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Introduction

The second-round questionnaire has been disseminated in August-October 2005. The second questionnaire was patterned after the results rose of round one. It consisted of four primary sections (Global Mobility, Technological Revolution, Liberalization of Health Market and Trade, New Global Conflicts and Bio Warfare). 

1. Panel Description

We began with an initial pool of 167 experts. The experts were provided with results of the first round and were asked to reply to the second questionnaire. Completed and partially second round questionnaires were received from 133 respondents out of 167 (response rate of 79, 6%). 
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In this second round, more experts than in the second round completed the whole questionnaire (72% vs. 57% in the previous questionnaire) 
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Gender composition was quite balanced. The level of female representation is a 41% versus a 59% of male presence:
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The age 40-49 represents a majority (35%) of the normal working age, but in this second questionnaire, we had more people between 50-59:
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Forty-five countries (from Europe, Africa, Asia, and America) participated during the first round. Europe is the most represented however a good percentage of African experts are also represented. In this second round, we have not had respondents from Asia. 


[image: image5.emf]Geographical Areas

0,0%

10,0%

20,0%

30,0%

40,0%

50,0%

60,0%

South

America

North

America

Europe Middle

East

Africa

Asia


2. Synthesis of the results of the second questionnaire
Global mobility

First statement

According to the results of the first round questionnaire, cultural factors (ethical views, religious beliefs, world visions, etc.) are more important than economic drivers in building a global civil society understood as” the sphere of ideas, values, institutions, organizations, networks, and individuals located between the family, the state and the market, and operating beyond the confines of national societies, polities, and economies”.
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Second statement

According to most experts involved in the DELPHI panel, main barriers opposing the construction of a global civil society are cultural and religious conflicts, fundamentalism, racism, and xenophobia. Conversely, a global civil society must rely on some shared values. Human rights (social, economic and civil rights) and international justice could be such shared values.
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Technological revolution

First statement

According to the first round questionnaire, the technological revolution is not likely to enhance disparities between nations. Our experts think that the technological revolution will be global, that is it will affect all countries. They think that the main actors of future global technology will be emerging economies and, to some extent, also developing countries. Yet technological revolution will not be universal, that is it will not affect all citizens. In other words the future technological divide will not be between richer and poorer nations but chiefly between the better off and the worst off in each nation.
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Second statement
According to the panel, human dignity is the key value to be taken into account when evaluating new technologies. However, by analyzing the first round results, it seems that experts think that dignity is at stake chiefly when technological innovations directly affect the body (e.g., biotechnology, medical use of nanotechnology, bio prosthetics, etc.) while information technologies - the internet included – promise to have only a minor ethical impact on the biomedical field.
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Liberalization of Health Market and Trade

First statement
The panel thinks that market mechanisms alone cannot mediate the economic and social conflicts raised by globalization. According to the panel there is consequently a need for multinational / international governance of the global economy, at least as far as health issues are concerned
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Second statement 

According to the first round results, the value conflicts brought about by economic globalization mostly concern social and civil rights. Ethical conflicts are deemed to be less relevant
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New Global Conflicts and Bio warfare

First statement
According to the first round results, experts do not agree with the “cultural conflict” hypothesis. That is, ethical and cultural conflicts are not expected to play any major role in determining future international and global conflicts. Rather, the panel thinks that economic and technological factors will be the main drivers of new global conflicts


[image: image12.emf]4.1 statement

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

yes no


Second statement
According to the first round results, the security and military sectors promise to be one of the chief drivers of technological revolution. Do you think that scientists should have an ethical responsibility in this? Should scientists refuse to be involved in research programs with dual use nature (i.e., technology that can be used both for civil and military purposes, for instance vaccine technology used for weaponised germs or nanotechnology used for disrupting the immune system) even if it means to give up funds? Should professional and scientific organizations adopt international prohibitions in their codes of conduct and ethical norms?


[image: image13.emf]4.2 statement

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

yes no


4. Statement in depth

1. GLOBAL HUMAN MOBILITY 
Global Human Mobility results from increasing ease of domestic and international travel as well as from instantaneous access to information through the Internet and other electronic resources. The assumption behind this section is that global human mobility is a crucial element in determining the birth of a new global civil society, namely a trans-national society made up by different networks that operate beyond national borders. Mobility may involve the pursuit of a better quality of life, development of markets for traded goods and services, return of resources to home countries, and improvement of professional and business networks. We want to investigate whether increasing trans-border mobility is posing new bioethical issues.

First statement

According to the results of the first round questionnaire, cultural factors (ethical views, religious beliefs, world visions, etc.) are more important than economic drivers in building a global civil society understood as” the sphere of ideas, values, institutions, organizations, networks, and individuals located between the family, the state and the market, and operating beyond the confines of national societies, polities, and economies”.
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Free comments
1.1.1. According to the results of the first round questionnaire, economic drivers are more important in building a global civil society than cultural factors. In economic driver for instance before establishing any institution funds is the most important factor to consider. The same applies to installation of networks, forming an organization, etc.

1.1.2. Personalmente ritengo più importanti i fattori culturali, ma vedo che ciò che maggiormente incide sono in realtà moventi economici. Molti effetti della globalizzazione sono indotti dall'azione delle multinazionali che esportano con i loro prodotti anche gli stili di vita dell'Occidente e sono mosse da interessi di tipo economico.

1.1.3. I think that both culture factors and economic drivers are equally important. In order to build a global civil society it is certainly useful to involve in this slow process the largest part of people, including students at any age.

1.1.4. No.  I think this reflects the biases in the sample of respondents.  In my view commerce tends to carry the seeds of cultural change.  Global civil society is created first by economic links which then become bearers of culture and, in particular, of isomorphic pressures to standardize the legal and regulatory environments, broadly conceived, around economic life.

1.1.5. The cultural factors is a crucial issue in every society and this has even penetrated even religious beliefs and faiths This is because most people are culturally sensitive and see it as their identity and therefore very much preserved among societies.

1.1.6. This appears to be the current trend post 911 and London bombings.

1.1.7. I agree with this statement above because in any change that faces the world today its roots and foundations comes from the family as the source of any society. Religion issues beliefs and cultural organizations wouldn’t have existed without the early human kind family which under went changes as weathers change and as their population increases in number. Religion came in as the core stone of obedience and reducing human infidelity towards others. These thighs over way economic drivers in building a global civil society in that in any case the economy achievement are reinforced by people of each society according to how one have been grown up. 

1.1.8. I would point out that in the last years and as a result of globalization, the cultural factors are losing more and more their importance in view of the economic drivers.

1.1.9. Yes, I agree with the statement. I think cultural factors are more important because they deal with the identity of a society. We could say that the culture (understood as ethical views, religious beliefs, etc.) do the society. The economic factor is just an attribute to a society that, of course, can contribute to change its identity, but cannot do that on its own.

1.1.10. I both agree and disagree. Global civil society is an ambiguous term/phenomenon/project and is certainly driven in part by economic concerns. The infrastructure that makes the cultural factors possible as significant aspects of global civil society are often techno structurally underpinned or supported by information technology infrastructures that are created for the purpose of profit in the market place. However, the Internet in turn is created as part of a military strategic vision - so it may well be that cultural factors are significant and that there is a global consciousness of peace emerging, but it is a very complex matter.

1.1.11. Cultural factors are themselves changed by economic drivers active in globalization.  Hence, there is a blurring of the integrity of cultural factors in the face of a globalizing economic environment.

1.1.12. I agree that cultural factors are more important; they are blocks with which civil society is built.  Economic drivers are then used to support and maintain the existing society.

1.1.13. I do not agree because I believe that political and economical factors have a big impact in shaping the society: in developed and developing countries the majority of common people are heavily influenced by the style of life offered by the market. In the underdeveloped countries the elementary needs are still waiting to be satisfied.

1.1.14. The value system of an individual is to a large extent determined or controlled by the culture of the society and religious beliefs more than all other factors is the major determinant. Interpersonal relationships are patterned after the handed over values of the society and this takes its root in the cultural system of the society. Religious beliefs may in the long run end up shaping the civil society.

1.1.15. Cultural factors are indeed very important as they shape our mind even since childhood. So these factors are definitely anchored in our way of thinking and acting. In order to build a global civil society it is important to be able "to live with different cultures" and accept the other differences. The rest and especially the economical drivers will come along once this aspect will be achieved.

1.1.16. According to the results of first questionnaire, cultural and identity factors (...) can be more important...

1.1.17. I am surprised about this result. I expected the inverse result.  I am of course positively surprised but in the practical life I always realize the other attitude!

1.1.18. I agree with the statement. However, I would insist on the need to achieve a development beyond a minimum threshold of economic development in order for a global civil society to exist.

1.1.19. I think in most contemporary literature "civil society" excludes the "economic sphere", which may be a mistake, since the Enlightenment concept of civil society had the market at its heart. But I think you can distinguish between the market as the mechanism connecting production and consumption, and the market as the social interaction between buyers and sellers.  The former is certainly becoming globalize, the latter not, save in some cases where the internet brings identifiable buyers and sellers together - e.g. through eBay.  The social life of markets is at least as important as the economic mechanisms.  So far as civil society goes, the part which is becoming globalised is the part concerned with the exchange of ideas and networks, and this has a part to play in the globalization of values, wants, needs, etc.

1.1.20. It can also drive global societies apart, of course!

1.1.21. Cultural factors are the key elements in building the global civil society but not all cultural factors play the same role and have the same importance. Counter intuitively I think that the most important cultural factors are minor factors, that is to say they are not ideologies, religions, etc rather consumers' habits, popular music, foods, fashion, etc.

1.1.22. Religious beliefs are gradually never more important.

1.1.23. I think economic and cultural factors are equally influential in building a global civil society. 

1.1.24. Whether they should be equally influential (as distinguished from "important") is arguable.

1.1.25. I agree but would like to add the sphere of deep-ranging traditional convictions, often hidden behind the societal surface. Examples would be the understanding of nature, views of the relationships between culture and nature etc. - which are often related to religious beliefs but are going beyond them.

1.1.26. Amongst cultural factors I agree that there is something wider than PERSONAL ethical and religious issues - but I would not call it 'world vision' - from a native English speaker's perspective I think I would call it 'world view'
1.1.27. The impact of the natural history of societies is prevalent in respect to values that determine behaviours. Educational opportunities are as well relevant. The impact of economy aspects is not neglected but at the crucial definitions are not the relevant issues.

1.1.28. I agree with the statement as well. If societies will adhere to the ethics of various disciplines e.g. medical ethics, laws etc and tend to be good believers in God, moreover be able to focus what the world can offer, and then the rest of the issues will automatically set in. No corruption then economies will be on the rise. No diseases particularly HIV. Resources will be allocated properly with no problems.

1.1.29. Consider the nation which is corrupt, diseased definitely will not compete.

1.1.30. I want to amend this statement.  Cultural factors are, of course important in building a global civil society, but to say that they are more important than economic factors is debatable. I think they are interrelated. Cultural factors are dependent on economic factors and vice versa, in many cases. In fact nowadays economic factors have a trend to have more influence on cultural factors than the other way round.  Economic factors play a big role on transborder migration of people, access to modern information technology and higher education. People migrate from one area of the world to another part in search of better life, or those who do it frequently have already the economic capacity.  In order to have an access to modern information technology and higher education  in most cases it is expected here also that one should be relatively well off . When analyzing the matter further movement of people, access to modern electronics communication and higher education can gradually erode   cultural factors like ethical views, world vision, attitude to life and even religion. Thanks to modern technology and more exposure to outside life, here in my country, Ethiopia, people in the cities at least are taking cultural assets of the West whatever the consequence may be. I think the case is similar to many communities in the world who had their own cultures, values, attitudes and other social assets in the past. Even when it comes to religion because of modern communication technologies and exposure to different religions many people whose ancestors had followed a certain religion for generations are now going to another religion.

1.1.31. I cannot see and agree that globalization, in the biomedical field or otherwise, will be predominantly driven by cultural factors, especially religious beliefs. In my view a new global perspective on bioethics will go hand in hand, and be the spin-off of increasing need for international/global economic cooperation. If we want economic cooperation to be more than economic exploitation of some countries by others, and to the good of all participants, than notions such as civil society, justice in allocation and exploitation of scarce resources, and international solidarity are necessary ingredients of a global bioethical perspective and biomedical scenario.     

1.1.32. In any society the most important aspect of identity of a particular community is it cultural identity. These are fundamental in the development of an individual or national identity and hence attitude towards a certain scenario. Religious beliefs for example and other social norms, e.g. traditional beliefs are fundamental in moulding any society, and since they cover a broader base in different communities they are very influential. Human interactions caused by human mobility will in the long run influence some cultural factors and these will be seen in the next generations of particular societies.

1.1.33. According to the results of the first round questionnaire, cultural factors (ethical views, religious beliefs, world visions, etc.) are more important than economic drivers in building a global civil society understood as” the sphere of ideas, values, institutions, organizations, networks, and individuals located between the family, the state and the market, and operating beyond the confines of national societies, polities, and economies”. Economic drivers will however also exert considerable influence.

1.1.34. According to my opinion, most cultural factors are economically driven, so one is a consequence of the other. It is like taking the consequence for a cause.

1.1.35. I agree with this statement because culture trough education and knowledge of our history can well explain that only with the cooperation between individuals and population and Countries it's possible solve the great problem of humanity. The economic strategies (only) has been ever cause of conflict and wars. 

1.1.36. Economic drivers may be important for globalisation as such, but they won't be very helpful in building a global civil society. Why? Maybe simply because business can be run without it. A global civil society in the contrary may be necessary to moderate the effects of economic drivers. 

1.1.37. Economic drivers are a necessary requirement in building a global civil society, but they are not a sufficient requirement. Economic drivers built “material” links between nations, but a civil society is grounded above all on “invisible” links namely cultural factors. The globalisation of values does not mean to erase the differences, but to build a global of shared values namely human rights. 

1.1.38. Unfortunately the reality is that economic drivers are those that in the end prevail and in the name of those conflicts around cultural factors arise...

1.1.39. Despite the global market and mondialisation of economy we can see that cultural and historical identities continue to be a major framework for the integration of nations and regions. For example the debate about the adhesion of Turkey to the European Unions shows that having similar political systems and a liberal economy does not necessarily reduce the apprehensions and resistances related to historical and religious differences.

1.1.40. Although economics drivers are important in building a global society I think the most important are the cultural factors 

1.1.41. In many ways several of the current faces of economic globalisation are revealing the short-comings of the market model; particularly in areas with social impacts or implications. As such, and with the exception of those who benefit (often disproportionately) from the market, people will find common ground or shared ideas elsewhere. And while this may be manifest in a global civil society', its impact in addressing such social questions, will remain to be seen.

1.1.42. I think that globalization is inevitable. The driving force for it is the free flow of capital. Religious considerations, ethical views, etc. might have a significant impact in the earlier stages of the process. With time I think these factors will mitigate their impact. 

1.1.43. Cultural factors are the key elements in building the global civil society but not all cultural factors play the same role and have the same importance. Counter intuitively I think that the most important cultural factors are minor factors, that is to say they are not ideologies, religions, etc rather consumers' habits, popular musics, foods, fashion, etc.

Second statement

According to most experts involved in the DELPHI panel, main barriers opposing the construction of a global civil society are cultural and religious conflicts, fundamentalism, racism, and xenophobia. Conversely, a global civil society must rely on some shared values. Human rights (social, economic and civil rights) and international justice could be such shared values.
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Free comments
1.2.1 Positive examples of human rights being upheld must be shared; examples of cases where decisions have been handed down and justice serviced and lives improved must be shared.  The barriers listed must not be ignored.  They must be examined and discussed at a local and international level.  Lessons that have been learned must be shared and adapted if possible, with the local situation always in mind.

