REVISED JANUARY 2018

FRS 140: BIOETHICS AND PUBLIC POLICY
Spring Semester 2018

FRS 140 is offered in a seminar format that requires the sustained attentive participation
of all members of the seminar. To facilitate this critical objective attendance is
compulsory since the ongoing vitality of our discussions depend on everyone’s
participation. A seminar is a cooperative activity. Moreover all sessions of FRS 140 will
be in a “Lap-Top Free Zone” [ditto I-Pads, |1-Phones [except for emergencies] etc.]. The
only exception to this latter proscription is when you are making a presentation and you
intend to use Power Point slides or other electronic presentation vehicles.

The requirements for this seminar are straight forward and can be briefly summarized
as follows: Compulsory attendance at all meetings of the seminar; Completion of
the assigned readings; A full length [10 pages double spaced] book review [due
BEFORE Spring break]; Four to five small group presentations [with an accompanying
4-5 double spaced page joint essay that should be distributed to the seminar
participants two days before our scheduled meetings] and; A final 20-30 page individual
research paper [approximately 4000-5000 words] due on Dean’s date. No later than
May 1, 2018 each student will submit a one page synopsis of their proposed research
paper so | can review and respond to these proposals before you launch into research
and writing.

All written assignments should be submitted in Word format through Blackboard.

Your course grade will be assembled as follows: your final research paper will count for
40% of your grade; your full-length book review for 20%, the liveliness and
thoughtfulness of your class participation [including those discussions you participate in
leading and their accompanying essays] will constitute 40% [20% points for your
essays/presentations and 20% points for your leadership in discussions].

Textbook

Vaughn, Lewis, “Bioethics: Principles, Issues and Cases”, Oxford University Press,
Third Edition, July 2016.



Book Review Assignment

All seminar participants are required to write a Book Review [approximately 10 pages
double spaced] of the following volume:

Greely, Henry T. “The End of Sex and the Future of Human Reproduction”, Harvard
University Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 2016.

Weekly Readings

[All required weekly readings must be done before the seminar meets for the week in
question. (e.g., the readings for February 7t should be done before the first meeting of
the seminar, etc.)]

February 7" Meeting:

A Brief Introduction/Overview of Normative Ethics and the Subject Matter of
Bioethics

In this first of our seminar meetings | will be doing more lecturing than in our remaining
seminars. In future seminars | expect to more fully share the “leadership” with members
of the seminar.

In the first segment of this week’s seminar | will outline the overall scope of the
bioethics/public policy issues that will be dealt with in this seminar. This will include the
briefest introduction to the development of various approaches to setting ethical norms,
a brief review of the major public policy tools available to address issues in bioethics
and the relationship of bioethics to the law [particularly the U.S. Constitution]. Some
common themes that will continue to arise in the seminar will be identified.

In the second segment of this week’s seminar we will begin to focus more directly on
the material in this week’s required readings. Our objective in this segment (which will
continue into next week’s session) is to gain an initial acquaintance with the nature and
the kinds of questions raised by normative ethics and some of the proposed
frameworks that have been developed for considering answers to these questions.
Particular attention will be devoted to distinguishing moral views based on
consequences vs. duties vs. rights. The Gutmann and Thompson and the Warren
readings focus on two specific issues that will come up again and again throughout the
seminar namely: the problem faced by public policy makers in dealing with morally
contested issues in a pluralistic democracy (Gutmann and Thompson) and the issue of
Moral Status (Warren).



Vaughn, Part 1 [Chaptersl, 2] pp. 3-52.

Gutmann, Amy and Thompson, Dennis, Democracy and
Disagreement, Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press, 1996, pp. 11-49.

Warren, Mary Anne, Moral Status, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997, pp.
1-23, 148-177.

February 14th Meeting:

Introduction (continued): Science Policy, Medical Ethics, “Concerns”

Since a great many contemporary bioethical issues arise from developments on the
scientific frontier and contain potential challenges for public policy in the second
meeting of this seminar we will consider, in brief, an overview of the history of science
and technology policy in the U.S. Since the U.S. government finances a great deal of
both biomedical research and the provision of medical care public policy cannot escape
its own moral responsibilities with respect to many bioethical issues.

