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BIS 393 A Special Topics


Joanne Woiak

Spring 2005




jwoiak@u.washington.edu

Mon & Wed 1:15-3:20


Office: UW1-246; 425-352-3364

Room UW1-051



Office hours: MW 12:30, or by appointment

SOCIO-POLITICS OF SCIENCE

Course description: In what ways is modern American biomedical science a “politicized” enterprise? Are scientists accountable to the general public, or do they serve narrower interests? When is this problematic? What are the roles of various stakeholders in shaping scientific knowledge and medical practices, interpreting and communicating results, regulating research and applications, formulating science-based policies, and critiquing and altering how science impacts the well-being of citizens? We will explore such questions about the interaction of science and politics in the assigned readings and class discussions, and then undertake individual research projects using the kinds of texts and analytical approaches modelled in the first weeks of the course. You will unpack the relevant socio-political dimensions of a particular case study of controversial work in one of these areas of the life or health sciences: pharmaceuticals, biotechnology, human genetics, food safety or nutrition, chemicals or cosmetics safety, sexuality or reproduction.


Natural science has historically been entangled with politics, values, and money (e.g. lobbying for federal funding, military R&D, space race, eugenics). More recent trends have seen academic biomedicine frequently partnered with for-profit industries, and health-related data manipulated by politicians for ideological purposes. Critics worry that public-private conflicts of interest and extensive patenting might produce biased and restricted research. If scientists, doctors, and regulatory agencies are not independent and objective, can they be trusted to protect clinical trial subjects, patients, or the American populace? In the current politicized climate, we can’t always be sure what and whom to believe. This situation is worsened by flawed media reporting of complex results, uncertain health risks and benefits, and divisive ethical issues. In this course you will be expected to critically analyze various types of writing about science. You will evaluate texts using information about where, why, and for whom they were published, the authors’ expertise, quality of evidence and sources, funding disclosures, etc. How can a democratic society guarantee the participation of a wider variety of both experts and citizens in medical-scientific debates and decision making? If scientific research and its social uses are inevitably political, is there hope for fostering more valid and publicly responsible outcomes?

Required readings: The textbook is available in the bookstore and on reserve at the library: Sheldon Krimsky, Science in the Private Interest (2003). The rest of the readings are on electronic library reserves (password “halfmoon”).

Assignments:
· 2 short essays, due W Apr. 6 and M Apr. 18


25%

· proposal and annotated bibliography, due M May 2
10%

· 15-minute oral presentation, May 23/25


10%

· research essay, 6-7 pages, due F June 3


30%

· participation, in-class exercises, and group work

25%

Grading scale (for individual assignments and final grade):
	A  4.0: 97-100%
	B+ 3.3: 88%
	B- 2.6: 80%
	C 1.9: 73%
	D+ 1.2: 67%

	A 3.9: 95-96%
	B+ 3.2: 87%
	B- 2.5: N/A
	C- 1.8: 72%
	D 1.1: 65-66%

	A- 3.8: 93-94%
	B 3.1: 85-86%
	C+ 2.4: 79%
	C- 1.7: 71%
	D 1.0: 64%

	A- 3.7: 92%
	B 3.0: 84%
	C+ 2.3: 78%
	C- 1.6: 70%
	D 0.9: 63%

	A- 3.6: 91%
	B 2.9: 83%
	C+ 2.2: 77%
	C- 1.5: N/A
	D- 0.8: 61-62%

	A- 3.5: 90%
	B- 2.8: 82%
	C 2.1: 75-76%
	D+ 1.4: 69%
	D- 0.7: 60%

	B+ 3.4: 89%
	B- 2.7: 81%
	C 2.0: 74%
	D+ 1.3: 68%
	E 0.0: 0-59%


Requirements and evaluation: This course is designed to sharpen your practical skills in critical textual analysis, written and oral communication, and the synthesis of knowledge gained from diverse fields of study. Your participation grade will be based on evidence of preparedness and the quality and consistency of your contributions. Participation includes expressing your own reasoned arguments about the course texts, as well as constructively responding to your classmates. You will also be required to complete a few in-class exercises, designed to practice research, reading, and writing skills. Part of the participation grade will be based on your cooperative efforts in small research/writing groups (see below). Missing classes will prevent your involvement in these activities and thus affect your grade adversely. 

During the first several weeks, you will write 2 short argumentative essays (2-3 pages each), on the hormone replacement therapy controversy. I’ll return these promptly with comments. In the second half of the course, class time will be allotted for consultations on your research proposal. You are encouraged to talk to me about your progress at any stage, especially to get suggestions on the sources you’ll need. Each student will be placed in a research/writing group, in which you will evaluate each others’ paper proposals, give suggestions on research directions, and make comments on drafts of the final essay. I will base your participation grade partly on peer and self assessments.

