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Motivated by recent debates and policy

decisions in the UK about BSE, GM foods,

embryonic stem cell research, and other topics,

my 2002 Anniversary Address1 dealt with

"Science and Society". Although some of the

discussion was general – for instance, the

changing nature of the landscape of scientific

facts, ideas and uncertainties as a subject

moves from the early stages of discovery and

exploration toward full understanding – most

of the focus was on specific issues in the UK. In

particular, I dwelt on protocols for handling

science advice in policy making, drawing on UK

examples, and indicating some of the shadows

that fall between tidy principles and the messy

problems that arise in their implementation.

Today’s biggest problems, however, do not

recognise the national boundaries along which

historical accidents have partitioned human

populations. Climate change is, by any definition,

a problem for the global community. The

possibility of new plagues emerging either from

the expansion, and indeed globalisation, of

traditional and local bushmeat trade, or from

xenotransplantation, poses threats that no

individual country can effectively guard against:

microbes do not carry passports. With water

supplies increasingly under pressure in many parts

of the world, we are already seeing bitter quarrels

about how patterns of water management in one

country affects others downstream. 

Looking at these problems from a different

perspective, any dream of a more harmonious

world surely requires a more equitable

distribution of scientific skills and experience

than currently pertains among the nation states

of the developed and developing worlds. The

most scientifically advanced nations have a

moral responsibility here. Aid to help alleviate

disasters in today’s developing countries is one

clear obligation of the developed world. But

capacity building, so that developing countries

can autonomously avoid or ameliorate these

problems tomorrow, is an even greater and

clearer obligation. Ultimately, the security of

tomorrow’s world depends upon wider

embrace of the core values of science: fact-

based questioning and acknowledgement of

uncertainty (or, as recognised by the Royal

Society from the beginning, nullius in verba).

These values, working in harmony with the

attitudes and values of the citizens in the

countries in which they are applied, will be a

potent force for good.

In this 2004 Anniversary Address I therefore

shall begin with a very quick survey of the

history of scientific academies and of

movements to form cooperative associations

among them, with particular emphasis on the

relatively recently formed InterAcademy Panel

(IAP) and its InterAcademy Council (IAC). I shall

then turn to discuss several specific examples

of actions in relation to transnational problems,

in the contexts of: climate change (with the

excellent example provided by the

InterGovernmental Panel on Climate Change,

IPCC); water supplies; preservation of

biological diversity; infectious diseases, both

already existing and potential threats; stem cell

research; and a miscellany of other topics. The

recent IAC report on Inventing a Better Future:

a Strategy for Building Worldwide Capacities in

Science and Engineering will be discussed

against this background. Some questions

specific to the European Union (EU), as a

regional aggregation transcending the nation

state but less than global, will be touched on.

The politically alert reader will note that the

two themes which the UK Government has

announced it will emphasise in its coming

Presidency of the G8 and simultaneously the

1

LORD MAY OF OXFORD
PRESIDENT OF THE ROYAL SOCIETY

On 28 November 1660, a group of 12 people, which included Christopher
Wren, met at Gresham College, London, to set up "a College for the promoting
of Physico-Mathematical Experimental Learning". This event is today recognised
as the founding meeting of the Royal Society, and is marked each year on 30
November (or the weekday closest to it) by Anniversary Day. It has been a
tradition for the President of the Royal Society to deliver a keynote speech on
Anniversary Day, addressing important issues in the world of science.

The current President of the Royal Society is Lord Robert May of Oxford OM AC
Kt, who began his five-year term in 2000. He holds a professorship jointly in the
Department of Zoology, University of Oxford and Imperial College, London. Lord
May has won a number of international awards, including the 1996 Crafoord
Prize for "pioneering ecological research in theoretical analysis of the dynamics
of populations, communities and ecosystems". Between 1995 and 2000 he was
Chief Scientific Adviser to the UK Government and Head of the Office of
Science and Technology. He became a member of the UK House of Lords in
2001 and was appointed to be a member of the Order of Merit in 2002.

ANNIVERSARY ADDRESS 2004



Germany – which should be a major player in

any meaningful InterAcademy Council – does

not really have an unambiguously defined

national academy of science. The opening up

of Japan following the Meiji Restoration saw

the Japan Academy founded in 1879.

Essentially all of these older academies were

established as independent organisations,

broadly aimed at exemplifying and articulating

the best in science. An interestingly different

origin is that of the US National Academy of

Sciences (NAS), established by Lincoln in 1863

with an explicit aim of providing expert advice

to government (in some ways, the century-

older American Philosophical Society in

Philadelphia is more akin to the original

European academies)5.

My emphasis here is, however, on inter-

academy cooperation. Arguably the canonical

date for the beginnings of such activity is

1897, when the Austrian Academy of Sciences

proposed a "Cartel" or Association of

Academies (enlarging the existing such Cartel

of the Academies of Göttingen, Leipzig,

Vienna, and Munich)4. The Royal Society was

invited to join, which had two pleasing

consequences. The first was our reply that any

"adhesion must be contingent on the

Association being rendered truly international

by the adhesion of other nations, and more

particularly of France"6. This was at a time

when the Franco-Prussian war still had

resonance, but it is good to see a

foreshadowing of the Entente Cordiale (signed

7 years later).  The other consequence was

that many European academies embraced

science, arts and humanities in a seamless way

– the old question of Science versus

Wissenschaft – which prompted the Royal

Society to consider expanding its embrace. The

UK British Academy owes its formation to

these events (although I can regretfully see

many advantages in the alternative of a more

ecumenical Royal Society). 

As best I can determine, this International

Association of Academies (IAA) sputtered

along, not helped by World War I, until 1917,

when the Royal Society initiated a review. In

1919 this led to the IAA’s reincarnation as the

International Research Council (IRC). This

organisation in turn came to an end in 1931,

being succeeded by the International Council

of Scientific Unions (ICSU), which from its

inception was conceived as a more widely-

affiliated organisation. It has steadily grown,

and today consists of some 27 international

scientific union members along with 73

national scientific bodies. 

The relatively recent formation of the IAP, and

subsequently the IAC, is to be seen against this

backdrop.

In 1992, the Presidents of the Indian National

Science Academy (INSA), the NAS, the Royal

Swedish Academy of Sciences and the Royal

Society proposed a meeting of the world’s

academies of science, to prepare a joint

statement about population, by way of

background to the UN Conference on

Population and Development in Cairo in 1994.

