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DR. JONATHAN MORENO: (In progress) — so welcomenfially to the Center
for American Progress and to our science progaass My name is Jonathan Moreno.
I’'m a professor at the University of Pennsylvariagenior fellow and editor-in-chief of
Science ProgressYou're not going to hear much from me today, ahhis probably a
blessed thing.

Our goal is this effort is to put science back loa public agenda and to convey
the same kind of excitement and enthusiasm abaricethat you have, and in
particular it's important for the future of the edty. I'm a father of two more or less
grown children and what happens to the countripénrtext 30, 40, or 50 years is going to
be of decreasing personal significance to me, bumereasing importance to them and to
their children.

In the 2£' century we have a view at CAP that science isoptibnal for a
prosperous and powerful and important country. uAdred years from now, people will
look back at what we do — partly what we do in tleism in this place — and ask
themselves if we met the challenge of the futursadnce and the sense that science has
not gotten its due, which is not characteristithef history of the country.

So that’s all | want to say. I'll come back alétbit later and thank a lot of
people. This could not happen without tremenddigsteand | particularly want to thank
John Podesta, president of CAP, and the CAP budra saw the importance of this
effort from the very beginning and saw that it'alhg an important and novel thing for us
to do.

So John Podesta will introduce our keynote.
(Applause.)

MR. JOHN PODESTA: Let me start by thanking JonathBoreno for having led
this effort really from the beginning and it wasve'll hear, | think, a little bit more from
him later today. But | want to thank you all foining on this exciting occasion the
launch of a print version of our new journal@gience ProgressAs some of you know,
the — and I'm going to say a little bit more — #lectronic version has been up for a little
while.

I’'m going to introduce Neal Lane and he could fggtiat when | say that this is
an exciting occasion — particularly for me. Fogall, it's the first science fair we've had
at the Center for American Progress and | thanletteaits staff for pulling that off.
That's probably not the usual fare at a think-taAkd second is that, as | was about to
say, Neal's going to testify that I'm a sciencelgaad so he knows that this is
particularly meaningful for me.

When the Center first launch&tience Progredsist October, we — as Jonathan
mentioned, we wanted to improve the understandirsgience and technology amongst



policymakers to further the common good. As a welgazine, scienceprogress.org had
almost 30,000 unique visitors in its first montldars nearly doubled in that in six
months and | think we’re getting more traffic evelay. | think that's due to the fact that
people recognize that science is the stuff of megr The Center for American Progress
responded with the goal of generating new idealsuilol capacity, to shape the national
dialogue, influence the media and policymakers cange of policy issues. And in that
vein, our policy experts cover quite a wide ranfessue areas and often work across
disciplines that tackle complex and interrelateobjgms.

This year, we're really kind of focused becaudenk the nation is really focused
on four big challenges that the country faces. @mEonomic mobility at a time when
we see growing disparity between the wealthy aedgtior in this country. Second is
universal health coverage and how we’re going tmect up and improve and make
more cost-effective and cover everyone with affbtedaquality health coverage in this
country.

Third, which | spent a lot of my time in particulan, which is the energy
challenge we face from climate change and our &ddito oil. | think it's perhaps one
of the biggest challenges that the country facesydve from a high-carbon economy to
a low-carbon economy in a very rapid order andnaistrial scale that probably
challenges the way we think about the capacityoeeghment to really move change in
this country, but it's something we — that’s viyailinportant to our own security and the
security of billions of people around the worldndAfinally, building that platform for
sustainable security that deals with both the ehgks that we face here at home as well
as abroad.

Those are tough challenges that are going to reqw ideas and innovative
solutions. Hopefully, we’ve been able to put sahthose out to date. The good news
is that science and technology have the potemtiatitiress all of those specific issue
areas. And, you know, we're working and drawingoaoin expertise in the science arena
across, again, that whole range of issues.

Our commitment to examining current issues in sm@eand technology, both
practical and ethical, springs from our commitmenprogressive change. Our first print
edition ofScience Progresand its sister online publication are charged witBuring
that the best and most pragmatic solutions areepted to the public, but that we thought
them through — we thought of consequences — amdttii@ag to have a healthy debate
and promote the best of the best in constant di@wegth policymakers and in state
houses and university campuses around the countheimedia. As | said, we're
engaged in great policy debate right now and irctirgext of our national election.

With that being said, | want to congratulate myl@&agues Jonathan Moreno, Ed
Paisley, Andrew Pratt for making today’s event gaesfor the tremendous work getting
the project off the ground. We're also joined dYichear later from Kit Batten who is
our resident environmental and energy scientisgiwrstaff and who's really had a major
commitment to this. For Chris Moody (ph), Mike Rwegta, Shannon Ryan, and Sam
Berger is here, | think, who really helped get gtarted, who has now just finished his



first year at Yale Law School, but he’s back fog thmerican Constitution Society
convention. | saw him there earlier this mornitde said he would be here.

And it's really a great, great, great privilegeattnounce — you’ll hear from him
later — that we’ve been able to, | think as a testulhis commitment, attract really one of
the great science writers in the country, Rick Wdéiem theWashington Posivho’s
going to be joining us here as a senior fellowhat€enter for American Progress, and
we’re really, really excited about that.

So now, I'd like to turn the mike over to Dr. Néane, a lifelong scientist and
educator. Let me tell you a bit about him. Drneas the leading authority on the role of
science and technology in public policy. He serveude served together, had a lot of fun
together — in the White House, where he was thgigat’'s science adviser and ran the
White House Office on Science and Technology PoliBgfore that he had been the
director of the National Science Foundation we firchin the late 1990s. There’s a
news story on earmarking today in thashington PostNeal and | seem to make a
cottage industry of preventing earmarking of theNfBidget in the late 1990s. That
probably broke down a little bit in the last coupfeyears.

But | think that Neal was really a great advocatestcience in the White House
across, again, that whole wide spectrum of issuésrims of protecting science funding
and the increases that we saw at the end of oun&dtration, but also bringing to bear
the latest in knowledge to the president’s attentibhad the privilege of actually
organizing the information that went to the presid®oth in my earliest days in the
White House and then as chief of staff, and heagatkly reports. And the only one he
really ever wanted to see was the one from Nehkasill — he can attest to which he
would mark up all over. I think he was extremelyicus about scientific development
and it was great to work for somebody like that,ibalso meant that we needed a
science adviser who could really present that médron in a way that he could absorb
and really convert into policy.