Your major assignment will be an original research paper (6-7 pages), written in the form of an argumentative essay that defends a thesis statement. In consultation with the instructor and campus librarians, each student will select an appropriate topic and a set of narrow research questions to investigate in depth. The range of subjects covered in class during the first several weeks should give you plenty of ideas about relevant and important issues to explore, as well as suggestions on the types of source materials to utilize. I will provide more detailed guidelines on what is expected in terms of content and format. Your topic must be approved in advance, by submitting a research proposal with bibliography (May 2) that persuades me you have begun seriously studying a topic. The proposal will be about 1-page long, explaining your research issue/questions and making a preliminary thesis statement. Your annotated bibliography will consist of concise summaries and critical evaluations of several sources that are crucial to your research. Finally, each student will share her or his findings with the class in a 15-minute oral presentation (format and date TBA).

Policies for this course:

Submitting work: All written assignments will be collected in hard copy at the start of the class period. Papers received after the due date will receive a grade penalty of 5% (of the total possible grade) per day late. Requests for extensions must be discussed with me well before the due date. I will not accept work via email unless you have obtained permission in advance. Keep copies of all submitted work for your protection. No extra credit or paper re-writes will be permitted. I encourage you to consult with me in advance about your essay and research ideas, and to contact me about any other questions or problems.


Documenting sources: When writing an essay, all direct quotations, paraphrases, information, interpretations, and opinions taken from another person’s work must be identified. Providing documentation will answer your reader’s questions such as “Where did you get that?” or “Why should this claim be believed?” Use quotation marks and citations whenever you use someone else’s exact words. Citations are also required to indicate that you have borrowed ideas or facts from a particular source, even if you are not quoting from it. Every paper submitted for this course must also have a bibliography listing all sources cited and consulted. For guidelines on MLA documentation style see <webster.commnet.edu/mla/index.shtml> and the UWB library website.


Academic integrity: All work submitted for evaluation and course credit must be an original effort. This includes oral presentations, which must be thoroughly documented and delivered in your own words. Plagiarism means using words, ideas, or facts taken from another person as if they were your own, without properly crediting that person. It is a serious offence and punishable under the provisions of the University’s Student Conduct Code. If you are unsure about your use of sources or having other difficulties with your writing, please come to my office hours or make an appointment with the UWB Writing Center (425-352-5253, UW2-124).


Any evidence of cheating or of plagiarism, whether intentional or accidental, will result in a grade of zero for that assignment. Additional sanctions may also be imposed by the University administration. You are responsible for understanding all aspects of University regulations regarding academic integrity.


Incompletes: In accordance with University policy, I can give an incomplete only if the student has been attending class and doing all the major assignments until within two weeks of the end of the quarter, and if proof has been provided that the work cannot be completed because of circumstances beyond the student’s control.


Disabilities: I will do my best to accommodate all documented disabilities. See <www.bothell.washington.edu/students/dss/index.html> for information.  


Communication: All requirements and policies of this course are outlined in this syllabus, and handouts will be provided to explain the assignments in greater detail. If you miss class it is your responsibility to contact me about any announcements or assignments. I will set up an email list for this class and post announcements there as well, so be sure to check your university email account. The best way to get hold of me reliably is via email, and you can usually expect a same day reply.

SCHEDULE OF DAILY TOPICS & READINGS 

(come to class having completed the reading and prepared to discuss)

Mon Mar 28 Introduction: Public-Interest Science

Wed Mar 30 Politicized Biomedicine: Hormone Replacement Therapy
Sheldon Krimsky, Science in the Private Interest: Has the Lure of Profits Corrupted

Biomedical Research? (Rowman and Littlefield, 2003), chapters 1-2 

[these chapters also on e-reserve].

Bettina Leysen, “The Medicalization of Menopause: From ‘Feminine Forever’ to 

‘Healthy Forever’,” in Between Monsters, Goddesses, and Cyborgs, eds. N. Lykke and R. Braidotti (Zed, 1996), 173-91.

Stephen Smith, “Hormone Therapy’s Rise and Fall: Science Lost its Way, and

Women Lost Out,” Boston Globe, July 20, 2003, A1. 

Mon Apr 4 HRT Safety and Efficacy: What Do We Know, How Do We Know?
Christine Gorman, “The Truth About Hormones,” Time 160 (July 22, 2002): 32-37;

and Alice Park, “What Did the Study Show?" Time 160 (July 22, 2002): 38-39.

Writing Group for the Women's Health Initiative, “Risks and Benefits of Estrogen

Plus Progestin in Healthy Postmenopausal Women,” Journal of the American Medical Association 288 (July 17, 2002): 321-33.

Susan Dentzer, “Science, Public Health, and Public Awareness: Lessons from the

Women’s Health Initiative,” Annals of Internal Medicine 138 (18 Feb. 2003): 352-53.