This week’s seminar will begin with a review of the material covered in our first meeting.
In addition there will be three segments of new material. One will deal with the
development of science policy in the U.S. since the increasing involvement of the
federal government in biomedical research and health care delivery has tied biomedical
matters including bioethics to public policy. A second segment is aimed at an initial
understanding of both the history and nature of: medical ethics or the nature of the
mutual obligations of physicians (and other care givers) and patients to each other. This
is, perhaps, the oldest branch of what is now known as bioethics. Moreover, medical
ethics and federal policy is also intimately connected to a relatively more recent issue in
bioethics namely: the treatment of human subjects participating in medical experiments.
A third segment will deal with some more general “concerns” regarding scientific
and technological progress (i.e. How are we to understand our simultaneous
embrace of new technology and our continuing sense of unease regarding its meaning
for our lives?)

Science Policy [Some History]

Dupree, A. Hunter, Science in the Federal Government, Harvard
University Press, Cambridge, MA, 1957, Chapters 1-3.

Pielke, Jr., Roger A., “The Honest Broker: Making Sense of Science
in Policy and Politics”, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, MA,
2007, pp. 1-7.



Smith, Bruce, American Science Policy Since World War Two, The
Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C., 1990, Chapters 1-3.

Medical Ethics

“ Ancient” and Contemporary Approaches:

Vaughn, Chapter 3, pp. 81-90, 104-109, 123-127 [be sure to review
carefully "The Hippocratic Oath" [page 83]. In this chapter | would
ask you to look carefully at the Goldman reading and to thoughtfully
scan the remaining readings and cases.

Percival, Thomas, “Medical Ethics (1803)”, Ethics in Medicine:
Historical Perspectives and Contemporary Concerns, ed. by Reiser,
S.J., Dyck, A., and Curran, W., Cambridge, MA: The MIT Press,
1977, pp. 18-24.

Jonsen, Albert R., The Birth of Bioethics, New York: Oxford
University Press, 1998, pp. 1-13.

Concerns Reqgarding Scientific and Technological Progress

Jasanoff, Sheila, The Ethics of Invention, W.W. Norton and
Company, New York, 2016, Chapter 1.

Jonas, Hans, Philosophical Essays: From Ancient Creed to
Technological Man, Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall, Inc., 1974,
pp. 3-20.

Kass, L, “The New Biology: What Price Relieving Man’s Estate?”
Science, (1971), 174(11): pp. 779-788.

Sandel, Michael J. “The Case against Perfection”, Atlantic Monthly,
April 2004, pp. 51-62.

Shapiro, Harold T., “Some Ethical Dimensions of Scientific
Progress.” In Shapiro, Harold T., A Larger Sense of Purpose,
Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 2005, pp. 120-162.



February 21st Meeting:

Scientific Medicine and the Protection of Human Subjects

This is an issue that is associated with the rise of scientific medicine in the 19" century
and the resulting increase in the desire to carry out experiments using human subjects.
There are earlier examples of circumstances where the investigation of the human body
and/or specific diseases raised the issue of the investigator’s ethical obligations to
human subjects, but our focus will be on developments beginning with the rise in
modern scientific medicine and continuing until today. We will discuss a series of
examples where human subjects were seriously abused and the impact of these events
on the articulation and development of attitudes related to the protection of human
subjects.

Vaughn, Chapter 6, pp. 239-272,,278-284.

The Oxford Textbook of Clinical Research Ethics, Ezekiel Emanuel
et. al. editors, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2008, pp 1-118
[Focus on the following cases: The Nazi Medical Experiments; The
Imperial Japanese Experiments in China; The Randomized
Controlled Trials of Streptomycin; The Gelsinger Case.]

Jonsen, Albert R., The Birth of Bioethics, New York: Oxford
University Press, 1998, pp. 125-158.

Jonas, Hans, "Philosophical Reflections on Experimenting with
Human Subjects”, in: Jecker, N.S., Jonsen, A.R., and Pearlman,
R.A., (eds.), Bioethics. An Introduction to the History, Methods, and
Practice, Boston-London-Singapore: Jones and Bartlett Publishers,
1997, pp. 42-50.

Sass, H.M., “Reichsrundschreiben 1931: Pre-Nuremberg German
Regulations Concerning New Therapy and Human Experimentation.
Journal of Medicine and Philosophy, 1983, 8: pp. 99-111.

