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Much	
  (though	
  not	
  all)	
  material	
  or	
  topics	
  taken	
  from	
  CITI	
  Training	
  modules	
  on	
  RCR	
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“Not	
  going	
  to	
  go	
  over	
  egregious	
  cases	
  of	
  data	
  falsificaIon….you	
  can	
  Google	
  them”	
  
	
  
•  EaIng	
  M&Ms	
  (“whether	
  individuals	
  are	
  inclined	
  to	
  consume	
  more	
  when	
  primed	
  

with	
  the	
  idea	
  of	
  capitalism”)	
  -­‐-­‐	
  hTp://www.nyImes.com/2013/04/28/magazine/
diederik-­‐stapels-­‐audacious-­‐academic-­‐fraud.html?pagewanted=all&_r=0	
  

•  Short	
  conversaIons	
  changing	
  people’s	
  minds	
  regarding	
  gay	
  marriage	
  rights	
  -­‐	
  Back-­‐
of-­‐the-­‐envelope	
  cost	
  calculaIons	
  for	
  costs	
  w.r.t.	
  study	
  compensaIon	
  expenses	
  
resulted	
  in	
  discovery	
  -­‐-­‐	
  hTp://nymag.com/scienceofus/2015/05/how-­‐a-­‐grad-­‐
student-­‐uncovered-­‐a-­‐huge-­‐fraud.html	
  

Tl;dr:	
  Don’t	
  do	
  it.	
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PLAGIARISM	
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Slides	
  from	
  MaT	
  Might’s	
  grad	
  orientaIon	
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Other	
  good	
  reasons	
  aside	
  from	
  credit…	
  
	
  
What	
  if	
  they’re	
  wrong?	
  
	
  
What	
  are	
  the	
  assumpIons	
  –	
  do	
  they	
  change	
  over	
  Ime?	
  	
  
	
  
Etc.	
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Applies	
  to	
  ideas	
  as	
  well	
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Corner	
  cases	
  (thanks,	
  Zvon):	
  
	
  
-­‐  What	
  about	
  copy-­‐pasIng	
  related	
  work	
  paragraphs	
  (or	
  background	
  secIon)	
  that	
  

you	
  wrote	
  for	
  one	
  paper	
  into	
  a	
  newer	
  paper	
  of	
  yours	
  on	
  a	
  similar	
  topic?	
  

-­‐  WriIng	
  a	
  PhD	
  thesis	
  ojen	
  involves	
  pukng	
  together	
  several	
  papers,	
  i.e.,	
  published	
  
papers	
  become	
  chapters	
  of	
  your	
  thesis.	
  In	
  the	
  process,	
  ojen	
  lots	
  of	
  text	
  from	
  the	
  
original	
  papers	
  gets	
  copy-­‐pasted	
  into	
  a	
  thesis.	
  Papers	
  are	
  ojen	
  coauthored	
  by	
  
mulIple	
  people.	
  What	
  if	
  not	
  every	
  single	
  sentence	
  that	
  you	
  copy-­‐pasted	
  into	
  your	
  
thesis	
  was	
  wriTen	
  by	
  you?	
  

-­‐  What	
  about	
  paraphrasing	
  paragraphs	
  from	
  someone	
  else's	
  paper?	
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Cultural	
  Differences	
  w.r.t.	
  what	
  consItutes	
  plagiarism	
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The	
  ideal	
  scienIfic	
  method	
  is	
  squeaky	
  clean	
  and	
  has	
  no	
  complicaIons:	
  
	
  
“The	
  scienIfic	
  method	
  relies	
  on	
  a	
  hypothesis-­‐driven	
  experiment.	
  Data	
  are	
  collected,	
  
then	
  analyzed	
  and	
  interpreted.	
  The	
  results	
  are	
  communicated	
  to	
  others,	
  who	
  can	
  
assess	
  the	
  methods,	
  the	
  data,	
  and	
  the	
  conclusions.	
  A	
  sufficient	
  number	
  of	
  confirmed	
  
hypotheses	
  build	
  to	
  support	
  a	
  theory.”	
  (CITI	
  training)	
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“In	
  the	
  real	
  world,	
  it	
  is	
  rarely	
  this	
  clean	
  and	
  linear.”	
  (CITI	
  training)	
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A	
  liTle	
  humor	
  to	
  start	
  off	
  (slightly	
  tongue	
  in	
  cheek,	
  but	
  funny	
  because	
  there’s	
  a	
  grain	
  
of	
  truth	
  –	
  “perfecIon	
  is	
  the	
  enemy	
  of	
  progress”;	
  different	
  areas	
  have	
  different	
  
standards	
  for	
  what	
  is	
  common	
  pracIce	
  and	
  what	
  is	
  misconduct)	
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AUTHORSHIP	
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Whether	
  it	
  benefits	
  you,	
  them,	
  or	
  both…	
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The	
  length	
  you	
  need	
  to	
  describe:	
  
