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Department of Philosophy 
University of British Columbia  

 

PHIL 337 001/002 Ethics for the Sciences 
Summer 2026 Term 2 

 

Tuesdays & Thursdays 1:00-4:00 pm 
Online / Synchronous 

 

Instructor: Professor Alison Wylie (she/her) TA: Karoline Paier (she/her) 
 email: alison.wylie@ubc.ca     email: karoline.paier@ubc.ca 
 office: BUCH E276 | 604-822-6574    office hours: TBD / by appointment 
 office hours: W 3:00-5:00 on Zoom and by appointment    
 

LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
UBC’s Point Grey Campus is located on the traditional, ancestral, and unceded territory of the 
xwməθkwəy̓əm (Musqueam) people. The land on which it is situated has always been a place 
of learning for the Musqueam people, who for millennia have passed on their culture, history, 
and traditions from one generation to the next on this site. 
 

COURSE OVERVIEW 
 

Scientific research has an impact on all of us, and on every aspect of our lives. Most of us will be 
research subjects at one time or another; all of us are affected by science-based policies; our 
everyday-lives have been transformed by the results of scientific research – in good and bad ways. 
Scientific research raises ethics issues that have never been more pressing or more consequential 
than now. This course is designed to explore these issues, with reference to the non-medical 
sciences. It is intended for students in the social and natural sciences, as well as Philosophy. 
 

We will focus on three clusters of ethics issues that arise in, and are raised by, the non-medical 
sciences. First are the issues typically addressed by guidelines for the ‘responsible conduct of 
research’ (RCR): research integrity, professional conduct in training and collaboration, appropriate 
attributions of credit and authorship, safety and confidentiality. Second are issues of accountability 
for the social and environmental impacts of research. And the third are broader questions about the 
social values that are served by and embedded in scientific practice, and about the role of scientists 
in shaping public policy. The syllabus is organized around questions like these:  

• Responsible conduct of research: What counts as research misconduct? Outright fraud is 
clearly unacceptable, but what about more subtle forms of error and misrepresentation? 
 - Is it justified to put human or animal subjects at risk of harm in the name of science? 

• Accountability: What responsibility do scientists have for the impact of their research, 
negative as well as positive, unintended or unforeseen as well as anticipated? 
 - Are there lines of inquiry scientists should not pursue? Results they should not publish? 

• Values in science / science in society: Should scientists play an active role in policy 
debates about their science, or that are informed by their science?  

 

We begin with readings on the role of values in science and ethics obligations that are specific to the 
sciences; these provide a framework for analyzing a selection of case studies that raise the 
questions noted above. The cases we will consider include high profile examples of fraud and error 
that have resulted in the retraction of published results; controversy about ‘gain of function’ influenza 
research; longstanding debates about deception research in experimental psychology; obligations to 
human and non-human research subjects as well as to diverse stakeholders affected by science; 
fast-moving debate about accountability in data science and AI research and use. In the final section 
of the course we turn to current debates about the impact of scientific inquiry and science-based 
policy that raise broader questions about the role of scientists in society. 
 

Course format: All class meetings will be online, in synchronous format. Asynchronous options are not 
available; a number of the course requirements are linked to in-class discussions, group work, and 
presentations.  
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WEEKLY LECTURE & READING SCHEDULE 
 
Texts: Kevin Elliott, A Tapestry of Values: An Introduction to Values in Science (Oxford U Press, 2017). 

All other assigned readings are available through UBC Library Online Course Reserves and on Canvas. 
LOCR: https://courses.library.ubc.ca/c.Xr4dFB 

 

• Reading assignments (Readings), reading questions (RQ), and discussion preparation (D-Prep): 
Complete these before class on the day they are listed. 

• Background readings (Background): These are supplementary readings that may be useful for 
discussion and presentations but are entirely optional. 

• Discussion posts: These include reading responses (RR) and responses to set questions (Require 
Posts). Except for the first Required Post (see below) these are due online by 9:00 pm the evening 
before the class in which the they will be discussed. You are required to post three (3) RRs in the 
course of the term on your choice of readings and issues in addition to three (3) required posts on set 
questions assigned in Weeks 1, 3 and 6. See the requirements page for details.  

 
 

 
Week 1 – July 7 and 9: Getting started  
Tuesday – Introduction to the course: Science & ethics; what are the issues?  

