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taking Prozac for at least six months to prevent the
depression from returning.?”

History of Prozac

Praised as a wonder drug, Prozac first entered
the market in 1984. Advocates claimed that it was
the safest anti-depressant available. The Food and
Drug Administration officially recognized Prozac
as a drug suitable for the treatment of depression
and obsessive-compulsive disorders. Apart from
these federally approved treatment modalities, Pro-
zac has been used to treat a wide range of additional
problems. These disorders include panic attacks,
premenstrual tension, premature ejaculation and
chronic back pain.

Prozac never had to face any of the stigmas
that overwhelmed Ecstasy. Prozac entered the
market when the number of people suffering from
depression and obsessive compulsive disorders was
quite high. By this time, mental illness had become
more common throughout American society. A
safer drug treatment was greatly needed and Prozac
was able to satisfy this necessity. Psychiatrists
and their patients were eager for the invention of
anew drug like Prozac that would work easily and
effectively without many adverse effects. Initially,
Prozac was solely manufactured as an adjunct to
psychotherapy. Following the conventional dis-
tribution guidelines of American industry, under
the authority and approval of the FDA, Prozac
was chemically synthesized, mass- produced, and
distributed. It was also highly publicized by the
media and by its manufacturer, Eli Lilly, through
attention-grabbing advertisements. !

Prozac’s success has possibly depended on
a lack of information and from the pressures
of the pharmaceutical industry. As depression
becomes an increasingly common disease, the
pharmaceutical industry continues to persuade the
public into regarding many disorders as depression.
Coincidentally, the American dependence on drug
therapy continues to increase, as evidenced by the
growing levels of Prozac use. This over-reliance
on Prozac may be unjustified. Even though it
has never been revealed, “when clinician-based
disease-specific rating scales have been used by
researchers Prozac has been shown to work for
depression, but when patient-based, nonspecific
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quality of life instruments have been used, it has
not been shown to work”.12

Testing of Prozac

Like any drug, problems can occur when a drug
has not been fully tested by the government and
medical authorities, but is available to the public.
Even the most commonly prescribed medications,
when used over long periods of time, can cause
dependency and unwanted effects. A written list-
ing of possible side effects is packaged with every
drug prescription ordered today. In addition to
the worry concerning adverse drug effects, the
problem of adequate testing raises much concern.
The FDA has been known to release drugs onto
the pharmaceutical market before long-term safety
studies have been concluded.?

One predicament with Prozac is that it has
never been tested on children. It has only been
proven safe in adults, despite numerous side effects
and withdrawal problems. The manufacturer of
Prozac, Eli Lilly, is unable to market Prozac as
a remedy for children, but it is legal to prescribe
Prozac to children.!? Although all antidepres-
sants have not been specifically approved for use
by patients under eighteen years of age, more than
500,000 children use them.!> Between 1995-1996,
the number of children taking Prozac and other
anti-depressants rose by an astonishing 80 percent,
totaling in 785,000 SSRI prescriptions for children
ages six to eighteen.” This sharp rise in Prozac
use may or may not be warranted. The difference
between age groups should be explored, especially
because children may suffer from worse side ef-
fects than adults.?’

Prozac is currently over-prescribed by psychia-
trists to patients of all age levels and all socioeco-
nomic backgrounds. Many patients that may not
be truly clinically depressed or suffer from true
obsessive-compulsive disorders are given Prozac
at an overwhelming rate.* According to research
from IMS America, 28 million Americans took
antidepressants in 1996, but only 16 million ac-
tually suffer from mental disorders treated with
antidepressants.!®> Clearly some people are able
to receive the pleasurable effects of Prozac legal-
ly, while others receive the same effects illegally
through the use of Ecstasy.
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Prozac vs. Ecstasy

Some doctors argue that Prozac merely restores
a person’s capacity for pleasure, which would natu-
rally exist if the person were well. However, Ec-
stasy creates a “fake” pleasure immediately. This
enjoyment is sought after by recreational users of
Ecstasy and by a few patients of psychotherapy.
Yet it is still similar to the pleasure obtained by Pro-
zac users. Unfortunately, both Ecstasy and Prozac
have entered the black market, a dangerous buying
ground. Ecstasy is sold on the unregulated black
market simply because of'its illegal status. On the
other hand, Prozac has entered the market, because
many people who are not clinically depressed are
unable to receive prescriptions but greatly desire
the drug’s effects.*

If the vast increase in Prozac use has not caught
the FDA’s attention, then why has the increase in
Ecstasy use caused such alarm? Why can a pill
like Prozac be used to make a person feel better,
if a pill like Ecstasy can not be legally used? The
facts surrounding both Prozac and Ecstasy are in-
conclusive, so why is the distribution and usage of
one favored over the other?

Many hypotheses can be drawn as to why
Prozac has been treated so differently from
Ecstasy. One strong reason stems from the
different manners in which each drug has entered
into American life. Inevitably, much suspicion
will surround any drug that was initially tested
as a brain-washing substance for the government.
An air of infamy would undoubtedly surround
such a drug. The following phase of Ecstasy,
characterized by its association with a few fringe
psychotherapists and homosexuals in the Seventies,
increased skepticism of the drug. Due to the stigma
surrounding mental iliness and homosexuality, the
cynical views about MDMA worsened. Clearly,
MDMA grew up in a negative light. Its use truly
blossomed when it reached the reckless youths of
the American Generation X. Ecstasy supposedly
never entered the lives of the upright, responsible,
mature Americans. Ecstasy was largely seen as
only a drug of the mentally ill, homosexuals and
young ravers.

Unlike Ecstasy, knowledge about Prozac did not
slowly leak out over time. No secrets or uncertainty
surrounded Prozac. It entered American life in full

blast, praised by the medical community, rather
than in a controversial manner like Ecstasy. The
two drugs also varied in the acceptability by the
therapeutic community. In general, Prozac had the
full support from psychiatrists and pharmacologists.
MDMA, on the other hand, was not accepted by
all sectors of the psychiatric treatment community,
most likely because it became available during a
time when drug therapy was not commonly used in
psychological treatment. In addition, according to
Howard Simon of the Partnership for a Drug-Free
America, because the long-term impact of Ecstasy
is unknown, “it makes sense to err on the side of
caution™.’