	
  
a)  A	
  new	
  contribuIon	
  

b)  In	
  depth	
  

May	
  be	
  in-­‐progress	
  (e.g.,	
  at	
  a	
  workshop),	
  followed	
  by	
  a	
  later,	
  more	
  finalized	
  
conference	
  paper	
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•  Simultaneous	
  submissions	
  

•  Archival	
  vs.	
  non-­‐archival	
  

QuesIons	
  that	
  arose:	
  
arXiv	
  –	
  address	
  explicitly?	
  (May	
  also	
  be	
  necessary	
  to	
  explain	
  the	
  role	
  of	
  tech	
  reports	
  /	
  
white	
  papers)	
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(CITI	
  RCR	
  used	
  to	
  have	
  deceased	
  [not	
  sure	
  what	
  the	
  policy	
  is,	
  actually],	
  pets,	
  make-­‐
believe)	
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QuesIon:	
  OK	
  or	
  not?	
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DATA	
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(Discussing	
  and	
  deciding	
  on	
  these	
  things	
  ahead	
  of	
  Ime	
  helps	
  combat	
  “hey	
  there’s	
  a	
  
deadline	
  this	
  is	
  good	
  enough”	
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In	
  other	
  disciplines,	
  there’s	
  a	
  longer	
  history….(e.g.,	
  pen-­‐only,	
  date	
  and	
  iniIal	
  pages	
  
and	
  have	
  others	
  iniIal	
  them	
  as	
  checks)	
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Errors	
  and	
  failures	
  to	
  document	
  with	
  deadlines,	
  etc…	
  
	
  
One	
  possible	
  approach:	
  Try	
  to	
  automate	
  everything,	
  including	
  records	
  of,	
  e,g.,	
  
recording	
  parameters	
  that	
  went	
  into	
  simulaIon	
  runs,	
  so	
  you’re	
  not	
  stuck	
  wondering	
  
what	
  exactly	
  happened	
  later…	
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Growing	
  dissaIsfacIon	
  with	
  papers	
  that	
  don’t	
  share	
  code	
  or	
  data.	
  
	
  
Example:	
  figure	
  comes	
  from	
  paper	
  that	
  aTempts	
  to	
  recompile	
  and	
  run	
  code	
  from	
  
papers	
  at	
  a	
  parIcular	
  set	
  of	
  conferences	
  during	
  parIcular	
  years.	
  Results	
  uninspiring.	
  
(Not	
  everyone	
  agrees	
  with	
  the	
  methodology	
  of	
  this	
  parIcular	
  tech	
  report,	
  but	
  the	
  
point	
  stands)	
  
	
  
Some	
  conferences	
  now	
  require	
  	
  (or	
  give	
  preference)	
  to	
  this	
  kind	
  of	
  evidence	
  
	
  
QuesIon	
  that	
  came	
  up:	
  How	
  do	
  you	
  convince	
  others	
  (e.g.,	
  advisor)	
  of	
  the	
  value	
  of	
  
conInuing	
  to	
  support	
  research	
  sojware?	
  
	
  
	
  
Zvon’s	
  addiIons:	
  
	
  
-­‐	
  What	
  about	
  publishing	
  source	
  code	
  and	
  input	
  data	
  used	
  in	
  experiments?	
  What	
  if	
  the	
  
results	
  were	
  obtained	
  during	
  an	
  internship	
  and	
  the	
  company	
  does	
  not	
  allow	
  data	
  (or	
  
even	
  source	
  code)	
  to	
  be	
  published?	
  
	
  
-­‐	
  How	
  to	
  ensure	
  that	
  experiments	
  are	
  reproducible?	
  To	
  how	
  much	
  trouble	
  should	
  we	
  
go	
  through	
  to	
  have	
  reproducible	
  experiments?	
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CONFLICT	
  OF	
  INTEREST	
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QuesIon:	
  What	
  else	
  should	
  we	
  worry	
  about	
  w.r.t.	
  CoI?	
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From	
  MaT	
  Might:	
  
	
  
“If	
  you're	
  a	
  "close	
  personal	
  friend"	
  of	
  an	
  author,	
  decline	
  review.	
  