Syllabus review, discussion of GenAI policy, and of the following initial Required Post question.  
Required Post I: What is the most significant ethical issue raised by a science with which you are 

familiar, or one that most interests you? Why is it an ethical issue?   
Note: For this post only, prepare an initial response for discussion in this first class and upload 
your post to the discussion board by 9:00 pm Wednesday evening, July 8.  

D-Prep: Review the UBC Principles & Guidelines for GenAI: https://genai.ubc.ca/guidance/principles/ 
 

Thursday – Ethical Theory and Moral Reasoning 
Reading: Shamoo and Resnik, “Ethical Decision Making,” in Responsible Conduct of Research 

(2009), pp. 14-37. 
D-Prep: Search out a definition of one of the moral theories described by Shamoo and Resnik. Do 

you know of ethics theories they don’t mention?  
RQ: How do you address moral issues when you face a hard decision? How does your process 

compare to those described by Shamoo and Resnik? 
 
Week 2 –July 14 and 16: Facts and values  

Tuesday – Values in science  
Reading: Elliott, “Introduction to Values in Science.” In A Tapestry of Values (2017): 1-17. 
RQ: What kinds of values concern Elliott, and what role do they play in scientific research?  

 

CASE STUDY PRESENTATION GROUPS 
sign up by 9:00 pm on Wednesday, July 15, through the “People” tab on Canvas 
 

Thursday – Reasoning about values 
Reading: Elliott “How Should We Study?” In A Tapestry of Values (2017): 41-60. 
Case Study Presentations – Group discussion: In preparation for this discussion, identify a case (or a 

couple of cases) that are relevant to the presentation topic you’ve chosen and come prepared to 
discuss them with your presentation group in the second half of this class.  

 
Week 3 – July 21 and 23: “The Moral Terrain of Science” 

Tuesday – Reasoning about values I 
Reading: Douglas, “The Moral Terrain of Science.” Erkenntnis (2014): focus on pp. 961-975.  

Rotblat, “A Hippocratic Oath for Scientists.” Science 286 (1999): 1475. 
RQ: How do the ethics issues you identified in the first week map onto Douglas’ framework?  
Required Post II: Search out a field-specific code of conduct for a science you’re familiar with, or that 

interests you, and assess it in terms of Douglas’ framework. What does it cover and what does it 
leave out? Reading between the lines, what are the issues or problems to which it is a response?  

Background: Canadian Tri-Council Policy Statement, Section 1, “Ethics Framework” and Tri-
Agency Framework: Responsible Conduct of Research, Section 2.1, “Research Integrity Policy” 
(2021). Compare U.S. Office of Research Integrity guidelines, Research Misconduct. (2021).  
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Thursday – Research Integrity: Varieties of misconduct in research  

Readings: Bhattacharjee, “The Mind of a Con Man.” New York Times, 28 April 2013. 
 Lewontin, “Dishonesty in Science.” New York Review of Books, 18 November 2004. 
 Douglas, “Moral Terrain of Science,” final section, pp. 977-978. 

Lipsitch & Galvani, “Ethical Alternatives to Experiments with Novel Potential Pandemic 
Pathogens.” PLOS Medicine 11.5 (2014).  

RQ1: What counts as misconduct in these cases? Who is affected, who is responsible, and what needs to 
change, not only to prevent the most obvious and egregious forms of misconduct but also to 
address more inadvertent and pervasive ways that research integrity can be compromised? 
RQ2: Should the H5N1 research results have been published, and should this research have been 

undertaken? Revisit Douglas’ answer to this question.  
Background: Review the Canadian Tri-Agency Framework: Responsible Conduct of Research 

(2021), Section 2.1, “Research Integrity Policy.” Compare these guidelines to the U.S. Office 
of Research Integrity, Research Misconduct. 

Presentation suggestions: Two presentation options for this class: one on a classic misconduct 
case of the kind Lewontin describes in the first section of his article; and a second on a recent 
or emerging case, for example, as documented by Retraction Watch.   

 
Week 4 – July 28 and 30: Human and animal Subjects  

Tuesday – The formation of codes protecting human subjects  
Readings: Nuremberg Code (1947) and the Belmont Report (1979). 

Skloot, “The Immortal Life of Henrietta Lacks.” New York Times, 23 March 2013. 
Pence, “The Tuskegee Study.” In Classic Cases in Medical Ethics (1995), pp. 394-401. 