1.2.2 Se si giungesse a un unanime riconoscimento dei diritti umani elementari, quali l'eguaglianza, il diritto alla salute, all'istruzione, a scegliere il proprio destino, senza differenze di genere e etnia, sarebbe compiuto non il primo passo, ma i primi cento passi verso una globalizzazione della società civile. 

1.2.3 I totally agree with this statement. A less selfish society will help building a global civil society.

1.2.4 This depends on how human rights are conceived.  Currently much of this is cast in highly individualistic terms, reflecting the unarticulated cultural assumptions of US writers and fails to strike an appropriate balance between individual rights and community interests - or to articulate certain kinds of rights such as those of taxpayers in relation to tax beneficiaries.

1.2.5 Human rights is being denied in some communities whereby some individuals within the community are being regarded as being inferior or subjugated especially in some developing countries. The resultant effect is the absence of civil societies. The leaders lord it on the citizenry and the latter could not express or develop to their full potentials.

1.2.6 Human rights provide an international norm and ensure accountability and equality, international justice system governs nations.

1.2.7 Yes, I agree. Nevertheless I think that it would be a mistake to understand a global civil society as a society in which all groups have the same identity, the same culture, and the same beliefs. The diversity is the fundamental character of this kind of society. To build the global society on the same shared values means that there are some rational values that could be understood as such, with a certain effort, of course, independently from religion, ideology, etc. These values are namely those which found human rights. So the effort that should be done is a cultural effort to identify and comply with these objective values and secondly to educate the youth to live in a pluricultural world, with respect for everyone.

1.2.8 I think that it will be very difficult to build democracy in any area of the world. One step could be to follow the first establishment and rules of NATO soon after the Second World War, with the aim to involve this time also African and Asian Nations. Another important step should be to substitute a democratic primary school to the religious ones, mostly in the Islamic Nations. Sex equality since birth and no sexual mutilations should be also essential. 

1.2.9 International agreements are needed. But more important is the implementation and control of such agreement. Unfortunately here there is a big gap and it is a very long and difficult process, which of course is needed!

1.2.10 Human rights and international justice can help to promote a global civil society

1.2.11 This human right can promote a global civil society when they states will abide by the human right e.g. right to live; right to vote, right to more etc.

1.2.12 International Justice can promote a global civil society by forming institutions to deal with injustices whenever happens in any states and the state kept quiet, e.g. Rwanda genocide led to the formation of international criminal Tribunal for Rwanda.

1.2.13 These values must, however, be supported by institutions including government, civil society, and religious institutions.

1.2.14 I agree with this statement. First let me say that despite our different beliefs different religion organization,  and increasing fundamentalist groups all human needs are the same and everyone would like to live health and in harmony with his/her counterpart., why, its because every one like to defend his or her right. That’s now when the need for shared values, human rights should be strengthened and be advocated for and from the grassroots which is in this case a family. People should be kept aware that not only his or her own right should he /she protect do demand but that of his/her neighbours as well. This is when a global civil society is in for: to enable every individual understand the right of his and that of other people for the wellbeing of the peaceful world. Hence a health global civil society.

1.2.15 The main barrier is economic and political. Human rights (social economic and civil rights) and international justice in terms of equal opportunities and shared gain will aid a global culture to address common issues.

1.2.16 Cultural values and religious beliefs are two major issues that people are not ready to compromise so intolerance of the religious beliefs and cultural values of one another will continue to be a source of threat to the creation and existence of a global civil society. Tolerance is highly essential as individuals are allowed to live their lives without interference.

1.2.17 I agree that cultural conflicts are the most important barrier but I don't think that human rights and justice may promote a global civil society. These are abstract concepts, which are actually used by politicians and academics as an empty bla-bla to fill pages of their speeches. What do "human rights" mean? More practically I think it is a problem of governance: we need some international standards and international bodies which are able to oblige nations to respect them. For instance, till the international trade community does not impose to China different legal standards, to speak of human rights is ridiculous.

1.2.18 Human rights have the potential for uniting people arc cultural, ethnic, religious, and political boundaries because human rights can be interpreted in accordance with local contexts. In the western discourse this is often seen as a weakness of human rights, but it is clear that in order to go beyond the colonial, Eurocentric attitudes that have for so long determined life on this planet we have to be able to understand our differences better, come to terms with otherness and respect, fully, the autonomy of those who are not like we are. Although human rights are based on western philosophy and communicated in the English language they are still open to a whole range of interpretations that makes it possible for non-Europeans to embrace the project to interpret and realize the sentiments of human rights that most people share, such as respect for life and autonomy, access to food, shelter and water and so on. Ironically, one of the biggest threats to human rights, in my opinion, might very well be those who continue to articulate new human rights - digital rights and so on - since most aspects of a good human life is already covered in the UNDHR - for instance article 19 should cover most needs that may arise in cyberspace - there is no need for more rights, the only need there is to realize those already articulated.

1.2.19 I fully agree with the statement, as it is. But the expression is still too formal with no meaningful contents attached to the notion of human rights. In principle, I agree with this statement, as should every nation.  In practice, I doubt we'll ever get there.  After all, the U.S. largely ignores the Geneva. Convention in dealing with prisoners at Guantanamo Bay, but insists that other countries abide by it and other declarations of human rights.  If the U.S. government doesn't see the hypocrisy (not to mention the example being set), then it's doubtful other nations will either.

1.2.20 Political conflicts and issues of societal control outweigh those stated above. The main mechanisms here would be developments to enhance freedom of movement internationally, and here human rights discourse has an obvious role.  Secondly, as globalization enhances the visibility of the global poor to the global rich - and vice versa - the role of "recognition" in fixing the effectiveness of rights claims in the eyes of rights-bearer and duty-bearers are going to enhance.  So the idea that international justice is some special kind of justice might gradually dissolve, and the idea that human rights have to do with everyday life might take hold.

1.2.21 According to most experts involved in the DELPHI panel, even if the main barriers opposing the construction of a global "civil" society are often based on cultural and religious conflicts such as fundamentalism, xenophobia and racism; a global "civil" society must rely the people on some shared values such as Human rights (...) Empathy and International justice where each country will be represented.

1.2.22 I agree. But it will only happen if we can come to some agreement about what "human rights" and "international justice" means...there is no clear agreement at this point.

1.2.23 Two are plains of promotion:  "marketing" of international terrorism (e.g.: international tribunals); the "genre" conflicts (by a different visions in Orient and Occident).

1.2.24 The shared values became mandatory to build the interrelationship among and within the population. This network may be as well difficult but the view must result of the consensus of the parts usually established by affinities.

1.2.25 Human rights and international justice agreements might provide a baseline for regulating the expression of cultural and religious differences, where these are not covert conflicts for resources.

1.2.26 Basically, the world has tried in the past to put into place some of the fundamental human right that will be respected by every member state in the world. The universal Declaration of Human Rights and the International Covenant on Civil and political Rights are examples of such efforts. The main obstacle is the view that the most superpower i.e. has in many occasions violated these declarations an even breach the human right of some individuals or nations in the name of defending Democracy in the world! The United Nation is no longer the symbol of the world but USA is the Supreme POWER of the whole world! Such an altitude as displayed by USA in the invasion of Iraq is an example of such violations of the above mentioned declarations. The prisoners of war in Guantanamo Bay also portray the lack of seriousness in International Justice. Until each nations adhere to the fundamental principles in accordance with the Universal Declaration of Human Rights we are all doomed and we want achieve the objective of having a global civil society.

1.2.27 A global civil society will only thrive when there is true sharing of resources, free movement of labour and human capital, and avoidance of exploitation. Both political administrations/governments as well as industry will have to be guided by international guidelines, promoted by international organizations.

1.2.28 Yes, I agree with this statement.  It is very unlikely to eliminate cultural, religious and racial conflicts in the coming near future.  The lack of tolerance to accept these differences can be an obstacle to construct a global civil society. On the other hand as it has been said a global civil society must rely on some shared values. Human rights and international justice can serve as shared value and are here highly needed.  Nations should sit together at an international level, discuss and draft certain common basic laws which can be included in all countries civil codes. These common laws should be independent from religious, cultural and racial influences as much as possible. The mainstay of concern when drafting the laws should be that all human beings are basically the same; and irrespective of any other thing   they share many common things in common just because they are biologically human beings. An effectively functioning mechanism should then be set for any victim in any country to appeal to an international body and restore justice when some governments violate these internationally agreed upon issues of human rights and international justice.

1.2.29 You see people have different views. Global civil society should not exclude religious issues. Religion now is very material. Taking into consideration of the major religions in the world i.e. Muslims and Christians. The focus is primarily based on these two. Most of what is in the old version of the bible is also in the Qumran. Why conflicting? Religion plays part in the building of the society globally. Every thing has to be blessed before its success. If religion is kept aside the society will never be formed.

1.2.30 Do not deny EU cultural and religious heritage.

1.2.31 Human rights and the widely accepted declarations on sustainable development (Rio and Johannesburg documents) are such minimal standards. However, such standards often do not clarify directly concrete conflicts but have rather to be applied by specific processes which themselves could be controversary. There is no other way than to establish learning processes how to deal with such conflicts. The idea of sustainable development itself contains some proposals on conflict management.

1.2.32 The conflicts have a cause; as a consequence, they are only a symptom and cannot be assigned as a cause. The only shared value I can identify is respect, and this latter in a very general way.
1.2.33 Sorry, but I prefer to explain in Italian language: Condivido l'affermazione anche se ritengo che il processo sia molto lento e, che vadano preservate e conservate le differenze culturali e religiose smussando gli integralismi ed i fondamentalismi che traggono linfa dalla poverta', dalla miseria e dalla scarsa cultura  nel nostro occidente la scarsa cultura e' il fattore principale di xenofobia e razzismo. Una carta dei diritti umani condivisa da tutti i popoli e' il fondamento sul quale basare poi una giustizia internazionale. 

1.2.34 The phenomena mentioned above as barriers to the construction of a global civil society might be partly caused by prejudice and losses in the globalisation process. It is comparable to the process of modernisation in Europe at the beginning of the 2oth century with the deplorable results that we all know. Human rights and international justice however are the among most important positive achievements of modernity. This should be a sufficient reason to integrate them in the building of a global civil society, where they will reduce the negative effect of this new push for modernisation.

1.2.35 Human rights (civil, social, economic rights but also “fourth generation’s” rights namely rights connected to new technologies as privacy or genetic identity) and international justice are, respectively, the contents (that means the key references for political and ethical chooses) and the form (that means the structure of procedure to create an apply shared values). For example, if the human dignity is acknowledged as the basis of human rights as often as one state undermines it an International organism, e.g. International court of justice, should have concrete tools to apply a “violent” pressure against that state, with no exceptions.

1.2.36 The first thing is to step out from this chain of terrorism... we know how: stopping what causes discontent... guaranteeing human rights everywhere (according to an internationally established rule) are the first step to ensure that those barriers are addressed... 

1.2.37 Human rights seen as the satisfaction of essential needs for all human beings should be promoted to reduce inequalities between countries, gender and race. Thus, participation of the most vulnerable portions of humanity will strengthen good governance, improve living conditions and influence pro-poor policies and intervention. International justice is a critical component of an equitable globalization process. A better representation of the voices and concerns of middle and low-income countries in the international for is needed for the reflection of global concerns such as protection of the environment and biodiversity, renewable energy sources and promotion of democracy in developing countries.

1.2.38 Definitely think in human rights and justice for all people without discrimination is the only way for blinding a global society 

1.2.39 Would broadly agree, but who or what impinges on its development, depends on the goals of a global civil society. And with some religious worldviews not permitting (one assumes a secular) international system of justice or human rights, the very concept of universality without religion is rejected. In other words, my answer reflects the fact that I subscribe to a secular view of 'shared values' which the statement assumes.

1.2.40 Yes I agree with this statement. This might reduce the diversity of the world and we have to think how to preserve it.

1.2.41 But not all human rights and international justice values are shared universally. Some international human rights declarations for instance are not ratified by all countries because of conflict with their culture and religious believes. But ideally for a global society to be attained there must be some shared values which can govern all societies. If all societies share some common human right values then there will be no wars, no atrocities, and no terrorisms, because of shared moral norms. Justice will not be defined from one region to another hence there will be free flow of ideas, boosted economy, acceptance regardless of race or religion etc which then builds and binds a global civil society.

1.2.42 Yes - people need to be more aware of our oneness. Human rights and international justice are the two most important pillars in the development of a global civil society.

Third statement

In your opinion, what are the emerging biomedical issues caused by increasing global mobility? Could you also briefly point out their likely ethical implications?
Free comments

1.3.1 Al di là dei rischi sanitari in senso stretto (diffusione delle patologie), sorgono questioni relative alla bioetica ambientale (all'uso delle risorse, alla necessità di un turismo ambientalmente sostenibile e non predatorio, ma anche che non espropri le popolazioni locali di ciò che appartiene loro), alla bioetica alimentare (la globalizzazione dell'alimentazione, oltre a distruggere le culture locali, danneggia l'ambiente), all'accettazione nei diversi contesti culturali di usanze concernenti l'uso del corpo che sono incompatibili con le norme considerate giuste in quel contesto (mutilazioni, aborto, poligamia, medicalizzazione del parto, ecc.).

1.3.2 From the medical viewpoint global mobility is in danger both for infectious diseases and for unsafe food. I do not see any important ethical implication.

1.3.3 The most important are likely to be transnational movements of infectious diseases.  These pose important challenges to the individualist assumptions that dominate much bioethical thinking because of the need to think in collective, public health terms about the interests of groups and communities and to prioritize these over the rights and choices of individuals.

1.3.4 Increasing global motility may directly or indirectly encourage the transfer of diseases or rather its spread like a booming tourism influencing the spread of HIV/AIDS. Easy transfer of stem Cells, transfer of organs and encouragement of their use in a banned society. For example some countries banned cloning but increased global mobility may encourage movement of personnel and skills to those places hitherto not available. Therefore, the issue of restriction may not be absolute. The prevalence of Nuclear weapon proliferation among some developing countries might not be unconnected to the same factor and now we are already reaping the danger.

1.3.5 Transmission of disease and burden of disease. May need to restrict immigration of individuals’ dependent of disease status. 

1.3.6 Certainly, the wide spreading of communicable diseases, the need to immunize the population for more pathology, the improvement of health conditions of citizens from poor countries. The ethical implications could be the relation between rich and poor countries in the field of health knowledge: the ethical standard of research (see the case of placebo use in developing countries), the use of internet and the access to medical and scientific information.

1.3.7 Global mobility can help the sharing of the know-how, mastering of techniques and spreading of ideas. Due to different ways of learning science in different countries mobility can only be beneficial for biomedical issues. And this is a two-way benefit. Not only the developing countries will benefit from knowledge arising from western developed countries, but the other way around western countries can find new resources and implement new biotech companies etc. This has to be done respecting cultural background and western societies don't have to see it only as a financial issue but as a way to help the developing countries. So the ethical issues are mainly based on non-financial interest (meaning not only focused on this interest) and cultural and mutual respect.

1.3.8 The emerging biomedical issues caused by increasing global mobility are;

1. Social value

2. Scientific validity

3. Fair subject selection

4. Community partnership

5. Favourable risk-benefit ratio

6. Independent review

7. Informed consent

8. Respect for human subject. 

1.3.9 Its likely implication is to make clinical research ethical.

1.3.11 As transnational borders are being crossed, there are attendant risks to the lives of the people and great burdens to the economy of the countries that people are moving into. The quality of life of immigrants is usually at the early stage suboptimal. The unrestricted access to information through the Internet and other electronic sources also has ethical implications.

