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SCIENCE'S COMPASS

IACUC:, yet they are not given an exemp-
tion from making reliable judgments. IRB
lapses like those recently at Johns Hopkins
University not only risk the lives of partic-
ipants, they undermine public confidence
in science.

Moreover, Klemfuss et al.’s method-
ological criticisms of our study are wrong
on empirical and factual grounds. First, the
reliability of IACUC protocol reviews
does not increase significantly when the
“diverse views” of veterinarians and unaf-
filiated members are eliminated from sta-
tistical analysis. Second, reliability does
not vary by the species of animal used
(half of the protocols involved rats, so it is
unlikely that most IACUC members were
unfamiliar with the species used). Third,
Klemfuss et al. suggest that our study had
an animal rights agenda, whereas, in fact,
the study was endorsed by the Animal Be-
havior Society and was financially sup-
ported by two directorates of the National
Science Foundation. Indeed, one of us
(H.H.) is an animal researcher and has
served on IACUCs for many years.

Klemfuss et al. point out that most of
the negative shifts in opinion involved re-
quests by the second committee for more
information. What they do not mention is
that 17 protocols were categorically disap-
proved (not simply “deferred”) by the sec-
ond committee, even though 16 of these
protocols had been approved by the first
committee. Equally striking, of the 72 pro-
tocols “approved as written” by the first
committee, only 6 received that evaluation
by the second committee. If, as Klemfuss
et al. suggest, these shifts are attributable
to factors such as the original committee’s
reliance on knowledge of the investigator
rather than the written protocol—or to the
inscrutable nature of particular protocol
forms—these explanations provide all the
more reason to reexamine the protocol re-
view process.

Rollin and Loew object to “specific rules
of the sort Plous and Herzog seem to favor,”
yet we did not propose any specific rule or
animal care standard. What we advocate is
not a proliferation of arbitrary regulations
but the implementation of procedures to in-
crease the reliability and validity of the re-
view process, such as the development of
explicit evaluative criteria, standardization
and simplification of IACUC forms, and en-
hanced training of committee members.

Finally, it is worth noting that our re-
sults are not anomalous. They are consis-
tent with previous research on unstruc-
tured peer review, including studies of
IACUC and IRB decision-making,
manuscript reviewing, and grant reviewing
(1). Therefore, we ask the following ques-
tion: At what point is the IACUC system
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sufficiently well established, and the evi-
dence of a problem sufficiently document-
ed, for us to take action?
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WHO Ranking of
Health Systems

BEFORE DEAN T. JAMISON AND MARTIN E.
Sandbu’s critique of the World Health Report
2000 (WHR2000) (Policy Forum, Science’s
Compass, “WHO ranking of health system
performance,” 31 Aug., p. 1595), there had
been other criticisms of the report (/). Yet none
of these commentaries discussed the fact that
the World Health Organization (WHO) was
recklessly inattentive to protection and preven-
tion programs in their assessment of health
system performance. In WHR2000 (2), WHO
gives a comprehensive definition of a health
system that includes “such traditional public
health activities as health promotion and dis-
ease prevention, and other health-enhancing
interventions like road and environmental
safety improvement” (1, p. 5). However,
WHO'’s actual assessment of health system
performance pays scant attention to these ac-
tivities that have historically contributed most
to improving life and health. Instead, the report
focuses almost exclusively on personal health
care services—the equity in their distribution
and the fairness in their financing. And, in-
deed, the recommendations in WHR2000 urge
countries to improve service provision, re-
source generation, and health system financ-
ing for personal health care services.

As Jamison and Sandbu mention, the
WHO rankings are intended to “lead to
greater political accountability and to evi-
dence-based health policies,” but, that being
the case, the focus of the report on personal
health services poses a conundrum: If the
WHO rankings of health system performance
do not assess whether countries are taking ad-
vantage of a whole class of prevention activi-
ties—those that protect people from hazards
in their living and working environments—
then why should policy-makers and investors
consider or adopt these strategies to improve
the health of populations?

How can we correct the glaring omission
of health-protecting activities from WHO’s
analysis and prescription? Jamison and Sand-
bu provide a hint: Concentrate on the method-
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ology. They note that WHR2000 “‘simply as-
sumes that system performance variation ac-
counts for all [health] outcome variation after
controlling for levels of [personal health care
service] expenditure and education.”” Methods
are needed for measuring the extent and effec-
tiveness of prevention and protection pro-
grams. | suggest that until we have measure-
ments and numbers to describe protection, we
will not have, as Lord Kelvin said, ‘“‘advanced
to the state of Science.” Nor will health
policy-makers pay any attention.
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Counting All Species

IN REFERENCE TO THE PROPOSAL BY THE ALL
Species Foundation for a complete catalog
of life on Earth, which is described in the
News Focus article “Up for the count?” by
A. Lawler (26 Oct., p. 769), I was quoted
as saying, “This is well intentioned but in-
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credibly naive.” The statement, out of con-
text, could be misleading, so I would like
to clarify my meaning.

The idea of a complete catalog of
species is not new, and efforts related to
specific taxa have been under way for
some years. What is in-
teresting about the new
proposal is that it
would include all taxa
and take advantage of
recent technological de-
velopments that could
provide a quantitative
leap in the area of
systematics.

Therefore, what 1
view as naive is not the

"...what | view as
naive is not the all-
species count itself,

but attempting to
accomplish it without

taking into account

(GTI), and thus any proposal for a complete
catalog of life on Earth must work within
this framework.

For the new proposal to succeed given
such parameters, two criteria are essential.
First, those developing countries where
much of the biodiversity
is found must have help
in building up their taxo-
nomic research capacity
both technologically and
academically. There are
good examples where
this is working, includ-
ing InBio in Costa Rica,
CONABIO in Mexico,
and the Alexander von
Humboldt Institute in

all-species count itself, th e Colombia. And second,
. e present political .

but attempting to accom- P L this endeavor needs to be

plish it without taking setting," a truly global partner-

into account the present

political setting. The

United Nations Convention on Biological
Diversity, signed in 1992 and ratified by 181
countries to date, established national
sovereignty over biodiversity, which in effect
restricts the free flow of biological speci-
mens around the globe. The Convention also
adopted the Global Taxonomy Initiative

ship, bringing together
the systematists and in-
stitutions from around the world and giving
them the tools and resources they need to
work within this new global context.
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We’re In It For The Science

The National Cell Culture Center is a non-profit resource sponsored by the NIH to support basic research by providing

access to cell culture services at minimal cost. Working with the Center, your cell line or custom protocol is adapted for larger
scale production. Cells or cell secreted proteins are delivered in the quantity and frequency you desire, enabling you to focus more
of your valuable resources on fundamental research problems.

Thousands of scientists from every major research institution throughout the country have accessed the Center for their cell
culture needs. Let us help you with your research. Visit us on the web at www.nccc.com

National Cell Culture Center Ou

Dedicated to Supporting the Biomedical Research Community

(@)

www.sciencemag.org SCIENCE VOL 294 30 NOVEMBER 2001

1833


mailto:@tufts.edu
http://www.fiocruz,br/cict/dis/
mailto:perc@tivoli.si.edu