Fifty-eight academies attended this

"Population Summit of the World’s Science

Academies" in New Delhi, in October 1993.

Building on this consequential initiative, a

"Steering Group" of 16 academies met in New

Delhi in 1995, under the joint chairs P N

Tandon and F Sherwood Rowland, with a

The IAP and its IAC 
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European Council of Ministers, namely climate

change and Africa, loom large in all this.

Throughout, I will risk accusation of

chauvinism by highlighting aspects of the

Royal Society’s engagement. One relevant and

overarching theme (addressed by the Royal

Society this year) concerns codes of conduct

for scientists: what their value could be, what

form they could take, how formal, and how

promulgated. As usual, I will end with some

Royal Society housekeeping. 

The origins of human attempts to understand

how the world works are found in cave

paintings, henges and the like around the

world, the exact purpose of which we will

never know. Once we reach classical antiquity

in Egypt, China2 and India3 we have enough of

a record to glimpse a sense of purposive

enquiry. Today’s word academy derives from

Plato’s gathering of colleagues to discuss their

philosophical enquiries4. Already there was a

degree of toing and froing, as reputations, and

then scholars themselves, travelled in these

early times when a good argument too often

trumped an observation, much less an

experiment.

As Greenaway writes in Science International 4:

"Scientists have always communicated, by

whatever means were available". In the time

of Brahe and Keppler, there was no real

alternative to personal travel. By the

seventeenth and eighteenth centuries regular

correspondence was feasible, providing grist

for the mills of future historians of science.

From the Middle Ages onwards, networks of

scholars grew, and first locally within the

European patchwork of small kingdoms and

principalities, and then regionally as nation

states began to evolve. From today’s

perspective, with nation states often taking

draconian views of the obligations of their

citizens, it is perhaps surprising to reflect that

the Royal Society’s Secretary, Humphry Davy,

(later President, 1820–1827) and others could

travel to Paris in the midst of the Napoleonic

wars, in pursuit of collegial scientific

discussions. 

The Royal Society of London was the earliest

(1660) national academy "to have taken on a

form and status capable of surviving without

interruption into modern times"4. The French

Academie des Sciences followed in 1666. In

Italy the Accademia dei Lincei had been

established and dissolved, it being revived in

the nineteenth century and continuing into

modern times. Other European academies

were established in the late seventeenth or

early eighteenth centuries, and a detailed

catalogue is not the purpose here. For

Germany, Bismarck came much later than the

great age of national academy formation. This

legacy has left Germany with many regional

academies, often with distinguished and

fascinating histories, but with the problem that
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secretariat supplied by the Royal Society, more

formally to establish what is now called the

IAP7. In 1996, the IAP made a presentation, on

behalf of what were now 72 member

academies, to a plenary session of the UN

Habitat Conference in Istanbul. 

Following earlier conversations and

consultations, including those at the First

World Conference on Science organised by

UNESCO and ICSU in Budapest in 1999, the

IAC was established.  This was formally done

in May 2000 at a major IAP conference on

"Transition to Sustainability in the 21st

Century" in Tokyo. At a plenary meeting of the

IAP on this occasion, Yves Quere and Eduardo

Krieger were elected as co-chairs of the IAP,

and it was also decided to shift the IAP

secretariat from the Royal Society to the Third

World Academy of Science (TWAS) in Trieste.

The IAC held its first meeting in Davos in

January 2001, with senior Officers from 15

national academies of science. 

My personal impression is that the IAP

conferences and formal statements have been

useful and influential. I think, however, that the

more formally staffed organisation of the IAC,

and its more deliberate engagement with its

"clients", holds the promise of a more focussed

engagement and influence on particular topics.

I am hugely encouraged by its recent report on

capacity building, more of which later. 

More generally, the formation of the IAP, and

subsequently its IAC, provides a mechanism

whereby the world’s academies can speak on

behalf of science – with an ecumenical voice –

on timely and important topics. As I now go on

to write more broadly about global problems

and global science, I think particular examples

will testify to these up-beat views. 

Early reports on the disaster movie The Day

After Tomorrow suggest that its impact in the

US is to make people more worried, whilst in

Europe it is to diminish worries (apparently

because the movie is counter-productively over-

the-top). One thing is clear: part of the problem

with the still increasing inputs of carbon dioxide

and other greenhouse gases into the

atmosphere is that they are NOT going to have

truly serious effects "the day after tomorrow",

and so can apparently be put from mind until

later. But for the nonlinear, and potentially

disastrous, processes that are unfolding on long

time scales (residence times of carbon dioxide

in the atmosphere are on the scale of a

century), relatively small actions taken now are

disproportionately important – more effective,

as well as easier, than bigger ones later.

Unfortunately, we and our institutions have no

evolutionary history or experience of acting

today on behalf of a distant future. 

Another thing is clear. Human-associated

climate change is real. Look at Figure 1. This

uses ice-core data from the Northern

Hemisphere to show the average temperature

(relative to the 1961-1990 average), and the

fluctuations about it, over the past millennium.

The pattern alters as the industrial revolution

accelerates, with concomitant inputs of

greenhouse gases, over the past century and a

half; this clearly correlates with ever increasing

levels of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. A

range of future projections, based on the latest

models, are sketched8.

A clear scientific consensus on the facts, and

the remaining uncertainties, about climate

4 5
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change has been greatly helped by the

previously-mentioned IPCC. This body, set up

in 1988 by the World Meteorological

Organisation and the United Nations (UN)

Environment Programme, involves scientists

from some 169 countries, including of course

members of essentially all the IAP Academies.

Its scientific authority thus extends beyond the

individual expertise, and is not compromised

by the political pressures, of any one country

or group of countries. Thus, when President

Bush asked the US NAS to review the scientific

findings of the IPCC, he was apparently

unaware that he was asking a group of experts

to review the finding of a larger group of

which they had been notable and influential

members. Not surprisingly, the outcome of this

misperception or category error was a simple

endorsement of the IPCC findings by the NAS. 

There are, as always, questions about particular

details. But those who suggest that the marked

changes in climate patterns are not associated

with human activities (as some still do) are

isomorphic with those who suggest that

cigarette smoking is not the major cause of lung

cancer (as some still do). Recognising the

doubts created by those who, for one reason or

another, wish to continue "business as usual",

the Royal Society took the initiative in putting

together a collection of the world’s Academies

of Science (including essentially all of those then

on the IAP Executive Committee) to issue a

Figure 1: Climate 1000-2100AD
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Table 1: Sources of Energy : Global and UK, 2001

Global

7.5

18

38.5

17

0

19

UK

1

38

35

22

0

4

ELECTRICITY (%) 
(Secondary Energy)
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of itself solve the problem of greenhouse gas

emissions; it is no more than a first step.