1.3.12 The spread of infectious diseases at a rapid rate is an outcome of increasing global mobility.  New means of responding rapidly to infections and new drugs, such as better antibiotics, must be developed.  In one sense this might be advantageous to the developing world as pharmaceutical companies may see the benefits of putting drug discovery money into fighting diseases that might have been unattractive targets previously, due to a lack of investment return.  However, it would be crucial to make sure that any drugs or treatments developed were distributed throughout the developing as well as developed world. Reproductive tourism is another consequence of global mobility.  If treatments or technologies, such as pre-implantation genetic diagnosis or stem cell injections to treat heart disease, are not available in your country, move to another one where it can be done.  The concerns of course are whether the staff is qualified to carry out such treatments, whether the hygiene standards are adequate.  Also are the tissues being sourced for your treatment has been done in an ethically correct manner or are people being exploited due to poverty or social pressures.

1.3.13 The new offset of old diseases and the spread of new ones. It is widely acknowledged that the overall advancements in the   population health, in the developed countries, is more due to the increased levels of hygiene and of individual culture, than to the impressive scientific progress. This means that the quality of life of people of less developed countries should be improved as well as their education in good sanitary practice.

1.3.14 The strong impact of genetic technologies and their impact on our privacy. I worry about a big discrimination on our society because of this development. Mainly they will concern the globalization of infectious diseases through more efficient transmission transnational.  They may also concern bio terror, but the latter is not specifically an effect of globalization.  What is an effect of globalization is the globalization of conflict, and bio terror may be one weapon in such conflict.

1.3.15 Spread of infectious diseases, especially epidemics.  Restrictions on the movement of people or goods may be necessary according to International Health Regulations.  Thus, the integrity of surveillance systems and communications among sovereign nations is vital to reducing false alarms and inappropriate application of travel or trade restrictions.

1.3.16 The speed of transmission of disease (e.g. avian flu), together with the risk of biomedical terrorism. Ethically the problems will relate to control of individuals (i.e. enforced isolation for potentially affected individuals). Writing as a microbiologist, I see the greatest potential risks being relatively simple e.g. Clostridium botulinum.

1.3.17 Provision of services in areas of high influx of immigrants is a real problem in some parts of the world. On the other hand, mental health issues are becoming more important due to clashes in cultural norms and poor overcrowding in some cities in the developing world.

1.3.18 Increasing tuberculosis (it is already done), Reactivation of smallpox (this risk can't be neglected) and of course: diffusion and resistance of bacteria and free circulation of virus. These need to reinforce prevention attitudes, vaccination planning and put an emphasize on the information to the people on a world wide scale.

1.3.19 Growing tendency toward epidemics' rapid spread....SARS, Bird flu, HIV/AIDS, etc. Ethical implications stem from the need to restrict people's actions when there is no common standard for what is "correct". Or even any agreement on what is contagious!

1.3.20 Universal access to pharmacology; new concept of illness.

1.3.21 Migratory birds being killed by the hundreds of thousands (recently in India) because they carry with them diseases created as part of horrible conditions for animals in the food industry sector is a real serious problem, because it severely disrupts the balance of nature. It is ethically dubious to kill so many animals - as happened also in the U.K. a few years back in connection with the mad cod disease - but is worse to continue the practices that cause these problems. I think that the biomedical problems that we should fear are not the new emerging stuff, but all the horrible practices that we have already accepted as part of our everyday lives - as consumers, policy makers and analysts, and as politicians. Ironically, projects like this one removes the focus from the existing problems by paying attention to "the new", and it is obvious that that is how it goes: research funding is there to look at new technologies that are in the pipeline so that *they can be justified* by academics - meanwhile those we justified yesterday are killing us tomorrow. Entirely unsustainable situation and a yet another testimony to the stupidity of humanity and cynicism of researchers, who ought to know better...

1.3.22 Global mobility could, as is well-known, contribute to the spreading of viruses and to global proliferation of diseases. In severe cases discussions about mobility restrictions of stricter safety standards could come up - which themselves would possibly cause privacy problems. Another effect could be that mobility would further decrease the possibilities of national states to act as regulatory instances in biomedical issues. For instance, the ban on special treatments could be irrelevant if such treatments would be offered in other world regions.

1.3.23 Global mobility has caused an increased in movement of people from one end of the globe to the other end in the shortest time and space. During the globalization era a lot of health related changes have been experienced, e.g. new infections, rapid spread of epidemics. Increases in food borne-illness, rising levels of non-communicable diseases in the previously unaffected groups and a threat of chemical and biological warfare. Memories are still free in the mind of most people of the Anthrax scare in USA during the aftermath of November 11 which was spread through advance technologies in communications.

1.3.24 So through the increased global movements, people sometimes intentionally or unintentionally care things with theme’s plants, other animals or microbes. It may occur on an individual scale as when someone brings in influenza. Cold or chicken flue! However it might occur in larger scales, e.g. by ships filled up with ballistics with water containing all sorts of marine life from one end of the world and empty it into seas, lakes and rivers of another part of the world. This movement can lead to ‘bio invasions' where native species are threatened by introduction of river species through human activity, e.g. introduction of Nile Perch in Lake Victoria in Tanzania and the Water Hyacinth.

1.3.25 The increasing mobility on global base will lead some important problems, even some threats to some crucial values like health, security, education...etc and this eventually create global instability. It seems to be effect on the thinking and acting forms of the population as inevitably as in ethical implications. I think these implications would base on the shared values like human rights. Emerging biomedical issues are: 

· global prevention of epidemics/pandemics (new infectious diseases, smoking, drugs, obesity)

· global health tourism (international movement of patients in search of care, through internet)

· internationally operating health care insurance, health care delivery organizations

· Regulating/preventing organ/tissue trafficking.

1.3.26 1.Fast spread of already existing and newly emerging communicable diseases.

2. Dissemination of drug resistant strains of certain disease causing organisms.

3. Spread of false medicines and highly controlled dangerous psychotropic drugs as well as other drugs like marijuana. Heroine and cocaine which cause addiction.

4. There is a tendency now to sell organs like kidney for transplantation purpose by the poor people to richer parts of the world.

5 Contracting more of no communicable diseases by certain races when they migrate from their origin and settle in other parts of the world. A good example is the British people getting more melanoma (skin cancer) when they settle in the sun rich Australia.

6. Dissemination of genetically engineered new grain and animal products.

7. Increasingly developing technologies of making infertile women and old women have babies

8. Transportation of different strains of plants and animals from their indigenous places to new areas.

The ethical implications are:

· Poor and innocent people can get fatal diseases

· It is unethical to sell part of the body just to get money.

· The long term effect of genetically engineered biological products on human beings is unknown.

· The future mental and psychological consequence of artificial insemination on the grown-up child is unknown, even its consequence on Homo sapiens species.

1.3.27 Diseases HIV being number one.

1.3.28 Rapid spread of infectious conditions, and mutations of infectious organisms through rapid human mobility. Human rights issues will arise in consideration of restriction of travel, modifiability of exposure, infection etc.

1.3.29 Ethical issues regarding new technologies like genomic studies, genetic therapies, stem cells are a result of a global future benefit for humankind that is included in the deep essence of mankind and expectances.

1.3.30 Spread of emerging diseases. Ethically, the problem of isolation of certain, infected groups will be difficult.

1.3.31 Dal punto di vista biomedico, il principale fattore di rischio e' la rapida trasmissione dei patogeni. E le principali implicazioni etiche possono essere: discriminazione degli individui con cultura e comportamenti diversi isolamento sociale 

1.3.32 Related especially to mobility, maybe the prevention of the spread of infectious diseases might be the most important obvious issue. The ethical implications are: the health problems in one country and regions can not be separated from those of others.

1.3.33 The other face of health’s globalisation is disease’s globalisation. That means more diseases and more speed of their diffusion into the nations. Is yet necessary that international organisms (as World Health Organization and United Nations) work to improve an international healthcare system based more on prevention that on cure. Global mobility means also a potential risk of increasing cases of bioethics principle’s violations (“de-localized violations”), above all in the field of pharmacological experimentation (e.g. vaccine’s experimentations in developing countries contrary to the Good Clinical Practice standards and International Ethical Guidelines for Biomedical Research Involving Human Subjects) or in the field of medical practice (e.g. human organ’s buying and selling for transplantations). 

1.3.34 spread of diseases changes in immunity systems with unknown implications we cannot stop mobility; so we have to intervene in the causal chain and try as much as we can mitigate and adapt to the consequences with on one hand ready mechanisms in case of crisis and on the other hand monitoring mechanisms to prevent crisis

1.3.35 The emerging biomedical issues caused by increasing global mobility are: - Emerging and re-emerging infectious diseases - Bio-terrorism concerns - Anthropozoonoses like the bird-flu - Sexually transmitted diseases and especially HIV-AIDS - Safety of transport - Morbidity and mortality related to illegal immigrants movements across air, land and borders and sea borders The ethical implications are - The use of infectious agents as weapons for bio-terrorism - The regulation of food production processes and the limitation of movements from people living in at-risk areas - Stigmatisation and exclusion of people living with AIDS and other infectious and transmissible diseases - Proposed ban on dangerous airlines to be put on a 'black list' - Rights of illegal immigrants 

1.3.36 Am not qualified to comment, but perhaps any emergent biomedical issues because of global mobility will result from the movement of ideas, practices and cultural norms between countries or cultures which might previously have had strict rules or regulations in place.

1.3.37 The threat that poor people from foreign countries might be used for unethical purposes in the rich countries they immigrate to.

1.3.38 Reproductive health issues, cloning and stem cell research are important. Also the pandemics of HIV/AIDS, TB and malaria as well as chronic diseases are important biomedical challenges. They all have ethical implications particularly in research.

1.3.39 Access to national health systems, religious factors.

2. TECHNOLOGICAL REVOLUTION

The era of economic globalization is also an era of technological globalization. Innovations in information, communication and biotechnology are not only improving productivity and lowering costs, but are creating radically new ways of doing previously unimagined things. The fusion of computing and communications technologies, especially through the internet, has diluted the traditional constraints of costs, time and distance, launching an era of global information networking. In biotechnology, the ability to move genetic material across species types has, in some instances, broken the traditional bounds of nature in creating totally new organisms with enormous but unknown potential and ethical implications. The assumption behind this section is that global technology will be also an important source of new bioethical challenges.
First statement
According to the first round questionnaire, the technological revolution is not likely to enhance disparities between nations. Our experts think that the technological revolution will be global, that is it will affect all countries. They think that the main actors of future global technology will be emerging economies and, to some extent, also developing countries. Yet technological revolution will not be universal, that is it will not affect all citizens. In other words the future technological divide will not be between richer and poorer nations but chiefly between the better off and the worst off in each nation.
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Free comments

2.1.1 It is not clear to me how it can affect all countries but not all citizens. This is a contradictory. I agree that probably the main actors will be the emerging countries, but in the acceptance of those novelties many conflicts will arise due to different cultures of development and progress: while in richer countries many people are not linking anymore the idea of progress to the technological advancement, in the poorer nations this concept is still heavily grounded. In richer countries several movements are asking for a more responsible and cautious use of innovation.

2.1.2 I agree though I don’t understand as to why you have said it won’t be between the rich and the poor countries instead you said it will be between the better off and the worst off in each Nation. The truth to my opinion is the advantageous countries that are those countries which are already rich could be in a better position of dividing the technological expertise according to their preference and this will increase the gap between the better off and the worst off. In my view there will be four groups of representation the world technological advances these four groups are:  Rich countries. Better off countries,                    some how well to do countries, those counties emerging from the poorest line, and the worst to do nations those are the poorest countries. Why, even today the technological achievement comes from individuals in different countries access to schools, the goal is hinderer in poorest nations by increasing corruptions, to my opinions Aids could be directed to Individuals, Groups and not to the leaders of these countries if we want to change the horizon. 

2.1.3 La rivoluzione tecnologica contribuirà alla globalizzazione, ma anche all'esclusione: pensiamo ai milioni persone che non hanno ancora neppure un telefono!!

2.1.4 Yes. I confirm the previous statement. I wish to add that good communication and mass information since primary school could improve the final result of a successful technological process. It should be also important to avoid strong influences from extremis tic movements, religions, etc.  

2.1.5 The rich of the world may well be united by technology but the rich are not equally distributed between nations.  In this sense, disparities between nations may still be accentuated as much as disparities within them.

2.1.6 I think that this is a very long process. As it happened in western countries, at a short term view, technological revolution will be just for the richest in poor countries but at the long term the technology will be available for everyone or, at least, for the majority.

2.1.7 Yes I confirm this statement. I think there will probably be more disparities within one country than within different countries. However even though technologies are improving in the developing country (as an example increase in cell phone lines  in Africa is one of the biggest increase/year in the world....) technologies are sometimes still limited (low speed internet connection in Africa limiting the work in research). So improvement still have to be achieved and unfortunately for the moment improvement have only focused on certain technologies which have a broader economical impact (as cell phones which is now broadly spread as it is cheaper than normal telephone lines vs. internet which is used by less people).

2.1.8 I am surprised about this result. I think that there is a divide between rich and poor countries and that this development continues!

2.1.9 This is at best some sort of wishful thinking. There are more telephones on the island of Manhattan than in all of Africa. While it is certainly true that there are poor and miserable people in each and every country in the world, there is clearly a dysbalance in the spread of Cyberspace/Internet. Many countries do not even have the underlying infrastructure required to roll out the World Wide Web to the average population.

2.1.10 I confirm the above statement as follows;

The aim of innovation of technological revolution is to improve the betterment of all individuals in different nations including the developing countries.

But in order for this future technology to be effective the emerging economies and the developing countries should be taken as the main actors.

Although this technology is aimed to be universal, it can not be affordable to all citizens and mostly it will be accessible to the educated and the richer citizens only.

As a result of this, technological revolution will create a boundary between the richest and the poorest citizens. 

2.1.11 I believe that this is a long term goal/situation.  I believe in the short term, there will be disparities between countries.  In the long term, I agree that the technological revolution will be global.

2.1.12 The developing countries are not likely to be main actors of future global technology. These countries are saddled with too many problems including debts, poverty and diseases than to be competing with advances in technology. Presently, the gap between developed and developing countries is too wide and the inflation rate without subsidies will further worsen the situation.

2.1.13 It seems internally contradictory.  I don't see how one can compare the wealth of nations and the wealth distribution within nations separately.  But I am not an economist!  In practice, I think that if the internet is a good model here, the residents of big cities may have access to new technologies, subject to being able to pay for it, but the rural poor will remain disconnected for the foreseeable future.  The gap between the worst off and the best off will therefore grow nationally, and internationally.

2.1.14 Technological revolution will be between the better of a worst of within the county no between the nations. I agree with the experts of the Delphi. Those who own sophisticated items e.g. satellite dishes, leave alone developed countries, in the third world countries are the ministers, depute ministers. Directors, members of parliament and the big businessman. This justifies the above saying. It reminds me of the theory" survival of the fittest” stating that the stronger will live and the poor will die.

2.1.15 Yes.  The digital divide is not between countries, but between social classes.  Unless information technology is available to all, economic disparities will be reinforced rather than solved by the technological revolution.

2.1.16 Division between richer and poorer nations is effect of economical politics.

2.1.17 Even when desirable the result in practicing is showing a great disparity of opportunities for countries in undeveloped areas. Benefits may very slow arrive and we also have evidence of that but with a dangerous delay and generating a double standard difficult some times to get across.

2.1.18 If no attention is given to the digital and other divides, the technological revolution may enhance disparities between nations, despite its global character. The technological revolution will not be, as it is not now, universal, creating gaps between those better off and those worst off in each nation.