D-PREP: Review the UBC Behavioral Research Ethics Board (BREB) “Guidance Notes”; or the 
Tri-Council Policy Statement on Ethical Conduct for Research Involving Humans (2022), 
Section 1, “Ethics Framework.” 

RQ1: What has changed over time in the priorities and scope of the Nuremberg and the Belmont 
guidelines? How do they compare with the UBC/Tri-Council guidelines?  

RQ2: If you were on an ethics review board would you approve a Milgram-type experiment? When 
is deception acceptable in research with human subjects? 

Background: Bok, “Deceptive Social Science research.” In Lying (1979), pp. 192-202. 
Preview one of the “Milgram Experiments” videos available online and/or the 2015 film, 
Experimenter: The Stanley Milgram Story.  

Presentation suggestions: Two presentation options for this class: one that provides further 
background on the high-profile cases to which the Nuremberg Code and Belmont Report 
were a response; and a second on a current controversy about the protection of human 
subjects in research.  

 

Thursday – Controversy about animal experimentation  
Readings: Singer, “All Animals Are Equal.” In Animal Rights & Human Obligations (1989).  

Gruen, “The Failure of Traditional Ethics.” In Entangled Empathy: An Alternative Ethics 
for Our Relationships with Animals (2015), pp. 8-37. 

Gluck, “Regretting My Animal Research.” New York Times, 24 September 2016.  
Understanding Animal Research (UAR), “Animal Welfare & the Three Rs: Replacement, 

Refinement and Reduction.” 
RQ1: Does Gruen capture aspects of animal rights and welfare that Singer misses? And are the 

“Three Rs” guidelines adequate to address Gluck’s concerns?  
RQ2: Should these guidelines be extended, in some form, to LLMs / AIs currently being developed? 
Background: Review the Canadian Council on Animal Care, “Summary” and “General Guidelines” (2015), 

pp. 2-5, and/or the UBC Animal Care Guidelines.   
Sebo and Long, “Moral Consideration for AI Systems by 2030.” AI & Ethics (2025): 591-505.  

Presentation suggestions: Two presentation options for this class: one on an example of the 
classic cases (e.g., as described by Gluck, among others) that prompted the development of 
animal experimentation guidelines and protections; and a second on current controversy 
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about extensions of these guidelines, for example, as generated by Sebo & Long’s arguments 
for recognizing (some) AIs as warranting moral consideration.  

 
Week 5 – August 4 and 6: Misinformation, disinformation and uncertainty  

Tuesday – Merchants of Doubt 
Readings: Oreskes and Conway, “Doubt is Our Product.” In Merchants of Doubt (2010), pp. 10-35. 

Elliott, “What If We Are Uncertain?” In A Tapestry of Values (2017), pp. 83-109. 
D-Prep: Preview the film Merchants of Doubt (2014) trailer. 
RQ1: Should scientists err in the direction of a "clean hands" as opposed to an "advocacy" 

approach to uncertainty? 
RQ2: Identify an example of uncertainty, manufactured or genuine. Are the strategies of response 

suggested by Elliott adequate for addressing it? 
Background: Bergstrom and West, “Refuting Bullshit.” In Calling Bullshit (2021), pp. 264-288. 
Presentation suggestion: One presentation option for this class: outline one of the other cases of 

disinformation that Oreskes and Conway discuss in Merchants of Doubt and assess one of 
Bergstrom & West’s strategies for “calling/refuting bullshit” as a response to it.  

 

Thursday – Data science and AI ethics  
Reading: D’Ignazio & Klein, “Introduction” (Chapter 1), “Unicorns, Janitors, Ninjas, Wizards and 

Rock Stars” (Chapter 5). In Data Feminism (MIT Press 2020), pp. 1-19, 125-248. 
RQ1: If you were to draft ethics guidelines for data scientists and/or AI developers, what principles 

or requirements should they prioritize?  
RQ2: Are the UBC guidelines for use of generative AI and/or the guidelines for this class (discussed 

in Week 1) adequate? Are there problems they don’t address that need attention?  
Background: Anthropic, Claud’s Constitution: Our Vision for Claude’s Character 

Papal Encyclical (2026), Chapter 4, “Truth, Work, Freedom,” in On Safeguarding the Human 
Person in the Time of Artificial Intelligence 
Wallace, “Revenge of the Philosophy Majors” (AI Philosophy). New York Times (5 July 2026).  