Nevertheless, not only does the longest

journey start with a single step, but the first

step is often the hardest. 

This journey had it origins in the early 1990s,

when most countries signed up to the UN

Framework Convention on Climate Change,

leading in 1997 to the Kyoto Protocol and its

targets. The first target is to reduce greenhouse

gas emissions, in the period 2008 to 2012, to a

level 5.2% below that in 1990. In the long run,

however, if atmospheric concentrations of such

gases are to be stabilized at a level which

avoids the worst effects of climate change,

then the industrialised countries need to make

cuts of about 60% by the middle of this

century. That is a huge challenge.

The UK is one of the few countries already

commendably below its targets for the first

period of the Kyoto Protocol, and thus is well

placed during its Presidencies of the G8 and

European Council of Ministers to start focusing

the international community’s attention on the

bigger, long-term goal. Everybody needs to be

thinking now about what specifically should

happen after the first period ends in 2012. The

world needs a long-term roadmap, attached to

the UN Framework Convention on Climate

Change, with targets aimed at substantial

reduction of greenhouse gas emissions,

especially carbon dioxide.

All the world’s countries need to be engaged

in this effort, but I believe the greatest

responsibility still remains with those

industrialised nations that are producing the

highest levels of emissions per capita. The first

period of the Kyoto Protocol does not include

binding targets for the developing countries,

recognising that the industrialised nations of

the developed world – which have achieved

economic progress largely at the expense of

the world’s climate – have the responsibility to

lead by example. This being recognised,

beyond 2012 we now need a truly global

effort which includes everyone on the planet,

no matter where they live. The effects of

climate change will be global, and efforts to

ameliorate it need to be equally global.

Incidentally, the Royal Society currently has a

group studying one among many of these

global effects, namely the potential impact on

the world’s oceans of decreasing pH levels

arising from higher atmospheric

concentrations of carbon dioxide.

As we move toward creating this long-term

roadmap for the UN Framework Convention on

Climate Change, we must recognise that in

return for the developing countries pledging to

control and limit emissions, the industrialised

nations must share their technology and

knowledge to produce sustainable and climate-

friendly sources of energy. Indeed, as discussed

further below, the industrialised nations have

the obligation to help the developing nations to

build their own scientific and technological

capacity, enabling them to develop innovative

solutions that best suit their circumstances.

Selling or donating solar panels and wind

turbines to developing countries, for instance,

will not be enough. We have to help developing

countries build their own capabilities in science

and technology, in ways which allow them to

attain autonomous economic goals, whilst

avoiding the negative environmental impacts so

often associated with industrialisation. This

obligation and ambition is, indeed, one of the

objectives of the Clean Development

Mechanism attached to the Kyoto Protocol.

statement in quick response to President Bush’s

recently expressed doubts. This editorial in

Science says9 : "… We recognise IPCC as the

world’s most reliable source of information on

climate change and its causes, and we endorse

its method of achieving this consensus. But

despite increasing consensus on the science

underpinning predictions of global climate

change, doubts have been expressed recently

about the need to mitigate the risks posed by

global climate change. We do not consider such

doubts justified. … . There will always be some

uncertainty surrounding the prediction of

changes in such a complex system as the

world’s climate. Nevertheless, we support the

IPCC’s conclusion that it is at least 90% certain

that temperatures will continue to rise … ."

Identifying the problems with climate change is

one thing, doing something effective about it is

another. Table 1 shows figures for the primary

production of energy, and for secondary

production as electricity, in the UK and

globally10. Note the predominance of fossil

fuels, which put carbon dioxide into the

atmosphere, and the tiny proportion of green,

renewable sources if nuclear power is excluded.

In recent years, the Royal Society has been

extremely energetic – both in expert reports

and in media presentations – in analysis of

these questions, calling for increasing

investment in renewable energy sources, and

emphasising the potential importance of

nuclear fission in the medium-term (and

pointing out the possibilities of nuclear fusion

in the long-term)11. The review by David King,

presenting the problems and weighing the

potential roles to be played by changing

proportions of energy sources, carbon

sequestration, and simply adapting to changing

climate, is a succinct and lucid overview12.

It is heartening that Russia has now decided to

ratify the Kyoto Protocol, which means that

enough countries have endorsed it to make it

binding on its signatories. The protocol will not

SOURCE

Oil

Natural Gas

Coal

Nuclear

Biomass

Other (Hydro, etc.)

Global

35

21

23

7

11

3

UK

35

39

15

9

0

2

PRIMARY ENERGY (%)
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Strategy for Building Worldwide Capacities in

Science and Engineering, and the UK

G8/European Council Presidency’s second

theme of Africa.

We know amazingly little about the diversity of

other living things with which we share our

planet. Focussing just on animals, plants and

fungi (ignoring bacteria and other less complex

organisms), we are not even sure exactly how

many distinct species have been named and

recorded. A best guess would be around 1.5 to

1.6 million, but even this number is uncertain

to within about 10%. The main reason for the

uncertainty is that, although some of the

better known groups such as mammals or

birds or palm trees are reasonably well known

(with the records brought into a centralised

database), for the larger groups much of the

data still are on separate card indexes in

different museums and other institutions. The

most numerous single group, beetles,

comprise something like 400,000 named

species, but almost half of these are known

from only one site (and sometimes from only

one specimen). Lacking a computerised central

register of data, it is not surprising that there

are many problems with synonyms. Even as we

discover new species at the rate of about

13,000 a year, we uncover past synonyms at

the rate of about 3,000 a year. Hence the

uncertainty.

But what might be the total number of distinct

species of animals, plants and fungi alive on

earth today? Plausible estimates range from 5

to 15 million species, and estimates as low as 3

million or higher than 100 million can be

defended. My personal preference is toward

the lower end, but even so it means more have

yet to be discovered than have already been

brought into the realm of science15.

