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Ethics Center Lead Sponsors 

Before our Exploring Ethics series started at the Fleet Science Center in May 2008, the 
Ethics Center convened a weeklong neuroethics series of programs in the Fall 2007. 

Programs were held at venues throughout San Diego, allowing us to consider many fas-
cinating new developments in the neurosciences. The topics addressed are just as timely, 

if not more so, 5 years later. With that in mind, and with contributions from many par-
ticipants from our 2007 program, we have just published a special neuroethics issue for 

the journal Science and Engineering Ethics. You can read the overview for the issue here. 

Following the conclusion of our Henrietta Lacks Series with the May 2012 Exploring 

Ethics program, we scheduled several new programs and series. In June of 2012, How-
ard Taras of UCSD joined us to talk about the importance of community engagement 

for successful clinical research. This was followed by a special summer series (July, Au-
gust, and September) at the auditorium of the new Sanford Consortium building. This 

series was characterized by speakers from academia and industry reflecting on the bene-
fits and challenges of academic-industry collaborations. And beginning in October, we 

started a new series, for 2012-2013, focusing on Rachel Carson's Silent Spring, celebrating 
its 50th anniversary of publication in 2012. The first two programs in that series, as well 

as the earlier programs, are summarized in this newsletter. 

Another noteworthy accomplishment is our continued collaboration with UCSD TV to 
record, broadcast, and archive our programs. This has been a remarkable success. While 

our programs have been generally well attended, with approximately 700 people having 
joined us for the 10 programs from December 2011 – September 2012, those same pro-

grams have now been viewed well over 350,000 times, a 500-fold increase in the reach of 
our events. 

I'll close this message by calling attention to our 2 nd annual Ethics in Science program in 
conjunction with the COSMOS program at UCSD. Once again, nearly 160 high school 
students, learning about science, were challenged to write essays to identify and address 

ethical challenges for their particular scientific interests. The essays were outstanding and 
bode well for the next generation of scientists. 

I hope you will take a few minutes to read about some of these many activities in this 
newsletter, and that you'll join us at our programs in 2013. 

— Michael Kalichman, Director, Center for Ethics in Science & Technology 
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June: “Can The Community Help Overcome  

Barriers to Medical Research?” 

The ethical dimensions of science and technology often focus on two general questions: How should we best 

make use of science and technology? and How should we best conduct the research that provides the new dis-

coveries and developments? For new medical technologies we might specifically ask : How should we best con-

duct clinical research? This question was addressed in the June 6th Exploring Ethics forum on “Can The Com-

munity Help Overcome Barriers to Medical Research?” led by Dr. Howard Taras, Director of Community En-

gagement for UC San Diego’s Clinical and Translational Research Institute. 

Dr. Taras first focused on the relationship between research institutions and community groups that are based on 

different characteristics, such as geographical location, common experience, or a 

common disease or disability. Taras explained that representatives of such com-

munity agencies serve an important role in the passing of information from the 

public to the community and vice versa. This is a factor in how much access 

individuals have to participating in clinical research that might benefit their 

community. Taras spoke about research organizations and how every new scien-

tific idea starts off in a lab. Once a new treatment is proven to work, it still has 

to be ‘translated’ into the public network; it has to be publicly understood and 

accepted. This process can take several decades to go from laboratory testing to 

the public sector.  

Taras pointed out that part of the reason why taking a new treatment from the 

lab bench to the public sector takes so long is not only allocation of resources, but a paucity of involvement from 

the general public in research, and that very rarely do research projects reach their targeted figures of people to 

enroll in their studies. “The single most important reason why people don’t join research studies is because 

they’ve never been asked to,” said Taras as he explained that the two most effective resources for recruiting vol-

unteer subjects in San Diego are Craigslist and The Reader. Once informed of research trials, however, people 

still may not participate in the studies because of their tight schedule, the general distrust of scientific processes 

(as addressed by the Henrietta Lacks series), and also due to low scientific literacy. This is where Taras drew a 

critical relationship between research trials and community groups as the bridge between the two. He explains 

that many of these group representatives don’t often refer their members to research studies. Though these are 

serviceable communities with no animosity toward research groups, it is simply not on their list of priorities.  