2.1.19 It makes sense that the divide will be between rich and poor, no matter where they are. BUT some countries do have considerably more resources to begin with and I don't see that divide going away. No I don't think it is quite this simple. I see two parallel streams - one between economies and one within an individual country.

2.1.20 It is still the case that, in order to harvest the benefits of the technological revolutions, massive investments have to be made. Poor nations are not in the situation to do this. Indeed, emerging economies will catch up in some fields. But the LDC will still be decoupled from the technological advance and its benefits. I agree to the statement that inequity in the industrialized countries will increase.

2.1.21 Yes, although there are globally developed and developing countries, there are tensions within each of these countries that reflect divisions between developed and undeveloped sectors. Solidarity across the globally disadvantaged sector could give rise to new global pressures on the distribution of wealth and resources.

2.1.22 I would like to differ a bit in the first observation that technological revolution is not likely to enhance disparities between nations. The impact of globalization is so much felt in the underdeveloped countries than in the developed countries. So even after the globalization era most underdeveloped countries were caught unaware hence the big pinch they do feel. However, since there is no way out but to get into the globalization wave most underdeveloped countries have to fly while the develop[ed countries are walking!!! Globalization is not an out there phenomenon but one that affects the daily lives of individuals whether in underdeveloped or developed country. Furthermore, wealth creation in the global world has now shifted from resource based to knowledge based. Goods and brain power will be marketed in an increasing competitive word. While these two factors are limited in underdeveloped countries how can this then not create disparities between nations? For example in India only 3 out of 1,000 people have computers, which are very low compared to the world coverage of 60 PCs per 1000(Chandrasekhar and Ghosh,2001). I do agree however that they do exist disparities within particular areas in the same nation. In the developed countries it’s among the minorities ethnic groups and in the underdeveloped countries is among the 25-30% urbanites (and not all) and the majority (80-70%) in the rural areas. The abject poverty in a country like Tanzania, where 38% of the rural population lives below the 1$ per day poverty line, makes any attempts to redress this disparities are formidable task.

2.1.23 Technology has entered our lives, making it imperative for us to develop our norms on it, to determine the rights and wrongs, in brief, to conduct an ethical discussion on the subject. Thus we will have consensus on this issue and determine which values have to be protected and which ones have priority. These determinations will form the backbone of the written and unwritten rules on the subject. In market economies, technological forecast functions as a long term strategic planning tool directed towards building the future of the society. Strategic variables are ‘science’ and ‘technology’. They are conducted under the responsibility of governments/ states, but with participatory methods. Political power appropriates these activities and their outcome completely. The means created by technological progress in the field of biotechnology may be used for bad as well as good ends. Even, if it is used for good ends, there are associated social problems. Then, what developing countries should do? Either becoming a player left outside this process and is a passive user of everything produced or trying to become an active agent that actively participates in this process through the scientific investigations and technological innovations and to determine this process in line with the interests of whole humanity. Today, for many developing countries the best that can be done is being a conscious consumer of biotechnology. The determination of national priorities and needs, putting present potential into effect and rational analysis of the restricted sources in terms of ethics will be the basis of steps taken in this direction. 

2.1.24 I agree with this statement. And would like to draw attention to the fact that economic growth and technological innovation in many emerging economies (India, Philippines, but also Middle and East European states (new EU members) tend to favour the young, the well educated and those willing to be entrepreneurs and risk-takers, whereas large parts of the more traditional (rural) population are not positively influenced by new technology and global economy.

2.1.25 I want to confirm this statement. In order for modern technology of whatever kind to be accessible to some body he/she should pay for it just like any other commodity. The experience globally is that in even extremely poor nations there are still some citizens who can pay for very expensive things at a global standard. On the other hand in the rich countries they even though the majority is well off there are still some minority who are even homeless and not also adequately educated let alone having the economic capacity to afford buying relatively expensive technological products. The end result will then be the future technological divide will be between the better off and the worst off in each nation.

2.1.26 I completely disagree with those sentences.

2.1.27 We already see the tendencies to this in the actual increasing divide between rich and poor in all countries, also in developed countries like the US but also in Germany, where neoliberalism has not been so influential. China and India seem to prove that too: while in general poverty is reduced, there are losers in this process and the gap gets bigger between them and the winners.

2.1.28 I want to change this statement because I think that there is yet a “object”, fusion of computing and communication technologies, potentially at hand of all citizens, that is it Mobile Phone. We can suppose, for example, a scenario wherein all persons, also in the more poor and remote zones of the world, have access by the Mobile Phone to biomedical information and biomedical technologies, above all in the field of preventive medicine and diagnostics (tele-medicine). 

2.1.29 The acceleration of the globalisation of economy might be favourable to a few in emerging and developing countries. However, the gap between rich nations and poor nations, as well as between citizens within countries will continue to increase.

2.1.30 Would broadly agree, though the question is also whether the divide and lack of universality will get any worse. The haves and have-nots are already well-defined (both within and between countries). And while the 'technological revolution' will exacerbate the depth or width of the divide, it may not necessarily push more people into the have-nots category for instance. 

2.1.31 This will happen at the last stage of the technological revolution. In the meantime, for a certain period of time the differentiation between the nations will probably increase.

2.1.32 I agree that at a country level the better off will have more access to technology. However on a global level there will be a huge divide between the rich North and poor South perpetuated by the fact that the same technology will be more expensive in the South.

Second statement

According to the panel, human dignity is the key value to be taken into account when evaluating new technologies. However, by analyzing the first round results, it seems that experts think that dignity is at stake chiefly when technological innovations directly affect the body (e.g., biotechnology, medical use of nanotechnology, bio prosthetics, etc.) while information technologies - the internet included – promise to have only a minor ethical impact on the biomedical field.
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2.2.1 Again, the internet could have a major impact on the privacy aspect also in the biomedical field.

2.2.2 I agree with the previous statement. I wish to add that “human dignity” is not considered in the same way in different cultures.

2.2.3 I am more sceptical about this.  It seems to me that the tracking abilities of new information technologies present important challenges to patient privacy because of the problems of escaping old identities when identity is being tracked biologically.  This has both costs and benefits in that it may enhance security, reduce crime, etc. - but it also prevents people from remaking themselves and discarding past lives and sins.

2.2.4 Certamente l'applicazione delle biotecnologie alla salute umana ha maggiori implicazioni per la dignità umana, ma la concezione della dignità umana e dei diritti dell'uomo è ancora molto confusa e complicata da convinzioni ideologiche preconcette, come ha dimostrato l'esito disastroso del referendum sulla procreazione assistita in Italia anche l'applicazione delle biotecnologie all'agricoltura ha implicazioni (ambientali, alimentari) che sono direttamente o indirettamente connesse alla tutela della dignità e dei diritti umani.

2.2.5 The information technologies affect bioethics just indirectly as access to them. Biotechnologies are directly involved in bioethics since their object is the human body, the physical dimension of human being. This does not mean that the impact of information technology on bioethics is minor. It deals with social justice more than with bioethics as such.

2.2.6 For the moment information technologies have a low ethical impact in developing countries because most of the brain drains. Most of the scientists in developing countries are living because of lack of resources in their home country. However we should link these two aspects. A better information and of course more resource may help keeping the scientists in their own country (which is the final goal that has to be achieved) and this will help increase locally all the technological innovations directly related to the "body". Even if the final goal is improving biomedical resources and applied science and medicine, this will not be successful without previously improving information technologies required nowadays to do research. So Information technologies should have an equal ethical impact.

2.2.7 There is a conflict here. Human dignity is being eroded by technology that directly affects the body but at the same time, as long as the human body is alive, it must function hence it is difficult to totally eradicate the human "spare parts".

2.2.8 Well, bad backs, mouse shoulders and elbows, attention deficit disorders arising from cyber spatial and MTV experience - what about them? Problems to small to take serious?

2.2.9 I agree that human dignity is the key value to be taken into account when evaluating new technologies. But it’s not true that human dignity should be taken into account when technological innovations directly affect the body. Before introducing any technological innovations experts should foresee the impact that might happen and find means of overcoming them instead of waiting for consequences which may be of long impact this will be more human than waiting for those impacts. Also in the information technology it is not true that internet have a minor ethical impact on the biomedical field because it does not consider the main requirement in conducting biomedical research like social values, community participation etc. Therefore information technology including internet makes biomedical research to be unethical. Human dignity is not the only key value to evaluate with respect to new technologies.  Rather, equity may be more important.  Access to technology and its benefits is a social justice issue, requiring attention to equity of access and application of technology to all segments of society.

2.2.10 I believe in the great ethical impact of the information technologies, because by the expert systems our health can be monitored in details and continuously throughout several informatics devices and violation of our privacy may become a constant possible condition.

I would like to amend the statement as follows:

Human dignity at stake why, when the technological innovations affect the body e.g. biotechnology, this becomes true when no preceding knowledge on the usage and the side effect and disadvantage haven’t been thought as the technology usually comes first before the education on its usage by the majority of people who knows nothing.

But even in the past Nothing have been in use without affecting directly the human body in biomedical, example the local treatment of fractures by using local made prosthesis. In my view any technological advances must go hand in hand with community participation involving people in the rural.

2.2.11 The internet, in particular, as well as increased security efforts (screenings, cameras, etc) has every like hood of major ethical impact on our freedoms.

2.2.12 I believe that there is one area of information technology which will have a major impact on the biomedical field and that is the electronic medical/patient record.  As patient data is put into electronic formats, there will be questions of privacy, confidentiality, autonomy, what sensitive data is and who should and should not have access to it, etc.  There will also be an impact on health research if access to medical information is withheld summarily.  Work needs to be done on ensuring medical research, especially in the public health arena, can be conducted while adequately protecting a person's right to confidentiality of the personal information.

2.2.13 Human dignity involves soul and body (anthropological unity). Technologic innovations directly affect human integrity (soul and body). Though I think that the statement is in part correct - manipulation of the human body and psyche remains the most relevant field for ethical reasoning - I reject the other part. ICTs do not have "minor ethical impact on the biomedical field" but they have a more indirect influence. Telemedicine, the digital hospital etc are developments with severe ethical implications, e.g. for privacy issues. More important may be that in current developments towards Converging Technologies NBIC the "I" (like information) carries a crucial part. Especially the connection of technical information systems to the human brain comes into the perspective of being possible in some future - with large ethical impacts.

2.2.14 I can see where the tension will be - people are getting information from the internet which they are presenting to the so-called experts. The balance of information has shifted from the expert to the layperson. But the balance of power is still with the expert. How is this to be resolved?

2.2.15 I don't really share the panel's view that human dignity is the central analytical concept, but assuming that it is, I think InfoTech has as much potential to undermine dignity as biotech.  For instance, pornography, which is a paradigm of something which can sometimes, if not always undermine the dignity of men, women and children is far more widely disseminated than ever before.  The impact of the internet on sexuality is not well understood, and it is at least an open question how far this impact is positive or negative so far as dignity is concerned.  Moreover, in the minds of many futurists there is not a clear boundary between biotech and InfoTech anyway.

2.2.16 I completely disagree with these sentences specially the part about concerning the information technologies.

2.2.17 Agree, alteration of bodily processes, esp. genetic modification, seems to promise more profound change to bio life than information technologies, and also may be more possibly negative/irreversible than IT developments.

2.2.18 I do not agree because information technologies also directly impact on the (individual) person when it is dealing with sensitive personal information (genetic information, psychiatric or psychological background/history, life-style etc.). Human dignity in this perspective also implies careful handling of this information and protection of the personal sphere (health, disease, personal preferences etc.)

2.2.19 Human dignity which is the fundamental goal for Human right will always remain the key value to be taken into consideration when evaluating new technologies. However the dispute between the Human Rights activities and Public health specialist should also be put at rest! While some new innovations will address the individual human dignity, sometimes it might jeopardize the dignity of a population simple because it addresses the individual human dignity. The challenge is for both Human rights specialist and Public health specialist and other specialties should sit tougher and agree on what is a universally accepted Human dignity and were there is an overlapping between different specialties. It’s also true that information through internet can be used to sell new technologies irrespective of whether it takes into consideration the issue of Human dignity. Do we have any regulatory body (ies) nationally, regionally or globally that can keep track of such gross misconducts? This is a great challenge to both of us!!

2.2.20 I want to amend this statement. I also agree that dignity is mainly at stake chiefly when technological innovations directly affect the body. But one should not ignore that the mind is also part of the body. Information technologies though they may not have direct effect on the physical body they have definitely a substantial impact on the mind and its psychology. Just imagine a sex picture reaching a child of seven or a very religious nun through the internet. Doesn't it have a far reaching psychological and ethical   consequence on them?  Isn't dignity at stake here? This is just one simple example out of numerous similar instances.

2.2.21 I think it’s better to consider human dignity while evaluating new technologies.

2.2.22 I agree we fill some times like a contradictory and inverse relationship between dignity and innovation.

2.2.23 I agree that dignity is a key value. Definitions of dignity however range from a mere nominal agreement on rules of conduct to an imposition of culture-bound views. I do believe that information technologies will have an impact on conceptions of human dignity, and the challenges to confidentiality and privacy are a case in point.

2.2.24 I think the confidentiality of data about individuals - especially genetic data is as important to maintain their dignity as the protection of the body. Genetic discrimination because of a high risk of illness might lead to severe problems for some persons in the future and affecting their basic rights and chances in society.

2.2.25 The statement 2.2, in my opinion, have to amend because the increase of information technologies could threat human dignity if will not respect the privacy about, for example, genetic information of every one.

2.2.26 I think biomedical field will suffer a great impact from information technologies, especially in the spontaneous organisation of communities that share information and knowledge; in fact I think the whole field may have strong ethical impacts due to Internet and other information systems...

2.2.27 The risks of information technology remain to be evaluated more in-depth. The risks of information technology, especially, the contents of the web-sites and the potential harm to children and the youth should be a major concern. Also the increased use of virtual software for recreational purposed will have more and more impact on the psychological health of users.

2.2.28 Information technologies have minor ethical impact on the biomedical field because in my specific case. Research in human subjects.

2.2.29 Am not qualified to answer in any detail. It would, however, seem that with technology being increasingly targeted at generating personal information i.e. the use of biometrics or tying genetics to insurance, there are likely to be significant impacts.

2.2.30 I wouldn't confine only to the effects on the body. The "soul" so to say is even more important and I presume that in the future there will emerge new effective methods for intervention in people's thinking.

2.2.31 Yes - biotechnology in particular will have ethical implications. In the short term a person’s ability to buy technology will determine access. However research on humans will be on the poor and vulnerable!

Third statement

The panel has emphasized the importance of public acceptance in technological innovation. In your opinion, what are the key factors implied in public acceptance of new technologies in a global scenario?
Free comments

2.3.1 The key factors include; public Information, Public concerting, public education, and public participation. How: example is the introduction of a new harvester machine in the community where a certain area is shared for rice cultivation. Firstly you will have to go to the community and explain the roll of the harvester, its advantage, the knowledge of how it can be used without any doubt of improper weighing and completeness of the work so thought.

2.3.2 Vorrei sottolineare l'importanza dell'educazione, dell'informazione e della formazione, che troppo spesso sono nelle mani di divulgatori faziosi, guidati da interessi di parte, non obiettivi. Occorre a mio avviso la massima trasparenza e un controllo da parte dell'opinione pubblica.

2.3.3 The key factors in order to reach a large part of the population is to give good, easy and deep information and to spread communication through any kind of media, including TV and internet.

2.3.4 The development and presentation of technologies in ways that are sensitive to the prior framing (social precognition) that those affected will bring to their assessment and evaluation as potential resources for the enhancement of life.

2.3.5 I think that in general the public has two different approaches to new technologies, at least at the beginning: acceptance, if they concern the improvement of the quality of their "external" life (computers, transports, communications, etc.), diffidence, if they concern the physical or biological life. In the western world it is still very strong the idea that all coming from the nature is good, many artificial things are, instead, bad.