Federal and International Regulations Reqgarding the use of Human Subjects in
Medical Experiments

Our primary focus on this topic will be on the nature and development of the specific
U.S. regulations regarding the protection of human subjects. In this respect it is
particularly important to review The Belmont Report and the United States “Code of
Federal Regulations (CFR), Title 45 Part 46”. With respect to “CFR 45-46" the reading
is hardly exciting or “gripping”, but it is critical to understand how difficult it is to translate
ideas into regulations. Keep your focus on the challenge of protecting human subjects
through voluntary informed consent and independent review of the risks, protections,



and benefits of research protocols that employ human subjects. We will also take up
the challenges of obtaining voluntary informed consent in more unusual settings (i.e.
with vulnerable populations, with third party consent and when working in other
countries).

In the case of international research we will review various international documents
such as the Nuremburg Code and the Declaration[s] of Helsinki [Vaughn pp 259-260],
dealing with the protection of human subjects in medical experiments. With respect to
policy our attention should focus on whether or not contemporary oversight mechanisms
should be enhanced.

Jonsen, Albert R., The Birth of Bioethics, New York: Oxford
University Press, 1988, pp. 99-122.

Emanuel, E.J., Wendler, D., & Grady, C. “What Makes Clinical
Research Ethical?” Journal of the American Medical Association
283 (2000); pp. 2701-2711.

National Bioethics Advisory Commission Report, “Research
Involving People with Mental Disorders...”, Vol. |., Bethesda,
Maryland, August 2001. Executive Summary only [pp i-Vii].

United States “Code of Federal Regulations, Title 45 Part 46”.
http://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/regulations-and-policy/requlations/45-cfr-
46/

United States, “Report and Recommendations for Research
Involving Children. The National Commission for the Protection of
Human Subjects of Biomedical and Behavioral Research”, in:
Source Book in Bioethics: A Documentary History, ed. by Jonsen,
Albert R., Veatch, Robert M., and Walters, Leroy, Washington, D.C.:
Georgetown University Press, 1998, pp. 40-53.

February 28th Meeting:

The Moral Status of the Human Embryo and the Issue of Abortion

This session will focus on aspects of what is in the U.S. the most politically polarizing
and controversial issue within bioethics namely the moral status of the fertilized human
ova and its implication for such issues as abortion, IVF, certain types of embryonic
stem cell research, reproductive or therapeutic cloning and potential use of gene
editing techniques [for research or clinical purposes] on embryos. Our discussions will
focus on the general issues of how one might think about the moral status of the
human embryo and the implications this holds for public policy on the issue of abortion.


http://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/regulations-and-policy/regulations/45-cfr-46/
http://www.hhs.gov/ohrp/regulations-and-policy/regulations/45-cfr-46/

In this session we will also review both the ‘facts’ regarding the changing incidence of
abortion, both where it is legal and illegal and some of the key arguments in the pro-
life/pro-choice approaches.

The Moral Status of the Human Embryo:

As already noted a significant portion of contemporary bioethical controversies
concern the moral status we assign, or should assign to the fertilized human ova
and the resulting “early stage” embryo. The issue of moral status also arises in
the debate regarding the appropriate use of non-human animals which we will
discuss in a subsequent seminar.

De Paula, Ignacio Carrasco, “The Respect Due the Human Embryo:
A Historical and Doctrinal Perspective®, Identity and Statute [sic-!!!,
recte=Status] of Human Embryo, ed. by Juan de Dios vial Correa
and Elio Sgreccia, Citta di Vaticano: Libreria Editrice Vaticana,
1998, pp. 48-73.

Singer, Peter, “Creating Embryos”, in Mappes, Thomas A. and
Degrazia, David (eds) Biomedical Ethics 5" edition, New York:
McGraw-Hill, 2001, pp. 534-541.

Warren, Mary Anne, Moral Status, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997,
pp. 3-23. (Again!)

Abortion:

The issue of Abortion is one of the most polarizing issues in America and
one on which thoughtful persons have strong disagreements. Our task is
to try to develop a clear understanding of the arguments behind the
different views.

Vaughn, Chapter 7, pp. 309-348, 352-363, 397-408. This is a long
chapter, but this is an important and very controversial issue for U.S.
policy makers [and many others]. Moreover the selected reading are
excellent.