Before coming to head the NSF, Dr. Lane serveti@sthancellor of the
University of Colorado, Colorado Springs, and thevpst at Rice University in Houston.
He’s currently the Malcolm Gillis university profes at Rice. He’s also a senior fellow
at the James A. Baker Il Institute for Public Bgli I've been down there to visit him
and the work that he’s doing at Rice. And it'sraaj pleasure that he’s been able — that
he agreed to help us launch this product, butthisbhe’s able to be with us to
participate in this event.

Please join me in welcoming Dr. Neal Lane.
(Applause.)

DR. NEAL LANE: Thank you very much, John. | caxdéed testify that John
Podesta is a science geek. As you know, Johrtigrobably among the world’s most
patient individuals that you might known or you imignave worked with, but he
exercised enormous patience, | must say, in allguwne to take some precious time at a
staff meeting to talk to the White House staff alissues | thought were very important:



the cloned sheep Dolly’s family relations and how kids were doing, and so forth. You
may remember the attack on Pluto. (Laughter.) hYsa things were — then there were
even lesser important things that we talked about.

More seriously, John as a chief of staff was gexegaordinary. He was
evenhanded, so yes, he cared about science amsblegi as he does now and protected
me from time to time, | guess, when | was abowgebmy legs cut out from under me —
but fair to everybody and much appreciated. Ivehy privileged to serve in the
administration of Bill Clinton and Al Gore and weaesry fortunate to serve at a time when
John was chief of staff.

So | thank you for having me here. You may hav&ced that | was not invited
to actually give a science presentation. | dontw what that might mean, but I'll do
the best with what | have here.

| have been excited abdBtience Progressince | first heard about it, in part
because progress is what America’s all about ammhse has been a very important part
of helping the nation, indeed the world, to malka firogress. Now, of course, early in
the nation’s history, progress was about the etgtafiAmerica’s adventurous explorers
and also about the grueling hard work of wavesrwhigrants — most of our ancestors
coming to America.

But in recent decades, progress has been more edsmatrch and education,
science and technology, especially informationnedbgy. And from American human
ingenuity and innovation has come so much of thigiess. Again, it's hard work, but
it's more brain than brawn and in my view it's iarp— maybe in large part — the
message dbcience Progress.

Now, all of that has happened in this country & ibink of an eye. Our lives, for
the most part, have been more productive, more @daffle, and perhaps even more
satisfying than the lives of our parents and granelpts before. The know-how and the
tools of science and technology have given mostsdhe things that we need or things
that we think we need.

Now, | grew up in Oklahoma in the ‘40s and ‘50s dhdve moments of
nostalgia, but they don't last very long. | rememiny childhood dentist. | remember
the clunky cars my parents drove. | remember g of the record player like it was
yesterday, and the movies that we went to, theafdshg-distance telephone calls, and
my parents explained that to me very carefully. dteconditioning in a hot Oklahoma
steamy summer. No warning of tornadoes coming,adirttiose other things. And the
clunky grind calculator that | used for some of fingt research problems. | don’t miss
any of those kinds of things.

Our kids and grandkids, for sure, have no notiolif@before laptops and cell
phones and iPods and iPhones and Blackberries r@od &nd all the rest of it.
Technology is central to their lives and their figtu They have — they live and breathe
technology. It's embedded in their psyche andmoitfe attached to their ears and in time
other body parts as well.



American scientists and engineers have made manyany cases, most of
these extraordinary discoveries and technologidahaces — at least in the last half of the
20" century. True, America has benefitted and sti#sibenefit today from discoveries
and inventions in other parts of the world. Brigkebple, inventive people are born
everywhere. But in this country, everyone hasanch to be a player and by making the
breakthroughs on our soil and in our universitiegur laboratories, we get first dips on
the fresh ideas and the innovative new tools, dsage¢he skilled women and men who
go on to invent new devices, to market new prodwctsate new industries and jobs to
make money and fuel American progress faster thachrof the rest of the parts of the
world. Again, | think that's a messageSdience Progress.

But looking forward, the quality of our lives atitk lives of our children and
grandchildren in the 29century will depend on the U.S. continuing to Heaer in
science and technology and the research that unddahat advancement, and | believe
that kind of continued leadership is well withinra@uasp, but it is not a given. Our
success will depend on America making many of & discoveries, the new
inventions, but it will also depend on how we usat knowledge and technology to deal
with a host of serious problems that threaten Aca@s and in some cases billions of
people across the globe. And I'll mention three.

First, global warming, climate change, and thengsivorld demand for energy.
The world must find this energy, use it more eéfitly, and it must be carbon-free and
most likely we’re going to need to sequester thrb@athat's already up there. We can
meet this challenge, | believe, but it's going tean a fresh attitude about international
cooperation and revolutionary technological advanoell energy domains — solar,
biofuel, fossil, nuclear in particular. There’s oe silver bullet, but | believe
nanotechnology still remains the most promisindnpatsuccess.

Second on my list, competitiveness of American tess and industry, the
guality and quality jobs for all Americans in wivabuld be an increasingly tough world
market. And we can meet this challenge, but natdmtinuing our 100-year-old K-12
classroom methods. We need serious, systemic elthagtailors teaching of math and
science and everything else to the backgroundsapabilities, and the needs of
individual kids. And that means, in my view, dey@hg and using new learning
technologies that are based on how kids learn -wankhow a lot about how kids learn —
and on the accelerating power of today’s multitatidigital devices and the internet.

And my third issue: affordable, quality healthctoeall Americans. We actually
can do this as well by putting in place systembainational, state, and local levels to
make effective use of technology — for examplegtedmic health records — and also by
developing new, minimally invasive diagnostic imagitesting, and treatment devices
made possible by advances in nanotechnology. Asige — unsolicited commercial — |
think some of our Rice University researchers wargolden nanoshells provide a very
good example.

Now, tackling any one of these problems will requwrward-looking policies
and major increase investments in research ancagdac So let me close then, by



asking how do I think we’re doing? Well, troubliagswers come from many directions,
many fine reports. The Council on Competitiverteas spoken out regularly on this
matter. And Tom Friedman wrote a book. But Iliade from one report in particular:
the National Academy’s 2007 Report, “Rising abdwe Gathering Storm,” which
garnered strong, bipartisan support from the Casgaad the White House and which
made a compelling case for increased research gupppecially in the physical
sciences and engineering, and for programs to eéehssience, math and ensuring
education.

Here’s a short quote from the executive summalys éasy to be complacent
about U.S. competitiveness and preeminence in@eiand technology, but the world is
changing rapidly, and our advantages are no longigue. Market forces are already at
work moving jobs to countries with less costly eoftbetter educated and highly
motivated work forces. For the first time in geaténs, the nation’s children and
grandchildren could face poorer prospects tham tregents and grandparents did.” End
of quote.

