-327-4893 or email MGE@asu.edu

Conference — Indiana University’s 14"
Annua Workshop, Teaching Research Ethics,
will be held May 15-18, 2007 in Bloomington,
IN. Session topics will include an overview of
ethical theory, trainee and authorship issues,
conflicts of interest, using human subjectsin
clinical and non-clinical research, and
responsible data management. To register, go
to http://poynter.indiana.edu/tre; for more
information, contact Glenda Murray at
glmurray @indiana.edu or (812) 855-0262

Conference — May 24-26, 2007, the 7
Annual Dental Ethicsand Law Congress will
meet in Toronto, Canada. To register, visit
www.ideals.ac, click on the Toronto image, and
select “Register here.”

Conference — UNESCO is sponsoring
“Bioethics Today in the Mirror of Future
Generations’ conference on February 11-14,
2007, in Eilat, Israel. The program will include
presentations on biodiversity, technological/
materia underdevelopment, and discrimina-
tion as they effect future generations. For
registration and information, visit
WWW.isas.c0.il/bioethics2007

Seminar — PRIM&R will hold a training
seminar entitled “IRB Fundamentals’ in New
Orleans, LA, February 5-7, 2007. The
program is geared to the educational needs of
Institutional Review Board (IRB) members,
administrators, and staff. Registration details
and agenda information are available at http://
www.primr.org/education/2007_IRB_FUND/
overview_FUND_0207.html . For questions,
contact Mariellen Diemand at
mdiemand@primr.org, or (617) 423-4112,
ext. 210.

Call For Papers— 10" National Undergradu-
ate Bioethics Conference, to be held March
23-25, 2007 at Michigan State University, is
calling for papers. This year's theme is
“International Bioethics: New Frontiers and
Emerging Issues.” The final deadline for
abstract submission is January 12, 2007. For
more information , visit http://www.asbh.org/
meetings/nuc/index.html or

email nubc@msu.edu

Conference — The International Congress on
Ethicswill be held in Ottawa, Canadaon
February 5-7, 2007. For more details and
registration, visit www.ice-cie.ca.