During the open question section of the forum, Taras addressed the need for a diverse subject population due to 

the health disparities between social groups. An audience member addressed a previously mentioned point that 
community leaders may benefit from referring people to research trials, pointing out the possibility of conflict of 

interest between the members of the community and the people referring them. Taras agreed that this was a pos-
sibility. The program moderator Dr. Kalichman added that a common model of recruiting study subjects is to 

turn to community physicians for referrals and they are compensated, clearly increasing the chance of a conflict 
of interest. Another issue addressed by a member of the audience is the possibility of a patient database for re-

search purposes and the collaboration between research institutions and the private sector to speed up the pro-
cess of research studies and therapeutic treatments. Concluding the forum, a new question was raised: “What can 

be done to bring continuous education about clinical trials to the community?” This again addressed the lack of 
community involvement and education in medical research as major factors in low community participation in 

medical trials. Taras concluded that one way for a community to see what clinical studies are happening in their 
area is by visiting clinicaltrials.gov, where you can search by region and also by disease of interest, and Research-

Match, which allows individuals to be matched with existing research projects. 
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Dr. Howard Taras 

http://clinicaltrials.gov/
https://www.researchmatch.org/
https://www.researchmatch.org/
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July: “Academic–Industry Collaborations: 

Can we all just get along?” 

“The price of  corporate support is eternal vigilance.”  

This quote from Harvard President Derek Bok was referenced by Dr. Jeremy Barton, Vice President of Pfizer, as 

he introduced one aspect of the general tensions between academia and industrial research collaborations at the 

forum “Academic-Industry Collaborations: Can we all just get along?” on July 11. Barton's willingness to raise this 

perspective was very much in keeping with the spirit of this first program in the Ethics Center's 2012 Summer Se-

ries on Meeting the Challenge of Conflicts of Interest. The forum featured a second 

panelist, Dr. Gary Firestein, Director of the Clinical and Translational Research Insti-

tute at UC San Diego, representing an academic perspective. A noteworthy theme of 

the discussion was the recognition of ways in which clinical research is changing. As 

recently as the 1980s and even into the 1990s, it was still seen as realistic for drug 

companies to pursue the next blockbuster drug, one which would be widely used. 

However, as noted by Barton, "The whole field has become a lot more complex. The 

low hanging fruit are gone." Furthermore, Firestein observed that companies are now 

trying "to find a relatively smaller market that has to take [a] particular medication…

You're not getting it to 50 million people, you're getting it to 50,000 people."  

A second theme of the evening was the importance of academic industry collabora-

tions to find new interventions to address those medical challenges that continue to result in pain, suffering, and 

early mortality. Barton noted "Who are better people to identify new targets and new disease mechanisms than ac-

ademia?" And speaking of industry's important role, Firestein explained that academia is not very good at taking a 

discovery and commercializing it. Despite wide agreement of a need for academic‐industry partnerships, the fram-

ing of those partnerships raises a variety of problems, including concerns about the roles of both industry and aca-

demia. A perception in academia is that industry is prepared to sacrifice the best inter-

ests of patients and the public for the sake of profit. Conversely, some in industry are 

concerned that academics might be so driven by the need to keep their research pro-

grams funded that they would compromise the integrity of their industry‐funded 

work. 

 While there are clearly many good people in both industry and academia, unfortu-

nately there are other cases, as noted by a recent American Association of University 

President's Report (2012), in which "[c]ompanies and academic investigators failed to 

publish negative research results from industry sponsored clinical trials, or delayed 

publication for a year or more after trial completion." In other instances, "Academics 

put their names on manuscripts, after the data were collected and analyzed and after 

the first drafts had been ghostwritten by industry‐paid authors." And independent of these possible failures of in-

tegrity, fundamental questions remain about intellectual property rights. According to Firestein, a perception in 

academia is that "Companies feel that they've bought the invention by paying for the research, but what they 

bought was the data, not the invention." There are no simple answers to these questions of ownership, which has 

become a significant factor in the wide variety of models now developing for academic‐industry relationships.  