So finally, I'm going to add two concerns or chaties that in my view deserve
attention as well. First, with regard to resedtoiding, we should increase research
funding not only for the physical sciences and eegring, but also for biomedical
research, with significant increases for stem meaearch, including embryonic stem
cells. The funds should not simply be used to geeer larger medical complexes
around the country and run them on federal doll&siversities and medical schools
need to face up to the fact that they must find-fealeral resources to pay their share of
the salaries and operating costs of the facilit@gherwise, there’s no controlling the
spiral.

And for all funding agencies, higher priority, llieee, should be given to
supporting early career researchers and funding el research that's potentially
transformative that has a chance of changing pgmalivith science, engineering,
medicine technology. A recent report in the Amamnid\cademy of Arts and Sciences, a
panel chaired by Nobel Laureate Tom Cech, has tiyamade recommendations on
these issues.

My second point is the federal government needsgtore the public’s trust in
the integrity of science by making clear through pinesident’s statements — through our
new president’s statements and actions that scieiliceot be used for partisan and
political purposes to spread dogma, that governipeblications and websites will be
scientifically accurate, that government scientrsts speak openly, that only the most
qualified individuals will serve on advisory comtes, and policy will actually be based
on the best science.

Ten years ago, | never thought that | would — (apg¢) — thank you — | never
thought | would ever put that down as bullets tallk as something we needed to
accomplish. It seemed very obvious to me. Scethgienty for the new administration
and Congress to do. They'll need our help andsapport. So we need to roll up our
sleeves to do that.



| sometimes end my talk with a question. Giverttalse challenges, why are my
grandkids smiling? And I'd show a slide with myagdkids smiling, and | say that’s
because I'm their granddad, you know. But the reason, | think, is that there is cause
to be optimistic. It is precisely because what ynainour children and grandchildren are
prepared to do. They have the technologies, pdatly digital technologies, and the
savvy that we did not have. They know quite aalmdut challenges and they sense that
the U.S. cannot go it alone in the future, buteathill lead by example and by
collaboration.

And finally, they know how to work with others. @yive had that experience.
They know how to work with women and men of diffgrbackgrounds, different
cultures, different belief systems, of differentars. It's obvious to them that all people
who need to work together and when necessarydifitbers in this country and around
the world who need help, but their success willesrepbon our efforts now to demand
from our political leaders a forward-looking ageridaAmerica and offer our assistance
in putting that together. An8icience Progressn my view, is an excellent way to get
that moving.

So thanks for coming today to anticipate and celelwhat | think is America’s
bright future. Thank you very much.

(Applause.)

DR. MORENO: Thank you, Dr. Lane. Next time, veegoing to get you in the
science fair.

So it's my pleasure now to introduce our panel.nilaf you have had the
opportunity to meet at least one of them duringitth@rmal phase of the program. After
| introduce them, I'll ask them to come up. Fin&'ll have Andrew Baden. Drew is
professor and chair of the Physics Departmenteatthiversity of Maryland. Kit Batten,
who is here at American Progress, is the managnegtdr for energy and environmental
policy. Kathy Hudson is the founding director bétGenetics and Public Policy Center.
And Tom Kalil is a senior fellow here at CAP, is&sant to the chancellor for science
and technology at the University of California arkeley.

And our moderator will be our colleague and friéhdAlta Charo, who is the
Warren P. Knowles professor of law & bioethicshat University of Wisconsin-Madison
Law School.

Folks?

(Applause.)

MS. R. ALTA CHARO: (Audio break) — reactions to.rane and a signal of
your areas.



DR. KATHY HUDSON: So | appreciate the emphasistipalarly at the end, of
sort of where we need to go in terms of increassdarch funding. Am I not on? Can
you hear me now? Okay. No? It's his problem,mgtproblem.

| appreciated the comments particularly at the afrttie three areas that we need
to focus on and I'd like to sort of comment on thasd maybe extend those a little bit.
The first is the issue with increased researchifigydand | think we argue for increased
research funding fairly effective although theralways room for improvement. But we
tend to ignore sort of what happens with all tlesearch and what the obligations of
government are beyond just the funding of the mebea

And so | think we need to extend our plea and oguraents and our advocacy to
include support for those agencies that are garigtrecipients of that. So in the case of
biomedical research and genetics research — I'mabigg what | want to talk about —
specifically looking at the regulatory agencie® vi& saw a doubling of the NIH budget
and very little increase in the funding for the agjes that are involved in regulating the
products that come out of NIH research. So theabgy problem.

Secondly, the issue of high risk research. | wagent some time with an MIT
professor earlier this week and | was talking alzogtant that was under review at NIH
and he said, well, what research have you doreid) well, no, this was research that |
plan to do. He said, oh, no, you didn’t submif\dRl grant for work you hope to do; you
only submit NIH grants for work that you've alreadigne. | think that’s a very sad
commentary about our willingness to fund high regearch.

And then the last point | wanted to make is aballip trust and | totally agree
that it's awful that you have to make the call thati had to make about integrity of
science and science not being a servant to poliigsl think there’s other issues also
involved in trust; and namely, the conduct of sceeand scientists has to earn the trust of
the public. And I think we’ve made some flawshie past. The public, by and large,
does trust science and scientists, but we have &vimays attentive that we are listening
to and responsive to what the public’s needs, éstsr and values are.

That’s all | have to say.
MS. CHARO: Thank you.
Drew?

DR. ANDREW R. BADEN: I'm not necessarily a poligyonk. I'm sort of more
on the frontlines of science, although I'm now chen of the physics department at
Maryland and doing some administration, and — lpléh to go back to it. My research
is in particle physics and I'm currently at — wargion an experiment with 2,000 other
people around the world at CERN. You might havensa the newspaper a month ago
worries about black holes being made at CERN aedybody dying. In fact, the whole
universe was supposed to die. So this is amudihgs was an example of there’s no
such thing as bad publicity. (Laughter.)



Anyway, | agree with everything Neal said. | wémgive a — you know, a
slightly different perspective — not different peestive, but an additional component of
that and that'’s all about global warming. And asember of the physical sciences,
global warming is something that came out of peaptkrested in the effects of nuclear
war, how the atmosphere would respond to that nstufidumped into it, and it
propagates nuclear into a global warming, and gewapio did a lot of computer codes
simulations at a time when they really didn’t halve kind of computer simulations that
we can do now, just because they didn’t have coenput

But people did some simulations and they saidighisally a problem and now,
you know, I'm in a position where | can fold my arand smile and say, ah, | told you
so. Itwas real. But so a lot of us in the phgksciences believed it 15, 20 years — |
can't remember when this started, but not recerliyd why is it that it takes — that
there’s no real input into not just the commurniityt the political community from the
scientist? What's happened such that a scierarssay, you know, the earth’s going to
warm up and the seas are going to rise and itisgg be a disaster and, you know,
when you put — as a physicist, you know, when whune you're going to warm up the
atmosphere by a degree, | immediately think of gneiVhere’s that energy going to
go? Well, it's going to actually evaporate someengater, so you're going to have a lot
of more rains and it's going to make a lot morerst Hello, | think this is what we're
seeing.