We know even less about the number of

species becoming extinct each year. But we

can say some rather precise things about

extinction rates16. If well known groups like

birds and mammals are representative of

eukaryotic species more generally, then we can

estimate – on the basis of recorded extinctions

over the past century – an estimate of recent

extinction rates in relation to the average rate

of extinction seen over the roughly 600 million

year sweep of the fossil record. This suggests

that the current expected "species lifetime"

has shortened by a factor between 100 and

1,000 compared to the average life expectancy

for a species – from origination to extinction –

seen in the fossil record. And four independent

lines of argument lead roughly to the

conclusion that over the coming few centuries

this extinction rate is set further to increase by

very roughly a factor 10. Such acceleration in

extinction rates puts us squarely into the

region seen previously in the five big episodes

of mass extinction in the fossil record, such as

that which extinguished the dinosaurs. The

difference, of course, is that what is happening

now (as a result of habitat destruction,

overexploitation, introduction of alien species,

or combinations of these) is unambiguously

associated with human activity, rather than

external environmental events.

It should be emphasised that these estimated

extinction rates do not mean we are going to

lose something like half of all today’s species

within the next few decades; the process will,

unless things change, unfold on century-long

Within this context, the Royal Society is already

spearheading a number of themed initiatives

with China and India, to establish networks

and collaborations with UK scientists on clean

energy and climate change research.

Today, some 34 countries containing half a

billion people do not have enough water for

the country’s needs (with their current patterns

of usage). Predictions are that by 2025 the

corresponding figures will be 50 countries

containing 3 billion people. Looking beyond,

one necessarily rough estimate is that by 2050

the world as a whole will be in water deficit

(see Figure 2)13. Already, water problems are

making bad neighbours in some parts of the

world, and arguably have already been at least

partly responsible for armed conflicts. 

On average, 10% of the world’s available

freshwater goes to domestic uses, 21% is used

by industry, and 69% by agriculture. Much of

this agriculture, especially intensive large-scale

farming as opposed to traditional practices in

many developing countries, is very inefficient

in its use of water. Salination often compounds

the problem.

Especially in the 69% water used in agriculture,

there are many opportunities for improvement.

This is one of the themes that drew attention at

the IAP meeting on Sustainability in Tokyo in

2000. Part of the answer lies in changes in

agricultural practice, which will be stimulated if

water is not, as it is at present, seen essentially

as cost-free. Another part of the answer lies in

appropriate use of so-called GM techniques to

produce crops that are drought-resistant, and/or

salt-tolerant, thus moving in the direction of

producing crops that are adapted to their

environment, rather than a "one size fits all"

that wrenches the environment (with fossil-fuel

energy subsidies) to the standard crops. But this,

in turn, may – as Phillip Dale has pointed out14 –

require that the agenda for the use of GM

technology have more input from public money

and consumer interests than from private

money and agribusiness interests. 

I will return to this topic when I come to the

IAC report on Inventing a Better Future: a

Biological diversity
Tomorrow’s water supplies

Figure 2: World water: resources and demand
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timescales. Furthermore, we do not know

enough about the structure and function of

ecosystems to be able to predict what the

consequences may be for the ecological

services which, although they are not counted

in conventional economists’ GDP, arguably

exceed it by any sensible estimation. 

What is needed here is a massive speeding up

in the rate of simply acquiring basic

information about the species alive today. And

this in turn requires a mixture of high-tech

processing of information, along with

innovative ways of addressing the rate-limiting

step of finding new species in the field17. Only

then can we design triage strategies that

preserve the greatest amount of independent

evolutionary history and/or the more crucial

ingredients of ecosystems, rather than be

driven by understandable emotional 

resonance with large creatures possessing fur

or feathers, and having appealing expressions

and behaviour18. 

Following the 1992 UN Conference on

Environment and Development in Rio de

Janeiro, in 2002 the 188 parties to the

Convention on Biological Diversity agreed

measures to reduce the rate of biodiversity loss

significantly by 2010. This commitment

includes all of the world’s nation states except

Andorra, Brunei, Iraq, Somalia, Timor-Leste,

the Vatican, and the USA. The UK in particular

has been active, through the Darwin Initiative,

in helping developing countries produce their

"Biodiversity Action Plans" and other

conservation actions. 

This particular subject is one which, perhaps

more than most, really does require that we

see the world as one place, and coordinate

scientific activities across national boundaries.

It was another of the major themes at the IAP

meeting on sustainability in 2000, and there

have been many other occasions and initiatives

drawing together the world’s major academies

along with institutions with particular interests

in this area. 

The most important such initiative yet, in my

view, is the UN-sponsored Millennium

Ecosystem Assessment, to which the Royal

Society is an affiliated organisation. Its first

global assessment of the world’s ecosystems

will be launched next spring. This will, I hope,

be a major step in helping us to maximise the

preservation of the planet’s biological diversity

that we are heirs to. Amongst other things, the

assessment will provide valuable information

to policymakers, enabling them, when making

decisions, to take into account the value of the

services delivered by natural ecosystems. 

The real difficulty here, as the Millennium

Ecosystem Assessment itself acknowledges, is

that there are woeful gaps in our knowledge.

To help reduce these gaps, in 2004 the Royal

Society brought together an expert group of

UK scientists, with much input from around

the world, to focus on explicit and objective

measures for assigning priorities for action, in

the face of accelerating extinction rates and

diminishing biodiversity19. This group reported

to a scientific meeting of the Convention on

Biological Diversity. One of the main

recommendations of the Royal Society’s report

was again to emphasise the need for co-

operative activity to increase scientific and

technical capacity in countries with high

biodiversity, such as Sub-Saharan Africa.  

10 11
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It is possible to give a plausible interpretation of

the broader patterns of human history as being

shaped by infectious diseases, from the

Agricultural Revolution around 10,000 years

ago which first enabled human aggregations

large enough persistently to maintain infections,

such as measles or smallpox, with high

"threshold population densities", to today. As

emphasised by McNeil20 and others, a major

factor in the western world’s take-over of the

New World and Oceania was the viral and

bacterial agents they unwittingly brought with

them; the lower population densities of the

original inhabitants of these regions had not

equipped them with reciprocal nasties. This is

perhaps one of the earliest, and certainly most

dramatic, examples of asymmetric conflict

(though not the first to be misattributed to the

intervention of the deity). 

In the developed world, the rise of better

nutrition and better hygiene over the past

century and more saw mortality from

infectious diseases greatly diminish21. With the

advent of antibiotics and vaccination, the west

arrived at a state where, in 1967, the US

Surgeon General could write, in his annual

report, "The time has come to close the book

on infectious diseases".

Today, that statement looks like a strong

contender for the most stupid prediction ever

(and, even in its own time, it was an

astounding piece of American Exceptionalism,

utterly disregarding the developing world).