The scenarios in place today position Prozac in
a psychotherapeutic, controlled environment that
is supported by the psychiatrist-patient community
and the government. In opposition, Ecstasy
is positioned in an unmonitored, stimulating
party atmosphere that is feared by government
authorities and many citizens. Furthermore, the
intended use of Prozac is at regular intervals in
a home environment for the purpose of medical
treatment, whereas, the current intended use of
Ecstasy is mostly at odd hours in a loud dance club
environment for the purpose of having fun. Both
drugs increase feelings of happiness, yet Ecstasy’s
effects are “euphoric” rather than “slightly better
than well,” and Ecstasy’s effects are immediate
rather than gradual 4

However, these effects should not necessarily
be viewed in a negative light. In fact, most Ameri-
cans favor quick fixes over gradual resolutions, but
most Americans also trust their government and
medical authorities. Since these power figures do
not approve of Ecstasy use, neither does the gen-
eral public. It is highly unlikely that Ecstasy will
ever reach Schedule III classification, especially
because an effective, approved drug like Prozac
already exists. If the history of Ecstasy had been
different, I wonder if Ecstasy would be the Prozac
of today.

Since it is impossible to change history, I can
only question today’s situation. The exorbitant lev-
els of Prozac prescriptions, especially for children,
raise much concern. There is a high possibility that
Prozac is being both medically and recreationally
abused. I feel that Prozac’s legal status should not
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automatically guarantee its safety and uncontrolled
freedom of prescription, especially because it has
not been tested to a complete extent. There is a
high possibility that ill effects of long-term Prozac
use may exist, especially because this drug has
only been available for a relatively short period of
time.!® Like Prozac, Ecstasy must also be further
explored. Despite substantial media coverage and
millions of federal dollars spent investigating the
neurotoxic effects of Ecstasy, complete understand-
ing of the medical and cultural impact of this drug
remains indefinite.!! Research using pure, phar-
maceutical grade MDMA on human subjects must
be conducted to reach the truth.

The government and medical authorities do not
seem to want to recognize the potentially harmful
effects of Prozac, a federally-approved drug. They
also do not seem to want to recognize the poten-
tially beneficial effects of Ecstasy, an illegal drug.
The lack of conclusive information on Ecstasy
and Prozac makes it extremely difficult to decide
whether their benefits outweigh their consequences.
[ believe that until definitive answers to my ques-
tions can be concluded, no one, who could benefit
from the psychotherapeutic use of MDMA, should
be denied it. I recommend Ecstasy’s transfer to
Schedule III, despite a likely resulting increase in
use. To this day, the legal/illegal choice has not
been effective. Criminalization has had “little
deterrent effect on the recreational user popula-
tion, while substantially reducing its therapeutic
use”.'* Andrew Tatarsky, a psychologist special-
izing in substance abuse problems, explains that a
“pragmatic approach starts by acknowledging that
people will continue to use these drugs, whether
we like it or not: honest education about risk and
compassionate treatment based on clinical experi-
ence are the best antidotes”.”

All legal and illegal drugs face the potential for
misuse. Restrictions, guidelines and strict monitor-
ing have been instituted to make the use of legal
prescription drugs as safe and effective as possible.
MDMA could enter the legal realm of prescription
drugs, just like Prozac. Research could then be
conducted, enabling mental patients to be treated
with a fast-acting, effective drug. Legislation can
help diminish the recreational problems of Ecstasy
use by decreasing availability and increasing cost.
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However, legislation should not prevent Ecstasy’s
potential therapeutic benefits from being attained.
MDMA is a potent, immediate-acting antidepres-
sant and there is no drug like it available in psy-
chiatry.? Until unbiased, researched information
can undeniably prove that MDMA is unsafe under
all circumstances, especially medical ones, I do
not approve of the DEA’s current classification of
Ecstasy.

Author Biography

Erin Loew, '03, is majoring in German and Com-
munity Health at Tufts University. She would
like to thank her Community Health professors
and her parents for their endless support.

References

| Barnes, Deborah M. “Ecstasy Returns to Schedule 1.”
Science 1 April 1988: 24.

2 Beatty, William. “Prozac Backlash: Overcoming the
Dangers of Prozac, Zoloft, Paxil and other Antidepres
sants with Safe, Effective Alternatives.” Booklist 15
March2000: 1306.

3 Beech et al. “The Lure of Ecstasy” Time International
13 November 2000: 40+,

4 “Better than well: society’s moral confusion over drugs
is neatly illustrated by its differing reactions to Prozac
and Ecstasy.” The Economist 6 April 1996: 87-88.

5 Burgess, 0’Donohoe, Gill. “Agony and Ecstasy: a Re
view of MDMA Effects and Toxicity.” European Psy
chiatry 2000: 287-94.

6 Clark, Thomas W. “Discovering True Feelings of Ec
stasy.” The Boston Globe 10 September 2000: F1.

T Crowley, Mary. “Do Kids Need Prozac?” Newsweek 20
October 1997: 73-4.

8 Dowling, Claudia Glenn. “The Trouble with Ecstasy;
the drug is seductive, controversial, dangerous- and now
illegal.” Life August 1985: 88-92.

9 “Ecstasy counteroffensive begins amid intense media
attention to drug.” Alcoholism and Drug Abuse Weekly
19 February 2001: 1.

10 Gallagher, Winifred. “MDMA. is there ever a justif
able reason for getting high?” Discover August 1986:
34,

I Grob, Charles S. “Deconstructing Ecstasy: the Politics
of MDMA Research.” Addiction Research 2000: 549-
88.

12 Healy, David. “Good Science or Good Business?” The
Hastings Center Report March 2000: 19.




www.tuftscope.org

13 Huffington, Arianna. “Peppermint Prozac: Over
prescribing antidepressants to kids is a form of child
abuse.” U.S. News and World Report 18 August 1997:
28.

14 Rosenbaum, Marsha and Rick Doblin. “Why MDMA
Should Not Have Been Made Illegal.” The Drug Legal-
ization Debate 1991: chapter 6.

IS Rust, Michael. “The Power of Prozac.” Insight on the
News 14 September 1998: 16-17.