Finding ways to maximize advances in health care, while respecting the need for all involved to be rewarded ap-

propriately, is a challenge that we will all need to address. As noted in the evening's opening remarks, this forum 

was intended to be a community conversation, not serving the agenda of any one organization or constituency.  

Jeremy Barton 

Gary Firestein 



Winter  2013 ,  Report 18 Past Exploring Ethics Forums Page 4 

August: “Personalized Medicine: A Case Study  

of  Academic-Industry Collaborations”  

Continuing the topic of the previous month’s forum: “Academic-Industry Collaborations: Can’t we all just get 

along?”, our August 8 event addressed a specific case: “Personalized Medicine: A Case Study of Academic -

Industry Collaborations”. In discussing strategies for academic‐industry alliances, Patrick Groody, a Divisional 

Vice President with Abbott Molecular, referenced Steven Covey: “Begin with the end in mind.” The second panel-

ist for this program in the Ethics Center's 2012 Summer Series on Meeting the Challenge of Conflicts of Interest was 

Richard Schwab, Director for the UC San Diego Moores Cancer Center Biorepository. Groody and Schwab re-

peatedly emphasized the compelling need for new and improved diag-

nostics and therapeutics to better serve patients. With this end in 

mind, the evening's discussion examined the arguments for academic‐
industry partnerships, how those partnerships might be best con-

structed, and some of the challenges that need to be addressed.  

Schwab described an undeniable need for his patients, particularly 

those with cancer, to see improvements in diagnostics as well as thera-

peutics. He further noted that it is likely that precision (personalized) 

medicine will be very much needed for patients with distinctive genet-

ics and tumors. Similarly, Groody could speak from the perspective of 

an industry that is trying to fill significant needs for new and improved 

diagnostics. Both echoed discussion from the previous forum in 

which it was recognized that the new targets for intervention are no 

longer going to be as easy as the early successes over the past 100 years. Schwab and Groody articulated several 

ways in which industry and academia each has features typically lacking in the other. According to Groody, indus-

try cannot maintain a full range of in house specialists, so it is essential to partner with academia to have access to 

the experience and understanding of clinicians and a diverse array of researchers. This is particularly important 

once a new product reaches the market: industry needs academia to share their first‐hand experience and 

knowledge with community‐based physicians on how best to implement the technology into their practice for im-

proved patient care.  

Schwab observed that new developments are going to depend on access to large libraries of compounds for testing 

as well as biorepositories with the samples needed for that testing. Industry has the compounds, and academic 

medical centers have the biorepositories. A couple of key points were noteworthy for how these partnerships now 

work: Schwab explained that for the Moores Cancer Center Biorepository, patients are asked to consider giving 

informed consent to allow potential use of their samples by industry. In his experience, 100% of those asked to 

participate have agreed to do so. More generally, Groody cautioned that without successful partnerships with in-

dustry, "we could have very healthy lab rats," but not necessarily better medicine for patients. To meet the latter 

goal, Schwab remarked that a central challenge is that there is not one model; each collaboration has unique fea-

tures that need to be negotiated because of differences between academia and industry. One of the foremost con-

cerns was simply having access to samples from the biorepository. This is in part an expense issue (obtaining each 

sample is an extremely costly process), but it is also a regulatory issue. The concern is that the regulatory process 

has not evolved as quickly as the new models for developing new diagnostics and treatments. How to manage reg-

ulations in such a way that neither safety nor efficacy will be compromised is an important hurdle to be overcome.  

Patrick Groody and Richard Schwab 
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September: “The Patients are Waiting: How can we do better?” 

"The best interest of the patient is the only interest to be considered." 