	
  
There's	
  debate	
  about	
  the	
  what	
  "close"	
  means,	
  so	
  ask	
  yourself	
  the	
  following:	
  
	
  
Would	
  you	
  review	
  the	
  paper	
  imparIally?	
  
If	
  the	
  answer	
  is	
  no,	
  she	
  is	
  too	
  close.	
  
	
  
And,	
  the	
  meaning	
  of	
  close	
  can	
  fluctuate	
  over	
  Ime.	
  
	
  
Is	
  she	
  nearing	
  tenure?	
  Is	
  he	
  about	
  to	
  go	
  on	
  the	
  academic	
  job	
  market?	
  
	
  
In	
  such	
  cases,	
  you	
  might	
  be	
  more	
  tempted	
  to	
  "help.””	
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From	
  MaT	
  Might:	
  
	
  
“It	
  is	
  equally	
  important	
  to	
  recuse	
  yourself	
  if	
  you	
  have	
  strong	
  personal	
  objecIons	
  to	
  
an	
  individual	
  or	
  work.	
  
	
  
Even	
  if	
  you	
  think	
  you	
  can	
  review	
  the	
  manuscript	
  fairly,	
  decline	
  to	
  review,	
  since	
  a	
  
negaIve	
  recommendaIon	
  would	
  be	
  seen	
  as	
  tainted.”	
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From	
  MaT	
  Might:	
  
	
  
“Every	
  so	
  ojen,	
  you'll	
  receive	
  a	
  manuscript	
  to	
  review	
  in	
  which	
  you	
  discover	
  that	
  
someone	
  else	
  has	
  independently	
  solved	
  the	
  same	
  problem	
  as	
  you.	
  
	
  
These	
  manuscripts	
  cause	
  heartburn.	
  
	
  
I	
  recommend	
  informing	
  the	
  program	
  chair	
  or	
  editor	
  and	
  recusing	
  yourself	
  from	
  
discussion	
  of	
  such	
  manuscripts,	
  since	
  it	
  is	
  unlikely	
  that	
  you	
  will	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  review	
  it	
  
without	
  some	
  emoIon.	
  
	
  
If	
  the	
  paper	
  is	
  accepted	
  but	
  your	
  work	
  provides	
  a	
  beTer	
  soluIon,	
  you	
  may	
  be	
  able	
  to	
  
publish	
  it.	
  
	
  
If	
  the	
  paper	
  is	
  rejected,	
  you	
  may	
  sIll	
  want	
  to	
  walk	
  away	
  from	
  publishing	
  your	
  work,	
  
since	
  there	
  could	
  be	
  accusaIons	
  that	
  you	
  benefited	
  from	
  seeing	
  their	
  work.	
  
	
  
If	
  you	
  decide	
  to	
  pursue	
  publicaIon,	
  you	
  can	
  approach	
  the	
  authors	
  directly	
  or	
  through	
  
the	
  program	
  chair	
  or	
  editor.	
  
	
  
Explain	
  that	
  you	
  recused	
  yourself	
  from	
  discussion	
  once	
  you	
  recognized	
  they	
  had	
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From	
  MaT	
  Might:	
  
	
  
“There	
  is	
  a	
  percepIon	
  among	
  some	
  graduate	
  students	
  that	
  if	
  a	
  venue	
  will	
  accept	
  N	
  
papers,	
  then	
  giving	
  a	
  favorable	
  review	
  to	
  a	
  compeIng	
  submission	
  reduces	
  that	
  to	
  
N-­‐1.	
  
	
  
This	
  is	
  simply	
  not	
  true.	
  
	
  
Papers	
  are	
  judged	
  on	
  the	
  standards	
  of	
  the	
  venue,	
  and	
  this	
  tends	
  to	
  yield	
  a	
  similar	
  rate	
  
of	
  acceptances	
  every	
  year.	
  
	
  
If	
  you	
  feel	
  you	
  can't	
  review	
  a	
  manuscript	
  objecIvely	
  because	
  you	
  have	
  a	
  compeIng	
  
submission	
  to	
  the	
  same	
  venue,	
  then	
  decline	
  to	
  review.	
  