16 Schwartz, Richard H. and Norman S. Miller. “Ecstasy
and the Rave: A Review." Pediatrics. Oct 1997:705-8.

17 Slevin, Peter. “U.S. Panel Weighs Tougher Penalties for
‘Ecstasy’.” The Washington Post 20 March 2001: A2.

18 “SSRIs: Prozac and Company — Part I1.” Harvard
Mental Health Letter [HMHL]. Nov 2000:314001

19 Toufexis, Anastasia. “A Crackdown on Ecstasy; the
DEA outlaws the country’s latest pop drug.” Time 10
June 1985: 64.

20 «“USP DI-Volume II, Advice for the Patient: Drug Info in

Lay Language: Fluoxetine.” Annual 2001: 534,

TuftScope

The Interdisciplinary Journal of Health, Ethics, and Policy

Volume 2

October 1, 2002

Number 1

AIDS IN HAITI: TRANSCRIPT FROM
TUFTS UNIVERSITY EPIIC SYMPOSIUM

Paul Farmer, MD

FARMER: I am very grateful to the Tufts com-
munity. It’s good to be back here. 1 just want to
focus on two pressing problems, neither of them
solved of course. And just two of the dozens of
problems facing the destitute and those who are
likely to become the destitute sick. And so I’d like
to just use these examples from infectious disease,
realizing of course that infectious disease is simply
one of many plagues in the world today.

There are the plagues that were mentioned
of substandard housing, no education, no clean
water, inadequate food supplies, no food security.
These are really the underpinnings of what we see
in terms of infectious diseases. The numbers are
surprising to some people. HIV and tuberculosis
are the two leading individual pathogens causing
adult deaths in the world today. And of course one
of them has been around for a long time, and the
other one is new having risen through the ranks
of infectious killers to eclipse tuberculosis as the
world’s leading infectious cause of adult death.
And that has happened all in the space of one
generation. I remember being in medical school
at the time the virus was identified, and to see all
this devastation occur in the space of less than 20
years has been disturbing and revealing. Disturb-
ing for obvious reasons, revealing because HIV

like many other diseases reveals these social fault
lines of poverty, gender inequality, racism, which
although not central to academic inquiry yet need
to be because these are again the social fault lines
that determine the shapes of epidemics in the world
today. I’m not going to spend a lot of time reciting
figures, don’t worry. I will move directly to some
examples. But the scope of the plague I'll discuss
first, HIV is just enormous. And now we're de-
bating whether it’s really 40 million people living
with HIV. I've heard the figure 65 million several
times this past month. The point is it is spreading
rapidly, with the majority of new infections oc-
curring in the most resource poor settings. It says
here, developing world, and there’s really no term
that describes adequately the various components
of the developing world because after all some
of them are in the third world or in the affluent
countries like our own, affluent and inegalitarian.
But there’s no getting around the fact that HIV is
most concentrated among the poor and in places
were poverty and gender inequality and racism
marginalize large groups of people.

And so one of the questions that has been too
little asked and asked too tardily is, how exactly
do social inequalities exacerbate an epidemic like
this? Because I believe that could be the primary

Volume 2 Number 1 « 13



TuftScope: the Interdisciplinary Journal of Health, Ethics, and Policy

cofactor if you will for the advance of HIV. Social
inequalities are the primary cofactors. And the
impact in parts of the world have been profound as
you can see just in looking at AIDS orphans. The
idea that there could be 12 million orphans on a
single continent is really going to be the cause of
enormous suffering and disruption even if every-
thing was improved radically right now. Even if
all new infections were to cease suddenly, we’re
already left with a really cataclysmic problem in
some parts of the world. The impact of HIV on
other existing problems has also been profound.
For example, what has happened to tuberculosis
control in those settings most affected by HIV? In
African countries, even some that are more wealthy
than others like Zimbabwe or South Africa, the
impact of HIV on tuberculosis has really reversed
gains in tuberculosis control in much of the world.
And the finally the most sobering rebuke to opti-
mism is probably the impact on life expectancy and
the reversal again of major public health gains all
in the space of the last generation.

So the big question that comes up at least for
those engaged in direct service is well really what
could be done? And there have been a long series
of debates inside the public health world, those
concerned with HIV, about what should be the
priority interventions. And this debate has been
sometimes fruitful but sometimes not. And some
of you know the sort of polarized version of the
debate right now. And certainly over the last
couple of years has been, do we invest in preven-
tion, or do we invest in treatment of HIV. And I'll
be arguing today that that bipolar opposition is
artificial and probably a big mistake and has sty-
mied to some extent an open and progressive de-
bate about what should be done. Prevention and
treatment are part of a continuum of engagement.
Prevention obviously being our top priority. Avoid-
ing HIV infection, preventing HIV infection pre-
vents all of these long lists of tragedies of that I've
mentioned to you from losing a parent to HIV to
having someone who is not HIV infected but is in
contact with someone else who has tuberculosis.
People who are affected by HIV in all sorts of ways,
not directly by living with the illness itself but also
indirectly through increased risk of tuberculosis,
again increased risk of diarrheal disease. You lose
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your mother in some of the poorest parts of the
world, many of the poorest parts of the world, and
your chance of survival drops very, very signifi-
cantly as a child. So to lose your mother is often
a lethal event for a child without HIV. And then
of course there’s this central problem, is HIV pre-
vention going to be enough as it is currently con-
strued to protect vulnerable populations? 1 think
already we know the answer is no. Current preven-
tion does not include a vaccine, and so it is reliant
upon education which is very effective for some
people who can take the fruits of education and use
them to alter their own lives. But there are lots of
other people who cannot use the fruits of education
to alter their lives. And to use language from social
theory and [ should be shot for doing so, the
agency of poor and marginalized populations is
very restricted. That is, their ability to make
choices is very restricted. So there is a trend inside
HIV prevention where you have basically people
like me exhorting people who live in poverty to
use condoms, avoid risks, say no to this that and
the other thing. Easy for us to say, but not so easy
to implement if you’re struggling for survival and
to feed your children. And we know this lesson,
we know it in our bones. We know it’s not good
enough the methods that we have now, the HIV
prevention methods. We have to keep moving that
agenda forward. We have to continue to educate,
especially adolescents, at the same time we also
have to be realistic about who is going to benefit
from these interventions, and who is less likely to
benefit. And that’s a very important debate that is
just now happening I would say in the interna-
tional HIV community. It’s really the last couple
of years that people have been honest about saying,
well you know the methods that we have so far are
really just not good enough. And then there is
another problem which is that an exclusive focus
on prevention let’s say, does ignore an ever grow-
ing number of people who are living with HIV. We
had a panel in central Haiti, Gender Inequality,
Poverty and HIV, and one of the panelists got up
and said, | ardently support HIV prevention but I
already have HIV, and so how do I fit in? And this
was in the mid-90s when we were just starting to
see the impact, and | mean just starting, at the very
cusp and the impact of some of the new therapeu-
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tic advances in HIV care. The impact of these
advances was even more profound than we sus-
pected. People who have access to these medica-
tions are much less likely to be in the hospital and
of course to die. And this has been seen not just
in the United States but also in Brazil and in a lot
of European countries and in some parts of Asia.
So for our group, Partners in Health, and I'm actu-
ally not the executive director anymore, I was the
founding director, but for same group of people
working together, an ever enlarging group of
people working together, this was a very troubling
issue for us back in 1995 and 1996 because we
started to see this and we knew that we would be
challenged as a social justice organization to act
on this bit of data. And we looked for leadership,
and again I hope it’s OK for me to use this word
leadership, when we looked for leadership on this
issue it was very hard to find. Because the question
was well what do we do now that we, A, know
these medicines could help many people living
with HIV, and B, also live and work in settings of
enormous poverty, and we know that these medi-
cines are costly. I'm sure that it’ll be central to our
discussions here today. So that was our big chal-
lenge, and I'll show you what we did do. And now
of course when you look at something retrospec-
tively you kind of neaten it up, but it wasn’t expe-
rienced by me personally or by my coworkers in
Haiti as a neat and clear strategy, we were simply
trying to do a good and equitable job in taking into
account all these new discoveries. So what we did
in surveying the situation and by the way, HART
means highly active retroviral therapy, basically
the cocktails, the antiretroviral agents that have
revolutionized care in some parts of the world.
Well first of all we found two major roadblocks
everywhere we went. And also an almost defeatist
attitude about the roadblocks I would say, not so
much among patients and activists but among
experts. And some of whom were convinced and
are still convinced, and I respect this opinion, that
these roadblocks could not be avoided, could not
be overcome. One of them was lack of infrastruc-
ture. That is, the HIV was causing the most trouble
in those areas without infrastructure which is very
true. And the second was the cost of the drugs.
Just to give you some numbers and these change