2.3.6 To stress out the final goals which are improvement of sanitary conditions? This will lead to an improvement of lifespan of the population in developing country, which will increase the working/studying capacity of this population in order to enable achievement of economical independency...and it will be a positive loop!

2.3.7 There must be a clear benefit for the public. Transparency is needed and the public must be involved in the discussion.

2.3.8 Ownership, Ownership, Ownership, Ownership, Ownership. Who owns the information economy? This is the essential question and it has surprisingly been removed from this questionnaire in the course of its design - which is interesting in either of two ways: (i) perhaps it is due to a lacking understanding of its significance or (ii) it is due to its controversial nature and anti-capitalist affiliations that the issue of ownership has been censored/removed. The democratization of technology is alpha / omega is crucial - and it begins with shared ownership, freedom to use, modify, and redistribute.

2.3.9 Key factors are;

1. Public should be involved in planning 

2. Should be aware of technological innovations

3. Pubic should understand the impacts of technological innovation

4. Public acceptance should be voluntary

5. Public should know compensation when harm occurs due to technology innovation.

2.3.10 Can we use it? Does it solve some problem or create some opportunity for enjoyment or self-fulfilment that I didn't have before?  Does it have an impact on my working or family life (e.g. by making me unemployed).  Does it threaten my children or grandchildren?

2.3.11 In order for the public to accept a new technology, they need to be able to understand its risks and benefits, how and why it is being researched and how it will impact their lives, ethically and economically.  They have to be able to make their opinions known based on evidence gathered in a scientifically-sound manner.  They need to know that they can decide whether their society should accept a technology, regardless of the decisions of other societies.

2.3.12 The key factors are: opinion makers; interreligious dialogue.

2.3.13 In my respect the access to new technology traduced in opportunities of having it physical available and also with evaluation of assessment and adherence on a community based.

2.3.14 Capability to solve actual problems; capability to affect health of individuals.

2.3.15 Knowledge, public needs to be educated for most of the new staff brought in. Standardizing the equipments. Most of the equipments need to have operational manuals.

2.3.16 1. They should be economically affordable for an average income citizen of a particular nation.

2 They should not be very complicated to operate. Any adult person or even most children should operate them very easily.

3. In nowadays increasing overcrowding the technology should not occupy much spaced.

4. The technologies should be practical and problem solving in everyday life.

5. They should have easily available and cheap spare parts.

6. in time of failure they should be easily repaired, and without much cost.

When similar but more advanced technologies come the old technology should be able to be upgraded to the new one.

2.3.17 One of the factors which would determine public acceptance in technological innovation is human dignity-which is defined as: the quality of being worthy of honour or respect (Oxford dictionary). The framework should base on Human rights principles as laid down in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Furthermore the delivery of new technologies requires more than just lip service to the principles of bioethics, but it requires real commitment for all stakeholders. If the goal of technological innovations, e.g. in reducing HIV infections in developing countries, other social=cultural factors should be put into considerations. Moreover, provision of antiretroviral drugs to positive pregnant women in Europe should be the same to positive pregnant women in Africa. In developed countries for example HIV infected women are advised not to breast feed infants because 8-18% can e infected through breast feed. However in Africa, WHO recommends exclusive breast-feeding of HIV infected women because lack of clean water still makes formula-feeding more dangerous. So the most public acceptable innovation in this case would be to improve the health of both mother and child trough provision of clean water and sanitation and not clinical trials of single dose antiretroviral drugs, e.g. Niverpine alone.

2.3.18 Key factors in public acceptance include:

- Public trust in science and scientists

- Open debate and public accountability of scientists

- Transparency of internationally operating health techno. Industry

- Debate between lay public and stakeholders in health technology (ethics, priorities, risks and opportunities)

2.3.19 The main factor is, very simply, the expectation of individual benefits, compared to traditional technologies. If such benefits are not so visible, then possible side-effects enter the game (the classical risk communication). But if there are obvious benefits perceived a risk communication is not very likely.

2.3.20 Fairness above all. Within and between countries and people.

2.3.21 The importance of the public acceptance in technologies innovation concerns only the "lucky" people mostly living the G8 countries. For all the others (3/4 of the world wide population) they don't even know those new technologies. The majority of people seem more preoccupied to find drinkable water and food even if the technologies to obtain them are known for long.

2.3.22 As we have seen from experience, a key factor is always trust in the techno scientific-industrial complex, which in turn is based upon the perception that this is morally sound. A second factor is information, but prudent information, on the part of experts, to the society at large.

2.3.23 Sorry, I don't understand the meaning of the word 'implied' in this context. The key factor will be to unravel whether the opinions received about a piece of technological innovation are real i.e. they represent consumer views, or whether they represent activist views.

2.3.24 Public acceptance of any idea or innovation entails involvement right from the time of conception of the idea and public enlightenment of the pros and cons of the programme.

2.3.25 Public understanding and trust in biotechnology is essential. Surveys to date show high levels of public distrust (e.g. of GM foods) in developed countries - there is relatively little data on public understanding and acceptance of such technologies in developing countries, other than where farmers are being sold higher yield GM crops which require more expensive annual seed purchases. Genomic medicine, for example, will probably require careful public education though partnerships with public media to ensure that reporting is helpful and accurately reflects current understandings of risks and benefits.

2.3.26 Correct information as well as the possibility of shared decision on what, why, when certain technologies should be used. Deontological rules should be elaborated by the experts in the new developed disciplines, and should receive a public consensus.

2.3.27 Correspondence to ethical principles Refusal of high risks, Transparency, Open discussions 

2.3.28 In a global scenario there are some factors that could refrain the public acceptance in technological innovation, particularly (besides socio-economical factors) ethical, cultural and religious conflicts. To encourage public acceptance of new technologies is then fundamental, on one side, to give information, scientifically objective, about benefits and costs (e.g. risks for health) of biomedical applications and biotechnologies, on the other side, to respect human dignity (life, health, privacy etc.). The main question about public acceptance in technological innovation is to balance this factors because is impossible to have a risk less technological “product”, for example in the field of genetically modified crops or in the field of stem-cells (above all the research involving human embryonic stem-cells). 

2.3.29 The new technologies to be acceptable by the public should be unharmful, user-friendly, educational, recreational, accessible and ethical. For example GMOs are a big concern for populations in developing countries where the risk-benefit ratio is not clearly established

2.3.30 There are difficult questions, I think that is very important that new technologies search preserving some threatened species and preventing some possible human risk.

2.3.31 Public acceptance of new technologies will (continue to) be, primarily, based on the way information is presented. In the United States there is general acceptance of biometric data-gathering in airports - national security is at stake - but less so when it comes to the use of genetic information in influencing insurance cover - personal information is at stake. Culture will undoubtedly also play a major part.

2.3.32 Although I would prefer the ethical factor to be leading in the acceptance of a new technology I am afraid that utility and profit have at present a greater impact on the acceptance of the new technology. 

3 Liberalization of Health Market
The issue of globalization comes into play in the field of distributive justice, which is concerned with a reasonable or equitable distribution of scarce commodities. The penetration of capitalist values and market practices into almost every nation has posed the question of: how is it possible to look after competitiveness and market efficiency, as well as after basic public health and social services and welfare systems. It is not merely a question of ”more state” instead of ”less state” and ”less market” instead of ”more market”. This section aims to explore some critical issues concerning the relationship between ethics, health and economic globalization. In the first round the panel has identified three axes (six poles) that characterize the scenario of international trade liberalization and its effects on health: i) Public/Private interests; ii) Local communities/multinational corporations; iii) Welfare State/Market Economy. The tension between these different poles is provoking various economic and social conflicts.

First statement

The panel thinks that market mechanisms alone cannot mediate the economic and social conflicts raised by globalization. According to the panel there is consequently a need for multinational / international governance of the global economy, at least as far as health issues are concerned.
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Free comments

3.1.1 Economy, by its own nature, looks at the short term results and it is interested especially in quantity. Furthermore it does not care of "adverse effects" of its actions. Human development, on the other hand, is a concept that must be understood essentially from a quality point of view and as a long term indicator. For that reason economy must be driven (international governance) and cannot drive itself human development.

3.1.2 The idea is laudable but the implementation can only be at the national level because health concerns vary from country to country. In developing countries for example, the health concern is malnutrition and consequently infections whereas it is drug related and cancers in developed countries.

3.1.3 I agree with this statement. However, a link with national (regional?) institution is imperative to keep the view of diversity, and of possible local trends of conflicts /solutions in order to anticipate and optimize the action.

3.1.4 I agree with the need for multinational/international governance of the global economy in health matters, but there are difficulties.  The bodies that attempt this now, such as the United Nations, need to be better supported by all countries if they are going to be more effective.  Conflicts between existing organizations need to be examined and resolved.  There also needs to be better education about the efforts of current and planned initiatives and better coordination between them.

3.1.5 Global governance is essential for protection of health as a transborder issue.  International agreements in health compete with trade and security, but health is integral to both a functioning global economy and to global security.  Health is a mission for multilateral organizations, who could be charged with global governance if Member States can agree on the need for such governance without the interference of the private sector.

3.1.6 According to the above statement its true that market mechanisms alone can not mediate the economic and social conflicts raised by globalization instead there is a need for multinational/ international governance of the global economy at least as far as health issues are concerned. This is because people look at their own interest rather than public interests. Therefore there should be an organ which will be responsible to ensure fairness in terms of supply of medication and other facilities required to improve health services.

3.1.7 What does it mean "governance" - sure there is a need for governance, but I am quite convinced that when people talk about governance in this context - on this public policy making level - they are talking about a world government modelled on the nation state. That is to say a super state, based on the same violent mechanism as the nation state and those who advocate it in the same breath recommend themselves, unashamedly, as the most appropriate consultants to and participants within such a government. However, if we are talking about, say, non-central, horizontal networking forms of governance it is a different story.

3.1.8 Multinational/international governance is indeed important and can be achieved through organizations such as UN or WHO. However all the countries must adhere on these projects to make it work, so this lies in the "hands" of the single governments?

3.1.9 As illustrated in the SARS epidemic, international collaboration is required to ensure fast, efficient resolution and prevent catastrophe.

3.1.10 Market forces can definitely not be a good indicator for health issues because even the bible confirms that "we shall always have the poorest among us". Health by all standards should never be optional for the poor people to benefit adequately. It should not be a winner carries affair. However, it is worth mentioning that multinational and international interests in regulating health economy in some developing countries like my own- Nigeria has never been successful in the last 4 decades as government health budget has always fall seriously below the international stipulated standard and nobody could do anything about it.

3.1.11 I would treat claims of the need for multinational governance with some scepticism and as also potentially indicative of sample bias.  I think it is important to acknowledge that there are quite large areas of health care where it is entirely desirable to allow competition between different national regimes.  One of my students is looking at donor anonymity and AID for example.  It is by no means obvious that donor transparency should be universally required rather than offering parents the chance to shop around for a legal regime that they prefer - transparent or anonymous.

3.1.12 I think that each person, at any age and with his/her own problems, must always be considered at the centre of any global process.

3.1.13 Una governance internazionale può/deve mediare gli interessi delle multinazionali con obiettivi di tutela sociale e equa distribuzione delle risorse: si pensi alla spinosa questione dei farmaci. Nonostante i timidi tentativi di accreditare una responsabilità etica dell'impresa, non può essere demandato unicamente ad essa questo tipo di controllo.

3.1.14 Yes I agree to this because if you leave the market by itself to govern and mediate the economy and social conflict the world will be taken away by the smart few rich people who will have a say to everything on the market world. This then needs to be governed by multinational/international governance so that approximately equal share are nearly suggestive and the division of world richness be at a certain equal equilibrium.

3.1.15 I fully agree with this statement, provided the governance is presented in such a way that everybody can participate in decision-making, thus deriving authority from empowerment.

3.1.16 I agree but this is a very difficult task!

3.1.17 For health issues at the global level, the market cannot be dominant.

3.1.18 I agree, although the central problem, since Hobbes, Grotius and Kant, has been to identify a legitimate and effective mechanism for international governance.  Additionally, international economic exchange is much quicker, more flexible and harder to control than international legal regulation.  So far as health is concerned, we are not currently anything like as concerned by international inequalities in health as we are by international inequalities in wealth.  This might change, but it would require a commonly shared conception of the common good of health internationally.

3.1.19 I completely disagree with the panel. It is clear (they are plenty of examples all around us), that market mechanisms mediate social conflicts raised by globalization. Actually we are facing to a real economical North/South hegemony which has negative issues on health all over the world. This creates and increases the inequality between the riches and the poorest, or in other words, between those who can afford them treatments and those who can’t!

3.1.20 Absolutely agree! Although I really doubt that the commercial interests in my own country (USA) will allow it.

3.1.21 I should an evaluation of social context for an overlapping consensus.

3.1.22 The statement is correct but the way to transnational regulation is very difficult, even in Europe, due to different traditions (cp. the difference between the Anglo-Saxon utilitarism and the Continental Kantian approach). Tourism to undergo existing national regulations will be the consequence.

3.1.23 There certainly is a need for multi/international governance and guidance in global health issues:

- Market mechanisms can and will not foster international solidarity, prevent exploitation of weaker/poorer nations/populations

- combating famine, loss of labour force through low health, sanitation standards

- Development of orphan drugs

- Better health delivery through better transport of food, drugs, technology

- Better health education

All this needs international governance/guidance and should not be left to market forces, economic incentives.

3.1.24 Since better health is a basic human need and right, it’s very imperative that should be a multinational/International governance of global economy at least for health issues. The HIV/AIDS pandemic has been a great eye opener to the whole world in regard to the above mentioned approach!

3.1.25 I agree with this statement.  Health issues can not be governed by market mechanisms if one wants at least basic health services to reach the poor population of the world. Imagine for instance how rampant AIDS, tuberculosis and other major communicable diseases are in the Sub-Saharan Africa. On the other hand the average total daily income of most Africans can not even be enough to buy the medicines alone ignoring other necessities like food, clothes and shelter. If one allows medicines and the corresponding health facilities to reach this people purely through a market basis almost nobody can afford to buy, and the end result will be a catastrophe, too many deaths! The solution should, therefore, be for all nations poor and rich to sit together internationally and devise a system how at least basic drugs and pharmaceutical products can reach the poor people of the world at an affordable price.

3.1.26 I agree with statement. Globalization should aim at treating equal as equal. At least this is what is currently seen. There are several researches going on in third world countries aiming at detecting what should be done to reduce morbidity and mortality due to HIV. With limited resources some thing come be done to alleviate the worst situation.

3.1.27 The need of multinational/international governance is a good opportunity and effective way to establish in heath priorities since the point is in some times the life itself.

3.1.28 There need to be concerted efforts to balance commercial interests with coordinated global commitment to making effective products & services available to developing countries at affordable prices. There is little point in developing biotechnology if the majority of the global population cannot benefit from it.

3.1.29 I agree if we think to values related, to specific cultures or religious belief, but if we refer to value which may be challenged by the economic globalization they are many ethical conflicts which can be faced: f.i. organ transplantation, reproductive technologies etc.

3.1.30 Market mechanisms are not driven by respect but by egoism. This egoism has to be adjusted, as is crime, which is per se also an egoistic act. International adjustment of global economy (and as health is also much dependent on the economic status, as we can see in the world) would certainly improve health of the world population.

3.1.31 Market mechanisms alone do not solve any problems in one country, they won't do this internationally. It is important that political actors are again on one level with the international corporations by creating the respective institutions.