	
  
Don't	
  think	
  that	
  tanking	
  a	
  compeIng	
  submission	
  will	
  improve	
  your	
  odds.	
  
	
  
It	
  will	
  not.	
  
	
  
And,	
  if	
  anyone	
  suspects	
  your	
  review	
  was	
  tainted	
  by	
  a	
  perceived	
  pigeon-­‐hole	
  conflict,	
  
it	
  could	
  do	
  measurable	
  harm	
  to	
  your	
  reputaIon.”	
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•  PC	
  rules	
  &	
  stepping	
  out	
  of	
  room	
  

•  ReporIng	
  conflicts	
  pro-­‐acIvely	
  (even	
  if	
  conference	
  doesn’t	
  have	
  a	
  system	
  for	
  it)	
  

•  De-­‐anonymizing	
  self	
  as	
  a	
  reviewer	
  generally	
  viewed	
  as	
  OK	
  –	
  everything	
  else	
  is	
  
problemaIc	
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Seriously,	
  that’s	
  not	
  an	
  uncommonly	
  used	
  conference	
  review	
  system	
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Bias	
  or	
  the	
  _appearance_	
  of	
  bias	
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When	
  in	
  doubt,	
  ask/disclose	
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HUMAN	
  SUBJECTS	
  RESEARCH	
  
	
  
Let’s	
  talk	
  about	
  principles	
  behind	
  ethical	
  HSR	
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…a	
  common	
  component	
  being	
  informed	
  consent	
  
	
  
Consider:	
  
•  Clear	
  explanaIons	
  
•  ExplanaIon	
  of	
  alternaIves	
  
•  etc	
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Or,	
  if	
  harm	
  is	
  necessary,	
  maximize	
  benefits…	
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Make	
  sure	
  that,	
  for	
  example,	
  the	
  harms	
  and	
  the	
  benefits	
  correspond	
  to	
  the	
  same	
  
populaIon	
  and	
  that	
  you	
  don’t,	
  for	
  example,	
  experiment	
  (detrimentally)	
  on	
  prisoners	
  
because	
  they’re	
  convenient	
  when	
  the	
  benefits	
  are	
  for	
  everyone	
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There	
  are	
  procedures	
  in	
  place	
  which	
  are	
  required	
  for	
  all	
  research	
  performed	
  with	
  
federal	
  money	
  (e.g.,	
  NSF)	
  and	
  usually	
  apply	
  to	
  all	
  the	
  research	
  of	
  an	
  insItuIon	
  that	
  
receives	
  federal	
  funding	
  
	
  
Utah’s	
  IRB	
  website	
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If	
  it	
  even	
  vaguely	
  smells	
  like	
  people	
  or	
  their	
  data….	
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Go	
  ahead	
  and	
  submit	
  for	
  an	
  exempIon	
  –	
  it	
  is	
  the	
  review	
  board’s	
  job	
  to	
  make	
  that	
  
decision,	
  not	
  yours	
  
	
  
Some	
  conferences	
  that	
  don’t	
  tradiIonally	
  deal	
  with	
  humans	
  have	
  started	
  to	
  require	
  
statements	
  about	
  IRB	
  approval	
  in	
  manuscripts	
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Obtaining	
  IRB	
  approval	
  does	
  not	
  absolve	
  you	
  of	
  considering	
  the	
  broader	
  ethics	
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Conference	
  PCs	
  sIll	
  figuring	
  out	
  how	
  to	
  handle	
  this…reject?	
  Accept	
  with	
  noIce?	
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Conference	
  PCs	
  sIll	
  figuring	
  out	
  how	
  to	
  handle	
  this…reject?	
  Accept	
  with	
  noIce?	
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There	
  are	
  increasingly	
  other	
  (voluntary)	
  resources	
  to	
  undergo	
  ethics	
  checks	
  (varies	
  by	
  
discipline)	
  –	
  e.g.,	
  screenshot	
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Let’s	
  talk	
  about	
  gray	
  areas	
  in	
  research	
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A/B	
  tesIng	
  in	
  industry	
  regarding	
  products	
  and	
  product	
  performance	
  is	
  common.	
  