For the September 5th Exploring Ethics program, Charles Burton, a neurosurgical spine specialist and President 
Elect of the Association for Medical Ethics, paraphrased the above 1910 quote from the co‐founder of the Mayo 
Clinic, Charles Mayo. The importance of serving the interests of patients was echoed often in comments from 

the audience, as well as by the second panelist for this program, Thomas Kipps. Kipps, a physician and Deputy 
Director of Research Operations at the Moores Cancer Center, knows well the need for new and better interven-

tions to help those with cancer.  

As in previous programs, the challenge was how to 
reap the clear and necessary benefits of academic‐
industry collaboration while mitigating or eliminating 
obstacles that undermine successful partnerships. 

This program addressed existing and new strategies 
that might help. Some proposed strategies to address 

the challenges of conflicts of interest in academic‐
industry collaborations included: 

1. Transparency: To the extent possible, both real 

and perceived risks of conflicting interests can be 
minimized simply by increased transparency for ex-

pectations, financial arrangements, roles, and respon-
sibilities. 

2. Disclosure: The Association for Medical Ethics 
(AME) has made a case that physicians and clinical researchers do not need to abandon their ties to industry, but 

instead to simply make public disclosures of those relationships and pledge to avoid the risks intrinsic to the con-
flicting interests. 

3. Accountability: Bad behavior in both the practice of medicine and in the conduct of research is difficult to 
control when there is no accountability for violation of community standards.  

4. Management: The goal of research studies has to be to manage the conflict between patient health and com-
pany profits so as to minimize risks associated with that conflict. 

5. Review of research: Existing structures must minimize the risks of poorly designed or interpreted research 

studies. 

6. Decreased regulation: One possible solution to the delay that regulations have on making new treatments 

available is less stringent standards for approval of selected research studies and clinical applications. 

7. Streamlining approvals: The disincentives by the FDA to developing new products might be mitigated by 

easing the approval process, if matched by adequate informing of prospective patients and rigorous post ‐
approval monitoring. 

8. Long‐term perspective: Some of the incentives for unethical behavior can be mitigated by educational inter-
ventions. 

9. Education of clinicians: Our healthcare system would benefit if physicians were better trained, and given the 
resources to recognize those who are ineligible to participate in a research study. 

10. Informed consent for patients: Patients can make better informed decisions if the manner in which infor-

mation is conveyed is understandable. 

11. Patient involvement and education: To protect the interests of patients, it would be valuable if they could 

turn to an unbiased source of information about clinical benefits and risks.  

Charles Burton and Thomas Kipps 
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October: “Alternatives to insecticides:  

High impact solutions without environmental trade-offs” 

The first forum of the Ethics Center’s 2012 Silent Spring Series focused on biological alternatives to insecticide 

use in American agriculture that would eliminate adverse environmental effects and appeal to consumers’ needs. 

Professor Stephen Welter, the Vice President for Research at San Diego State University (SDSU) and a long-time 

professor of Entomology at UC Berkeley, spoke at the forum on October 17, and presented his research on eco-

nomically sustainable alternatives to pesti-

cides. The forum was moderated by Stanley 

Maloy, a professor of Microbiology and the 

Dean of the College of Sciences at SDSU. 

Welter stressed the trade-offs required for 

consumer safety, consumerist appeal, and 

environmental safety. Insecticides have be-

come an integral aspect of the agricultural 

system because people working in agriculture 

are faced with the dilemma of producing 

what customers want in an economic way.  

Welter illustrated the conflict between what 

customers want from their food supply and 

what is economically feasible. While we want 

organic food that has low input and is locally 

grown, we also want to feed the world, have cheap and safe food, and stable food prices. At the same time, we 

want low nitrogen inputs, sustainable land use, and low energy use to sustain our environment. Inevitably, these 

interests cannot all be achieved, and insecticides, which make food appealing and low-priced, are used. 

Why do we use pesticides? If we don’t use insecticides, what is the alternative? Welter explained that pesticides 

provide perfect produce at a low cost and allow them to be available all year long. Pesticides, he said, are “like an 

insurance policy”: They guarantee that our crops will not fail and minimizes loss. They also allow for produce to 

be internationally traded because they can be stored for extensive periods and quarantine insects. If we want cheap 

food, Welter said, we need a better system. 