rapidly now, early on in this debate it was felt that
more than $10,000 per patient per year without lab
tests was going to be the expenditure on these new
medications. Now there could have ensued and
there did ensue in certain circles a very brisk debate
about these two issues from early on. The first
debate would have been, OK, if we don’t have
infrastructure how do we build infrastructure in
those places that need it most, and the second was
if the drugs are too expensive how do we lower the
cost of the drugs and how do we have some strat-
egy for making sure that the drugs go to populations
who need them most. And I would argue that that
debate did not happen until very recently on a
global level. Haiti is as you know, I shouldn’t say
the poorest country but the most impoverished to
quote a friend of mine, a Haitian with whom I spoke
last Friday. The difference between poorest and
impoverished is that the word impoverish reminds
you that this is a historical process. It takes time
and I would say to some extent ill will to create
and sustain poverty. It’s not the natural condition
of humans in the modern world [ would argue. And
I’'m going to show you how in one area it did hap-
pen. And no matter how you look at these figures,
you can just see these are terrible public health
indices. This of course reminds us that we need to
be concerned with setting priorities. And again
that’s another area where you can suddenly find
yourself in a debate where it’s regarded as irrele-
vant. The impact that these medications could have
when there are so many needs unanswered in
Haiti. So our group again was faced with a difficult
problem. We knew that we wanted to work in all
the public health conventional arenas, and we have
been, which is of course vaccination, oral rehydra-
tion, salts, improving living conditions, access to
decent nutrition. And we had to struggle as a group,
as a small group, to not go into this either/or situ-
ation where we said well we could only do this,
we could only treat HIV if we shortchange other
efforts. We have tried to avoid that logic and I’ll
show you what we did in Haiti. First of all, back
to the question of creating poverty over time.
[slide] This is the valley, I’'m actually heading back
there tonight. This is the valley where we’ve been
working since 1983. But this is not a natural body
of water, it’s a reservoir from a hydroelectric dam,
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and it’s not unimportant to the local people there
who lost their land to the hydroelectric dam, it’s
not unimportant that this was a dam signed into
existence in Washington, D.C. It was, when it was
completed one of the tallest buttress dams in the
world, and the amazing thing for me as a graduate
student working there and as a medical student,
was to hear the stories told by people living there
how they lost their land on the day the water rose.
And the first day I heard that I thought it must be
exaggerating poetic license, but in fact there re-
ally was no resettlement plan and many people fled
the valley when it was flooded. I mean literally on
the day it was flooded. And so they went up into
hills and they live in conditions that they refer to
as indecent poverty. [slide] And this to quote a
Haitian expression, this is a house that can fool the
sun but not the rain, It has a dirt floor, in the rainy
season, a mud floor, and thatch roof and is re-
garded as completely unacceptable by the millions
who live in these conditions and globally by the
hundreds of millions who live this way. Believe
me they also know what Nike footwear is, they
also know that there is, they know through radio
and other things what the rest of, how the other
half lives. And just as they do on that one side of
the tracks in Mission Hill [Boston] know just what
it’s like on the other side, so too it is globally that
these inequalities are experienced in a new and
more pressing way by those living in such destitu-
tion. And so we ended up building a clinic in the
middle of this squatter settlement and as you might
imagine we were overwhelmed and are over-
whelmed by just the demand for provision of
services. And this was all spelled out for me in
sort of a warning by one of my Haitian coworkers.
He said, well go ahead and ask the villagers what
they want, if you want to do that. But they’re all
going to tell you they want a hospital. They’re not
going to say we want vaccines, oral rehydration
salts in a health post. They’re going to say we want
a hospital. And sure enough they did. They said,
we’re already sick, we need a hospital. Well we
built a hospital and I make it sound like it was easy,
it was very difficult as you might imagine. And it
involved collaboration of people, not just within
Haiti but throughout the States and we even had
some small amount of support from Europe as well.
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This was all private funding through Partners in
Health by and large. Or through church groups,
progressive foundations, individual donations.
And at the same time that we were doing the pub-
lic health work we were also seeing the first impact
of HIV in this area. First case of HIV in the central
plateau of Haiti, 1986, someone from that area. So
again significantly later than then urban epidemic
which was very tightly tied to the American epi-
demic, and as time went by we introduced the first
serologies, the basic HIV tests in the area and be-
gan intensive prevention efforts, meaning we de-
veloped culturally appropriate videos, handbooks,
talks throughout the region, in schools, in church-
es, making condoms available, etcetera. So we did
that part of the work and continue to do it, but the
impact on the epidemic was difficult to discern.
And so when in 1995 AZT was shown to block
transmission of HIV from mother to child we went
through this again painful process of deciding
whether or not we would buy this expensive drug
and put it on the formulary of the hospital, which
we did. And something very interesting happened.
In the women’s health clinic, in the prenatal clinic,
there was suddenly a great deal of interest in test-
ing for HIV. Again it makes sense in retrospect,
introducing a new therapeutic actually helped our
prevention efforts because it gave people a reason
to want to be tested, in this case during pregnancy,
and a lot of interesting testing ensued. Of course,
suddenly we had lots of negative HIV tests because
most of the women who were tested were not HIV
infected, and that was a chance for us to continue
to push prevention and counseling in prevention
in a very new way. So in 1997 we followed U.S.
guidelines. Again we couldn’t find a lot of leader-
ship in the international public health community,
because we went to the international public health
gurus and said what do we do around post exposure
prophylaxis for victims of rape? Because we saw
our first cases of rape in 1992. It was a long story,
I won’t go into it but that doesn’t mean there wasn’t
a lot of rape before but that it hadn’t come to our
attention until then. And so we said, well what are
we going to do in these cases? And also we had
as does every healthcare facility professional in-
jury, that is needlestick accidents, accidents in the
operating room, etcetera. So we introduced a three
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drug regimen for people who are victims of rape
or professional injury. And then in 1998 still with-
out much in the way of leadership from the inter-
national community, what do you do in these
poorest of settings with these new medicines? We
started expanding our antiretroviral therapy in
patients with HIV, with AIDS, who weren’t re-
sponding to other ministrations; for example, to
inexpensive antibiotics, to treatments to control
diarrhea, etcetera. And we called it DOTHART
because we were using directly observed therapy,
that is we were having community health workers
deliver the medicines just as we did with tubercu-
losis but using a different set of drugs, in this case
antiretrovirals. And we now have about a little
over 120 patients who are receiving this and some
very interesting things ensued again. First of all,
the reason we used TB infrastructure is because
we couldn’t get funding to build new infrastructure.
So it wasn’t out of some shrewd planning or bril-
liance on our part, we just didn’t have any money.
We were getting turned down and still are getting
turned down by the way for this project, and so we
had some interest from donors, guess who, from
patients and students in the United States. Patients
with HIV here who were saving unexpired medica-
tions, and this is a called a recycling project, and
some students here that really gave us a boost. We
knew that we had to rely on buying the basic drugs,
and we did at some cost. But we also had some,
at least some cheerleading from patients here and
from students here and that helped a lot. But the
reason we used this infrastructure is because it’s
the one we had and we didn’t have money for new
staff. So we called them accompagnateur, which
really isn’t a Haitian word, it’s a French word, but
it went well in Haiti, and it sort of got taken up.
And one of the surprising discoveries was that the
accompagnateur really provided something very
special to the patients. And that was solidarity,
again almost nothing written on that in the medical
literature, public literature. But it seemed to me
that that would be the only word that could describe
what was happening. We require that the accom-
pagnateur go to the patient’s house once a day, not
twice a day even for those that are usually twice a
day regimens. And we find accompagnateurs who
were going to visit the patients five times a day,

