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CORRESPONDENCE

It is true that I have served both formally
and informally as scientific advisor to many
organizations, including the Natural Law
Party, and have been an invited speaker at
conferences sponsored by a
range of organizations, including
the  National  Agricultural
Biotechnology ~Council, the
Indonesian National Academy of
Sciences, the National
Agricultural Forum, the
National  Nutritional Foods
Association, International
Quality and Productivity Center
(UK), and at functions spon-
sored by other organizations
clearly in the mainstream of the
biotechnology and agri-food industries. To
empbhasize one end of the spectrum of orga-
nizations with which I interact seems mis-
leading.

It is also true that I have criticized certain
standards and practices that have been adopt-
ed by parts of the biotechnology industry and
by some regulatory agencies. These criticisms
are not politically motivated, but are based on
professional and scientific concern over the
impact of those practices. Given that lam a
biotechnologist by profession, have con-
tributed to this field for over two decades, and
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continue to contribute actively, I feel justified
in expressing my professional opinion.

Furthermore, I find it highly inappropri-
ate for special interests within the industry to
attempt to marginalize these sci-
ence-based views by calling them
“political.” These views certainly
have an ethical and human-rights
dimension, but that does not
make them political.

Even if the statements in your
article were accurate regarding
my views (which is not the case),
it would be highly inappropriate
.| to extrapolate from those to
Genetic ID’s corporate policy.
The management and equity
holders in every company have their own
political and other perspectives. These do not
reflect upon the policies of the company
employing them. Genetic ID has scrupulously
avoided political involvements, such as
donating to political parties, while other cor-
porations gladly seek out such associations.
Are the corporate strategies of Monsanto,
DuPont, and Novartis to be categorized as
political plots simply because these compa-
nies donate to one or more political parties or
because the individuals managing those com-
panies espouse certain political views? I think
not, and to attribute such motives to Genetic
D is misleading.

John Fagan
Chief Scientist
Genetic1D
Fairfield, TA

John Hodgson replies:

Dr. Fagan argues a number of points in a
lawyerly fashion. Lawyers often seek to unpick
the fabric of an arguments by pulling periph-
eral threads from its hem. I will add a few
restorative stitches.

First, I have no doubt that the recorded
correspondence between Genetic ID and
TNO does not explicitly discuss political
dimensions. However, senior TNO officials
have said that the connections of Genetic ID
with the Natural Law Party were “not a posi-
tive thing for TNO,” a view which certainly
justifies the article’s claim that the political
connections “in part” led to the split in the
collaboration.

Second, 1 cannot accept that it is “certain
segments of the biotechnology industry” that
spread “stories” about Dr. Fagan and a con-
nection with the Natural Law Party. The asso-
ciations would be clear to anyone with a Web
browser. http://www.natural-law.org/
Newsletter3-GE/GE_Nwsltrtext.html,  for
instance, gives us Dr. Fagan’s views on genetic
engineering as told to the Natural Law Party
Newsletter. Furthermore, Dr. Fagan’s book,
“Genetic Engineering: The Hazards. Vedic
Engineering: The Solutions” is published by

the Maharishi University of Management
Press (http://miun.edu/press/ books.html), a
division of the Maharishi University of
Management founded by the Maharishi
Mahesh Yogi. The Maharishi commends
Fagan’s book thoroughly: “This book reveals
the poison to be purified and brings to light
the nectar to revitalize life on earth.” In addi-
tion to his post at Genetic ID, Dr. Fagan is co-
director, physiology and molecular and cell
biology PhD program, and dean of the grad-
uate school at Maharishi University of
Management  (http://www.natural-law.ca/
genetic/JFaganCVBio.html).

Third, Dr. Fagan feels it is “misleading”
for his associations with the NLP to be high-
lighted and his other mainstream connec-
tions ignored. In any article, an editor will
have to decide what is and what is not rele-
vant. In a piece that deals with a stance
against genetic engineering—a position
shared by Dr. Fagan and the Natural Law
Party {and others)—and the commercial
activities of Genetic ID, establishing the NLP
connections is a relevant thing to do.
Reviewing the rest of Dr. Fagan’s CV is not.

Fourth, Dr. Fagan argues that his criticism
of biotechnology is based on professional and
scientific concerns and is not politically moti-
vated. If Dr. Fagan wishes to remain apoliti-
cal, he should avoid obvious and public asso-
ciations  with  political  movements.
Furthermore, critics may detect a different
motivating force, that of commerce, in the
string of logic in Dr. Fagan’s publications.
Thus (and [ paraphrase), “Genetic engineer-
ing is potentially hazardous,” therefore,
“Consumers may worry,” therefore “We
should give them choice,” therefore, “We
must test foods for genetically modified com-
ponents,” but “Only the best will do,” and
“Ours is the best test.”

Finally, Dr. Fagan believes it is “inappro-
priate” to extrapolate between an individual
employee’s views and the policies of a corpo-
ration. However, as most companies in
biotechnology would testify, an individual
voice is more likely to count within a small
company like Genetic 1D than in large multi-
national corporations.

Erratum

Last month’s Business and Regulatory News
Brief “Birth control for alley cats” incorrectly
reported that researchers have successfully
immunized female cats against pregnancy
and that the vaccine causes eggs to be
destroyed by the immune system prior to
implantation. The Salmonella  vaccine
expressing the ZP epitope will actually be
tested using an oral delivery route in fernale
cats beginning in May 1998, and the antibod-
ies that recognize the zona pellucida actually
prevent fertilization by blocking the ability of
the sperm to bind to the egg. 11

NATURE BIOTECHNOLOGY VOLUME 16 MAY 1998



	CORRESPONDENCE