3.1.32 I think you need local governance as far as health issues are concerned

3.1.33 Market mechanisms alone cannot mediate the economic and social conflicts raised by globalisation. There is a need for multinational - international governance of the global economy. This is important because there is a risk of exclusion of nations, sub-regions and even continents from the fierce competition of the market-driven globalisation. Another globalisation of communities, civil society and vulnerable population is needed to take into account the social and global health challenges. A Good example is the access to antiretroviral drugs were the mobilization o activist and people living it HIV-AIDS and other civil society advocates was instrumental in reducing the price of ARV through the production of generic Antiretroviral drugs. The international governing bodies such as UN and WHO should always involve the civil society networks in order to mitigate the social impact of global health problems

3.1.34 The necessity of the multinational / international governance of the global economy, at least as far as health issues is concerned. is the most important necessity of the world in which we live 

3.1.35 Agree that the market is on its own incapable of addressing all such conflicts. But international governance of the global economy vis-à-vis health issues sounds neither desirable nor feasible. I am not, however, quite sure what this means in theory, far less in practice.

3.1.36 Maybe it would be better to have international governance at least for the health issues but I am afraid that this would be possible if everything else is based on the rules of market economy. 

3.1.37 Yes, the danger of market forces in determining access to what is regarded as the public good such as health care and education is that only people able to afford such services will have access. There has to be a demand by civil society through international governance structures to demand equitable access.

Second statement

According to the first round results, the value conflicts brought about by economic globalization mostly concern social and civil rights. Ethical conflicts are deemed to be less relevant
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Some free comments

3.2.1 I think that both value and ethical conflicts must be taken into account about liberalization of the health market and trade. I repeat that the principle applied to health care “patient-centred-medicine” and not “disease-centred-medicine” could be considered and used in any context of human life.

3.2.2 Not sure about this.  I think there are different balances between individual and community rights - and which individual rights are and should be acknowledged that have not been well articulated.

3.2.3 Ethical conflicts would continue to be a factor because of varying society. What would cause an ethical conflict in US maybe a usual unconsidered issue in Africa? Bribery and corruption may be an acceptable issue in some country where such and individual is seen as being very smart whereas he may be seriously sanctioned in other environment.

3.2.4 Ethical conflicts are culture dependent and hence less relevant.

3.2.5 I think ethics founds values so I cannot imagine a conflict of values that is not at the same time an ethical conflict.

3.2.6 Don't totally agree with this. Conflicts brought about by economic globalization may concern ethics as it can have an impact on the dignity and health of a population.

3.2.7 This is depending on the issue and the culture. In our country the research on embryonic stem cell showed clear ethical conflicts.

3.2.8 How did anyone manage to separate these issues? It is beyond me - what could possible be more related to social and civil rights than ethical concerns? Or do you mean "ETHNICAL" - as is race/culture divisions?

3.2.9 The statement is too short-ranged because often there are ethical problems behind economic or social conflicts. As an example, the value conflict between quick exploiting natural resources for the need of the global market and looking for a more "sustainable" way of using resources is, at the first glance, an economic conflict. But behind it, there are deep-ranging ethical problems concerning the requirements of a future ethics or a theory of intergenerational justice.

3.2.10 La decisione su quali siano i diritti sociali e civili da tutelare richiede spesso una precisa visione etica che fornisca una quadro di orientamento.

3.2.11 Ethical concerns take a back seat to economic concerns in globalization; yet most nations see themselves as ethical societies that respect human rights and ethical values.  It is incumbent on these nations...especially those in leadership positions....to affirm ethical values in the context of economic globalization.  

3.2.12 Yes. In addition I would have included 'access' but maybe that is under social rights.

3.2.13 It is certainly true that social and civil rights take priority. However, ethical notions as on the value of human life, human dignity, importance of personal human development and expression are also relevant. This is also narrowly connected to legal issues (human rights).

3.2.14 I do agree in part, but the truth to my opinion is that There is still element of value conflict which have been brought by economic globalization, Example in my country the introduction of new taxes which the poorest people are one to pay the country and the rich the business people here stands as government tax collectors have resulted in accelerating poverty of poor people in the rural. Example of this is the Added value Tax, which have been brought by economic globalization.

3.2.15 In a diachronic perspective, the first phase probably conforms to the statement. However, ethical aspects are becoming more important when the first wave of issues is resolved.

3.2.16 The value conflicts brought by economic globalization especially those which concern the marketing of medication mostly concern social and civil rights which bring us to major North/South ethical conflicts.

3.2.17 I believe that they are all relevant, and that drawing a line between social/civil and ethical rights is impossible.

3.2.18 When the economic globalization increasing, remerge the different visions of the world, the various ethical values, the religious differences and consequently ethical conflicts.

3.2.19 Ethical conflicts can be of relevance indirectly, if social and civil rights are not well protected especially in poor countries of underdeveloped world!

3.2.20 Yes, I agree with this statement. I look at this issue from the angle of which should come first for any person from any race, religion or cultural tie for him or her to survive. Ethics, and the moral issue associated with it logically should come after fulfilling the basic economic demands which in turn are associated with the fulfilment of the social and civic rights directly or indirectly.  In this modern world where material demands are many, and all need money to have them one should be economically competent. And the road for that in the sphere of economic globalization is to secure the appropriate social and civil rights first.  The value conflicts brought here, therefore, mostly concern social and civil rights. The issue of ethical conflicts then comes latter after fulfilling the basic human needs which are dependent on economy which intern is highly influenced by social and civil rights.  One relevant example can be the trafficking of young sex workers from the poor countries where there is a big tradition of considering prostitution to be unethical and a taboo. But just for economic reason young girls go to major cities domestically and abroad giving less importance to the ethics issue. Once they break the taboo they fight for their social and civil rights and may interred into a conflict in order to secure their economic status.

3.2.21 Yes people are aiming at gaining materials. They tend to compete, accumulating lots and lots without considering the disadvantaged population. Ethical issues kept aside. This isn’t good conduct.

3.2.22 This an opinion that comes from an underestimation of ethics caused by present liberalization mood.

3.2.23 The Ethical conflicts are in itself part of the social and civil rights in my respect they cannot be so easily separate.

3.2.24 It is difficult to separate the social, civil rights and ethical conflicts when considering the impacts of economic globalisation. Populations of the less developed countries are essentially consumers of goods and products manufactured in developed countries. This raises a lot of ethical issues about equity in the international market (e.g. Cotton market). There is also the issue of unsafe food, industrial products and waste exported to poor countries. Pollution and destruction of the environment endangering communities (tropical forest). social, civil rights and ethical conflicts are linked in the process of economic globalisation 

3.2.25 the value conflicts brought about by economic globalisation to mean Ethical conflicts for me, and the last are more relevant

3.2.26 Ethical conflicts, assuming they are pre-existing, may be exacerbated should economic globalisation favour one party at the expense or in relation to the other. And while people may seek to point the finger at others and highlight differences when they are hit in their own pockets (for whatever), economic globalisation itself is unlikely to create an ethnic cleavage where this is none.

3.2.27 It is hard to claim that trespassing civil rights is not an ethical issue. So in that sense I do not think that ethical issues will be less relevant in the process of globalization.

3.2.28 Yes, strongly driven by economic rights. The South is increasingly aware that it needs to negotiate and fight strongly for economic, social and civil rights before worrying about the ethical conflicts.

Third statement

In your opinion, what or who are the key actors / factors (e.g., private insurances, NGOs, nation states, WHO, patient associations, ethicists, public health experts, etc.) expected to play a pivotal role in the global health scenario in next twenty years? Please describe the scenario that you think to be most likely.
Free comments

3.3.1 The key actors to play pivotal role in the global health scenario in the next twenty years are;

· Private insurances, WHO, NGOs, Patient associations and public health experts.

· PRIVATE INSURANCES

This will responsible in ensuring the insured are been given treatments whenever they fall sick because government will no longer be responsible to provide funds.

WHO

Will be responsible to give direction and advice in health matters.

NGOs

The will make the community aware on health issues through training, counselling, publications, etc.

PUBLIC HEALTH EXPERTS

The will provide health services like treatment, medication and counselling to the patients

PATIENTS ASSOCIATIONS

This will help the members excluded in the private insurance to get treatments whenever they fall sick.

3.3.2 The NGO, WHO, and National state are expected to play the pivotal roll in the global health scenarios. Mostly I am in favour of the NGO over the other; scenario: In a village at Kilosa District where I am working there are people who are HVI/AIDS patients and many children are Orphan by the Disease. The National Goal is to provide care free of charge in opportunistic infections with the aid of Funds from WHO and other organizations, but in Parallel there is no treatment to anybody who doesn’t have health insurance which is USD 5 only equivalent to Tshs 5000/= per year. These are the people who live in the rural and even their daily food is debatable could they be able to pay the money for treatment of these opportunistic infections? The Government is given fund to assist in equal distribution of the fund but the money doesn’t meet the need in the rural. NGO and even the capable individual should be helped to assist; the village is Mvumi which is 30km away. It’s a challenge to us all, who will play the pivot roll. The NGO. 

3.3.3 Ritengo che un ruolo cardine sarà giocato dalle lobbie economiche e forse riusciranno a far sentire la propria voce alcune ONG, ma non credo che eticisti o scienziati possano avere uno spazio adeguato a far sì che la propria voce abbia un effetto pratico.

3.3.4 WHO-OMS could continue to take a leadership on liberalization of the health market and trade. Feelings and statements of NGOs, private insurances, Nations (even in Europe) etc. show to be not homogeneous. Sometimes they do not even look for avoiding working in opposite sites. Another important factor to take into account is spread corruption.

3.3.5 Interested to note the absence of pharmaceutical companies from this list - they are probably the most powerful actor’s today in global health and I am not sure that I see that changing.

3.3.6 The NGOs are the ones enjoying patronage of funding by the world agencies. Whereas, the Government owned agencies are neglected with the belief that they do get adequate subvention from the Government. The government itself in an attempt to privatize everything including the health sector encourages and advocates health insurance financing of health.

3.3.7 I think NGOs and ethicist will predominate.

3.3.8 Probably they will be NGOs and patient associations. We are going toward an era of full acknowledgment of human rights even in the field of health. In this context the most credible organization are those that protect the right of patients without interests.

3.3.9 WHO and NGOs have to work together. But again this has to be in concert with the local governments. In order to induce certain government to collaborate work "in situ" next to the population must be done and this could be achieved by different organizations, namely WHO, NGOs, ethicist or patient associations. This information of the population to have some pressure in their government must be done with the cultural background of the population so the best would be to do this with local associations.

3.3.10 It may be utopia, but only a radical change of the general context in which the global health is analyzed and approached, could help in finding democratic and equalitarian solutions. I strongly believe that 

1) The experts in different areas should be obliged to a continuous and effective dialogue among them and with the society;

2) Agreements should be reached on the semantic level by experts, in order to adopt a common language, whenever possible.

3) The experts should clearly spell out the problems and the possible solutions.

4) Capitals and competences should be invested in education and research.

Otherwise the scenario will be that of increased welfare and life-time in rich countries and of rich people, while the others will continue to starve, to suffer, to die. A rebellion may than start, with the tools available to those people (which do not have "normal Army" and are not admitted at subscribing international rules). Terrorism is one of them.

3.3.11 I hope for global civil society to emerge as a governance model from below, but that will take quite some coordinated efforts given that intellectually dishonest people like John Keane determine the discourse at the moment from above. The struggle will be with capitalism and the way in which it is protected by assurance requirements - Lloyds have recently realized that natural disasters recompensation in 2020 will be bigger than then entire global economy's creation of wealth, meaning that there will be a deficit in - well in finances..... How they are going to deal with that is a good question, but the use of insurance policies to force people to comply with political desires is a well known tool of oppressing, global, capital interests.

3.3.12 The key actors in global health are nation states, followed by multilateral organizations.  The Nation states ARE the multilaterals, and thus are responsible for the global governance that may be provided by the multilaterals.  Political leaders in Nation States have an opportunity to affect history individually or collectively, but they must be reminded of this responsibility by ethicists and health leaders.  The critical issue here is how this advice can be framed, delivered, and accepted.  Also critical is the accountability of the political leaders in this process.

3.3.13 All of the above, but I don't think ethicists will be very important.  I think the main influences on global health will be environmental and economic, rather than the specific healthcare institutions or actors.  "Base" rather than "superstructure" changes, to use Marxist language.

3.3.14 Patient advocacy groups will continue to move health issues from the bottom up and from the more specific to the generally applicable (i.e. adding researchers to work on 'orphan' diseases).  NGOs and charities will continue to put money towards diseases that affect the less affluent (malaria, AIDS, etc.)  Public health experts will be become more expertise in predicting global crises so that response times will be shortened.

3.3.15 The pharma-industry has and will also have the strongest impact in this market.

3.3.16 The main actors will be United Nations agencies supported by WHO but being guided by public health experts. The scenario will largely be one of prevention rather than curative medicine as more funds are likely to be spent on discovering the causes of diseases and public enlightenment to prevent disease occurrences.

3.3.17 I think the lead players will be the health agencies in nation states (grappling with extended lifespan and poor health) and insurers (trying to protect themselves from the 'blame' culture of litigation.

3.3.18 The global health scenario will be shaped by international agencies like the World Bank and the WHO, with strong commitments from private industries (like insurance companies and healthcare providers). I do not believe that nation states will have a predominant role, and that experts will be the main sources of information and guidance.

3.3.19 It is always difficult trying to imagine the kind of scenario which will take place in the next decades. Indeed, it will greatly depend upon the next health threat we will face. Although terrorist-induced pathologies should be taken into consideration, undoubtedly, emerging diseases are the major threat of the future. In order to face them, international agencies (like WHO, UNAIDS) and the country-based disease control centres should be networked. More and more NGOs are also playing major role due to their presence everywhere, however, one should keep in mind that they too often do lack democratic processes which could be deleterious when NGOs decide health priorities in the place of health authorities.

3.3.20 Nation states with patient associations and the help of WHOM. The worst case scenario will be: the NGO's, the private insurances, ethicists and public health experts. Why? Because it is TIME for the nations all over the world to realize that the key factors for a global heath scenario is the people themselves and not the ethicists, the insurances and the so said "public health experts".

3.3.21 WHO, NGOs, public health experts.... major international epidemics and crises will force us to cooperate and these groups are best equipped to help it happen.

3.3.22 I like a scenario with a correlation of these factors: NGOs, nation states, WHO, patient associations, ethicists, public health experts.

3.3.23 There have to be 'public-private partnerships' and coordinated intersectoral collaboration to ensure equitable distribution of health resources. Eradication of poverty is a vital underlying factor which must be addressed by leaders of the developed world (G8 etc).

3.3.24 In a global health scenario for the coming 20 years there should be an important role/ ongoing concern for preventing/combating famine, poverty, bad sanitation and housing and resulting loss of labour force. Also prevention of new infectious diseases, smoking epidemic, obesity, drugs. More equal delivery of health care implies better transport of supplies and equipment, but also to some extent the international movement of patients to better equipped facilities. Also the availability of (expensive) drugs to poorer populations (AIDS), development of orphan drugs. This can be done both in a bilateral or multilateral health care cooperation between countries. International agencies (WHO, UN, UNESCO) are important stakeholders. Ethical consultation on international policies is relevant.

3.3.25 The only viable approach is through holistic approach in the balancing and interaction of all the stakeholders. The frameworks used by different societies in prioritization of scare resources must come into consensus to a balance between the six poles illustrated in the 1st round of discussion, bearing in mind the social-cultural determinants of health in respective regions of the world!