and sitting down and making coffee for the patients
or spending times babysitting their children. And
again this was a natural process that we saw and
see emerging even now. And the impact on the
patients of the meds was profound. I’'m just going
to give you some examples to speed this up a bit.
On patients who we have tested with first [world?]
type diagnostics which is viral load, the impact of
this program has been very profound with 86% of
those tested having no detectable virus in the pe-
ripheral blood. I would add that this is signifi-
cantly better than many U.S. programs, probably
most U.S. programs. In one study in Atlanta of a
very good project, very good infrastructure, about
half, we have about twice the rate of suppression
that was registered there. And there were many
other things that were surprising to us. One was
the good impact on staff morale. So what do you
think it’s like to be a doctor or nurse with a large
cohort. We have 1500 patients with HIV. What
do you think it’s like to be a provider, social
worker, nurse, community health worker, and say
I’m sorry, these medicines are too expensive for
you even though you’re right, they are causing very
reduced rates of death in the first world or among
the privileged in your country, you’re too poor for
this treatment. That’s very demoralizing. Of
course that’s not the language that doctors and
nurses and social workers use, but the message was
really tantamount to you’re too poor to treat. And
a number of patients said that, what theyre telling
us is that we’re too poor to treat. Get back to the
patients’ message. So how big a project is this, is
it as small as it looks? Well probably not because
the big question is what fraction of patients with
HIV actually need antiretroviral therapy? And it
isn’t the majority I would argue. In the United
States it’s true that a lot of patients are not on
therapy, but a lot of patients don’t need these drugs
yet, it’s really going to be the subject again of much
debate. What fraction of the patients will most
benefit from the drugs and have the least in the way
of adverse affects? And my own guess is that the
proportion will creep down, maybe not down to 10
or 15% which is where we are but down below
50%. And this is just speculation as a provider. So
we don’t think we’re that far off from providing
universal coverage to a population in which 5% of
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all adults are infected with HIV. We’re getting
there, even with very limited resources. So we
argue that this is a compelling method of delivering
antiretroviral therapy for several reasons. One of
them, and this is the one that’s brought up most
often in international public health, is the preven-
tion of acquired resistance to the drugs. That is, if
someone’s getting directly observed therapy
they’re not usually missing doses, and even making
sure that once a day is observed seems to have a
very profound impact on the impact of the drugs.
And also as you can see it’s inexpensive if the
deliverers of care are community health workers.
You can’t have, or expect in a place with no physi-
cians or nurses, to have physicians and nurses
delivering this care. And that’s another long-term
struggle, is equity of access to physicians and
nurses. In the short run, however, it’s only com-
munity health workers who really fill this gap in
our view. And of course this also prevents the sale
of these drugs on the black market. Another very
compelling part of this is what do the patients say?
And I'll just add here as | often do that the patients
we work with have asked me repeatedly, please
use our names, our faces and our words whenever
you can in your speaking, ‘cause we can’t go to
Tufts, we can’t go out of the, actually we tried to
have one of the patients come to a conference last
fall and he was turned down for a visa to enter the
United States.