HIV/AIDS changed all that. Around 40 million

people are currently infected with HIV and

roughly 2.9 million died of AIDS last year.

These numbers grow, as infections continue to

spread in countries wrestling with the

problem, and as other countries come out of

denial and gather statistics.

Other infections, old and new, also worry us.

We were lucky with SARS, which turned out

not to be nearly as "spreadable" as the

influenza virus22. But next time we may not be

so lucky. And, in the UK, the recent foot and

mouth outbreak reminded us that epidemics

among livestock are not only a tragedy for the

animals and their owners, but also inflict great

economic damage. 

Here again are problems which recognise no

national boundaries. The response of the

biomedical community, coordinated by the

World Health Organisation (WHO) and by

individual collegial relationships that are

facilitated by electronic communication, is

encouraging.

The dark side, however, deserves a look.

Sometime in 2005 in a city – maybe London,

maybe Lagos, but unremarked wherever it is –

a child will be born who will, for the first time

in all human history, tip the scales so that more

people live in cities than in rural areas. By

2050, populations may be plateauing at

Infectious diseases, 
old and new
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The Royal Society has been very active in trying

to ensure that the views of the scientific

community are taken into account during the

UN discussions, suggesting to the IAP that it

could play a role. This resulted, in September

2003, in an excellent statement25: "Cloning for

research and therapeutic purposes therefore

has considerable potential from a scientific

perspective, and should be excluded from the

ban on cloning. Both policies [the other being

the ban on reproductive cloning] should be

reviewed periodically in the light of scientific

and social developments."

So far, 67 academies, including the US NAS,

have signed the IAP statement and it has been

used to influence the positions adopted by

several countries at the United Nations. The

Royal Society has been very active in assisting

the UK delegation during the UN discussions,

and in raising the profile of this issue in the

media both in this country and abroad26. 

I spare the reader a comprehensive list of other

useful reports or timely statements by the IAP

or IAC, or by other subgroups assembled

under their umbrellas. In the light of the

attention given in the UK, and more generally

in the EU, to so-called "GM foods", I would

however single out some work in this area. It

again illustrates the Royal Society working

conscientiously within the framework of

international cooperation that has been

relatively recently constructed.

As alluded to above, techniques which allow

targeted insertion of genes with a specified

function enable plant breeders to achieve aims

which would be extremely difficult, if not

effectively impossible, even with the most

sophisticated techniques of previously current

"conventional" breeding. Many critics of this

technology appear to believe that each and

every human gene differs from each and every

gene in, for example, a mouse, let alone a

banana. But one of the more remarkable

surprises of sequencing the human and other

genomes is the discovery of how surprisingly

many genes we share. For example, of some

289 genes known to be associated with

diseases in humans, 177 recognisable matches

were found in the fruit fly genome27. One of the

difficulties with conventional breeding is that, in

the process of achieving the desired trait, one

typically reshuffles – in unknown and

unplanned ways – something like 10% of the

rest of the genome. This would, for example, be

true of the conventionally bred tomatoes on the

supermarket shelf. This reshuffling is avoided by

GM technology, but on the other hand one can

more easily bring genes from further away.

In my opinion, there are important questions to

be asked about GM crops, but they are not

worries about the technology itself. They are

not worries about food safety or producing

invasive species, beyond the extent to which

one would worry about these questions for any

new food or new crop. What I worry about is

around 9 billion. All the net increase beyond

today’s 6.3 billion will be added in cities. Most

will be in slums, differing from Victorian slums

mainly by being on the periphery rather than

at the centre, but not different in being ideal

breeding grounds for new and old infections.

Some of these infections will likely come from

close contact with domestic or commensal

animals, or – as arguably was the case for

SARS – from handling or eating novel exotics23.

Here infectious diseases make contact with

conservation biology. The bushmeat trade was

traditionally a small and local one; today it

grows apace, expanded and globalised to

supply, for example, specialised restaurants in

southern China from the forests of Laos,

Vietnam, or Thailand.

It is fashionable to worry about new and nasty

diseases in the context of terrorism. My view is

that the bushmeat trade, in a general sense, is

a greater danger. The molecular evidence

makes it clear, for example, that this is how we

recently acquired HIV-1 (from chimpanzees)

and HIV-2 (from macaques)24. Here is an issue

uniting public health with conserving

biological diversity, and it deserves more

attention from the international scientific

community than it is getting.

I do not need to recapitulate the arguments

which rage under the headings of

"reproductive cloning" and "therapeutic

cloning". Suffice to say there is fairly general

agreement that the former should be strictly

forbidden (as it is in the UK) as being medically

unsafe and ethically unacceptable, whereas

views on the latter – setting aside the

inaccurate and unhelpful terminology itself –

differ among individuals and countries,

depending on belief systems and other values.

In the UK, three years of wide public debate,

based on the earlier Warnock legislation about

in vitro fertilisation techniques, led to

legislation allowing so-called "therapeutic

cloning" under carefully regulated constraints.

This legislation was passed in both Houses of

Parliament by margins of two to one, which

also reflected the balance of public opinion

suggested by polls.

In 2001, France and Germany raised at the

United Nations the possibility of an international

convention against the reproductive cloning of

human beings. Following the work of an ad hoc

committee and a working group, the issue has

been considered by the Sixth Committee of the

United Nations over the past couple of years.

However, agreement has not been reached

about whether such a convention should seek

to outlaw all forms of human cloning, including

therapeutic cloning for research into embryonic

stem cells.

Two proposals have been discussed. One, put

forward by Costa Rica and backed by the USA

and others, is sweepingly to ban all forms of

human cloning, including therapeutic cloning.

The other, proposed by Belgium and supported

by the UK and others, is strictly to outlaw

reproductive cloning, but to exclude

therapeutic cloning so that individual countries

and cultures could reach their own varied

decisions. At the time of writing this, neither

proposal has gained enough support to go

forward to the General Assembly for approval.

The UK has indicated that it will not sign a

convention that bans therapeutic cloning, and

thus conflicts with thoughtfully constructed

UK legislation. 

Stem cell research 

Other IAP/IAC initiatives



how the agenda for the use of this technology

is determined. If it is to be used simply further to

intensify agriculture, so that nothing is shared

with weeds (plants in the wrong place) or pests

(animals with the wrong appetite) then I fear for

an ever more Silent Spring. But if the

technology is used, as touched on above, to

help re-shape an agriculture that is better suited

to its environment, and/or which addresses local

nutritional needs, then I would wish to see the

possibilities realised.  