	
  
There	
  isn’t	
  necessarily	
  any	
  ethical	
  oversight	
  in	
  companies	
  
	
  
EmoIonal	
  Contagion	
  study	
  received	
  a	
  lot	
  of	
  media	
  aTenIon	
  recently	
  
	
  
Basically,	
  Facebook	
  experimented	
  with	
  what	
  was	
  displayed	
  in	
  newsfeeds.	
  Some	
  
newsfeeds	
  showed	
  >	
  more	
  emoIonally	
  posiIve	
  posts	
  (by	
  some	
  NLP	
  definiIon)	
  and	
  
some	
  newsfeeds	
  showed	
  >	
  negaIve	
  posts.	
  Effect	
  was	
  measured	
  in	
  terms	
  of	
  whether	
  
resulIng	
  posts	
  were	
  more	
  emoIonally	
  posiIve	
  or	
  negaIve	
  (respecIvely).	
  Surprise:	
  
they	
  were	
  
	
  
ObjecIons:	
  e.g.,	
  emoIonally	
  vulnerable	
  individuals	
  
	
  
Other	
  objecIons:	
  IRB	
  seems	
  to	
  have	
  been	
  vaguely	
  bypassed;	
  seems	
  like	
  academic	
  
researchers	
  talked	
  with	
  Facebook,	
  which	
  instrumented	
  to	
  collect	
  dataset,	
  then	
  IRB	
  
submission	
  at	
  academic	
  insItuIon	
  was	
  for	
  “pre-­‐exisIng	
  data”	
  
	
  
QuesIon:	
  reacIons?	
  
	
  
But!	
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From	
  Forbes:	
  
	
  
“How	
  they	
  did	
  it:	
  They	
  tracked	
  every	
  entry	
  of	
  more	
  than	
  5	
  characters	
  in	
  a	
  comment	
  
or	
  compose	
  box	
  that	
  didn’t	
  get	
  posted	
  within	
  10	
  minutes.	
  
	
  
What	
  Facebook	
  found	
  out:	
  We’re	
  thinking	
  things	
  that	
  we	
  don’t	
  put	
  down	
  to	
  digital	
  
paper.	
  71%	
  of	
  the	
  users	
  “self-­‐censored,”	
  drajing	
  comments	
  that	
  they	
  never	
  posted.”	
  
	
  
QuesIon:	
  reacIons?	
  
	
  

86	
  



From	
  Forbes:	
  
	
  
“Users	
  had	
  the	
  acIve	
  or	
  “passive”	
  sharing	
  randomly	
  assigned	
  to	
  them,	
  changing	
  their	
  
experience	
  (and	
  their	
  spammed	
  friends’	
  experience)	
  of	
  the	
  site.	
  When	
  given	
  the	
  
opIon	
  to	
  share,	
  only	
  23%	
  chose	
  to	
  do	
  so”	
  
	
  
QuesIon:	
  reacIons?	
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From	
  Forbes:	
  
	
  
“Researchers	
  “randomly”	
  assigned	
  75	
  million	
  urls	
  a	
  “share”	
  or	
  “no-­‐share”	
  
status…“”Directed	
  shares,	
  such	
  as	
  a	
  link	
  that	
  is	
  included	
  in	
  a	
  private	
  Facebook	
  
message	
  or	
  explicitly	
  posted	
  on	
  a	
  friend’s	
  wall,	
  are	
  not	
  affected	
  by	
  the	
  assignment	
  
procedure,”	
  wrote	
  the	
  researchers.”	
  
	
  
QuesIon:	
  reacIons?	
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From	
  Forbes:	
  
	
  
“When	
  it	
  happened:	
  2010	
  midterm	
  elecIons	
  in	
  the	
  U.S.	
  
	
  
How	
  many	
  users:	
  61,279,316	
  users	
  over	
  the	
  age	
  of	
  18	
  
	
  
How	
  they	
  did	
  it:	
  They	
  offered	
  test	
  subjects	
  an	
  ‘I	
  Voted’	
  buTon	
  at	
  the	
  top	
  of	
  their	
  
News	
  Feeds	
  and	
  informaIon	
  on	
  how	
  to	
  find	
  their	
  polling	
  place.	
  Some	
  users	
  also	
  saw	
  
the	
  names	
  of	
  their	
  friends	
  who	
  had	
  clicked	
  the	
  buTon.	
  The	
  control	
  group	
  got	
  no	
  
prompt	
  to	
  vote.	
  Then	
  the	
  researchers	
  checked	
  public	
  voIng	
  records	
  to	
  see	
  which	
  of	
  
the	
  millions	
  actually	
  voted.”	
  