Anyway, let me close by turning back to tu-
berculosis, but as I do so I would say right here
you have I think where we are now in this global
struggle for leadership really on responding to a
new problem. With the right kind of support from
the international bigwigs with whom we work and
we were just on the phone on the way over here
with U.N. Aides, someone from U.N. Aides who
strongly supports the idea that Haiti, the poor-
est country in the hemisphere, he’s from Brazil,
strongly supports the idea that Haiti should have
access to this global fund, and you guys have heard
about the global fund which could make a lot of
money available not just for AIDS but for tubercu-
losis and malaria. Well to do that you have to have
some sort of network where you don’t exclude the
public health leaders of that country. And I can’t
be here and not mention that again we have an aid
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embargo on Haiti which is right now the freezing of
aid to the poorest country in the hemisphere on the
grounds of some political dispute. This is frozen
really by the United States, by the State Depart-
ment, and this is causing enormous problems for
work like ours which is really not political work,
which is public health care, but we’re just as af-
fected as you might imagine as the Ministry of
Health, because we work closely with the Ministry
of Health, where they are the people responsible
for the health of the Haitian people. An image that
will trouble you, this is from the Pan American
Health Organization, in what country is the cost
highest, well in the poorest country. Again these
are clearly not rational responses to a new epidemic
of this support. An access to drugs remains the
big challenge along with building human infra-
structure, because what I’ve described to you is
human infrastructure, community health workers,
not building new hospitals and labs and doing viral
loads and CD4 counts in Haiti, but making sure
that the drugs are used wisely. Now, we have an
experience with tuberculosis which I'll show you,
and it started with what I’ve called the transnational
case, that is a case of someone who was working in
Peru, an American who became sick, came back to
a teaching hospital at Harvard and was diagnosed
and died from multi-drug resistant tuberculosis. If
you look at Massachusetts TB cases, in the 2000
data, 72% of all cases in this state are diagnosed in
the foreign born, so it’s not, it shouldn’t be unusual
to hear the expression transnational case because
most cases here are transnational. Same thing
in Western Europe. Low risks in one part of the
world, high risks in the other, in the era of global-
ization. Assuming that these will not impact each
other profoundly is an error. So as time goes by
and HIV incidence drops in affluent settings and it
rises in others, most HIV cases will be transnational
as well. So there are general messages from this.
And looking in the literature we could find lots of
cases like this, that originated in Peru and were
diagnosed, this is not HIV but multi-drug resistant
tuberculosis, and diagnosed in affluent and low
incidence settings in Europe. So what happens if
you do transnational case finding and you go to
the place where this case originated, this case at a
Harvard teaching hospital. We met people like this
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woman who dying in a public hospital of multi-
drug resistant tuberculosis. Now you know this
is an airborne disease, it’s not like HIV. So here
with this illness the question of double standards
is posed even more poignantly. Double standards
for the rich and the poor. And let me just show
you how this is the first sweep through these areas
of northern Lima. We found and confirm literally
hundreds of cases of active untreated pulmonary
multi-drug resistant tuberculosis. Imagine what
this means inside the families. Now what do you
do? Well again, from the World Health Organiza-
tion it says DOTS is our only hope basically. What
is DOTS, directly observed therapy. S means short
course chemotherapy for tuberculosis, that’s based
on two drugs, they happen to be named Isoniazid
and rifampin. And to what two drugs is every
multi-drug resistant strain by definition resistant?
The same two drugs. So giving people with MDR
TB the short course chemotherapy doesn’t work,
and we have proof of that. And so once asked the
question, well, here this is a map, also from the
World Health Organization, it says Epidemiologi-
cal Forecast, and if you see it’s raining multi-drug
resistant tuberculosis on Colombia, see the little
storm clouds. In Peru it says TB is being defeating
by a model DOTS.

Something else is going on here and that is ag-
gressively pushing forward a very sound strategy
for some places, but what happens when you give
people with documented multi-drug resistant TB
short course chemotherapy, well basically they
don't get better. It won’t surprise them, I was
going to say | don’t think it would really surprise
anybody, whether you’re a clinician or not. Now
here’s the real reason, and this is where we need
to go I think with our debate today, and this is
the real reason that, this is again from the World
Health Organization, it says it’s just too expensive
to do this, and it draws attention away from the
main tasks at hand. Now how many times have
you heard a very similar statement about HIV? If
we put energies and resources in treating people
with HIV we are going to shortchange prevention.
We're going to shortchange what we need to be
doing to save the most lives. Now, this is our
dilemma or our times, of the modern world, the
global era, whatever you’d like to call it. Having

double standards for rich and poor people or na-
tions is going to become increasingly problematic,
it already is problematic, of course, as I've showed
you with these two examples. But there are some
things that can be done. For example organizing
accompagnateurs again. These are community
health workers this time in Peru, to deliver the care
in the patients” homes. These are young people,
unemployed, from the same neighborhood, and
could they do a good job delivering the services?
You bet they could. It began in 1996, this is one of
the accompagnateurs, and that’s by the way what
someone with untreated tuberculosis looks like,
like a specter. But the cure rate, again hats off to
the community health workers using very strin-
gent criteria is over 80%. And this is supposedly
untreatable patients with an untreatable disease.
But what about the drugs? Well that was the crux.
What do we call this first of all? We couldn’t call
it tropical DOTS because it was taken by a candy,
so we called this DOTS Plus and we tried to make,
to mend, to patch up any arguments with the World
Health Organization and the Global International
Health authorities and said, look let’s work together
to see if we can have a sensible way to dropping
drug prices. And that’s where we are today with
HIV drugs. With the World Health Organization,
Medicins en Frontiers, and other countries really af-
fected by this disease we formed something called
the Green Light Committee sitting in the World
Health Organization which evaluated projects as to
whether or not they could use the so-called second
line drugs and then dispersed the drugs, sold the
drugs basically at a reduced price, and again this
is working with the pharmaceutical industry and
generic manufacturers as well, not just generics but
also big pharma, and look at the percent decline
in prices over just one year. That’s a decline in
a prices with an increase in control. And that’s
of course what you want. You want to increase
control over the drugs and not have them available
willy nilly in the market. You can go into a rural
market in Haiti and see people selling ampicillin,
and we don’t want that to happen with TB drugs.
We don’t want that to happen with HIV drugs, but
there is a way to move this forward. And as you
can see I've tried to show that there are a set of
very similar barriers and also concerns around these
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two diseases which again are very major players in
international health. And taking on these dilem-
mas and concerns aggressively and say, we need
to find a solution to this problem and not merely to
say it’s really too complicated, too expensive, not
feasible in the areas most affected. That’s going
to be I think the challenge for international health
and for people interested in the health of the poor
basically. This is an equity issue as it has been
for a long time. I think this is where we’re going:
And it’s a very strange place, the modern world,
because we have more and more tools that can
really alter the course of these diseases that we’re
describing. Either they can prevent them or alter
the course. And yet we don’t have an equity plan
as a global society. We don’t have a plan that says,
how can we use the fruits of science in an equitable
manner so that those who need these interventions
most will have untrammeled access to them? And

without a plan, and this is probably true, certainly
not just true for infectious diseases but all the ma-
jor developments in medicine, but many in public
health and engineering as well. Without an equity
plan we’re stuck with a growing outcome gap. And
people who are Luddites who don’t want to de-
velop new technologies, they’ll say, well you see
we can’t develop all these new technologies, let’s
just stop. But we would not say that because these
new technologies can have a profound impact in
populations living in poverty as well if there’s an
equity plan. Well I look forward to discussing with
you the equity plan, and I thank you very much for
honoring me with this award. Thank you.