You know, it's rocket science, but it's not roclseience that nobody’s done
before. But yet it took the culture, you know, sarentific — not just scientific, but the
basic culture a long time and | think pretty mugkrgbody believes, yeah, this is a
problem, just like people now believe energy is@fem.

So | don’t know what we have to do to get morersmeinput into how things are
run, but I think we're getting to the point whehetproblems are getting so serious that if
we don't start being successful in doing this, @avihg a positive effect just from a
scientific point of view, you’re going to come assgproblems that no amount of
economic activity is going to solve. And, | meas,you know, I’'m happy that your
grandchildren are smiling, but I'm worried abouuy@randchildren because they’re
going to have to foot the bill for this and it’sigg to be a big bill.

MS. CHARO: Thank you.
Tom?

MR. TOM KALIL: 1 agreed with everything that Neshid. There were just a
couple of points that he made that | was interestesinplifying on. One is that I'm
really concerned that because those people whorkeallg not wanted to do anything on
climate change have held out technology as thdisolg oh, don’t worry about climate;
you know, in 20 years we’ll have the hydrogen cénat many people who work on
climate policy on the progressive side are now sbpooh-poohing research and
development because they’re reacting to that.



And although it is clear that as the need to stabireenhouse gas emissions as
our sense for what the threshold number that wétdiegoe trying to meet has gone
down as we’ve learned about all these non-lineagldack loops and tipping points and
things like that, | totally understand the sensargkency that people have, and clearly
there are many things that we need to be doing agly, like retrofitting buildings.

But we need a portfolio approach. We need to esting in long-term, high
risk research so that we‘re going to have sometiaddi energy options, whether it's on
the efficiency side or the carbon neutral energygdpction or sequestration or whatever.
So | don’t want to see the progressives fall il trap of reacting to those who are using
technology as a delaying tactic to therefore cahelihat progressives should not be for
investing at the long-term, high risk research ras af the many things that we need to
do.

Building on the point about “you have to do thesgash before you can write the
proposal,” an area where this has had a partiguteninicious impact is in DARPA,
which has historically played a very important rmlesupporting long-term, high risk
research and has recently moved much more in thetin of wanting to see results in
the 12 to 18-month period. So one of the things kihope the next president does is to
appoint a DARPA director that believes in the vadfisupporting this type of research
because they play a very important role in Amesgéahovation ecosystem.

| think another issue that | think is importantiscuss is how is the nature of the
innovation process itself changing and what arerttpications of that for science and
technology policy? So innovation is becoming iasiagly interdisciplinary. People are
talking about the convergence of bioinfo and narctmtelogies. Innovation is occurring
in a much more open way. You're seeing open sosottevare, for example, and
innovation marketplaces, things like InnoCentiveevehcompanies are posting problems
and then having thousands of scientists and engirr@eund the world try to solve them.

As Neal mentioned, the capacity to innovate isamgér confined to North
America. You're seeing centers of innovationsrspup all over the place. And so
although there’s a lot of things that people haserbcalling forever that we still haven’t
gotten done like, you know, increasing fundingresearch and making the R&D tax
credit permanent, | also think it's worthwhile tké a look at some of these changes in
the nature of the innovation process and saying ateathe implications for policy that
should flow from that?

The things that | am particularly interested insthelays that | would love to get
some questions about are the link between sciamtéeahnology on the one hand and
global development — things like global health poderty alleviation. | think that the
United States clearly has a lot work to do to mesits reputation and image in the world,
and | could think of no better way to do that thamarness America’s capacity for
breakthroughs in innovation and apply those to sofitke challenges facing developing
countries. If we believe that every human life bggal value, it's unconscionable that
there’s a 30 to 40-year gap in life expectancy kemwthe United States and many
countries in Sub-Saharan Africa.



And to Neal’s point about young people. What areng people doing? At
Berkeley, | started a program called Big Ideas ginavides grants directly to students,
and | think some of the ideas that students ararapop with are really phenomenal and
this notion of supporting student-led innovatiahihk is really interesting as well, and
I'd be delighted to talk about that.

MS. CHARO: Thank you.
And our last panelist, Kit.

DR. KIT BATTEN: Well, we've heard a lot about clate change and energy and
I’'m very glad that you brought that up as one @ftibp three issues. In addition,
American competitiveness in industry. And there&al links between those two and
what we’ve done a lot here at the Center for Anagrirogress is to draw those links and
also to build upon your last very good point, whicygree with, which is the optimism.
If we’re going to be placing our emphasis on adsiresthe problem of global warming
by investing in American ingenuity, by investingiimovation, by really taking this
problem head-on and being able to create new jadossition the way that we power our
economy from increasingly expensive, dirty soumesnergy to clean sources of energy,
it has benefits across the board not just for huheaith, also for economic growth and
opportunity.

We do a lot of work here at the Center for Ameriaagress, too, looking at
ways in which addressing climate change and glalaaiing, using science-based facts
to alleviate issues related to poverty as wellwéfdesign the policies to implement this
low-carbon energy transformation correctly, we nahonly grow our economy, but also
provide pathways out of poverty for people who hbgen left behind in the high-carbon
energy economy. And that’s not just here in thé&dhStates, but that's also globally.

So to build upon the point that you just made wétbpects to international
development and global development, one of the mspects with respect to looking at
international negotiations and international agreeis about how best to deal with
global warming is looking at how developed natibke the U.S., especially if we
increasingly invest in research and developmentwof low-carbon technologies, can
help transfer these technologies to developing s help alleviate energy, poverty
and low-carbon waste and really galvanize thissiamation globally.

| just wanted to comment on one other thing becaldsew we want to get to the
discussion with the audience. In terms of thetp@ation of science, that actually — |
finished my Ph.D. in 2004 and one of the reasararie to Washington is because of the
Bush administration’s politicization of sciencenddunfortunately, even though as
you’ve said, more and more Americans do realizedlabal warming really is a big
issue, that’s not the case still for politicianEhere’s still a very big bipartisan divide and
there was &ational Journalpoll that was released this morning which polletiial
members of Congress and it seems hard to beliewetith 73 percent of Republican
members of Congress think that global warming ispnoven beyond a doubt as being
something that we need to address, and 30 pert®#moocrats feel that way.