	
  
QuesIon:	
  reacIons?	
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From	
  Wikipedia:	
  
	
  
“The	
  Carna	
  botnet	
  was	
  a	
  botnet	
  of	
  420,000	
  devices	
  created	
  by	
  an	
  anonymous	
  hacker	
  
to	
  measure	
  the	
  extent	
  of	
  the	
  Internet	
  in	
  what	
  the	
  creator	
  called	
  the	
  “Internet	
  Census	
  
of	
  2012”.	
  
	
  
The	
  data	
  was	
  collected	
  by	
  infiltraIng	
  Internet	
  devices,	
  especially	
  routers,	
  that	
  used	
  a	
  
default	
  password	
  or	
  no	
  password	
  at	
  all.	
  	
  
	
  
World	
  map	
  of	
  24-­‐hour	
  relaIve	
  average	
  uIlizaIon	
  of	
  IPv4	
  addresses	
  observed	
  using	
  
ICMP	
  ping	
  requests	
  by	
  Carna	
  botnet,	
  June	
  -­‐	
  October	
  2012”	
  
	
  
QuesIon:	
  	
  
•  OK	
  or	
  not?	
  
•  OK	
  to	
  use	
  resultant	
  dataset	
  or	
  not?	
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e.g.,	
  do	
  you	
  pay	
  them	
  minimal	
  wage?	
  Minimal	
  mage	
  according	
  to	
  where?	
  
	
  
QuesIon	
  that	
  came	
  up:	
  What	
  are	
  Amazon’s	
  current	
  recommendaIons	
  w.r.t.	
  this?	
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InteresIng	
  as	
  a	
  broad	
  topic.	
  More	
  specifically,	
  let’s	
  talk	
  about	
  videos.	
  
	
  
Some	
  venues	
  require	
  short	
  summary	
  videos.	
  Other	
  researchers	
  produce	
  them	
  (or	
  
FAQs,	
  or	
  press	
  releases)	
  opIonally.	
  
	
  
From	
  hizook.com:	
  
	
  
“The	
  video	
  needs	
  to	
  stand	
  alone.	
  
	
  
	
  "It's	
  menIoned	
  in	
  the	
  audio."	
  	
  Not	
  everyone	
  listens	
  to	
  the	
  audio.	
  
	
  "You	
  can	
  read	
  the	
  paper	
  for	
  details."	
  	
  Non-­‐academics	
  don't	
  read	
  papers	
  -­‐-­‐	
  full	
  stop.	
  
	
  "It's	
  in	
  the	
  YouTube	
  Itle	
  or	
  descripIon."	
  	
  The	
  videos	
  on	
  this	
  page	
  are	
  embedded.	
  	
  It's	
  
too	
  easy	
  to	
  miss.	
  
	
  "This	
  video	
  is	
  only	
  for	
  other	
  researchers."	
  	
  Too	
  bad,	
  the	
  general	
  public	
  will	
  consume	
  
it	
  too.”	
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From	
  hizook.com:	
  
	
  
“…But	
  what	
  you	
  may	
  have	
  missed...	
  the	
  inconspicuous	
  infrared	
  cameras	
  that	
  form	
  
the	
  backbone	
  of	
  a	
  "20-­‐camera	
  Vicon	
  moIon	
  capture	
  system"	
  that	
  costs	
  between	
  
$20k	
  and	
  $50k”	
  
	
  
Audio+visual?	
  Watermarked	
  video?	
  
	
  
QuesIon	
  that	
  came	
  up:	
  Are	
  we	
  really	
  responsible	
  for	
  people’s	
  ignorance?	
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Clarify	
  teleoperated	
  vs.	
  scripted	
  vs.	
  autonomous:	
  
	
  
Video	
  is	
  Teleoperated	
  and	
  sped	
  up	
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Video	
  is	
  50x	
  realIme	
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Tethered	
  vs.	
  wireless,	
  baTery-­‐powered	
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What	
  research	
  are	
  you	
  even	
  choosing	
  to	
  conduct?	
  Are	
  there	
  embedded	
  implicit	
  
values	
  (e.g.,	
  net	
  neutrality	
  is	
  posiIve)?	
  
	
  
If	
  you’re	
  making	
  tools,	
  what	
  things	
  do	
  those	
  tools	
  make	
  easy?	
  What	
  things	
  don’t	
  they	
  
support?	
  What	
  are	
  the	
  implicaIons?	
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