3.3.26 In my opinion national states can play a pivotal role in the global health scenario in next twenty years. The scenario in the next twenty years is the world population may increase in billions mostly in the developing countries. The major killing diseases here are AIDS, malaria, tuberculosis, schistosomiasis, diarrhoea diseases, parasites, and also deaths associated with maternity.  All these conditions can come under control provided there is a good administration and well-studied health strategy by national states. It is not only scarcity of resources that the health condition is so bad in many developing countries, the main reason is there are maladministration, corruption and political instability.  The money that is pouring into the economies of these poor nations from the West is not negligible. But the change we see in the health condition is very minimal because of mismanagement and lack of transparency where the money goes. The scenario in the next twenty years might be that because of increasing domestic and international pressure there will be more democratic governments and competent people will come to power. That means a better stability of governments, better health strategy, better allocation of resources and in general effective health policy. In the final analysis even though the population number increase tremendously the major health problems will be under control.  I am also optimist the public health problems in The West (coronary heart diseases, cancer, obesity, etc) will decline through educating the public and preventing them.  The re is already a sign now.

3.3.27 This isn’t one's duty. It should be multisectorial approach.

3.3.28 Private insurance, with dramatic effect on the rights to receive health help by everybody independently of role and status.

3.3.29 The entire mentioned actor seems to be part in such scenario. In my respect International organization are relevant but are loosing credibility ethicist and patient associations will make the different. Followed by public heath experts combined with a mixed input from governments and private interests.

3.3.30 International governing organisations and economic powers.

3.3.31 Pharmaceutical companies, national states in international organisations like the UN, the WHO, NGOs

3.3.32 I think key actors are also the citizens out there and the implications of their choice in terms of health.

3.3.33 In the next twenty years, the public-private mix to respond to the global health challenges will be strengthened. Private and government insurance schemes will be developed in low and middle-income countries. Other innovative mechanisms at community level will be developed to respond to the social and economic impact of major public health problems (HIV. Tuberculosis, Malaria, Chagas Disease,). Public health experts will have to have a more holistic and interdisciplinary approach to tackle this problem, Social epidemiology and the transition to chronic disease paradigms will also need the involvement of civil society, nations, regional and international entities.

3.3.34 . Ethical connections draw our attention forcefully to the empirical interlink ages between the lives of different people. The ethical demands have held to response across the world. Depends on our ability to apply the general ideas to serious problems that confront the world Public health will have an important role in the persistent challenges that the world face a sudden outburst of new and unexpected problems and tragedies.

3.3.35 The global health scenario is likely to continue as is. The status quo of pro-market actors competing with more socially-sensitive actors, and the (political) interests of the major powers setting the framework, will remain as is. The investment in global health which is required to actually make a substantive difference will come only when it's profitable or when those pulling the purse-strings are themselves directly affected. 

3.3.36 In my scenario private insurances, WHO and patient associations will be the key actors in the health issues of the future.

3.3.37 WHO and patients associations. Also if I like very much ethicist, I think that they will not have a pivotal role in the next twenty years because people are conditioned from television.

3.3.38 The WHO and UN needs to play an increasing role to protect the human and therefore health rights of the vulnerable. Unfortunately health and education are now negotiated as trade able resources at the WTO. This will lead to the inevitable divide in access between rich and poor.

4 New Global Conflicts and Bio warfare

Globalization does not imply an absence of conflicts, rather a shift from inter-state conflicts to conflicts between transnational networks and nation states. Inequalities create the conditions for conflict, but there is no simple equation between the poverty generating aspects of globalization and the new forms of war and conflict, now a seemingly permanent feature of the post Cold War international order. What is certain is that the issues of globalization are now inextricably bound with the question of conflict. Thus, the future of globalization is crucially dependent on the way in which we shall address new global conflicts. According to most analysts, asymmetric conflicts will be more and more based on new technologies and unconventional weapons, including bio weapons. The hypothesis behind this section is thus that the global conflict scenario promises to have deep bioethical implications.

First statement

According to the first round results, experts do not agree with the “cultural conflict” hypothesis. That is, ethical and cultural conflicts are not expected to play any major role in determining future international and global conflicts. Rather, the panel thinks that economic and technological factors will be the main drivers of new global conflicts
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4.1.1 The international economic interests has led to warring nations against another and at times with so aim of annexing a weaker nation to claim their wealth. On the other hand nuclear weapon and strive for nuclear weapon destruction is a new muscle flexing between some developed and developing nations.

4.1.2 I think the economic factor is more important: the technological one is just a consequence of holding the economic power. By now, the political power of the world is in the hands of the most industrialized and richest countries that in a way, also cultural, domain others. The new global conflicts could be influenced by economic factors in the sense that probably the richest countries will be obliged, in order to maintain their power, to use the resources (petrol, water, etc.) of other countries and this could lead to conflicts.

4.1.3 I think that the two aspects are intertwined. Even if economical and technological factors will play the major role in conflicts, cultural and ethical differences can worsen these conflicts.

4.1.4 This is a very one-sided view and reflects a detachment from global civil society and the social movements that sustain global civil society. The panel is thinking inside the box if it fails to recognize that there is a culture of anti-capitalism in the making - a culture that is global and organized around principles of ethical concerns that arise from the economic and technological factors and which rejects the production relations on which capitalism builds - so it is a two-sided process: when there are technological and economic changes occurring they are almost always a consolidation of exploitative mechanisms and patterns and to those changes people react out of cultural and ethical concerns. It would be intellectually shallow and philosophically vacuous to understand the one side of the coin as entirely separate from the other.

4.1.5 Growth of economy contributes to the stronger economy countries to demand more materials for their industries which are not available in their home countries. In order to achieve their needs they use cohesive forces as a result this create conflicts example Invention of Iraq by US.

4.1.6 Also technological advancement led to innovation of modern weapons, in order to test and sell them they plan the seeds of amenity  between the two countries and whoever war happens  they sell them such weapons or sometimes they exchange with valuable materials like gold, diamond e.g. in  Congo, Rwanda, Burundi, Somalia etc.

4.1.7 I agree, conflicts will continue to centre on wealth production and weaponry to ensure a response in the case of conflict or to enable an action to cause conflict.   Religious conflicts can be interpreted to be about power and land acquisition.

4.1.8 Cultural conflicts will always be a dominant factor in international and global conflicts. Economically and technologically backward courtiers are not likely to challenge the "world powers".

4.1.9 Yes. I wish to add the need to consider the spread corruption and the following benefits achieved by a very small powerful percentage of the population. This gains a growing role to design the future of new conflicts. Another point is the role of fanatics and of extremists. 

4.1.10 Money trade and economic success seem to trump health and ethics.  One must continually make the link between social stability and ethical behaviour.....it is this stability that permits economic activity.

4.1.11 Again, the statement is biased by a certain view which is not going deep enough. Of course, economic and technological factors will be of high importance. But in order to create conflicts there have to be dissenses concerning the criteria which should be used to assess those factors. The level of criteria, however, related directly to moral and ethical convictions. In a certain sense, the question is not whether cultural or technological factors will be the most important ones but the relevant question is in which way both types of factors will come together and what will happen then.

4.1.12 Si, i fattori economici e tecnologici saranno cruciali e decisivi, anche se in superficie si darà peso ai conflitti culturali per mascherarne il peso.

4.1.13 The true is that today the cultural conflict is slowly dying away as the economic differences increases and this automatically ought way the former in future.  Why: Today people work hard to earn money for their future and that of their nations and in future the world at large. That’s why there has been interethnic marriage, different people marry and move into new placed, and the movement in other hand neutralizes the cultural conflict and leaves the economic and technical factors to flourish. The dimension which is now the world debate.

4.1.14 I believe the statement should be amended in the sense that, despite the fact that economic and technological factors will be the main drivers of new global conflicts, these can be triggered only if cultural and ethical core values are touched.

4.1.15 I think that economic and technological factors will be the main drivers of new global conflicts.

4.1.16 I do not agree. As has become apparent recently, politico-religious conflict is the key driver.

4.1.17 It is possible that competition for resources (oil, energy, minerals, and arable land - i.e. economic and technical forces) are the core dynamics of much global conflict but these are presented to the developed world as cultural conflicts and described in culturally loaded terms by the media.  

4.1.18 There can be no doubt that economic and technological factors are important drivers of existing as well as new global conflicts (oil, water, resources, and nuclear weapons). However, one cannot ignore the fact that religious, cultural and ethical issues lie at the root of some contemporary global (and interstate) conflicts: Islamic extremism/terrorism, Jewish ultra-nationalism, rejection of democratic principles of government. In many cases also (African continent) cultural/ethnic disparities go hand in hand with economic factors.

4.1.19 It is obvious that terrorism is an intolerable global scourge that has increased during the globalization era! This type of threat has been seen even before the attacks of September 11 and more recently July 7th. This has created emergence awareness among global societies on the magnitude of this scrooge. In response the world demonstrated an almost universal manifestation of solidarity against International terrorisms. Unfortunately, the unilateral approach taken by USA of invading Iraq in the pretence of fighting terrorism have rapidly exhausted this reservoir of solidarity. In fact the way USA invaded Iraq by marginalizing the United Nations has transform the fight against terrorism to perceived hatred towards Muslims. There is no doubt that global terrorism is a perversion of the Islamic religion. Global terrorisms is different in one aspect, that it is less political and more religious as it is portrayed by the phenomenon of suicidal bombing by religious fundamentalists. The vital approach therefore in the fight against terrorisms is through civic engagement and true democracy that it not biased against Muslim. The use of power of force even at the expenses of civic liberties will never win this war!

4.1.20 Yes, I agree with this statement. To answer this question let us see what is happening in the world. Superficially it seems that the conflict between the West and Arabs is cultural, or the suspicious relationship between China and The West may seem due to ideology. No!  These are not the main reasons. The main reason behind is economy. The   poor common Arab in Saudi Arabia for instance might think that he is not that rich even though his country has huge wealth of petroleum, because the petroleum companies of the Wes exploit most of it and as a result there is an economic conflict, If the cause of the conflict is really culture why are the well to do governors of these oil rich Arab countries in general in good terms with the West? The reason is they get a good share of the wealth and they do not have economic conflict. The same is true With China. The West is in a hurry to share the huge market in China and vice versa despite deep cultural and ideological differences. Japan and America are completely different culturally, and yet are good friends because of common economic interest. Japan is closer to America than the any other country in Fareast even though culturally it is closer to them, America had a technological and economic conflict with Sadam's Iraq and not a cultural conflict   It is now having a technological conflict with Iran, Just as Japan and America are good friends now it is possible that America can one day stand with China if it enters with an economic conflict with Japan. The European countries and Russia did not agree with the invasion of Iraq by America. The reason behind is these countries had an economic interest in Iraq and they did not want to leave it for America. So relatively speaking culturally more similar with America Europe still stood with Russia which has a different culture and Orthodox Christianity mainly.

4.1.21 It’s to a greater extent true that the main drivers of global conflicts lie on economical and technological point of view. There are countries which have been blessed by God to have various resources e.g. tourist industries, mines fertile soils etc. You will find that they have no experts to process what they have. There is increasing flow of people from developed courtiers towards these poor courtiers and take almost every thing. They tend to cover them by merely building few schools as compensation. This isn’t a fair exchange. Construction of nuclear bombs is always alarming..! This is all about technology.

4.1.22 Never underestimate the potential of culture, religion and irrational approaches.

4.1.23 I would like to point that economic and technological factors are driving part of the conflict  but differences in religions are driving to wars I would say religious economic wars

4.1.24 No. I don't think it's that easily separable. Cultural and economic factors overlap in every country, even if we claim they do not.

4.1.25 Ethical discussion is important.  However, I think that the adoption of codes that are necessarily unenforceable on military or dual use researchers is a fatuous gesture of political correctness.  There is much more to be gained from sustaining inclusive professional and scientific organizations where these issues can be freely debated and consensual positions adopted by persuasion than by exclusionary tactics of expulsion and ostracism.  

4.1.26 Basic needs and interests like access to resources will give enough reasons for conflicts before cultural aspects could do.

4.1.27 I think human nature on this issue is crucial; the majority of conflicts are due to problems of sovereignty and ownership; territorial and all the others... in the end of the day they are economical in nature... and I think they will continue to be... the "culture" won't influence much...

4.1.28 The economic and technological factors are indeed major drivers of new global conflicts. The global energy market is at the core of recent conflicts to control the oil producing areas. The dispute over nuclear capacity in some Asian countries is an indicator of the tensions between the need to sell technology and energy and the concern of having new nuclear powers in the world. The collusion between, energy, technology and weapon producing consortiums is a critical factor in the race to control strategic areas and sectors of the global economy

4.1.29 Definitely economic and technological factors will be the main drivers of new global conflicts. For sample : BUSCH against to IRAK 

4.1.30 The two are often inter-related (see the US v Iran or N Korea over nuclear capacity), and in fact often feed off one another.

4.1.31 No, I wouldn't say that this will be the case at least in the near future. I think that the cultural and economic factors will be intricately blended at least for a long time. 

4.1.32 Yes, but culture and ethics will be used to argue for and support conflicts even if the underlying issues are technological or economic.

Second statement

According to the first round results, the security and military sectors promise to be one of the chief drivers of technological revolution. Do you think that scientists should have an ethical responsibility in this? Should scientists refuse to be involved in research programs with dual use nature (i.e., technology that can be used both for civil and military purposes, for instance vaccine technology used for weaponries germs or nanotechnology used for disrupting the immune system) even if it means to give up funds? Should professional and scientific organizations adopt international prohibitions in their codes of conduct and ethical norms?
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Free comments

4.2.1 The professionals and the scientific organization may be more humane and apply caution on the use of new technology as ethics is basically part of the essential components. While the military men may not put the civil society consideration first but rather resolute in winning a war.

4.2.2 Yes, this is necessary to protect human kind and posterity.

4.2.3 Yes. I agree that professional and scientific societies and organizations may at least try to design some guidelines for the most delicate fields of research.

4.2.4 Scientists should not be involved in research programs of dual nature. International professional codes should be adopted.

4.2.5 I think that the responsibility is also in the intension of doing. If the scientist knows the purpose of the project in which he is working he has the moral duty to refuse to be involved if it is for a bad purpose (military one, for example). On the other hand, he cannot be considered negatively if his work will be used for a war purpose if his intention was not that.

4.2.6 It is not ethically right for scientists to be involved in research programs of dual nature but global conflicts are inevitable and the weapons are needed. So professional and scientific organizations do not need international prohibitions but their research should be regulated and monitored by an international body.

4.2.7 This is a very difficult ethical question. I don't think we, scientist, should give up funds raised by defence department as some researches done for military purposes can turn out to be beneficial for civil purposes. Most of these cases include researches for defence (as vaccines). However scientist should definitely refuse to bring out research on new weapons. An international agreement of non-proliferation of massive destruction weapons, which exist, should not only be signed by the different countries but also followed but everyone (which is not the case for the moment...) This implies a political work within the different countries and depends on the different government.

4.2.8 Yes, but this would be a very optimistic scenario and a “wishful-scenario". New technologies e.g. nanotechnology will have a big impact in our future society.

4.2.9 Of course they should. No one should be exempt from thinking for themselves - how could anyone even suggest so?

4.2.10 Security and military sectors are not chief drivers of technological revolution because these are main factors that contribute in conflict and insecurity in the world. Scientist should have an ethical responsibility in this by imposing code of conducts that prohibit on the production of these weapons. Yes they shall refuse to be involved in researches of this nature even if it means to give funds because they are meant for destruction of human beings and also it is against humanity. Yes because production of these weapons contributes to the destruction of people’s lives, properties create insecurity and it is against human rights.

4.2.11 Yes.  Ethical considerations are part of global agreements (global governance) to reduce the risks of adverse outcomes from technological development and dual use technology in particular.  Watchdog agencies (such as the International Atomic Energy Commission) are needed.