When the GM controversy first burst upon the

scene in the UK, an authoritative study group

was put together by the academies of China,

India, Mexico, Brazil, USA, UK, and the Third

World Academy of Science (TWAS). Its report,

Transgenic Plants and World Agriculture, is

excellent, dealing in a comprehensive and

comprehensible way with all the questions so

briefly sketched here. The Royal Society has

recently produced a follow-up, reviewing

further developments28. 

Ultimately, it seems to me to make little sense

to have a patchwork of regulations and

restrictions, differing from country to country.

Either there are evidence-based worries and

problems or there are not, and the

international scientific community should

pronounce on such issues. I believe food

should indeed be labelled, where meaningful

and appropriate, to permit choice for those

who wish it – just as "fair trade" food, for

example, is labelled, to permit the consumer to

express a value-driven choice. Such debates

about the scientific facts would benefit

developing countries, lobbied to reject GM

food (whether grown themselves or received

as aid) by well-intentioned ideologues whose

motives have little to do with food safety.

The problems sketched above will present

great challenges to the rich industrialised

nations, but they will be even more formidable

for the poorer developing nations, on top of

the other burdens they are already facing.

Moreover, tackling these problems will in every

case require the knowledge and expertise of

scientists and engineers. To see this, just look

at the UN’s catalogue of Millennium

Development Goals: eradicate extreme poverty

and hunger; achieve universal primary

education; promote gender equality and

empower women; reduce child mortality;

improve maternal health; combat HIV/AIDS,

malaria, and other diseases; ensure

environmental sustainability; develop a global

partnership for development.

Each and every one of these relies on current

and future science (including, of course, the

social sciences) for their solution.

Take for instance the goal of eradicating

extreme poverty and hunger. There are

economic, political and cultural – social science

– elements to achieving this aim. But the

physical and biological sciences and

technologies will also be crucial, for instance in

improving agricultural methods and

technologies, food preparation and distribution

techniques and systems, and building up basic

education about nutritional needs.

Most developing countries are, however,

currently not well equipped autonomously to

harness the potential of science and technology

to help themselves. There is a staggering gap in

science and technology capabilities between the

rich industrialised nations and the poorer
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developing countries. For instance, developing

countries spend an average of 0.6% of GDP on

research and development, compared with the

OECD average of 2.3%. On average, the OECD

countries have 2,098 research and development

workers per million people, while the

developing countries have just 384 per million.

Quite simply, without significant scientific

infrastructure and expertise within the poorest

countries, it will be difficult – if not impossible

– for them to help themselves in finding

solutions. This will make them ever more

reliant on aid and assistance from more

scientifically developed nations. In other

words, without the ‘capacity’ embedded in the

educational system at school, university and in

research laboratories, and without the

institutions such as academies to provide the

support structure for good scientists to work in

the countries concerned, there is little chance

that science will be able to be harnessed to

address these countries’ needs, or even that

these countries will be able to absorb and use

the science generated elsewhere.

At the start of 2004, the IAC published its first

major report29. This important report delineates

a strategy for building up capacity in science

and technology across the world, and

especially in developing countries. It outlines a

wide range of potential activities, and stresses

that the assistance on offer to individual

countries should be tailored to suit specific

national circumstances and needs.

The need for such tailoring is obvious. India

and China are often included in analyses of

developing countries. Both countries have,

over the past decade, made such substantial

investment in science and technology that they

can now no longer be regarded as

"developing" nations from any scientific point

of view30. They have extensive infrastructure,

substantial numbers of researchers working

across almost all disciplines, and play a full part

in international scientific discourse and activity.

In contrast, within much of the continent of

Africa the building of scientific capacity seems

urgently needed.  This places a clear

responsibility on the industrialised nations to

make it happen. Yet it sometimes appears that

the UK still has not realised just how important

such scientific capability is to the future of Africa.

The Prime Minister has indicated that Africa

will be one of the main foci for next year’s UK

Presidencies of the G8 group of nations and

the European Council of Ministers. He has also

established a Commission for Africa which is

expected to report in the spring of 2005. One

glance at the Commission’s composition, and

the issues it plans to tackle, suggests to me

that science and technology does not figure as

prominently as it should. Indeed, there is just

one scientist among the 17 Commissioners.

Although the Commission is considering

capacity-building in science and technology,

the Royal Society believes it needs to make it a

principal and overarching theme because it is

so crucial to achieving the other objectives.

Capacity building in Africa
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Many of the bright young recipients of Marie

Curie Fellowships wish to return to their own

countries, while continuing established

collaborations. I believe Europe needs a

mechanism that evaluates grant proposals

from groups which may span national

boundaries, using the pure criterion of

excellence (and not requiring such

collaboration as a precondition), just as the

best national research councils do. This is one

of several arguments for the establishment of

a European Research Council (ERC).

The broader vision of a common European

Research Area will more generally be served by

such a ERC, provided it satisfies time-tested

conditions: it must answer needs that are not

currently being met; it must be based purely on

principles of peer-reviewed scientific excellence;

it must be truly independent, operating with

minimum bureaucracy; and it must not be at

the expense of national funding. Such an ERC

will create a larger playing field, helping to raise

aspirations and standards of European science

in the same way that the Champions League

improves national football leagues32. 

A distinct, but highly important, aspect of a

European Research Area is the urgent need to

build scientific capacity in some of the new,

"accession" members of the EU25, and

arguably even in some of the EU15. Whereas it

is vital that this issue be constructively

addressed, it is equally vital that it be seen as a

separate issue from the creation of a peer-

reviewed, excellence-based ERC. I think that

EU structural funds should be used – alongside

their current uses – for the hugely important

endeavour of capacity building for the

knowledge economy.

Another recent development within the EU, in

which the Royal Society has played a major

part, is the formation of a European

Academies’ Science Advisory Council (EASAC).

Modelled partly on the IAC, this was launched

in 2001 with Uno Lindberg of the Royal

Swedish Academy as President, and with the

Royal Society supplying the secretariat. EASAC

aims to put together appropriate experts, from

across the EU, to offer independent and

authoritative advice at its own initiative and in

response to requests from the European

Parliament, Council, or Commission. Such

working parties are effectively autonomous,

endowed with the authority of their creation. In

the past year EASAC has briefed the European

Parliament on the scientific aspects of a wide

range of draft legislative documents produced

by the Commission. It has also published

important reports on the 3% Barcelona

Objective, on transborder atmospheric

pollution, and on crop plant genomics33. 