So there're still a lot of education that neededppen, a lot of work on really
communicating science to policymakers and therdimglupon that with real science-
based policymaking.

MS. CHARO: | want to take just a moment — onlydogse you can’t stop me —to
make one comment about something that | thinkrsatting through this, and it follows
on to what Kit concluded with and what Dr. Lane daded with, and it’s this dilemma
about the notion of having policy based on trutt tatt because there is actually a
problem with the ownership of truth, especiallybasween the culture of science and the
culture of politics. Scientists talk in terms gfdotheses and probabilities, and politics
and law tends to move on the assumption that tbe isaX and we now need to base a
policy on it. And the trouble is it's not clearaetly who gets to own that.

But in light of the inherent uncertainty of scientéink we've seen it used to
delay things, which is the case of global warmiige've also seen it used to justify
absolute falsehoods in the case of the Terry Sohtantroversy and a number of things
having to do with reproductive health. And thetiovaally we've also seen it just
blurring the very definition of science and thediof continued attempts to introduce
creationism and so-called intelligent design i@ $chool systems. So somewhere in
this conversation, | think, threads through thesgjoe of how it is that scientists can
actually begin to once again take some degreespbresibility for defining truth for the
sake of the political community.

With that, I'd like to open it up to the audiencand, sure, Rick, you get the first
guestion.

Q: Rick Lempert. I'm about to be an emeritus pssor at University of
Michigan Law School. Like so many here, | thinklhg liked Dr. Lane’s speech, but
perhaps unlike them I noticed one thing | would aadin of omission, which | think is
important to call attention to. And this is whemdenerously said that he was not
supporting — not only support for the physical sces, but also for the biomedical
sciences. What | wanted to hear was also fordb@kand behavioral sciences. It's
really interesting to me that I've heard four pastsl— five people actually speak,
poverty, climate change, energy, innovation, protgevith study groups at NIH, and
now contests over truth — every one of these asea®as in which social scientists do
research, in which knowledge from social scienabsolutely necessary to progress and
which social science has been historically and wlbetinderfunded. We don'’t get for
all the social sciences what NIH gets for, you knome of its institutes.

| spent a lot of time at NSF in that area. | thifk is this case people involved in
Science Progress this movement want to advocate for science-dasdéicy and
science-based progress, they have to include indghwit — just make it a habit — to
think and to speak of the social and behaviorarsms are the sciences that must be
listened to and must be funded if we're going tkenany advances.

MS. CHARO: Rick, I'm going to take that more ashallenge than a question.
But, Tom, you've worked to try and organized studeatross disciplines to work on



innovative solutions. Perhaps you've got instiratisut the way social science was
integrated in those efforts.

MR. KALIL: Well, actually | wanted to sort of takais challenge on head-on,
which is | think that — | think one of things ththe social science community needs to do
is to identify some specific areas where sociarsoe can really make a significant
contribution. And let me give you a couple of exdes that | think are kind of crying
out for additional social science.

If you look at the field of education, less thaf percent of the nation’s
expenditures in K-12 expenditures go to researchdawelopment. So there is very little
cumulative increase in our understanding about wHatational interventions actually
improve academic performance, and only a handfuduadiomized control trials that
would allow us to have a rigorous assessment abffatent interventions. So that’s one
example.

If you're looking at healthcare expenditures, g¢®s to me that a lot of the big
wins in reducing healthcare costs are going to cfsome people leading healthier
lifestyles. So it's not these $30 million protdretapy systems that hospitals are now
racing to build, it's getting people to lead hemtHifestyles and clearly the behavioral
and social sciences should have something to sayt alhat programs actually lead to
improvements in wellness.

So I think that if the social science community Idgust say not just give us more
money, but to say here are five to ten importaabl@ms that policymakers care about
where additional research in social and behavio@nces, | think that would be part of
making the case for that.

MS. CHARO: Actually, Rick, if I may, just becaugeere might be some other
people and our time is so terribly short, but peagk going to be up here afterwards.
You could follow up and torment them then.

In the back?

Q: Howard Bernstein, independent. In terms cérsoe and ethical scientific
exploration, isn't it important that science be damder the rubric of our national
values? And one of those important pieces of fomghdocuments in the Declaration that
we’re all created equal, endowed with life, libegwursuit of happiness and how that
should impact how we think about scientific resbaparticularly, for instance,
embryonic stem cell research — not opposed to sedhmesearch in general or adult stem
cell research or research that doesn’t, you kndwere/you don’t have to address issues
of are you destroying nascent human life, but paldrly embryonic stem cell research
and DNA testing. | mean, | think there is impott®NA and genetic science that can go
on, but the potential for moral problems if usedhie wrong way and if —

MS. CHARO: If | may, because | think we've got selmody here who's just the
right person to talk this with you. Kathy, you'werked on the regulation of biomedical
innovation for a long time and you called for mat&ention to regulation, so maybe you



can response to the question about how one incatggnational values into that
regulatory process.

DR. HUDSON: Okay, so we're just going to dodge stem cell question which
you are most expert to address.

So, you know, Americans’ values shift over time #mel policies that we have in
place to sort of govern how, for example, reseasctieal with research participants are
now very, very old. So in the olden days, it waswt how scientists could protect
subjects from harm. It wasn't about a partnersihiywasn’t about how we worked
together to do science, it wasn't about what rigitker than not being harmed that the
participants had. It was about a paternalistitesysn which the researcher had to
protect the research subject from harm.

| think we need to really relook at sort of thea@xh — human subject research
paradigm in light of new values that we — and we use social science research to look
at what people feel is important. People wantrim@&tion when they participate in
research and yet most research studies, espdaialy population studies, don’t give
information back to research participants.

So there’s a whole area here where | think wedagbt stuck after we did the
common rule and we wrote the regs — you know, weswert of done with that and we
have very outdated system in place now governisgaieh. And it is social science
research that’s going to give us the answer to \Wwhatmericans really value and then
how do you put that into play in policymaking irat¢éime.

And back to you on stem cells. (Laughter.)

MS. CHARO: Well, I'm only serving as moderatoro fist I'd like to ask if
there’s anybody else in the audience who wantealkowith our panelists. Yes?

Q: (Unintelligible) — I have a business that pd®s consults on the ethical —
(unintelligible) — to research and I'm not surg¢hifs is a question directed more to you,
Kathy, than anybody else. But I'd introduced mysfion with a little anecdote. It
actually goes back to summer of 1944 when Gennkmger was asked when D-Day
was delayed, you know, should we continue to insfiectroops on a daily basis? His
response was very simple. The uninspected dedégior

So my question is this: what in your view of insfp@as — this would be
regulatory agencies like the FDA — of research Ivimg human subjects impedes the
innovations or advances in biomedical research?