Presentation suggestions: Two presentation options for this class: build out background on one 
of D’Ignazio & Klein’s examples of “data for co-liberation” and assess whether it can scale, as 
they put it; and for a second, assess one aspect of the recent guidance documents on AI.  

 
Week 6 – August 11 and 13: Accountability in practice  

Tuesday – Collaborative practice in cultural heritage research 
Readings: SSHRC “Guidelines for the Merit Review of Indigenous Research.” 

Kimmerer, "Mishkos Kenomagwen: The Teachings of Grass." In Braiding Sweetgrass (2013), 
pp. 156-166. 

Wylie, “Community-based Collaborative Archaeology.” In Philosophy of Social Science, eds. 
Cartwright & Montuschi (2014), pp. 68-82. 

RQ: What difference could citizen or stakeholder involvement make to the design, practice, 
and/or reporting of research in the case study you presented this term? 

Background: Frankenstein (2014), “Tracing Roots.” New Day Films.  
Whyte, "Sciences of Consent: Indigenous Knowledge, Governance Value, and Responsibility." In 

Routledge Feminist Philosophy of Science, eds. Crasnow & Intemann (2021), pp. 117-130. 
Presentation suggestion: One presentation option for this class; introduce an example of 

collaborative practice or citizen science in a field other than heritage research (e.g., as 
discussed by Elliott in the chapter assigned for Thursday’s class). 

 

Thursday – Scientists and society  
Readings: Beckwith and Huang, “Should We Make a Fuss?” Nature Biotech 23 (2005): 1479-1480. 

Elliott, “How Can We Engage Values?” In A Tapestry of Values (2017), pp. 137-162. 
D-Prep:  Preview Oreskes, “The Scientist as Sentinel.” AAAS Plenary Address (2017).   

Required Post III: Should scientists play a role in debate about issues of public interest and 
policy? When should they do this, and how can they be most effective? 

Presentation suggestion: One presentation option for this class: revisit Douglas’ “Moral Terrain” 
framework and consider what it requires of scientists in one of the cases discussed this term.  

 

FINAL EXAM – online at a date/time to be scheduled in the exam period: August 17-21. 
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REQUIREMENTS 
 

Participation – 10% of the final grade 
This is a reading and discussion-intensive course, so it’s crucial that you do the readings, posts, and 
discussion preparation in advance of the classes for which they’re assigned. 

Approach discussion with the aim of learning from your peers; cultivate thoughtful, respectful 
modes of engagement that make it possible for everyone in the class to bring their distinctive experience 
and perspectives to bear on the issues we discuss.  

Assessment will be based on showing up, active and informed engagement in general class discussions, in 
breakout groups, and in response to student presentations.  

 

Discussion posts – 25% of the final grade  
A total of six (6) discussion posts are required in the course of the term. These should be short and to 
the point, one to two paragraphs (250-500 words). 

• Required posts on set questions: Everyone is required to post a response to three (3) set 
questions listed in the syllabus for the Weeks 1, 3, and 6. Read all the responses posted for 
these class meetings and come prepared to discuss them.  

• Reading Responses: You are also required to post at least three (3) additional reading 
responses in the course of the term. You are free to choose either class meeting in any week 
for these posts except the week in which you are giving a presentation, and the classes for 
which a required post on a set question has been assigned; this means you have 8 
opportunities through the term to meet this requirement.  
        For these RR posts, identify and explain a key concept, issue, or argument presented in 
one of the readings, and raise questions for discussion. You are welcome to address the 
“reading questions” or “discussion preparation” prompts included in the syllabus but questions 
and comments that go beyond these are especially welcome. See the “Reading and Reading 
Response Guidelines” on Canvas for details. 

Logistics: Except for the first required post (see Week 1 guidelines above), all discussion posts are 
due by 9:00 pm the evening before the class meeting in which they will be discussed. Post 
them on the discussion boards linked to the “Weekly Readings and Assignments” page.  
Assessment: Posts will be assessed on the basis of accuracy, clarity, and the creative insight 
evident in the questions you raise about the reading(s) you discuss. Examples drawn from fields 
you’re studying or that interest you that illustrate the issues you highlight are especially welcome.  
  You are welcome to post more frequently than required; the grades for your best six posts will 
be the basis for your final Discussion Post grade.   

 

Case study project – 40% of the final grade  
This assignment has two components: a group presentation and an individual essay. Presentations 
will be scheduled for each week from Week 3 through Week 6. Your group will present the case you 
choose in class, and then you will each write an individual essay responding to one of the ethics issues 
raised by the group’s case. Topic suggestions are included in the syllabus, but you are not required to 
address them. For additional advice, see the Case Study Project Guidelines page on Canvas. 