4.2.12 Scientific research is advancing where money and competence are concentrated. Thus research should be promoted and concentrated in the academia. Those should adopt code of conducts and ethical norms concerning the risk of abuse or misuse of technologies. However it is impossible to define a technology well or bed per se, what makes the difference is the education of people to a peaceful way of conflicts solution. Much investment should be done on this respect.

4.2.13 It is not always easy to predict which scientific developments will have military applications, but developers have an obligation to consider adverse applications during the development of biotechnology and other advanced technology. Application restriction would have to be dealt with at a level above individual scientists subscribing to ethical codes, which should nevertheless be written and adopted.

4.2.14 Si, ritengo che lo scienziato e il ricercatore nel mondo attuale, quando gli sviluppi della ricerca possono avere conseguenze disastrose, debbano sentirsi eticamente responsabili dell'uso che potrebbe essere fatto delle proprie scoperte. Sarebbe auspicabile un codice di condotta internazionale (globale) che fornisca le linee guida etiche cui attenersi per essere accettati dalla comunità scientifica, anche se naturalmente ciò non impedirà a chi voglia lucrare di tenersene al di fuori.

4.2.15 Basic research should not be inhibited but should be allowed to develop naturally but once applications are known it should be subject to independent oversight, peer review, ethics review, codes of practice, etc.  There is a danger in preventing research because it may turn into something 'bad.'  It might not.  Instead the process and progress of research should be tracked and the applications considered closely with decisions about their implications decided downstream.  Individuals have the right to refuse to act in a way that they feel compromises their integrity but their personal beliefs should not prevent research from going ahead.

4.2.16 Professional and scientific organizations can adopt international prohibitions in their codes of conduct and ethical norms.

4.2.17 Yes, scientists must have a responsibility in the development of technologies that have the potential for military use (dual use). In my view the worst scenario would be where there would be a separate, secret scientific research sector exclusively dedicated to developing military technology. There would be no transparency (both nationally and internationally) at all. Second, technological progress and breakthrough innovations would not spill over to the civil/non-military society and beneficial use of these technologies would be lagging behind. It is utopian to think that science could be completely regulated and transparent so that harmful and mass-destruction uses of technologies could be banned. It is also reality that the military-industrial effort brings a lot of funds that also are beneficial to research outside the military sector. The best way forward (but certainly not perfect) would be to rely on a national and international code of conduct for scientists and research institutes, not to engage in development of offensive, uncontrollable, humanity endangering, unethical weapons. Research with dangerous materials (vaccines, germs, gases, radiation etc) should be transparent, under regular scrutiny and funding controlled. The role of international agencies (like int. atomic energy commission.) should be strengthened.

4.2.18 I think it is simplistic to suggest that scientists at the leading edge of such science are likely to have a real awareness of the possibilities. BUT measures of research are becoming a key issue - see www.bbsrc.ac.uk/society/isues/position/misues.html.

4.2.19 The scientific and technological revolutions/security and military sectors, in my opinion these things won't be separated as the world technology advances the weapon and military is evolving and using the advantage of the scientific advances for the improvement and compete in the world leadership in military know-how and application for defensive purposes. Each individual leave out the Nation is borne to defend his/her wellbeing that’s why today as the new world society is in its creativity the military advances takes advantage of scientific flourishes. Scientists and professionals should be reminded that keeping the norm is to keeping touch and be faithful and honest in utilizing these technical advances, that’s now why its important to remind and call forum to discuss how best the ethical issues should be addressed in future to avoid misuse of new and emerging technology.

4.2.20 This is a tricky one. I think it is impossible to totally separate these out, as new uses will appear over time. The key is training scientists to behave ethically and to resist the improper use of their work.

4.2.21 There is no ethically legitimized rejection of contributing to any kind of military or dual use research. Each ethical assessment will rather have to consider the specific case.

4.2.22 Science is not value- free; so, all off the scientists should have an ethical responsibility in this "revolution". Some scientists say that their mission is only to discover some facts and the rules governing the behaviour of the nature. But it is clear all the discoveries should be applied to daily life, should be improve of the human condition. We can remember the opinions of the theoretical physicists of the Manhattan Project's which had been underlined their philosophical position in to create the atomic weapons. All the professional and scientific organizations should adopt international prohibitions in their codes of conduct and ethical norms not to lose their objectivity and introduce biases and confounders.

4.2.23 No, I don't agree with this idea. In my opinion scientists should not have an ethical responsibility and should not refuse to be involved in research programs of such type. It is up to leaders and politicians to use the research outputs for good or bad purpose. If international prohibitions are adapted in the codes of conduct this makes the matter even worse. One should look at this issue from another perspective. Just as vaccine technology originally thought for a sacred purpose of preventing diseases has been diverted to a military purpose, it can also happen that researches aiming in finding weapons can accidentally bring new technologies useful to discover civilian products. One should not forget that many discoveries were found accidentally through research works originally thought to discover something else. Additionally to restrict the scientist what he should research on can violate in a way his or her human right. Somebody else should not interfere in his or her profession. If interference and restriction are allowed they can lead also to restriction of advancement of science.

4.2.24 Scientists should not refuse to this kind of research. The idea whether particular research will rise up funds should be the least thing while considering research. The research should be for better. If people are aiming top create things which are harmful to human being then this is the concern to talk about. We should consider others as close fellows. No discrimination.

4.2.25 Scientists a re part of the countries and are responsible of the future options of nations. Founds could not drive the agenda of research Scientifics need to establish a code with strict prohibitions.

4.2.26 Yes, they should, and I think one of the most pleasing changes of the last 50 years has been the drive to "ethicalise" scientific work.  It is currently hard to see exactly what the ethical norms for science are, and hence the ongoing debates about this.  There are some genuine dilemmas, which require analysis and debate.  But it is clear that this debate is happening, which is progress of a sort from the time when scientists took it that science is simply and obviously value neutral and it was none of their business how their research was used.

4.2.27 Professional and scientific organizations should present their views with the example of historical facts in mind. Given that science and technology are supposed to help people achieve e better quality of life in an age of globalization, scientists can no longer believe that their activity is morally neutral. The industrial-military complex has been a major driver of innovation, but at the cost of much uncertainty and peril.

4.2.28 It will be difficult to prevent dual use of certain research that may have many beneficial aspects. It would be better if, especially in the case of development of new weapons, governments would regulate industrial development of such weapons in their country. As such other non-national organisations would have much more difficulties to develop such weapons.

4.2.29 Such prohibitions will have no effect.

4.2.30 I think there should be transparency on who commits a certain job; I definitely think scientists have an ethical responsibility on the work they take on; scientist either follow their passions or their supporters; in either case they have to be accountable.

4.2.31 There are two opinions about scientist’s responsibility. One stating that they are not responsible for the final use of their theories and findings and the other one asking for pro-active thinking by scientists about the possible misuse of their discoveries and appropriated action from them. This is very important in the context of bio warfare and the risk of developing increasingly deadly bio weapons that may become uncontrolled of used by terrorist organisations. International prohibitions might be needed in certain cases to avoid a deadly race towards the perversion of new technologies.

4.2.32 Yes the professional and scientific organizations should adopt international prohibitions in their codes of conduct and ethical norms. For me is terrible to make Science for the war, for destruction to other people.

4.2.33 It would make a strong statement were they indeed to take such a stand. But not only is it unlikely that such international codes i.e. with substantive impact can be drawn up, it's impossible to believe that they will be adhered to. Even the international non-proliferation treaty hasn't brought the desired effects.

4.2.34 Professional scientific organizations should have an ethical code. BUT there is no way, I think, to prevent scientists from working on an issue of dual use. Dual use can mean that one of the possible applications of the scientific result can be for benefit of humanity. Do we have the right to stop the scientists to work on such issues? 

4.2.35 Yes - this critical. Researchers should be independent and be judged on a professional and ethical basis on the work they do!

Third statement

Do you think that the need to keep dual use technologies under control may imply some sort of “security regulation” of research (i.e., restriction of free movement of scientists, restriction of free circulation of information, restriction of free publication, etc.)? Can dissemination of scientific information be stopped? Please explain your answer
Free comments

4.3.1 No. My feeling is that both professional and scientific societies and organizations have a duty to establish spread guidelines in each one of difficult and delicate research fields. Scientists could build their research in freedom, without restriction linked to political and economic policies.

4.3.2 I am sure that security regulation will grow.  On the other hand I see no way in which scientists are going to stop talking to each other in conference bars and leaking information all over the place.

4.3.3 The dual use technologies will never solve the problem but breed suspicions and the restriction bring about desire to try and see what is being hidden. On the other hand, the stoppage of disseminated scientific information is unhealthy and would prevent self development, monopoly of knowledge, lack of transfer and acquisition of skills and knowledge. In this condition one group of society may be oppressing another leading to an underdevelopment in others.

4.3.4 Scientific dissemination can be stopped, but if t does occur it is traversity.

4.3.5 I think it is not necessary: it would deny the conquests gathered in the field of human rights and wouldn't be the right solution to the problem. If we stop the dissemination of scientific information we will obtain more damages (in terms of failed development) than advantages.

4.3.6 Dissemination of scientific information should not be stopped as it is the key of scientific improvement. I would say that scientific information is not even broad enough because of competitions between different labs. This is a loss of money and time as two groups can work on the same project at the same time instead of collaborating and going faster. Restriction of information and movement of scientists would be deleterious.

4.3.7 It is absolutely needed but is a very difficult task. A control of this development is in a globalize world is more and more difficult to control.

4.3.8 Just like prohibition: it does not work. Open the doors open the ivory towers, open the mind!

4.3.9 No this is impossible because the scientific innovations are already been spread the entire world. This is because of globalization. How do you tell a baby who is already born to return to her/his mother’s womb? Therefore there is no need to stop the dissemination of scientific information. (It’s already too late).

4.3.10 Dissemination of scientific information can be stopped, but it is unlikely that it can be stopped completely.  There is a risk, however, that security concerns could dampen scientific inquiry that might ultimately be beneficial.  External review bodies should play a role in decision making, not just the security agencies.

4.3.11 No, il controllo internazionale per il timore dei rischi non deve mai tramutarsi in una limitazione della libertà di ricerca dello scienziato che solo liberamente e aderendo volontariamente a un codice etico può compiere le proprie scelte.

4.3.12 This claim represents a sort of obscurantism. Moreover it is ineffective. Limitation of freedom and democracy has always generated monsters. The problem is to increase the awareness and responsibility in scientists, concerning their work. The scientist's Oath proposed by Sir Joseph Rotblat can be the start.

4.3.13 Not competent to answer; restricting dissemination of information in principle does not seem like an ethical or viable prescription.

4.3.14 Scientific knowledge should not be restrained.  It’s not the science that's the problem, its how people want to use it that causes the difficulties.  Information should be open to the public and the research community.  If people want to find out information on how to make a weapon they can do it, regardless of what security is put in place.  The risk is in preventing useful research from happening based on a fear of the potential of misuse of information.  More work needs to go into convincing people not to make weapons, rather than restricting research that might be beneficial to the population.  Of course restricting scientific information is probably easier than convincing people not to destroy each other.

4.3.15 No, The due use of technology should be restricted for commercial purposes, and purposes other than the improving wellbeing of mankind but research should be free with limited restrictions because I believe the scientific ,research, and revolutions is the one which took us into these advancement. The dissemination of scientific information’s should continue but the world ethical committee should be thought for in future which will penalties the default scientists.

4.3.16 I think this will happen, but mainly because political governance doesn't know any other way to regulate science. The proper approach is self-regulation and the development of a culture of "virtuous scientists", rather than the introduction of this kind of crude and damaging censorship. A culture of free inquiry is important; so is a culture of responsibility for one's science.  Hans Jonas was right!

4.3.17 Information cannot be stopped and the bases for genuine compromise mean to adhere to ethical codes not to regulated movement of Scientifics) some of the problems in the past have been the result of impunity to occult information.

4.3.18 Yes regulations have to be put in. No any review boards will impair dissemination of good research results. If the results will have a negative impact to the society then why publishing?

4.3.19 Yes, it implies some sort of "Security regulation" of research. In an attempt to keep dual use technology under control it is inevitable to supervise and restrict free movement of scientists, circulation of information as well as free publication. One purpose is to restrict dissemination of the required knowledge for the purpose so that it can not reach   certain potentially dangerous countries and terrorist organizations. The other purpose is to take measures in time if there is an early indication to divert dual use technology into an armament production. But thanks to modern electronic communication means and through personal contacts dissemination of scientific information can not be fully stopped. With certain precaution measures dissemination of scientific information can still occur passing the "Security regulation" undetected.

4.3.20 In my view (and history has borne this out) a limitation or restriction of science and scientists does not lead to better regulation or control of potentially 'dangerous' technologies. Strict regulation may even lead to more concealment and avoidance of control. So more transparency and open-ness has better chances of preventing illegal or harmful use of existing research. Some regulation may be done through stricter funding arrangements for dual research. Dissemination of scientific results should in principle be unrestricted.

4.3.21 Yes, it seems that we will be confronted with new requirements of controlling knowledge (which is implemented in the field of nuclear weapons since decades). There will be increasing necessities to assess which knowledge we want to have, which we do not want to have, and which knowledge should be contained.

4.3.22 Dissemination of scientific information cannot be stopped. A scientific research is independent and auto regulated. No to restriction of scientific information.

4.3.23 I really doubt that dissemination of information can be stopped. And if we did, that would create yet another unethical restraint on human activity...First we need to work on the underlying causes of terrorism, etc....not spend all our energy on protecting our knowledge...

4.3.24 Experience shows that any moratorium is useless in the end. Scientific progress cannot be stopped. However, a careful training of scientists and the dissemination of the ethos of "science for all” may constitute a warrant that dual technologies may be put to a humane use. I believe that the issue of power has to be dealt with more extensively when dealing with globalization and ethics.

4.3.25 A law can be promulgated as to which type of information should be disseminated and the use of internet facilities needs to be reviewed along this line.

4.3.26 Security regulation of research can not well be described more than the news that some scientists have been used by atrocious government/terrorists groups, into selling of new technologies! While most researchers do abide by the ethical conducts that govern bioethical researches, evidence is abundant that some scientist does violate such ethical codes of conduct! With the coming advancement on science ore regulatory bodies and mechanisms should be put into place.

4.3.27 I do not think that would help if this dual use is not prohibited by restrictions in publications. It can only been taken seriously if international treaties (for the development of weapons) are involved and especially are respected by (all) national governments.

4.3.28 In the long run, this information will be accessible anyway. It is likely more effective to control the spread of the relevant techniques politically than to control the scientists. 

4.3.29 too much regulation implies corruption; information circulation encouragement is the only way out for some sort of societal control there should societal involvement in research not only through funding mechanisms, but actual involvement, regulation should be in that direction, so that there is wider shared responsibility

4.3.30 There is a need for regulation and implementation of rules for the protection of the public. The rights of movements, circulation of information and of publication are inalienable, but these should be protected in the context of international codes of bioethics and good research practice.

4.3.31 Can dissemination of scientific information be stopped? I think there are the obligation to publish the results positive and negatives of the studies

4.3.32 Stopped? No. Impeded by such a 'security regulation'? Perhaps. But with only certain countries, laboratories, etc being sophisticated enough to undertake such research in the first place; its diffusion will be limited from the outset. That said, it requires only one weak link to break a chain of whatever strength.

4.3.33 In the long run the dissemination of scientific information cannot be stopped. This is the core of scientific endeavour. If we stop the flow of information science will stop developing. 
4.3.34 No - all research should be fundamentally ethical and should be eventually made public. Dual use technologies need control only after ethical research is done. The process of ethical research should be unencumbered!
� The results are based on a preliminary data set. Slight changes in further analyses are possible.
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