DR. HUDSON: And by inspections? I'm not —
Q: Regulatory agencies get out there and looRBtland look at investigators

and the hint has been that some of that is soi@dfécthat it impedes any real advances in
research. What are your views about that?



DR. HUDSON: So there have been a number of caBesewesearch institutions
or research at institutions have been shut dowausecpaperwork wasn't filed correctly
by the IRBs, et cetera, et cetera, and so thexes®t of, you know, over-attentiveness to
T-crossing and I-dotting.

There’s also this other interesting dilemma we haveuman subject research
context where we originally put — we had a decdiagd system for oversight of research
ethics because there is sort of — because thdiffaeent regional values. I'm not quite
so sure that’s true anymore. And on IRBs, you leneelay member and everybody else
is associated with the research university. So a@wyou really getting those regional
values instilled?

What happens especially in large multi-center gsid8 that you have to go
through this IRB and this IRB and this IRB and 8, and they all have different
points of view, not because one’s in Georgia arelom New York and one’s in
California, but because it just happens to befemiht gathering of people. That slows
down research. And then you superimpose on itzeaous regulators and you waste
money, you slow down efficiency, and you slow dgwagress.

MS. CHARO: Yes?

Q: (In progress) — a question. | actually waradol to the discussion about
social behavioral research that, in fact, | thirkmeed to look beyond just biomedical
research and really reach out to some of the palysttences. For example, I'm working
at the National Nanotechnology Coordination Offsstaere social and behavioral
research is informing a lot of our work. There'mae body of research when you start
looking at risk perception, risk decision-makinggdat’s really long-established. So |
think part of the struggle that | hear in the rosrhow do we become more involved and
more informed about other disciplines we’re unfaanilith? So | guess I'd like to hear
more from the panelists and some suggestions.

MS. CHARO: Drew and Kit, | think this is right ymur alleys.
DR. BADEN: TI'll let you do it.
MS. CHARO: Put you on the spot.

DR. BATTEN: Well, I think you're absolutely righbat interdisciplinary
research absolutely must inform policy decisionwimg forward. In terms of the
different issues that we’ve raised on the panéasove do actually within CAP work
quite interdisciplinarily. We've got folks who averking on education, on poverty, on
healthcare, on obviously energy and climate chasgees, on international security
iISsues, energy security issues, energy povertygandcide, et cetera. So we have a
whole variety of expertise that we can draw upath faequently do meet in the
microcosm that is the Center for American Progtessy and do a lot of
interdisciplinary work.



| know from my experience during graduate schoat this difficult unless
you’re specifically involved in an interdisciplinagrant, which | was lucky enough to be
involved with. | worked as an interdisciplinaryaguate research education and training
IGERT (ph) fellow, which actually brought me heoewashington, D.C., to do an
internship during graduate school on policy worllated directly to my dissertation
research. So | agree with you. 1 think that paogs like the NSF-IGERT can help with
that, but I think that we need more of them andevadrthem, more cross-disciplinary
than even just the IGERT was.

MR. KALIL: And it's worth noting that NSF is wilhg to — able to fund 20 of
those a year and they’ve got 400 proposals for IGERo that just tells you some sense
for what the demand is for programs like this and hgiven current resource constraints,
how few of those NSF has been able to support.

DR. BATTEN: May | say something?
MS. CHARO: Please.

DR. BATTEN: I'm now four years out and | know frotime amount of e-mail
traffic that | get from NSF tracking my every caresve that | know that they'’re really
looking to do more of this and want to see whatitpgacts are. So | take that as a good
sign.

MS. CHARO: Kevin?

Q: Hi, I'm Kevin Finneran witissues in Science and Technologynd there are
a number of questions that | think for a progresgxoup are easy to answer. You know,
recognizing that climate change is a danger, rezognthat embryonic stem cell
research should go forward and so on. There aceaagiroup of questions that | think are
trickier. John Podesta did a piece for us on h@xde demonstration projects in energy
research in a way that’s really effective. It's adkind of ideological question. Neal and
Tom Kalil wrote for us about the nanotechnologyiative and how do we proceed with
developing new technology. And how we perceivesddeeally break down simply
across ideological lines. There are not enlighdgreople and know-nothings.

So | wonder what are the other questions that toaye troubling? | mean,
assuming that the Democrats are going to sweeptbugy. What are the questions that
remain unanswered and are still going to be — reculot of effort for us to figure out
what to do and how to act on?

MS. CHARO: Who wants to tackle that first?

DR. BADEN: 1 think first things first and if youweally want this research to have
an impact, then we have to do something to fixngpdecaying — we have a decaying
infrastructure everywhere in this country. Peag that we're $1 trillion behind. But
in the research infrastructure, we’re behind amdkihd of buildings that most
universities have for this are at least 20 yeaisaold the only universities who can really
afford to keep up are the private universities @h® spending their endowment, which



they have to spend. But the public universitiesgatting left behind and three-quarters
of all students are in the public universities.

So the research infrastructure is a non-triviaighiand a 20-year-old lab is most
likely obsolete and not capable of being ad hoediup to support these kinds of things.
And, you know, it's one thing to have new technglegyou know, a couple of really
smart people working on new technology, but if tdey’'t have the lab to do it, they're
going to go where the lab is and that's a — fotanee, a physicist or an engineer, the
single most important thing that person — imagiyewng person who'’s just interviewed
at a university or a lab for a job and the singtestmmportant thing for them is where
they do their work.

Yeah, they're interested in the salary and theeagjlies and things like that, but
they're thinking about getting their work done aneking an impact and if they don't
have a lab to do their work, they’re going to goenéhthat lab is. And we’re seeing the
rest of the world catching up. It's not just West&urope. It's Asia, Russia. They're
taking people away from the U.S. now and it is leagapg. And this is not just anecdotal.
It's really happening.

So without having the proper infrastructure to sarpghis kind of research — and
then, of course, you need the funding and you tleefunding to support the young or
the starting-up, new individual (PIs ?) you're going to see this happen. We're just
going to fall behind. And yeah, maybe, you know,liv statistically we’ll have a
certain fraction of scientists who will make a e#ntfraction of the discoveries, but we
won't be in the driver’s seat like we've been foetast 50 years.