[END OF TAPE]

A.D.S. - Alice Darling Secretarial Services
144 Mt. Auburn St., Cambridge 617-876-8750
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Correspondance
The Ethics of... Food?

Sarah Hatoum

The term “genetically modified,” to most people,
might bring up Technicolor Spiderman-type images
of DNA strands replacing one another and solemn
white-jacketed scientists injecting strange substances
into hapless creatures. Try and mix those images with
dinner and the idea seems intuitively wrong. This is
a recurrent problem concerning the public perception
of genetically modified foods, in that many do not un-
derstand what goes on behind the “scary” terms. This
general discomfort for genetically modified organisms
(GMO), even among those who are informed, make
most companies hesitant to claim that they use modified
ingredients. There is yet to be concrete evidence against
the consumption of GMO, yet does this allow for the
fact that we do not know that we are eating it?

The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) orders
that all food products to be released into the market
have a basic nutritional label. Yet, it claims that there is
no need to label whether or not foods have genetically
modified ingredients since they have not been proven
to be harmful, despite many educated claims that we do
not know this for sure. Still, the FDA seems to consider
the right to know what the daily percentage of vitamin C
is in cereal to be more important than whether the corn
ingredient in it is from a plant containing a bacterial
gene making it resistant to insects. I think that geneti-
cally modified crops, which can be designed to have
much higher yields, have the potential to be a savior of
starving and diseased populations all over the world,
but it seems that taking away a basic right to know what
you are eating is unfair to all those who feel uncomfort-
able about the idea. The typical American consumer
would probably be surprised to learn that he has almost
definitely already been exposed to genetically modified
foods in one form or another. In fact, more than 50% of
foods on the shelves of grocery stores across the nation
have genetically modified ingredients', yet they are all
completely undifferentiable from ingredients with non-
altered foods. Taco Bell taco shells sold in supermarkets
used to contain a genetically modified corn ingredient
called StarLink that was unapproved by the FDA for
usage in food because it has been linked to being a pos-
sible human allergen.? Although upon this discovery
all the products were recalled, it makes many wonder
what else is out there.

Recently the question of whether or not we want
to be eating foods that were constructed and fashioned
by researchers is in the forefront. Farmers and breeders
across the nation are adamant about making use of the
science behind Dolly, the ewe cloned in Scotland.
Already there are approximately 100 cloned cows in
America, and farmers see them as an enormous benefit
to the industry. Each, though, costs a huge amount of
money to produce, and now that some clones are starting
to produce milk, their owners are becoming all the more
insistent to make the investment worthwhile.’ The only
thing preventing them from doing so is an informal
request from the FDA that states that more research
needs to be put into the issue.

Still, not all are so worried. A National Academy
of Science panel claims not to be worried and calls the
food safety concerns “overblown” and complications
to be unlikely®. Many of these experts say this is a no
risk situation since a clone is “just a normal animal.”
Japan is expected to lift the ban on cloned animal
products as scientists in Japan have agreed that there
is no difference between a clone and a “normal”
animal. Even the Catholic Church is putting its support
behind continuing this field, as Bishop Elio Sgreccia,
Vatican Director of Bioethics and Vice-President of the
Pontifical Academy of Life (PAL) has pointed out the
potential benefits of genetic modification as whole to
humanity. That does seem to be the case as a great deal
of research and money has even gone into producing
pharmaceuticals in milk.*

Despite this lack of concern about the safety of these
products, should we still demand that all containers
with milk from clones be marked? Will a marking on a
meat packet from a cow that was created in a laboratory
unfairly effect what is potentially a great market? Yet
don’t we still have the right to know, regardless?

Despite worries and calls for more research, es-
timates are that clone cow byproducts will be in the
market place by 2003, with pig products not far behind.
The question is whether the public will accept this, and
maybe more to the issue, whether the public will know
or will they consume these products as easily and as
unsuspectingly as they did with the genetically modi-
fired foods currently found in their pantries? “

Many countries have taken decisive stances in favor
of the labeling and tracing of genetically modified foods,
especially those in the European Union who have been
practicing this since 1997 and who, this July, passed a
proposal to even further regulate GMO. America has
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yet to do so, and in fact has been known to criticize the
EU for their firm stance on the issue by claiming that
economically, the idea is a bad one, since the consumer
will have to deal with the additional costs of tracking
and labeling. Still, the fact that a survey conducted by
ABC news in June 13-17, 2001 claiming that 93% of
those polled were in favor of labeling illustrates how
in favor the American public is of putting health before
wallet. Pressure on the U.S. government is now well on
its way. Oregon is at the forefront of this campaign with
an initiative claiming a mission “to create a national
grassroots consumer campaign for the purpose of lob-
bying Congress and the President to pass legislation that
will require the labeling of genetically engineered food
in the United States.” Registered voters in Oregon will
decide what their stance is on this issue on November
5, 2002. This will most definitely not be an issue kept
in Oregon, as California has already shown an interest
in following suite. The rest of the country is no doubt
going to be affected by this controversy, with every-
one having to make a decision pretty soon, because it
doesn’t seem like it will take too long before the ballot
is in front of each of us.

! pence, Gregory E. “The Ethics of Food.” Lanham: Rowman and
Littlefield, 2002.
2 Burros, Marian, “Labeling Foods With Designer Genes.” The

New York Times 3 Jan. 2001.