Pope John Paul Il, “The Unspeakable Crime of Abortion”, The
Problem of Abortion, ed. by Dwyer, S. and Feinberg, J., New York:
Wadsworth Publishing Co., 1996, pp. 21-23.

Pope Francis “Misericordia et Misera” Apostolic Letter, Nov. 20t
2016. [Course Pack]



March 7" Meeting:

Assisted Reproductive Technologies (ART); Human Reproductive Cloning;
Human Embryonic Cells

ART: The development of ART has enabled a large number of intentional parents to
overcome various fertility problems or other challenges and enjoy the fulfillment of
raising a family where the children [in most cases] have some biological relationship to
at least one of the parents. It has also raised a number of new issues regarding our
understanding of the meaning of family, the regulation of medical practice, and the role
of public policy and the law with respect to defining the legal frameworks within which
family are defined and their rights and responsibilities are articulated. Our discussion
will also include matters surrounding surrogacy and gamete donation.

Human Reproductive Cloning: The birth of the sheep Dolly through the Somatic Cell
Nuclear Transfer [SCNT] technique ushered in considerable controversy over whether
this technology might become a widespread social practice in the arena of human
reproduction. We will examine the nature of this concern not only as it has evolved over
the last generation, but as with ART it's many social precursors [e.g. adoption].

Embryonic Stem Cells: Once the capacity to isolate and culture these human
precursor cells was demonstrated a new horizon was opened on the possibility for new
clinical modalities, but this very capacity raised ethical issues some of which are
unresolved while others have been resolved through new techniques for deriving these
cells [or something very close to these cells].

Vaughn, Chapter 8, pp. 409-445, 456-465, 473-482, 495-503, 520-
530.

Bowlby, Rachel, “A Child of One’s Own: Parental Stories”, Oxford
University Press, Oxford, 2013. Chapters 1&2 [pp.1-34].

Ketchum, Sara Ann, “Selling Babies and Selling Bodies”, in
Steinbock, Bonnie, Arras, John D., and London, Alex John, Ethical
Issues in Modern Medicine, 6™ edition, McGraw-Hill, New York, NY,
2003, pp. 625-630.

Shapiro, Vivian B., Shapiro, Janet R., and Paret, Isabel H.,
“Complex Adoption and Assisted Reproductive Technology”,
Guildford Press, New York, 2001. Chapter 8, pp. 173-200.

President’s Council on Bioethics, September 2004, Monitoring
Stem Cell Research, pp. 1-97.

Ravven, Wallace, “The Stem Cell Revolution is Coming Slowly”,
The New York Times, January 17, 2017.



“The California Institute for Regenerative Medicine: Science,
Governance and the Pursuit of Cures”, Institute of Medicine, The

National Academies Press, Washington, D.C., pp. 1-28.
http://nap.edu/13523

Walters, LeRoy, “Human Embryonic Stem Cell Research: An
Intercultural Perspective”, Kennedy Institute of Ethics Journal, Vol.
14.1, 2004, pp. 3-38.

March 14" Meeting:

The Status of Non-Human Animals. Experimentation with Animals, Animal Rights
etc.

There has been a long history of debate over the appropriate relationship of the human
species to non-human animals. For some this reduces to a discussion of what the
moral status of non-human animals is, but historically there has never been complete
agreement on this issue. For others a large number of additional matters arise including
the concern that if we mistreat non-human animals we will eventually mistreat humans
as well, and the view that God’s world includes many forms of life all of which deserve
thoughtful consideration. This session will focus on some of the principal approaches to
these issues.

Bentham, J., “An Utilitarian View”, in: Kuhse, H., and Singer, P.,
(eds.), Bioethics. An Anthology, 2" Edition, Oxford: Blackwell,
2006, pp. 566-567.

Cohen, C., “Do Animals Have Rights?” in: Beauchamp, T.L. and
Walters, L.R., Contemporary Issues in Bioethics, Belmont, C.A:
Wadsworth, 1998, pp. 495-501.

Kant, I., “Duties Towards Animals”, in: Kuhse, H., and Singer, P.,
(eds.), Bioethics. An Anthology, 2" Edition, Oxford: Blackwell,
2006, pp. 564-565.

Regan, T., “The Case against Animal Research”, in: Beauchamp,
T.L., and Walters, L.R., Contemporary Issues in Bioethics, Belmont,
CA: Wadsworth, 1998, pp. 484-495.