MR. KALIL: So the things that | worry about areymber one, the continued
pressure on non-defense discretionary spendingvh®ever the next president is, if you
look at growing interest payments, growing expamés on entitlements, the fact that we
still have Irag and Afghanistan to worry about nmeetrat the ability of any president to
make investments is certainly going to be constioy a lot of those factors. So that's
one thing that | worry about.

You know, as — in the energy area, as we startaeenfarther downstream and
not only do basic research, but demonstration apibgiment, | think we have to be
mindful of some of the lessons of history and labkome of the things that were not all
that successful during the late 1970s. And jushase are market failures, there are also
government failures — not enough information cagdusy particular interest groups.

So I think the question is: how does the governnrgetvene in a way that takes
maximal advantage of market forces and not intexvera way that is susceptible to
capture by a particular company or a particulaugtd/?

DR. BATTEN: In terms of the energy challenge atabgl warming challenge
that we face, all of these points are extremelyartgnt. | just wanted to also add in
addition to technological innovation, we've lodbaof time with this government not
paying a lot of attention in terms of what the iroggeof global warming are right here in



the United States and focusing its attention on hest to adapt to the impacts that we've
already locked into our future.

So focusing — even getting back to your point drastructure, it's not just
educational infrastructure, laboratory infrastruefibut also with respect to the
infrastructure that powers our nation, our eletirisystems, our transportation systems,
all these things in addition to how natural systemd ecosystems services are going to
be responding to global warming. These are atighithat we need research on to better
understand and prepare for.

MS. CHARO: I've been given the sign that unfortighadespite other questions,
we’re going to need to close up, but | can’t resigh Kevin, just one very brief
comment. You're asking where it is that progressigdon’t yet know where to go, and
there is, | think again a kind of overarching peshlwith progressives dealing with a
conflict between scientific research and civil hfies issues and applications that we find
really quite offensive.

We find periodically calls to criminalize areassaience because of fear that
they’ll be used for eugenic purposes. We worry batechnology can be used not only
to develop gene therapy, but biological weaponsd there are periodical calls to
criminalize areas of science.

| think the progressives really haven't yet grapptempletely with whether or
not we want to admit to an actual right to do sceeand focus just on dealing with the
troublesome applications, or whether we’re goingiétd to the call to actually shut
down areas of science in the name of values oomatsecurity.

| want to thank the members of the panel. | wanttterate for the audience that
after the conclusion of the program, there’ll bedito talk with them informally. And
I'd like to invite Jon up here to introduce our silog speaker.

(Applause.)

DR. MORENO: So obviously we’ve scratched the stefaf the scratches on the
surface, but we intend to have many m8ogence Progressvents. We don’t think these
issues are going to go away and | want to thankaalby — but you can go away, you
know — (laughter) — but we — Alta was admirablytr@sed in the moderator role.

| do want to say about the stem cell issue, somgtAlta and | work on a lot, that
actually if you look at surveys of Americans onttissue with respect to American
values, you'll find that the vast majority of Ameans support embryonic stem cell
research and they support work in genetics.

Kathy Hudson’s group has done a lot of survey worthis area. What people
want is they want accountability, they want theusasce that science is doing their work
with integrity. And I think that as progressives subscribe to both the view that science
should go forward, but it needs to go forward bgwimg the public that it's being done



on a trustworthy way, that evidence is being tas@mously, and that people are being
listened to. | think that really people want toliséened to about these issues.

So speaking of being listened to, | think that wext and final and speaker has
educated more people about science and the ethscsence in his 15-year career at the
Washington Poghan all the professors in the room have or willecdively. Those of
us who have been working in science, science padicgl ethics have spent many hours
sitting by the phone after an event has taken glapéng that — will Rick Weiss call me
for a comment, please? (Laughs.)

So one of the great transitions in my professitifabnd personal life is now |
get to go down the hall and talk to Rick Weiss.dAas | told Rick, when he was still
talking to us about coming to American Progressstmme time at least when he calls
people from American Progress, they'll still thin&'s Rick Weiss of th&/ashington
Post. So I'm sure he’ll be completely candid about ib iSis just a terrific pleasure for
this coming-out party for Rick to introduce him.el$ going to be a tremendous asset to
not onlyScience Progres$ut across the board with his skills in doing istigations and
organizing data and in communicating with the lablg. He’s going to be a
tremendous asset to American Progress, and ifsasyre to invite him for his maiden
voyage, to give his closing remarks.

Rick?
(Applause.)

MR. RICK WEISS: Thank you, Jonathan. | have tknaeviedge up front that
my plan when | was thinking about this yesterdayg veeriff a little bit on how much
chutzpatScience Progredsas for having its launch on a Friday™3Laughter.) You
know, given the fact that so much of the countpne in ten Americans, according to the
Gallup Poll — thinks that this is a jinxed day, amel all have a good laugh about it and
move on. And then, of course, all the electrigignt off — (laughter) — throughout
Washington for the whole morning and we were thgkiis thing is finished.

And a lot of people in this group here were lookatgne sort of crossed-eyed
because they had known what | was going to be upwant you to know in my sort of
— just because of a leftover habits of my repoatatays, | called the press spokesman at
Pepco — (laughter) — late this morning, Bob Dobkimj | wanted to ask him, you know,
what are the facts? Does this happen more onyti8ths or not? And he assured me —
we went through some of the data — it does nadakrl3ths happen anywhere from one
to three times per year, for those of you who dintiw. Blackouts like this happen
virtually every day somewhere. The last big on&evorgetown here a few years ago,
160,000 or so people out. It was not a Friddy. 1Bhe biggest one in Europe was on
Tuesday 28. The biggest one in U.S. history was — okay,dswactually it turns out a
Saturday 14, a little close. (Laughter.)

But anyway, | just don’t want anyone to get hungoagthat false association.
And | am really proud to see th@tience Progredsas no fear about this sort of stuff and
it does seem symbolically appropriate to tauntdée and do the launch today. | tried to



imagine what it would be like if we lived in a wdnwhere there was no superstition or
where at least facts or rational thinking of the sleat you'll find in this issue and on the
website were the trump superstition on a day-toiuhsys.

You know, imagine a world where there was not thy@esstition where people
think that educating about safe sex is going td tearampant promiscuity, for example,
or a world where the superstition didn’t exist thatess to the morning-after pill is going
to lead women to choose abortion as a means aheobirth control, or the superstition
that needle exchange programs aren going to eng@people to become heroin addicts
because now they can without worrying about inéectiThe superstition that the earth is
6,000 years old, for example, and that life as @esistoday has been like this since the
beginning of time, the superstition that Saddamddimshad weapons of mass
destruction. (Laughter.)

| mean, imagine what the world would be like iftsoirreason and evidence were
really the currency of the day. One of the reasonso happy to be here is that this is a
place that has a real commitment to getting thad kif information out and | think we all
would agree that there’s no question that this ¢oeducation is needed.

