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False Promises for 
European Space Science 

AT ITS MEmNG IN  NOVEMBER IN EDINBURGH, 
the European Ministerial Council agreed to 
accept about 70% of the budget proposed by 
the Director General of the European Space 
Agency (ESA), amounting to about €7 bil- 
lion [(€1=$0.89)] for the period of 2002 to 
2006. This cut severely threatens European 
space-related scientific programs and endan- 
gers the efforts of the scientific community 
to l lf i l l  its research objectives in this area, 
~articularlv when new research initiatives 
k e  considlred. In fact, the decision 
at Edinburgh to support only about 
SO%, that is, about €165 million for 
5 years, of the program ELIPS: Life 
and Physical Sciences in Space uti- 
lizing the International Space Station 
is devastating. It is certainly contrary 
to the strategic commitment made in 
March 2000 in Lisbon by the Euro- 
pean Council, where the aim was to 
make Europe the most competitive 
and dynamic knowledge-based 
economy in the world (1). On this 
basis, sustaining sufficient support 
for research activities in the field of 

Foundation. The resulting program is tailored 
to support the research objectives of the Eu- 
ropean Commission, emphasizing transna- 
tional scientific cooperation in the true spirit 
of the new Europe. At the heart of the selec- 
tion of priorities were research proposals that 
were reviewed by panels of independent, in- 
ternational experts. There can be no doubt 
that the projects selected for ELIPS are of the 
highest scientific standard attainable. 

Therefore, it is most regrettable that the 
budget has been so severely cut. The origi- 
nal budget for the ELIPS program of €500 
million had already been downsized to 
€320 million after long discussions with 

space-related scknces would have ESA programs such as ELIPS, which wi l l  use the Inter- 
been a logical commitment for the national Space Station (artistic rendering pictured 
ministers at the Edinburgh Council. above), are'facing severe budget cuts. 

The irony of this unfavorable de- 
cision is that the ELIPS program had been the delegations of the ESA Manned Space 
highly rated by the ministers. Indeed, the pro- Flight and Microgravity Program Board, 
cess of formulating and refining the ELIPS where a compromise between the industrial 
program involved tedious consultation within returns for different countries and excel- 
the scientific community and discussions lence of scientific objectives had been 
with the scientific consulting bodies of ESA sought. The decision in Edinburgh to fur- 
and was also guided by the European Science ther cut the ELIPS budget now threatens 

the implementation of these scientifically 
import& studies. 

Letters to the Editor In an unprecedented stand on these 
Letters (-300 words) discuss material published matters, the report (2) by the 20-member 
in Science in the previous 6 months or issues U.S. panel led by Thomas Young and set 
of general interest. They can be submitted by Up by the white H~~~~ in july to analyze 
eqmail (science-letters@aaas.org)l the Web the costs of the International Space Station 
(www.letter2science.org)* or regular Inail concluded that research in general and bi- 
(1200 New York Ave., NW, Washington, DC 
20005, USA). Letters are not acknowledged ology in particular needed much more em- 

upon receipt, nor are authors generally con- phasis if this massive engineering project 
sulted before publication. Whether published is to turn into a realistic science program- 

2 in full or in part, Letters are subject to editing We, as chairmen of ESA scientific con- 
E for clarity and space. sulting bodies, representing the scientific 
g community at large and not being person- 

ally involved in space-related science, 
strongly resent the decisions taken at Ed- 
inburgh and urge the ministers to recon- 
sider their financial priorities. 
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Biotech Gap Between 
North and South 

IN THE PAST FEW YEARS, WE HAVE HEARD A 
great deal about the uses of biotechnology - 
and how new technologies can improve 
health and agriculture in developing coun- 
tries. It is clear that there is an urgent need 
for biotechnology research and &ining in 
many of these nations. In their Viewpoint 
article "Harnessing genomics and biotech- 
nology to improve global health equity" 
(special issue on Unlocking Biology's 
Storehouse, 5 Oct., p. 87), P. A. Singer and 
A. S. Daar highlighted a number of impor- 
tant factors necessary for biotechnology 
growth. It should be added, however, that 
in order for these new technologies to 
make a long-lasting contribution, the role 
of government cannot be left out. 

At the Program in Science, Technology 
and Innovation of Harvard University (I), 
we have been analyzing strategies used by 
developing nations to build their strength 
in biotechnology. Our research has identi- 
fied local government commitment to in- 
novation as the major common element for 
success. This commitment is manifested 
not only in the form of financial instru- 
ments (research grants and tax incentives) 
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