Gillis, Justin. “Cloned Food Products Near Reality: ltems Could
Reach Shelves by 2003.” The Washington Post 16 Sept. 2002:
A0l

4 Pollack, Andrew. “Biotechnology Venture Hits Unexpected
Snags.” The New York Times 23 Nov. 2001.

In the News

Bush Proposes Cuts in Medicare Payments

The Bush Administration is proposing deep
cuts in Medicare payments for drugs and medical
devices. For example, the reimbursement rate for
the procedure to insert a battery-operated pacemaker
would be cut from $29,360 to $12,102, or 59%. Patient
advocates have joined providers in opposing the cuts,
which they say will reduce access to needed medical
services. “Hospitals will not be able to continue pro-
viding chemotherapy at the proposed rates. Patients
will have less access to care,” said Dr. Edward Braud,
president of the Association of Community Cancer
Centers. Government health officials contend that
the new rates are based on actual claims submitted by
hospitals, but a spokesman for the Advanced Medical
Technology Association says hospitals tend to under-
report the price of high-tech services.
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Democrats Push Generic Drug Bill

After failing to reach a compromise with Senate
Republicans on a Medicare prescription drug benefit,
Democrats are attempting to force through the House
a bill that would provide greater access to generic
drugs. The bill closes some of the loopholes that al-
low brand name pharmaceutical companies to keep their
patents longer. Brand name drugs are more expensive
than generic drugs, and the costs of prescriptions has
been a rising complaint among senior citizens. The
Senate has already passed the legislation.

Americans Fear West Nile Virus

Fear of contracting the West Nile Virus has only
become prevalent throughout the US within the last
few years. Originally transmitted by mosquitoes, West
Nile Virus can cause encephalitis and meningitis, as
well as mimic the type of paralysis caused by polio.
The war against this virus has been targeted at killing
the mosquitoes where they live with insecticide. In
addition, workers in the US and other countries are
infusing ponds with a bacterium that enters the bodies
of mosquito larvae, destroying their stomachs.

For most people, West Nile poses little danger. In
areas in which the virus is present, fewer than 1% of
mosquitoes carry it, and of those bitten, fewer than 1%
will become seriously ill. According to epidemiologists,
about | in 150 infected individuals develop encephalitis
or meningitis, with the elderly and those with compro-
mised immune systems at higher risk.

Although the odds of contracting West Nile Virus
through a mosquito bite may be slim, a small percentage
of the nation’s blood supply may also be contaminated
with the virus, increasing the risk of becoming ill with
this potentially fatal disease. Several cases of the virus
have been detected in patients who have recently had
blood transfusions, and researchers are currently testing
if the virus can in fact be transmitted in this manner.

Federal health officials are nearly certain that
the West Nile virus can be and has been transmitted
through blood transfusions. In order to decrease the risk
of contracting the virus from the nation’s blood supply,
officials are thus hastening efforts to develop tests to
detect if the virus is present in given blood samples.

This new threat also places a burden on physicians’
decision making with regard to patients who may need
blood transfusions, as well as whose blood is used in
minor surgery. Although clinicians have been increas-
ingly critical about how much blood is used, they may
feel even more pressured to use blood only in dire cases.
Patients facing elective surgery might also consider do-
nating their own blood in advance.
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From the Editors

How does one happen to learn about bioethics?
Bridging several academic and professional disciplines,
bioethics boasts its importance in all lives. Yet, one
must think critically about how people become involved
in the process. So often at conferences or meetings,
we hear of a need for public education, or for public ex-
pression about issues confronting us. Yet, if people do
not know the science or the philosophical background,
how can they be expected to constructively contribute?
Most commonly, community groups and organizations
use proxies. However, the majority of their constituents
likely remain in the dark.

students with regard to major contemporary bioethical
issues, and thus created a survey course that maximized
exposure while allowing development of skills. At the
end of the term, students are expected to have a solid
understanding of policymaking pertaining to science,
as well as a toolbox of skills that they can apply to any
interdisciplinary topic in bioethics.

While currently awaiting feedback by evaluative
methods, we have some insights to offer vis a vis cur-
riculum implementation. On written faculty feedback,
students reacted positively to various media (video,
PowerPoint, Internet) as well as various pedagogical
methods in contrast to either straight lecture or free

We have adopted partsl
of a model called “Educa-
tion for Active Citizenship’
developed by the Tufts
University College of Citi-
zenship & Public Service,
for the development of a

: Xenotransplantation
seminar on contemporaryj Stem Cells
bioethical issues, leader- Hype & The Media

ship strategies, and con-
nections to public policy
At the core of this mode
is an intuitive way fo
students to learn more tha
the basic science or basi

Class Topics: Our Model

Introduction to Ethics and Policy Making
Genetically Modified Organisms/Foods
Genomics and the Human Genome Project
Two Bioethical Case Studies: Gene Therapy &

Domesic Bioethics Policy

Bioterrorism and Science Policy after 9/11
Cross-Cultural Bioethics

AIDS & National and International Health Policy
The future of medicine and healthcare

discussion. One concern
that we are currently testing
and exploring is the students’
retention of basic scientific
knowledge, which prefaces
each class topic. As a survey
course, scientific specializa-
tion is not among our goals;
however, the lack of depth
into the details of each bio-
ethical argument may hinder
precision in either discussion
or application.

Through this seminar,
we are giving our students
bioethical exposure and a

philosophical argumentd
for or against technology. Often, these issues are too
complex to “choose a side.” Ethical, religious and
cultural, and political perspectives all contribute to al-
location of funds and the passage of regulations. In this
mode of education, students are exposed to fundamental
science as well as how they can overcome problems by
focusing their energy on policy creation. Additionally,
all students contribute to an overall citizenship project
as part of their grade. Our ultimate goal rests with the
students’ understanding of how bioethical issues arise,
and their translation of that knowledge into careers such
as biologists, policy makers, lawyers, or physicians.
In designing a curriculum, we brainstormed the
major bioethical controversies of the present day, and
then made connections between them and general
policymaking, active citizenship, problem solving,
and leadership. The target audience of this class was
not upperclassmen with previous natural or political sci-
ence knowledge, but first-year undergraduates. Thus,
everyone was primarily even in regards to science
and policy backgrounds. In constructing this course,
we realized the relative inexperience of many of the

repertoire of thinking tools,
which they normally would not obtain until possibly
professional experience demands it. By sharing this
information with our students now, we hope that we
are creating more active citizens for the future, and a
group of people who can spread the knowledge to oth-
ers. Meanwhile, we are gaining perspective into the
education of people on bioethics, a goal that bioethicists
commonly share. To educate, one must expose a topic,
integrate previous beliefs with new knowledge, per-
sonalize the issues, and inspire commitment to action.
While it may be difficult to create a mass-education plan
for society as a whole, we are satisfied with this model
of education, believing that it will inspire our students
to educate others.

Brad Crotty Kate McGinigle
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