A few frightening statistics: half of Americans doknow how long it takes for
the earth to circle the sun. Presented with thiestent “humans and other living things
have existed in their present form since the begmaf time,” 42 percent of Americans
say, yes, that’s true. Virtually every U.S. newsgrahas an astrology column today; very
few have science columns anymore. It's a shrinkimgnber. It used to be 100 in the late
‘80s — 100 newspapers — it's down to the high 268.nTheWashington Pogust killed
its science page a month or so ago and shrunlaitif a page. I'm told that that may
itself disappear very soon.

And it's not just Americans who are wallowing inesttific ignorance. There was
a poll in Europe back in 1996 that asked the foihgaquestion. True or false: the
difference between a conventional tomato and atgatig-engineered tomato is that the
genetically-engineered tomato has genes? (Lauyjhbay? So 40 percent said true —
1996. Four years later, the question was askaciwil again. This time 46 percent said
true. Trend lines are bad.

Now, | know that CAP is not a science educationsafifution per se, but itis a
place that has been thinking a lot about the problthat are facing this country and |
think one of the recurring themes we’ve heard taddiiat whether you're talking about
healthcare, energy, environment, food securitynate change, science obviously has a
huge role to play in our resolution of all of thggeblems and it's great that CAP is, |
think, increasingly recognizing that and looking ifieclusion of the scientific component
of the solutions to these problems.

And | thought I'd mention just on a personal note of the things that really
makes me especially happy about working at a pikee¢his now that I've made the leap
and mention to you one of the great frustrationad back in my days of newspapering,
especially a very political paper like tiiéashington Posthere | was part of this very
small and sort of — well, | won’t say undervalubdf discriminated against or — we were



an odd minority, we science reporters there. Thg we kept calling for evidence and
everyone else was just quoting whatever a politisaid because that was the news
because they said it — (laughter) — really? Bat'shbaloney. Well, that doesn’t apply
for this part of the paper.

You know, but in a newspaper, for so many sectafribe paper there was just
this assumption that if you're reading that parthef paper, you already knew something
about it and there wasn’t an obligation on the pathe reporters in these other sections
beyond the science section or the science article=ally explain your terms and talk
and define what you're talking about. Businessiasovould just have all these business
terms thrown in and the assumption is if you dget business, then you shouldn’t be
reading this section, and if you — it's just mefmtpeople who are into business.

And, of course, the biggest violator of this rufeaotually communicating with
your readers was the sports section. It usedstadjive me nuts the kind of stuff that
was in the sports section. I've saved my favakamples. I'll read a couple for you.
Imagine — | don’t know just reading this cold angrig to figure out what this story is
about. These are actual quotes. “QuarterbackiB&gdl took a shotgun snap, bounced
in the pocket and unleashed a missile down thescefthe field where Johnson had
split safeties Jamaal Jackson and Byron Gillespia post.” (Laughter.) That wouldn’t
get past my editor on a science story.

Or this one. “Followed by hundreds of mud-spatteseectators, Sorenstam
started on a back nine, reeled off 13 straight,@atded two birdies and two bogies in her
final five holes and posted and even par 71.” amemagine you're not a golfer
aficionado, and setting aside the question of wlogies and birdies and par are, how can
the number of par 71 be called even? (Laughtéod know, but for me, when | would
write my science stories, the minute | throw in@avlike “amino acid,” all the editors
are jJumping all over me. Well, you can’t use aaviike that. You've got to define your
terms. And by the time you're finished definingeeything, there’s no room left for the
news.

Anyway, this is all to say that one of the thinggally like about the products |
see coming out of this place, including Americaadpess is that it's very democratic in
its requirement that you really talk plain Englisake some down-to-earth, practical
recommendations and make it understandable to everyncluding members of
Congress and other policymakers who could berim fthe kind of wisdom coming
out. The public that needs to understand thesesssetter.

And maybe the other benefit besides the fact tlsaactually getting good
information out to people who need to hear it & tjradually | think this sort work, this
sort of effort to get good information out, espégiwith regard to science arfcience
Progresss that it starts to reignite something that | khivas really become almost dead
in this country, which is just — and a beautifuhth curiosity. You know, the desire to
know. The recognition that it's fun and pleasuesdtol learn new things — not only that
it's practical, but that there’s all these intemegtstuff going on in the world that we can
leverage to our benefit and also just appreciatégdeauty and to learn how to start
asking the right questions so that we can stavirsphll the problems that face us. And



asking the right questions is so important. | kntsvimportant in journalism. | think
it's also true obviously in policymaking.

And | thought to just end this I'd tell you onerafy favorite little jokes that
focuses on a topic of asking the right questiomd A has to do with a monk in a
monastery — it's a Buddhist monastery who goesujpé abbot and says — you know,
they're all supposed to be meditating all the tene achieving enlightenment — and he
asks the abbot: is it okay if smoke a cigarettdevitn meditating? And the abbot says,
no, you shouldn’t smoke a cigarette while you'rediteging because you should be
meditating. And he goes back to his cushion td steditating. He looks around and he
sees another monk nearby smoking a cigarette \Wwhikemeditating. And he goes up to
him and says, | just heard from the abbot we’resopposed to be doing that. And he
says, really? The abbot told me it was okay. Aedaid, really? Well, what did — and
the one who’s smoking says, what did you ask hiwiéll, | asked him if it's okay |
smoked while | meditate. That's your question?u“sked — that’s your problem, you
asked the wrong question. | asked him if it's okdymeditate while I'm smoking. He
said, yeah, sure. You should be meditating as msgou can. (Laughter, applause.)

So if we keep asking the right questions, maybdl feally get the right answers
and may we all start implementing them as sooroasible. Thanks. Thanks very
much.

(Applause.)

DR. MORENO: So we hope we've left you breathles®tto allude to smoking
again — for more science, more science policy, rsolence progress. | want to
specifically say that the events team — Marlengje&sayler, others, the interns — really
worked hard on this event and actually it was trenés group that thought of the idea of
having a sort of mini-science fair in the beginnitigerefore making their lives a lot
harder. So | want to express our gratitude to ymeyverybody who works behind the
scenes to make this possible at American Progressur wonderful keynoter, Dr. Lane,
thank you for flying up from Texas for this, getligour visa stamped from Texas for
this; our panel; and Rick Weiss.

We will look forward to continue this conversatiaith you for a long time to
come. And thank you for coming out today and ttsaiakthe electricity for coming back
on. Thank you.

(Applause.)

(END)