The adverse effects that insecticides have on the environment, as Rachel Carson conveyed in Silent Spring, call for 

environmental alternatives to pesticide use. Welter presented the use of pheromones as one alternative. Phero-

mones only work on a particular species of codling moths, which often damage fruit such as apples and pears. 

However for those fruits, pheromones can substantially mitigate the need for insecticides. Pheromones attract the 

moths through chemical signals and then eliminate them. The advantages of pheromones are that they do not 

leave residue on the food, do not have known non-target effects, and do not have farm worker safety issues.  

Through improved scientific research, there can be alternatives that will lessen the compromises on consumer and 

environmental safety for the affordability of food. 

Stephen Welter and Stanley Maloy 
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December: “Rachel Carson's Legacy: Finding the Wisdom and 

Insight for Global Environmental Citizenship” 

The second forum of the Ethics Center’s Silent Spring series stressed the duty and obligation of citizens in re-

sponding to environmental problems. Dr. Mitchell Thomashow, who assists colleges in promoting sustainability 

on their campuses as Director of the Second Nature Presidential Fellows Program, led the forum on December 

5th.  

The forum began with an exploration of Rachel Carson’s journey as 

a female biologist during an era when knowledge about the benefits 

and detriments of the environment were largely unknown. Many 

even believed that DDT, an insecticide, was good for us. In an ef-

fort to reverse these misconceptions, Carson was determined to 

make known the reality of anthropogenic damages to the environ-

ment. As a woman in a male-dominated field, she fought criticism 

to impart revolutionary environmental knowledge through her 

books Under the Sea Wind (1941), and Silent Spring (1962). Further-

more, Dr. Thomashow addressed the issue of Carson’s terminal dis-

ease: Carson had been battling breast cancer as she took a stand for 

environmental consciousness and her battle had to be fought silent-

ly. He argued that if Carson’s illness had been publicly known, it 

could have been used to portray Carson as resentful, and only look-

ing for a scapegoat for her illness. This was not the case. Carson’s 

advocacy was not against pesticides or technological advances, but 

for an increased awareness of the effects that such technological advancements have on the natural environment 

on which we are all ultimately dependent. As Linda Lear, a biographer, put it: “For Carson, nature writing and 

popular science writing were vehicles of human redemption.” 

Thomashow went on to explore contrasting and conflicting public attitudes toward the environment today. They 

summarily revolve around four categories of behavior that Carson also experienced in her day: a) Indifference 

and Wonder with respect to the environment, b) Creation and Extinction with respect to nature, c) Hope and 

Foreboding with respect to possible actions to be taken, and d) Transparency and Suppression with respect to 

action. 

Unlike the society Carson lived in, today’s public is taught the ethics of environmental care through science edu-

cation. Creative imagination, acute observation, sympathetic identification, and scientific accuracy all contribute 

to a cultivation of wonder. Yet, many people still struggle with indifference. We are unfortunately faced now with 

major anthropogenic extinctions. While there is hope that studying about the natural world could prevent them, 

there is also a sense of foreboding that there may be no solution to these problems. Carson’s struggle to be trans-

parent while being suppressed for challenging orthodoxy is an ongoing conflict for scientists and citizens today.  

Thomashow emphasized that balancing these binaries will assist in eliciting a spirit of activism and technological 

breakthroughs that can temper environmental damage. Carson’s legacy calls for technological solutions and citi-

zens’ duty to the environment through education. What should the curriculum look like today for environmental 

studies to combat problems in sustainability? How can we mobilize social capital to make the environment a viv-

idly relevant dimension of each person’s life? 