Singer, P., “All Animals are Equal”, in: Kuhse, H., and Singer, P.,
(eds.), Bioethics. An Anthology, 2" Edition, Oxford: Blackwell,
2006, pp. 568-577.


http://nap.edu/13523

10

Sunstein, Cass and Nussbaum, Martha C., [eds.] “Animal Rights:
Current Debates and New Directions, Oxford University Press,
Oxford, 2004, pp. 3-15 and 277-296.

Warren, Mary Anne, Moral Status, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1997,
pp. 224-242.

March 28" and April 4" Meetings: Eugenics and Genetic Choices

Eugenics:

Human societies have always been fascinated by familial relationships and the apparent
inheritance of various traits from one’s parent or other family members. It is only in the
last century or so, however, that a solid scientific understanding of the genetic
mechanisms governing aspects of this inheritance has evolved. While the full role of
genes in determining various human characteristics remains debated, it seems quite
clear that in most cases a large variety of genetic and environmental and cultural factors
work together in some symbiotic manner. Nevertheless there are some traits that seem
to be dominated by genetic factors and many more whose probability of expression (i.e.
its presence in a specific phenotype) are impacted by genetic factors. Moreover in the
last decade or so the possibility of altering one’s genetic inheritance via genetic
engineering either on somatic or germ line cells has raised a number of controversial
bioethical issues. Indeed continued progress on the biomedical frontier keeps bringing
the specter of Eugenics back for the consideration of individuals as well as public policy.
Contemporary discussions focus on the use of our dramatically expanding knowledge in
biomedicine to eliminate disease, but this has proved difficult to separate fully from
various eugenic concepts focused on the notion that some lives are more worthy than
others.

Bashford, Alison, Levine and Philippa [eds] “The Oxford Handbook
of the History of Eugenics”, Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2010,
pp. 3-39, 134-153.

Caplan, Arthur L., “What's Morally Wrong with Eugenics?” in: Sloan,
P., Controlling Our Destinies, Notre Dame, IN: University of Indiana
Notre Dame Press, 2000, pp. 209-222.

Harris, John, “Enhancing Evolution: The Ethical Case for Making
People Better”, Princeton University Press, Princeton, New Jersey,
pp. 19-35.

Leonard, Thomas C. “llliberal Reformers”, Princeton University
Press, Princeton, New Jersey, 2006 pp. 109-128.
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Paul, Diane, Controlling Human Heredity: 1865 to the Present,
Atlantic Highlands, N J: 1995, pp. 1-21.

Genetic Choices:

The rapid and continuing development of genetic science has opened up a large array
of issues in bioethics in the following areas: genetic testing and reproduction, genetic
screening, genetic counseling, gene therapy, parentage and family law, forensic testing,
behavioral genetics, neuroethics, the regulation of genetic research, genetic
engineering, and other uses [public and private] of genetic information. We will be able
to consider only a subset of these issues in this seminar. We will focus on the issue of
enhancement and how this differs, if at all, from traditional “treatment” and the
difference, if any, between medical and behavioral genetics.

Part I. Enhancement, Therapy, and Reproduction. As a group we will
discuss whether there is or should be any limit either to the human capacity
to create and/or master the world we inhabit, or to the level of responsibility
we take for the future. In particular we will focus on whether public policy
or professional norms should limit in any way the use of new biomedical
modalities to provide ‘enhancement’ potentials to individual human beings,
the implications of these issues for the formation of human identity, and
how one might differentiate between enhancement and therapy.

Vaughn, Chapter 9, pp. 539-560, 571-574, 593-598, 604-613.

Hawthorne, Nathaniel, “The Birth Mark”, in The President’s Council
on Bioethics, Being Human, Washington, D.C., 2003, pp. 5-20.

Kamm, Frances. “Is There a Problem with Enhancement?”
American Journal of Bioethics 5.3, 2005, pp. 5-15.

Lewis, C.S., “That Hideous Strength”, in The President’s Council on
Bioethics, Being Human, Washington, D.C., 2003, pp. 49-53.

Lewis, Thomas, “The Wonderful Mistake” in The President’s Council
on Bioethics, Being Human, Washington, D.C., 2003, pp. 31-33.

Murray, Thomas H., “Making Sense of Fairness in Sports”, in the
Hastings Center Report, Volume 40, No. 2, March-April, 2010, pp.
13-24.