As our world becomes effectively ever smaller,

and as science and its fruits play an ever more

conspicuous part in it, the behaviour of

scientists – individually and collectively – is

African nations should be encouraged and

supported to develop successive generations

of scientists, who can tackle the indigenous

problems that they face. This process begins in

primary school – importantly both for girls and

boys – laying the foundations of a good

education in scientific thinking. It continues

through the training and development of

young women and men in secondary school,

universities, and on into business and industry.

Only in this way can these countries achieve

populations who recognise the benefits and

the limitations of science and technology, not

least as manifested in science’s core values of

free and open questioning. 

I have, therefore, written to the Prime Minister,

setting out these views and offering to put

together a group of leading scientists – from

both the developed and developing worlds –

to help the Commission with its work over the

coming months while it drafts its initial report,

and beyond when its implementation must be

realised. I have further recommended to the

Prime Minister that the new Chief Scientific

Adviser to the Department for International

Development (DfID), when appointed, should

play a significant part in the implementation of

the Commission’s report.

I have further stressed to the Prime Minister

that the building of capacity in science and

technology should be a priority in any strategy

for Africa, and other parts of the developing

world. At present the UK Government has no

earmarked funds for capacity-building in

science. I have therefore suggested, on behalf

of the Royal Society, that during the next

Spending Review, the Government should

make a substantial investment in this area

through the Office of Science and Technology

and in consultation with DfID.

It is useful to reflect on cooperative research at

a level above the individual nation state, but

below the global, within the European Union

(EU, until recently embracing 15 countries, but

currently enlarged to 25 by the addition of

mainly Eastern European countries). Back in

1967, the Royal Society established a European

Science Exchange Programme with 17

partners, which provided support for European

exchanges, including postdoctoral fellowships

to encourage young scientists to broaden their

careers through working in another European

country. It continues to this day with 25

partners and many of its functions are now

being fulfilled by EU programmes. The

aspiration of forming a "European Research

Area" has been greatly advanced by the

Human Capital Mobility Programme, and

particularly its Marie Curie Fellowships, which

bring bright young postdoctoral researchers

from all EU countries into the best laboratories.

These programmes, which have grown over

the years, provide an excellent and liberating

launching pad for the careers of Europe’s next

generation of scientific leaders. Bibliometric

analyses31 provide testimony to the efficacy of

these and other initiatives for creating collegial

networks which transcend national

boundaries. For all "elite" publications in

science (those in the world’s top 1% of cited

papers in their discipline) within the EU15 in

1993-1997, 22% involved multi-author

collaborations across national borders32. This

figure is notable enough, but even more

remarkable is the increase to 29% in the

succeeding 4-year interval, 1997-2001.

Scientific codes of conduct

Towards a European 
Research Area
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medics once affirmed (but no longer). There is

some sense in this, if only to make explicit that

moral and ethical obligations exist. My

personal view is, however, that any such

practice is neither necessary nor sufficient, and

could even be counter-productive. I have a

small book setting out the "oaths" sworn by

engineers, upon graduation, at various

institutions around the world. I especially like

the one where the initiate lifts a heavy chain

(shades of the iconic portrait of Brunel) and

swears an oath of archaic solemnity. In brief,

there is no substitute for effective mentorship,

exemplifying the canon: no oath can

guarantee that.

In cases where scientists are persecuted on

grounds relating to their scientific activity as

such, the Royal Society enters the fray at an

explicitly international level, through its long-

active membership of the International Human

Rights Network of Academies and Scholarly

Societies. Thus, when a group of UK scientists

recently called, in effect, for a boycott of Israeli

scientists (as a protest against actions of their

Government), this international consortium

responded37 by observing that it "was created

to address grave issues of science and human

rights throughout the world. … Moratoria on

scientific exchanges based on nationality, race,

sex, language, religion, opinion and similar

factors thwart the network’s goals. They would

deny our colleagues their rights to freedom of

opinion and expression; interfere with their

ability to exercise their bona fide academic

freedoms; inhibit the free circulation of

scientists and scientific ideas; and impose

unjust punishment. They would also be an

impediment to the instrumental role played by

scientists and scholars in the promotion of

peace and human rights… This statement,

although that of a general principle with

universal applicability, was prompted by a

petition that advocates a moratorium on all

grants and contracts to Israel from European

cultural and research institutions. The

moratorium being advocated, although surely

well-intentioned, is misguided and inevitably

counterproductive." 

The roughly 120 staff at the Royal Society

continue to go about their tasks, serving the

scientific community in a multitude of ways.

For me the flagship activities are the Royal

Society University Research Fellowships and

Dorothy Hodgkin Fellowships, whose ad

personam flexibilities lead many – including

most of the young awardees themselves – to

see them as outstandingly good programmes

for launching careers in scientific research. The

Royal Society also engages the Fellowship in

delivering a variety of other programmes

(travel, small grants, etc.) on behalf of

Government, combining minimum

bureaucracy and fuss with maximum effect.

The dozen or so Discussion Meetings over the

course of the year continue often to provide

increasingly under the spotlight. Concerns

about terrorists’ access to, and possible misuse

of, technical information currently gives an

edge to time-honoured discussions about

researchers’ responsibilities for the use or

abuse of their discoveries.

A few weeks ago, the Royal Society and the

Wellcome Trust held a joint meeting, under the

heading of "Do no harm: reducing the

potential for the misuse of life science

research". The Royal Society's Foreign

Secretary, Julia Higgins, introduced the

meeting by saying: "Scientists have a

responsibility to minimise the possibility of

their work being misused. … what we want to

look at in this meeting is whether it is possible

to monitor the flow of information into the

public domain, without unduly hindering

scientific progress, and how we can raise

awareness with scientists that their work may

be open to misuse". Some of the discussions

paralleled the conclusions reached by a US

NAS study group34, for example that instances

where such problems might arise are currently

relatively rare (partly because the opportunities

are relatively few across the large waterfront of

biomedical research, partly because most

terrorist organisations are technically relatively

unsophisticated, but mainly because the major

threats were currently likely to come from

"low technology" approaches – these being

effective and easier). It was generally felt that

risk-benefit assessments should be used where

appropriate, and that these would pick up

worrisome problems; but here the real

challenge is to identify risks which lie "outside

the frame" within which the work was

initiated. Both the US and the UK studies

emphasised that excessively cautious

restrictions, and heavy-handed bureaucracies,

were likely to impede the research community

in ways which would make the world a more –

rather than a less – dangerous place35.