Mitchell Thomashow 
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The 2012-2013 Silent Spring Series 

To follow up on the extraordinary success of the 2011-2012 Henri-

etta Lacks Project, the Center for Ethics in Science and Technolo-

gy is coordinating a parallel effort for 2012-2013 that will celebrate 

the 50th anniversary of the publication of Rachel Carson's landmark 

book, Silent Spring. These projects are designed to meet the Ethics 

Center's mission of bringing the public and scientists together to 

explore how science can best serve society. 

Like the Lacks project, the Silent Spring project involves an unusual 

regional alliance of six universities and colleges, the Ethics Center, 

the Reuben H. Fleet Center, and CONNECT. It addresses themes 

relevant to diverse academic disciplines, including but not limited to arts and humanities, social sciences, writing 

and journalism, economics, law, gender studies, ethnic and minority studies, urban studies and planning, environ-

mental and biological sciences, public health and medicine, chemistry and biochemistry.  

Silent Spring is fundamentally about the interconnectedness of life on our planet and the importance of maintaining 

biological diversity for a healthy ecological environment. Carson was concerned about the double -edged sword of 

technological advances and she often returned to the concern that 

choices we make today can limit our future options and diminish our 

quality of life. While much can be gained from new developments in 

health sciences, agriculture, telecommunications, etc., many of these 

technologies also carry risks and harms that may outweigh their po-

tential or actual benefits. Therefore it is our responsibility to think 

thoroughly of the possible impacts of technological advances in the 

near and distant future.  

Carson used her expertise and stature as a biologist as a platform to 

speak out in a way that was accessible to the general public. She chose to focus her career on science journalism, 

even though she was trained as a scientist, and became a passionate spokesperson advocating against the increased 

use of chemicals of unknown safety. Despite her constant criticism due to being a woman and a biologist, which 

was not as respected as being a chemist at that time, Carson also battled against a cancer that would claim her life. 

Yet, she persevered in making her case that pesticides are pollutants, which became the starting point for an inter-

national environmental movement.  

Carson clearly envisioned humans as having a distinct responsibility that can be defined by the characteristics syn-

onymous with what it means to be human. As she wrote, “Only within the moment of time represented by the 

present century has one species - man - acquired significant power to alter the nature of his world. … The human 

race is challenged more than ever before to demonstrate our mastery - not over nature but of ourselves.”  

Silent Spring was published 50 years ago, but its underlying message is as important today as it was in 1962. Carson 

began her book with “A Fable for Tomorrow,” in which she implicitly asked, "Who and what will we become?" 

Looking ahead to the next 50 years, Carson’s eloquent vision of our place on this planet prompts us to ask our-

selves about the many adaptive challenges we face, including climate change, water shortages, loss of biodiversity, 

and extreme poverty. Some of the many choices we face will be the focus throughout this year's Silent Spring series. 

Celebrating the 50th anniversary 

of  the publication of 

Rachel Carson’s book, 

Silent Spring, 

the Ethics Center is proud to host 

the 2012-2013 

Silent Spring Project. 
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How and why did you become involved with the Ethics Center? 
I have been interested in scientific ethics for many years. While at the University of Illinois, I started a graduate 

course on research ethics. I have also participated in training programs in research ethics at the University of Indi-
ana, and I have been on several advisory panels for the National Science Advisory Board on Biosecurity. When I 

learned about the public forums presented by the Ethics Center, I began attending and volunteered to help.  
 

What do you think is the Center's most important achievement to date? 
I often speak at universities and to professional groups around the country, and this gives me an opportunity to 

describe the Ethics Center. People are very impressed when I tell them how the Ethics Center brings together the 
public and scientists from institutions throughout San Diego. Building this collaborative forum is an impressive 

achievement that is unique to San Diego. The Henrietta Lacks series was a wonderful example of how the Ethics 
Center can stimulate a broad, public discussion of ethical issues at the interface of science and medicine.  

 
How will the Center follow up the successful 2011-2012 Exploring Ethics Henrietta Lacks series? 

