SCIENCE

Publisher: Richard S. Nicholson

Editor-in-Chief: Daniel E. Koshland Jr.

Editor: Ellis Rubinstein

Managing Editor: Monica M. Bradford

Deputy Editors: Philip H. Abelson (Engineering and Ap-
plied Sciences); John |. Brauman (Physical Sciences);
Thomas R. Cech (Biological Sciences)

Editorial Staff
Assistant Managing Editor: Dawn Bennett
Senior Editors: Eleanore Butz, R. Brooks Hanson, Barbara
Jasny, Katrina L. Kelner, David Lindley, Linda J. Miller,
Phillip D. Szuromi, David F. Voss
Associate Editors: Gilbert J. Chin, Pamela J. Hines, Paula
A. Kiberstis, Suki Parks, L. Bryan Ray
Letters: Christine Gilbert, Editor; Steven S. Lapham
Book Reviews: Katherine Livingston, Editor; Annette
Theuring, Assistant Editor; Susan Randolph, Editorial As-
sistant
Contributing Editor: Lawrence |. Grossman
Editing: Valerie Jablow, Cara Tate, Senior Copy Editors;
Douglas B. Casey, Harry Jach, Erik G. Morris, Christine M.
Pearce
Copy Desk: Ellen E. Murphy, Supervisor; Linda B. Felaco,
Joi S. Granger, Beverly Shields, Melissa Q. Rosen, Kameaka
Williams, Assistant
Editorial Support: Sherryf Farmer, Supervisor; Linda
Dienavs, Carolyn Kyle, Michele Listisard, Diane Long,
Patricia M. Moore
Administrative Support: Sylvia Kihara, Charlene King,
Jeanette Prastein
Telephone: 202-326-6501; FAX: 202-289-7562; TDD: 202-
408-7770

News Staff
News Editor: Colin Norman
Features Editor: John M. Benditt
Deputy News Editors: Tim Appenzeller, Joshua Fischman,
Jean Marx, Jeffrey Mervis
News & Comment/Research News Writers: Christopher
Anderson, Faye Flam, Troy Gately, copy, Constance Holden,
Richard A. Kerr, Eliot Marshall, Rachel Nowak, Robert F.
Service, Richard Stone, Lisa Seachrist (intern)
U.S. Bureaus: Marcia Barinaga (Berkeley), Jon Cohen
(San Diego), Anne Simon Moffat (Chicago), John Travis
(Boston)
Contributing Correspondents: Joseph Alper, Barry A.
Cipra, Robert Crease, Elizabeth Culotta, Ann Gibbons,
Virginia Morell, Robert Pool, Leslie Roberts, Gary Taubes,
M. Mitchell Waldrop
Administrative Support: Fannie Groom, Jennifer Hodgin
Telephone: 202-326-6500; FAX: 202-371-9227; Internet
Address: science_news @aaas.org

Art & Production Staff

Production: James Landry, Director; Wendy K. Shank,
Manager; Lizabeth A. Harman, Assistant Manager;
Laura A. Creveling, Scherraine B. Mack, Linda C. Owens,
Associates

Art: Amy Decker Henry, Director; C. Faber Smith, Asso-
ciate Director; Katharine Sutliff, Scientific lllustrator; Holly
Bishop, Graphics Associate; Elizabeth Carroll, Graphics
Assistant, Leslie Blizard, Assistant

Europe Office
Senior Editor: Richard B. Gallagher
Associate Editor: Jeffrey Williams
News Editor: Daniel Clery
Correspondent: Peter Aldhous
Editorial Associate: Belinda Holden
Address: Thomas House, George IV Street, Cambridge,
UK CB2 1HH
Telephone: (44) 0223 302067; FAX: (44) 0223 302068

Science Editorial Board
Charles J. Amntzen F. Clark Howell
David Baltimore Paul A. Marks
J. Michael Bishop Yasutomi Nishizuka
William F. Brinkman Helen M. Ranney
E. Margaret Burbidge Bengt Samuelsson
Pierre-Gilles de Gennes Robert M. Solow
Joseph L. Goldstein Edward C. Stone
Mary L. Good James D. Watson
Harry B. Gray Richard N. Zare
John J. Hopfield

EDITORIAL

Research in the Service of Jobs and Health

There are many explanations for the success of science and the failures of government, but
one of the most telling differences between the two is the high premium on objectivity in
science and the low premium on it in government. A scientist with a hypothesis knows that
he must produce the most convincing evidence by devising an objective experiment, and he
knows that the experiment will be repeated by others. Thus, there is little gain (and a tempo-
rary one, at best) in overstating the results. Government in a democracy rarely likes to tell
the voters an unpleasant truth and generally hopes that a demagogic promise will not be
tested until after the next election. ,

Nowhere is this more evident than in current issues related to jobs and health care.
The days are past when developed countries such as the United States could get raw materi-
als from underdeveloped countries and sell them manufactured products at a handsome re-
turn on investment. The underdeveloped countries, with our help, have learned how to grow
grains and manufacture automobiles, and their wage rates are much lower than those of the
developed countries. Therefore, jobs are not going to come back unless (i) we lower wage
rates to beat the competition or (ii) we generate sophisticated new products that others will
buy and cannot make for themselves.

If the former solution is unthinkable, then the latter clearly suggests more research to
find the new frontiers and develop the new products. Saying that bluntly in a democracy is
too difficult for many politicians. It is much easier to say, “We are in favor of research, but
there just isn’t any money.” Demagogic phrases implying that clever manipulation of the
market will produce jobs in a global economy are unrealistic in the absence of real effort in
the research required for new products. Adding heavy environmental controls and manda-
tory entitlements on the backs of the struggling companies, while socially desirable, is like
throwing an anchor to a drowning person.

The same is true of health care. The really big advances in health care—the penicil-
lins, the microsurgery, the x-rays, and the magnetic resonance imaging—have been produced
by research, and the costs have gone up because people are living longer and using “expen-
sive” new tools to cure diseases that were incurable in the past. Treatments of the same
diseases today are cheaper and more effective than their past treatments. So the “increased
costs” are due to our living longer and more people wanting access to the best medicines.
There is an irony in the present debate in the emphasis on “costs” with no mention of
quality. Jack Benny’s radio program many years ago had a skit in which a robber said to
Benny, “Your money or your life.” Benny, who played the role of a miser, stayed silent, and
only after being prodded said, “I'm thinking it over,” eliciting great laughter. The current
debate has government officials acting as if they expect individuals to refuse life-saving sur-
gery because it is too expensive.

Better health care and better access to it are worthy goals, but they will not be
achieved by pretending that “specialists” or the cost of drugs (actually, 7% of health care
costs) are the causes of the problem. They will not be achieved without willingness to discuss
objectively the real costs and facing the fact that elite (not cost-competitive) medical
schools develop the new techniques where the very rich and the very poor are the guinea
pigs/volunteers for the new devices that later benefit all. Most experts agree that rationing
will be required to prevent costs from ballooning out of sight, but where is the open debate on
rationing from a group that is quick to demand “informed consent” from doctors? The record
of Medicare and the lessons from costs of Canadian, German, French, and British health care
programs need to be discussed scientifically.

Fortunately, there are signs of forward thinking. The Harkin-Hatfield National Fund
for Health Research and the Senate’s refusal to put a cap on indirect costs are signs that some
senators see the importance of research and are willing to do something about it. Basic re-
search in areas that are likely to lead to exportable products and better health should be
explained as a necessary part of future progress. We must devise better ways for all to share in
progress, but to stop progress in the process is extreme shortsightedness.

Daniel E. Koshland Jr.
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