Parens, E., “Is Better Always Good? The Enhancement Project”,
Hastings Center Report, Special Supplement, January 1998, pp. S1-
S15.
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Part Il. Behavioral Genetics

Kass, L.R., Life, Liberty and the Defense of Dignity, San Francisco:
Encounter Books, 2002, chapters 4 & 5, pp. 150-219.

Parens, Eric, “Genetic Differences and Human Identities”, Hastings
Center Report Special Supplement 34, no. 1 (2004): pp. S1-S36.

April 11th Meeting:

Euthanasia and Physician Assisted Suicide

Cultural attitudes to physician assisted suicide range from outright opposition to its
glorification under certain circumstances and over time public policies in this respect
reflected these various cultural attitudes and norms. Clearly attitudes towards refusing
treatment and physician-assisted suicide (PAS) and the role of public policy in these
respects remains highly contested. As regards these matters you might want to keep in
mind the fact that it is estimated that about 70% of those that die in the hospital do so
after someone’s decision to refuse, withhold, or withdraw treatment.

Death and Dying: Assisted Suicide

Vaughn, Chapter 10, pp. 625-637, 693-701, 707-715.

Sacred Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith, "Declaration on
Euthanasia" in: Kuhse, H., Singer, P., Bioethics: An Anthology, 2"
Edition, Oxford: Blackwell, 2006, pp. 276-280.

Span, Paula, “Physician Aid in Dying Gains Acceptance in the U.S.”,
The New York Times, January 17, 2017.

The Canadian Case: Consult ‘Course Pack'’.

April 18t Meeting:

Genetically Modified Food [Segment 1] and Medical Ethics in a Time of “Crisis”

[Segment 2]

The application of contemporary scientific developments to the production of food, as
with other applications, presents both risks and benefits. The potential benefits include
improving nutritional content, decreased use of herbicides/pesticides, improving
agricultural efficiency, less extensive expansion of farm lands, and decreasing the
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allergic potential of certain foodstuffs. The concerns/risks include any currently unknown
health and environmental risks to the supporting eco-system and, some would claim,
exaggerated benefits claimed by self-interested suppliers of genetically modified
products. In addition there are those who believe it is unethical to “fool with mother
nature” for the benefits of agro-business. It is an excellent example of the need to
properly “manage” the introduction of new technologies. In any case there is now
considerable world-wide controversy regarding the application of biotechnology to
agriculture despite the fact that farmers have been genetically modifying their crops in
the “old fashioned way” for millennia. Without a specialist using advanced technology
we could not recognize the “ancestor” of the rice or corn plant that is now common.
Nevertheless we should focus on the current controversy and try to understand and
evaluate the nature of the disagreements. Interestingly the issue is more controversial in
Europe and the developing world than in the U.S.

The second issue this week is whether or not certain ethical and political commitments
[i.e. individual liberties] should be at least partially set aside in a time of real crises such
as in wartime, or at a “time of terror”, or in the midst of a public health crisis [e.g. Ebola
outbreak] of one type or another. This set of issues has become more salient in the
public’s mind because of recent events such as the Ebola or SARS “epidemic”.

Segment 1: Genetically Modified Food

Falk, M.C. et. al. “Food Biotechnology: Benefits and Concerns”, in
Journal of Nutrition, Vol. 132, 2002, pp. 1384-1390.

Freedman, David, “The Truth about Genetically Modified Food”,
Scientific American, September 1 2013.

Ferber, Dan, “Risks and Benefits: GM Crops in the Cross Hairs” in
Science, Vol. 286, Nov. 26, 1999, pp. 1662-1666.

Tilman, David, and Clark, Michael, “Food, Agriculture and the
Environment: Can We Feed the World and Save the Earth?”
Daedalus, Fall 2015, pp. 8-18.

Segment 2

Annas, George J., “Terrorism and Human Rights” in Moreno,
Jonathan D., In the Wake of Terror: Medicine and Morality in a Time
of Crisis, MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 2003, Chapter 3.

Childress, James F., “Triage in Response to a Bioterrorist Attack”, in
Moreno Jonathan D., In the Wake of Terror: Medicine and Morality
in a Time of Crisis, MIT Press, Cambridge Massachusetts, 2003,
Chapter 5.
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Colgrove, James, “The Coercive Hand, The Beneficent Hand” in
Wailoo, Keith, et. al [eds.] “Three Shots at Prevention” The Johns
Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, 2010, pp. 7-18.