• Choose a topic and sign up for the date when that topic is scheduled through the “People” tab 
on Canvas by 9:00 pm on Wednesday, July 15.  

• Convene a group meeting: Time will be set aside in Week 2 – Thursday, July 16 – for you to 
meet with your group and discuss possible case studies for your presentation topic/week.  

• Confirm your plans: Consult early and often! But be sure to confirm your choice of case by 
email with the Instructor and TA a week in advance of your presentation. 

In-class group presentation component – 15% (assigned to each presentation group as a whole) 
• Presentation (10%): These should be short and sharply focused – 15 minutes long. Your goal 

is to present the case you have chosen and identify the ethics issues it raises in enough detail to 
generate productive class discussion; you are not expected to resolve these issues.  

• Format: You can organize your presentation in any number of different ways: as a lecture-style 
overview of the case and the ethics issues it raises, through panel discussion or by enacting a 
debate in which you present the case from the different perspectives of those involved. 
Whatever the format, identify a set of sharply formulated questions for the class to discuss. 

• Handout (5%): Post a brief description of the case you will discuss and a set of questions for 
discussion on Presentations discussion board by 9:00 pm the evening before your presentation.  
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Individual essay component – 25%  
• Each member of a presentation group is required to write their own thesis-driven essay. Your 

goal in this essay is to develop an analysis of one of the ethics issues raised by the case your 
group has presented. Identify the options available for responding to this issue and develop a 
closely argued case for the response you find most defensible. 

• This essay should be 5 pages long (1250 words), and is due online by midnight on the 
Tuesday or Thursday of the week following your presentation.  

• See the case study essay section of the “Case Study Project Guidelines” page on Canvas for 
details and due dates. 

 
Final Exam – 25% of the final grade 
This online exam will consist of (1) a set of short answer questions based on a pre-circulated list of 
concepts and terms; and (2) one longer reflective essay question that asks you to revisit and assess or 
update your answer to required discussion post assigned in the first week.  

Date/time: To be scheduled in the final exam period, August 17-21.  
Logistics: This will be an online exam administered through a lock-down browser.  
 

Grading policies  
Assignments will be assessed on the UBC mark-to-grade conversion scheme outlined in the UBC Calendar. 
Low stakes assignments – discussion posts – will be graded on a 5-point scale, as follows.      
  

✓++    95-100% A+ 
✓+       85-90% A/A- 
✓         75-85 B+/B 
✓-        65-70 B-/C+ 
✓-        55-65 C/C- 

 

Mandatory syllabus statement about UBC’s values and policies  
UBC provides resources to support student learning and to maintain healthy lifestyles but recognizes that 
sometimes crises arise and so there are additional resources to access including those for survivors of sexual 
violence. UBC values respect for the person and ideas of all members of the academic community. 
Harassment and discrimination are not tolerated nor is suppression of academic freedom. UBC provides 
appropriate accommodation for students with disabilities and for religious and cultural observances. UBC 
values academic honesty and students are expected to acknowledge the ideas generated by others and to 
uphold the highest academic standards in all of their actions.  
See the UBC “Policies and Resources” webpage.  
 
See the “UBC Policies and Course Guidelines” page on Canvas for the details. Here’s a brief summary of 
policies that are especially important for this course.  
• Plagiarism will not be tolerated: See the UBC definition of plagiarism and academic integrity included in 

the summary of course guidelines and policies.  
• Gen-AI guidelines: These will be discussed in the first week of the term and then posted on Canvas.  
• Late assignments: Please contact your TA and/or instructor as soon as you know that you may be 

submitting an assignment late or may need to make up a missed assignment within the timeframe of the 
term. Arts Academic Advising is a valuable resource if you are an undergraduate in the College of Arts; 
see their website for a “self-declaration form” that you can use to arrange in-term concessions.  

• Deferred standing: If you anticipate that you will not be able to complete the course requirements by the 
end of the examination period, August 21, you will need to apply for “deferred standing.” This must be 
adjudicated by Arts Academic Advising and will be granted only in cases covered by the UBC “academic 
concessions” policy: medical circumstances, compassionate grounds, or conflicting responsibilities. 
Contact the instructor as soon as you know you may need an academic concession that extends beyond 
the end of the term.  

 


