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training is a disbereled cottage industry.
Esablish a cenhal clearinghouse of "post-
doc specialists" elcin to -MdchiDg Day" for
medical school graduates s€eking advanced
uaining in limited resi&ncy training posi-
tkns. (iv) Ifpostdocs are to be a necessary
part of the research enterprise, then PIs, or
Seir &parfrnents or institutions, shorld pro-
vide some guarantee offinancial support
beyond the tenure ofa particular grant to
those postdocs who provide credible service
to that gant but who cannot find their own
sryortelsewhere.
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Biotechnology lnnovation
ir Africa
AFRICA 15 PRESENILY AI THE PRECIPICE OF A
socioecmomic reoaissance. However, dis-
eases srct as malerie,AlDS, andlrypertension
remain cornmon and important health prob.
lems facing the continent. The recent Policy
Forum by T. J. Tucker and M. W. Makgoba
('Public-private parhenhips and scientifi c
imperialism," 23 Mxy, p. 1016) should irvoke
furthet discussioas e oew approaches for

increasing fre efpctiv€ness of global efforts
against neglected Afri;an diseases.

In 6e 1970s, 7(F/c ofresource flows frun
fie Unied Stares b fu developingworldc,tre
from offcial derclqnent assistance nd3D/o
were private. Today, 85% ofresource flows
fromthe United Smsto the developingnuld
are prira ard 15% ae public. These chmges
in resource flovs rcfl€ct lhe onergence of the
private for-profit sector urd the nongovenF
mental sector as cnrial participants in the
develryent process (1).They have formed
many n€ry alliances md prograns in additim
to gorunrneot aid Unfunnrately, when firds
for these prcgrams nm out,th€ progress often
shgnabs or ev€n reverses. Far public andpri-
wate duu pnogrms exb to sryport more sus-
tainable programE srch as small indigenous
African bioscitnce hrsimses dut are evolving
biotectmologlxl imo\rdbns specifically rele-
vanttofurqioo

Developing local biorechologr capacity is
essential for ensuring availability and access of
health care products in a srstainable nuurn€r.
Several governments in sub-saharan Africa
(such as Nigeria and Sou0r Africa) recognize
this and have increasing FHic sector support
for biotechnology innwation and ente-
preneurship to encourage small indigenous
biotechnology compnies that are working to

translate relwant research discoveries to
usable products. National and regional public
policies and priorities are encouraging the
local dwelopment and manufacture of essen-
tial rapid diagrrostics and genuine medicines
that are critical to heahh care needs ofthe peo.
ple, as a way of making these products and
rrvices more readily accessible to more p€o-
ple. In response, an increasing number of
entrepreneurial scientists of African descent
(led byAfricans inThe Diaspora) are establislF
ing local, small, socially reryonsible biotech-
nolog5l enterprises. These efforts are inspired
primarily by necessity and a focus on hanslat-
ing relwant discoveries to products and serv-
ices that address regionally prewalent diseases.

A model that has not gain€d broad rcr;q4r.-
ability among priv"at€ dooors is direct slpport
in the form ofpass-through grants to small
indigenous for-profit bioscience busiresses.
Robert Grant had pro'posed a similar cmtext
in his'?.esearch in siu' mo&l (Z 3). By vork-
ing with indigenous for-profit bioscience
companies, multilateral funding organiza-
tions and agencies can potentially deliver
more sustainable change. This is especially
crucial because many developed nations
have modeled small businesses as the core
of their biotechnology development stra-
tegy, strengthened thrcugh government and
investor-backed small business grants and
loan programs. Steamlined donor srpport to
indigenous small bioscience businesses can
enable the development ofspecifrc new prod-
ucts and services consistent with the socio-
economic needs of the continent. Additionally,
through expanding collaborations with uni-
versities and institutes, the indigenous bio-
technology firms are evolving to ueate open
avenues oflnorrledge sharing to create these
products in a sustainable manner. This can
pot€ntially drive the development of biotech-
nology on the continent.
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coRRECT|OlrtS AItD CtARtFtCATtOtttS
Reporls: 'Alignment uncertainty and genomic analysis' by K lt Wong ef al. (25 January p. a73). C. Detyey. A" schwartz,
N. Bray. and L Pachter hndly directed our attention to an inconsi*ency in Fig. 1, which shows six different estimated trees
for seven different atignments of the open reading frame (ORF) YPt077(, and the 5upporting ontine Material contaifling
the maximum tikelihood estimates lor the 1502 ORfs that w€ enmined. When equatty tikely trees are accounted for, mar-
imum tiketihood yields only four differenttrees forYPL077C. We intended to illustrate an extreme uample in wtrich align-
ment uncertainty produces different estimates of phylogeny, and not to select among equatty tikety trees to make the dif-
ferences as great as possibte. lndeed, there was no reason to do so, because we coutd have iltustrated the point with five
other ORR, alt$ith one estimated tree for each alignmentand multing in six different trees for the seven alignment treat-
ments (see the Supporting Ontine Materia0. 0f potentiauy more importancg however, our results did not account for
eguatly tikely trees, something that o(curs
in 1.50/o ol the phytogenetic anatyses.
Figure I repeats the analyses performed
in the original Report and accounts for
equalty likely trees. tu before (Fig. 2A),
we ree a significant positive correlation
between alignment distances among
alignment treatments and the distances
between trees estimated from the align-
men8. A(counting for equalty likely trees
does not change the retation between
alignm,ent yariabitity and p$ogeny esti-
mation we or!;inatly discussed.

Fig. 1. Positive correlation between the
Robinson and Foulds [0. Robinson, L.

Foulds, llath. Biosci. 53, 131 (1981)l
measure ol topological distance among
trees estimated lrom diflerent alignment
methods and alignment variabitity among
alignment treatments (5pearman's rank
corretation: \=0.52, P < 0.0001; note
that the corretation coelficient changes
from r, = 0.53 to r, = 0.52 when equally
likely trees are accounted for).

Alignment Distance
(Alignrn€nl Treatnents)
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