Presidential Commission for the Study of Bioethical Issues, “Ethics
and Ebola: Public Health Planning and Response”, Washington
D.C., 2015, pp. 1-31.

Gostin, Lawrence O., Bayer, Ronald, and Fairchild, Amy L., “Ethical
and Legal Challenges Posed by Severe Acute Respiratory
Syndrome”, Journal of the American Medical Association, Vol. 290,
No.24, December 2003, pp. 3229-3237.

Grief, Karen F. and Merz, Jan F., Current Controversies in the
Biological Sciences, MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts, 2007,
Chapter 9, pp. 235-254.

Hodge, James G., and Gostin, Lawrence O., “Protecting the Public’s
Health in an Era of Bioterrorism: The Model State Emergency Health
Powers Act”, in Moreno, Jonathan D., In the Wake of Terror:
Medicine and Morality in a Time of Crisis, MIT Press, Cambridge,
Massachusetts, 2003, Chapter 2.

Wynia, Matthew K., “Mandatory Vaccination”, The American Journal
of Bioethics, December 2007, Volume 7, No. 12, pp. 2-5.

April 251" Meeting

Vaccines: Police Powers of the State and the Balancing Private and Public
Interests.

The issues surrounding compulsory vaccinations require a thoughtful balance between
public health and individual liberty, population versus individual perspective, prevention
and social justice and in some cases surveillance versus privacy especially when
confronting an epidemic of contagious diseases. Many of these issues/conflicts can best
be seenlillustrated by reviewing the historical controversies surrounding compulsory
vaccinations and/or the more contemporary set of issues surrounding the new HPV
vaccine.

American Academy of Arts and Sciences, “Pubic Trust in Vaccines:
Defining a Research Agenda”, Cambridge, Massachusetts,
American Academy of Arts and Sciences, 2014, pp. 1-11.
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Colgrove, J. and Bayer, R. “Manifold Restraints: Liberty, Public
Health and the Legacy of Jacobson v. Massachusetts”, American
Journal of Public Health, April 2005, vol. 5, No. 4, pp. 571-576.

Colgrove, J., “The Ethics and Politics of Compulsory HPV vaccine”,
The New England Journal of Medicine, Dec. 7, 2006, pp. 2389-
2391.

Gostin, Lawrence O., “Public Health Law: Power, Duty, Restraint”,
A Theory and Definition of Public Health Law, 2" edition, University
of California Press, 2008, pp. 3-41.

Gostin, Lawrence O, “Mapping the Issues: Public Health Law and
Ethics” Pubic Health Law and Ethics: A Reader. University of
California Press. Berkeley, 2010, pp. 1-19.

Institute of Medicine, “The Future of the Public Health in the 215t
Century”, Institute of Medicine of the National Academies,
Washington, D.C, 2013, pp. 19-41, 403-405.

Rothstein, Mark, et. al. “Quarantine and Isolation: Lessons learned
from SARA: A Report to the Centers for Disease Control and
Prevention”, November 2003, Executive Summary.

Willrich, M. “The Least Vaccinated of any Civilized Country:
Personal Liberty and Public Health in the Progressive Era”, in The
Constitution and Public Policy in U.S. History”. J. Zelizer and B.
Schuman [eds.], Pennsylvania University Press, University Park,
Pennsylvania, 2009, pp. 76-90.

Wailoo, Keith, Livingston, J., Epstein, S. and Aronowitz, R., “Three
Shots at Prevention: The HPV vaccine and the Politics of
Medicine’s Simple Solutions”, The Johns Hopkins University Press,
Baltimore, Maryland, 2010, Chapters 1 and 2.

May 2"d Meeting:

Distributive Justice and Access to Biotechnologies

Every society has specific attitudes towards assigning tasks and benefits with respect to
the distribution of work effort on the one hand and material rewards on the other. An
important question is whether the status quo meets our sense of social justice and the
role of public policy in insuring that over time we achieve a just distribution of effort and
rewards. In the context of this overall issue we will focus on the distribution of health



16

care services. In this context we will also want to consider the relationship between
health and human rights. An important issue here is whether universal access to health
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