One reason that the Henrietta Lacks series was so effective was that it focused on a book that is accessible to a wide 
audience. This book provided a foundation for a variety of ethical issues, and it gave concrete examples of why it is 

so important for the public and scientists to learn from each other. Choosing a book that shares these attributes 
but in a different area of science is a great way to follow up on this success. Since 2012 is the 50th anniversary of 

the publication of Rachel Carson’s Silent Spring, a book that has had a tremendous impact on environmental issues 
that remain relevant today, selecting Silent Spring for the 2012-2013 series will build on the momentum from the 

Lacks series.  
What science and technology ethical issues have special traction in San Diego?  

Science, technology, and engineering are the core of the San Diego economy. As one of the world's major biotech-
nology centers and a hub of the cyber technology industry, San Diego has a robust mix of small and large compa-

nies. They impact our daily lives by providing employment for many people in our community, and they generate 
innovative solutions to important global problems, from improving human, animal, and environmental health, to 

developing new technologies that enrich our lifestyles. Each of these opportunities also has ethical implications, 
and people in our community care about the implications of what we produce.  

 
Why should we engage the public in discussing ethical challenges posed by new developments in science 

and technology? 
One of the striking things about participating in the Ethics Center public forums is how the discussion and ques-

tions influence the thinking of the entire audience -- both the scientists and public participants. I often go away 
with a very different perspective than I had when I arrived, and sometimes I find a much clearer way of expressing 

my thoughts about a topic. So these forums give scientists a very valuable opportunity to learn from the public. 
That is especially important because scientists often don't do a very good job of explaining science to the public. 

The Ethics Center challenges scientists to explain "why" and "how" to the public and to directly answer lingering 
questions or address concerns in a way that helps the public understand science.  

In terview 

Stanley Maloy, Ph.D.  
Dean, College of Sciences, and Professor of Biology 

Professor Maloy is Director of the Center for Microbial Sciences at the San Diego 
State University where his laboratory research focuses on bacterial physiology, ge-

netics, genomics, and the evolution of microbial pathogens. He is Past-President of 
the American Society for Microbiology, the oldest and largest life science organiza-

tion in the world. He has taught several international courses and has been consult-
ed for both small start-up companies in biotech, and large companies in the field.  



c/o Research Ethics Program, 
9500 Gilman Drive MC 0612 
La Jolla, CA 92039-0612  
www.ethicscenter.net 

COSMOS Ethics in Science Awards: 2012 
In the Summer of 2012, the Ethics Center continued its educational partnership to promote interdisciplinary ex-

cellence in California high schools in collaboration with COSMOS (the California State Summer School for 

Mathematics and Science). The sec-

ond annual “COSMOS Ethics in Sci-

ence Essay Contest” recognized eight 

COSMOS students for outstanding 

analysis of  the ethical dimensions of  

their own hands-on scientific re-

search. First prize winners in each of  

the 8 clusters were: Arianna Olson, 

Joel Kosmatka, Charles Bieler, Spen-

ser Ciang, Michelle Chang, Alex 

Beisner, Dina Levashova, and Kaylee 

Shiao. The Grand Prize winner was 

Charles Bieler of  Cluster 3. The essay 

written by Charles is posted on the 

Ethics Center website. 

Ethics Center Leadership Council 

William Brody, President, Salk Institute 

Kevin Cole, Dean Emeritus, USD School of  Law 

Gerald Edelman, Director, Neurosciences Institute 

Marye Anne Fox, Chancellor Emeritus, UC San Diego 

Rudy Hasl, Dean, Thomas Jefferson School of  Law 

Jeffrey Kirsch, Executive Director, Reuben H. Fleet Science Center 

Mary Lyons, President, USD 

John Reed, CEO, Sanford-Burnham Medical Research Institute 

Steven Smith, Dean Emeritus, California Western School of  Law 

Stephen Weber, President Emeritus, SDSU 

 

Pictured above are the first and second prize winners from each cluster. 

Far right, from back to front: Charles Tu (COSMOS Director), David 

Higgins (member Ethics Center Executive Committee and coordinator 

for the COSMOS Ethics in Science program), and Mike Kalichman 

(Director, Center for Ethics in Science and Technology).  