Wed Apr 6 Marriage of Science and the State: Scientists in the Political Arena
ESSAY #1 DUE
Dorothy Nelkin, “The Science Wars: Responses to a Marriage Failed,” in Science

Wars, ed. A. Ross (Duke University Press, 1996), 114-22.

D. Allan Bromley and Michael Lubell, “Science’s Growing Political Strength,” Issues

in Science and Technology, Summer 2003.

Mon Apr 11 Alliances of Industry and Academia: Profits, Patents, Regulation

Krimsky, Science in the Private Interest, read chapters 3, 4, 5, 8; skim chapters 6-7.

Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers Association, browse website

<phrma.org>.

Biotechnology Industry Organization, browse website <bio.org>.

Wed Apr 13 Public Understanding of Science
Critiques of science journalism (one pdf): Marcia Angell and Jerome Kassirer,

“Clinical Research: What Should You Believe?” Consumer’s Research Magazine 77 (Sep. 1994). Daniel Greenberg, “Sins of Omission: Science Journalists Usually Get the Story Right, But They Don’t Always Include the Sobering, Realistic Facts,” The Scientist, Sept. 22, 2003. Cornelia Dean, “New Complications in Reporting on Science,” Nieman Reports, Fall 2002. Philip Hilts, “Digging Beneath What Is Said to Be the Truth,” Nieman Reports, Summer 2003.

Marion Nestle, “Not Good Enough to Eat: Contaminated Food is Making Millions of

Americans Ill, So Why Doesn’t the Government Make the Food Industry Clean Up Its Act?” New Scientist 177 (Feb. 22, 2003).

Mon Apr 18 Conflicts of Interest in Drug Research, Marketing, Monitoring
ESSAY #2 DUE
Krimsky, Science in the Private Interest, chapters 9-10.

Marcia Angell and Arnold Relman, “Patents, Profits and American Medicine:

Conflicts of Interest in the Testing and Marketing of New Drugs,” Daedalus 131 (Spring 2002): 102-11.

Gardiner Harris, “At FDA, Strong Drug Ties and Less Monitoring,” New York Times,

Dec. 6, 2004, A1.

US Food and Drug Administration, Center for Drug Evaluation and Research,

browse website <fda.gov/cder>.

Tufts Center for the Study of Drug Development, browse website <csdd.tufts.edu>.

Wed Apr 20 Genetic Engineering: Whose Benefits, Whose Risks?

Jennifer Ferrara, “Paving the Way for Biotechnology: Federal Regulations and

Industry PR,” in Redesigning Life: The Worldwide Challenge to Genetic Engineering, ed. B. Tokar (Zed Books, 2001), 297-305.

Larry Thompson, “Are Bioengineered Foods Safe?” FDA Consumer Magazine 34

(Jan.-Feb. 2000).

Rick Weiss and Deborah Nelson, “A Death Raises Questions of Ethics, Profits,

Science,” Washington Post, Dec. 31, 1999, A3.

Mon Apr 25 Library Session (location TBA)
Wed Apr 27 Politicized Climate of Federal Science: Ideology and Interference?
Chris Mooney, “Science Wars,” Boston Globe, Nov. 21, 2004.

“Scientific Integrity in Policymaking: Executive Summary,” Union of Concerned

Scientists: Citizens and Scientists for Environmental Solutions, Feb. 2004.

Ted Agres, “Science, Policy, and Partisan Politics,” The Scientist, Aug. 13, 2003.

President’s Council on Bioethics, browse website <bioethics.gov>.

Mon May 2 Proposal consultations

PROPOSAL AND ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY DUE

Wed May 4 The Genomics Revolution: Ethical and Policy Issues
Philip Kitcher, “Research in an Imperfect World,” in Science, Technology, and

Democracy (Oxford University Press, 2003), 181-97.

Genetics and Public Policy Center, browse website <dnapolicy.org>.

Mon May 9 Democratic Science? Public Interests, Activism, Expertise
Krimsky, Science in the Private Interest, chapters 11-13.

Daniel Lee Kleinman, “Democratizations of Science and Technology,” in Science,

Technology, and Democracy, ed. D. L. Kleinman (State University of New York Press, 2000), 139-65.

Wed May 11 Human Experimentation: Ethics, Abuses, Protections

Film The Deadly Deception, on the Tuskegee syphilis study

Allan Brandt, “Racism and Research,” in Tuskegee’s Truths, ed. S. Reverby

(University of North Carolina Press, 2000), 15-33.

Mon May 16 Essay draft consultations
Wed May 18 TBA
Mon May 23 PRESENTATIONS
Wed May 25 PRESENTATIONS
Mon May 30 No class

Wed June 1 TBA

Fri June 3, 3:30pm RESEARCH ESSAY DUE