Other discussions about codes of conduct in

recent years have focused on fraud, plagiarism

and other malfeasance, sometimes prompted

by colourful examples of such sins. Much

experience has, however, shown that the open

nature of scientific enquiry results in such

misbehaviour being exposed quickly. More

worrying, in my view, are the small but often

consequential expressions of human frailty

expressed in biased reviewing, unwillingness

even to consider dissenting scientific views,

"honorary authorship" as a form of laboratory

heads’ droit de seigneur, and so on. Peter

Lawrence’s article on "the politics of

publication" should be compulsory reading for

all graduate students – and their mentors36. 

Unfortunately, many of these sins or pecadillos (I

leave the reader to choose the category) are, in

effect, encouraged by the increasing rigidity of

"performance indicators" and other

bureaucratic sillinesses in too many OECD

countries. Hear Lawrence36: "These trends are

fuelled by the increasing pressure in biomedical

science to publish in the leading journals. Even

our language reflects this obsession – we say

that Jim Jargon did well as a graduate student

because he published a "Cell paper", illustrating

that we now consider the journal to be more

important than the scientific message. …

Managers are stealing power from scientists

and building an accountability culture… The

result is an ‘audit society’, in which each

indicator is invested with a specious accuracy

and becomes an end in itself".

Many believe that all scientists should swear

some analogue of the Hippocratic Oath that

Domestic matters
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reference to our International Section. Here I

record a second retiree, Ling Thompson, to

whom we owe an enormous debt of gratitude.

There will be many inside and outside the

Royal Society who will find it hard to think of

our international activities without Ling, such

has been her identification with them.

The Royal Society established the position of

Foreign Secretary 56 years before the UK

Government had an official with this title. Julia

Higgins currently serves in this role, and thus –

among the five honorary Officers – has the

primary responsibility for most of the activities I

have been addressing in this year’s Anniversary

Address. She does all this, along with a host of

other things, with seemingly effortless

distinction, good sense and grace. We also are

indebted to David Wallace, who gives excellent

service as Treasurer alongside his other jobs as

Vice-Chancellor at Loughborough (listed in the

Top 10 UK Universities in the 2004 Times

Survey) and, in 2004, President of the Institute

of Physics; my personal suspicion is that David

has several doppelgangers.  David Read has

just completed his first year as Biological

Secretary, sharing with the Physical Secretary,

John Enderby, the crucial task of overseeing

the annual election of 44 new Fellows who are

Commonwealth citizens, or who live and work

in Commonwealth countries; these are the

people who ultimately exemplify the standards

and aspirations the Royal Society stands for.

Each year, one of the five Officers ends their

five year term. This is a mathematically elegant

process, and it ensures continuity, but there is

also a sense of loss within the family at Carlton

House Terrace. John Enderby has served the

Royal Society exceptionally well. Amongst

other things, his oversight of the publication of

the Biographical Memoirs has, by dint of

energy and persuasive powers, brought them

up to date from a previously large backlog. His

wealth of experience has been crucial in the

rapidly-changing world of scientific publishing,

in our input to debates about the future of the

UK Research Assessment Exercise, in our

response to the foolish requirement that grant

proposers calculate indirect costs at the level of

individual grants (as distinct from at the level

of the overall institution), and above all in

ensuring fairness and good procedure in all we

do. We take pleasure in welcoming his very

able successor, Martin Taylor. 

In summary, I am grateful to all those many

people, Fellows, staff and others, who work

within the Royal Society, or more generally

with it, to serve science in society on the

national and – increasingly importantly – on

the international stage.

punctuation points in the development of both

well established and newly emerging areas of

science. The relatively recent addition of

special "fast track" Discussion Meetings

enable quick response to timely topics, as

witness the meetings on SARS and on

"Beyond Extinction Rates: Monitoring Wild

Nature for the 2010 Target" in 2004. 

Royal Society study groups continue to provide

authoritative reports, with increasing emphasis

on engaging the intended audiences and,

where appropriate, influencing policy.  The

reports on Nanoscience and nanotechnologies:

opportunities and uncertainties, produced

jointly with the Royal Academy of Engineering

and chaired by Ann Dowling, and on Making

the UK safer: detection and decontamination

of chemical and biological agents, chaired by

Herbert Huppert, are two influential examples,

among several others in 2004. Our

involvement with secondary school education

in science and mathematics has, over the past

year, been substantial, including: a major

report on the assessment of school science;

reactions to a steady stream of government

reports and initiatives; the activities of our

Advisory Committee on Mathematics

Education (ACME): our Partnership grant

scheme which brings scientists and engineers

together with schools (and with the outcome

of one such conjunction always being a

highlight of the Summer Science Exhibition);

and other things. 

The programme on Science in Society,

generously funded by a grant from the Kohn

Foundation, intersects with essentially all the

above activities. Through "public dialogue"

meetings around the UK which bring diverse

collections of people together, and much else,

it aims to get scientists and varied groups of

interested citizens talking with, rather than at,

each other. The programme also includes the

Royal Society’s MP Pairing Scheme (a scientist,

most commonly a Royal Society Fellowship

holder, shadowing an MP and the MP

reciprocally spending time in the scientist’s

laboratory). Other aspects of this general

activity are expressed through our public

lectures, panel discussions and through our

active and excellent Press Office, where the

reader will have noted our involvement with

recent media attention to stem cell research,

nuclear energy, and the Tomlinson Report. 

In the 1660s, Fellows of the nascent Royal

Society invented the peer-reviewed journal.

Philosophical Transactions is the longest-running

scientific journal to have remained in

continuous publication. We still publish widely

respected journals, the global subscriptions to

which rose in 2004, running counter to general

trends (and the journals are made freely

accessible to most developing countries). One of

two notable retirements this year is John Taylor,

who has led the Publishing Section so well. 

In an Anniversary Address focused on global

problems and global science, it is appropriate

that I end this sketchy catalogue with
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Founded in 1660, the Royal Society is the

independent scientific academy of the UK,

dedicated to promoting excellence in science.

The objectives of the Royal Society are to:

• strengthen UK science by providing support to excellent individuals

• fund excellent research to push back the frontiers of knowledge

• attract and retain the best scientists

• ensure the UK engages with the best science around the world

• support science communication and education; and communicate and

encourage dialogue with the public

• provide the best independent advice nationally and internationally

• promote scholarship and encourage research into the history of science.


