
which destroys natural habitat. “We simply
are not going to be able to do conservation
without making it compatible with some
measure of agriculture,” notes Kareiva.

The results from Ceballos’s team are only
for mammals, whose ranges may not overlap
with those of other taxa. Adding birds,
amphibians, and reptiles would increase
the amount of land needed to be conserved.
“We need to do much more,” says study
author Paul Ehrlich, a population biologist
at Stanford University. “If you want to add
in most biodiversity, you’re talking about
[conservation of] 30% to 40% of Earth’s sur-
face,” he speculates. Ehrlich adds that the pop-
ulation size of a species that can survive by
preserving 10% of its former range won’t be
as effective at providing ecosystem goods and
services, such as pollination or bush meat. 

Similar results about mammal ranges and
conservation, not yet published, will come
from John Gittleman, an evolutionary biolo-
gist at the University of Virginia, Char-
lottesville. His group spent 4 years collecting
range maps and biological data for all known
land mammals. “There’s a nice convergence,”
he says. “It’s very reassuring.”

The report by Mace, Purvis, and their
colleagues relies on information from 
Gittleman’s group as well as other data sets
such as the so-called World Conservation
Union’s Red List, which ranks mammals
according to the extinction threats they face.
Drawing on such information for 4000
mammal species, the authors determined
what factors, such as small geographic
ranges or large body size, put particular
species at higher risks of extinction.  

The analysis found that for mammals
smaller than 3 kilograms, the main risk fac-
tors were environmental, such as proximity to
agriculture or human populations. Identify-
ing and conserving habitat is likely to be
enough to keep these species going, the scien-
tists conclude. But larger animals, such as
elephants and pandas, face threats magnified
by intrinsic biological constraints, such as
small litters and long gestation times. Conser-
vation biologists had suspected that larger
mammals face greater extinction risks, but
the size of this data set puts the premise on a
much stronger footing, Gittleman says.

Mace, Purvis, and their colleagues con-
clude that the survival of large mammals
will likely require a concerted effort tai-
lored to the biology of each species. 

–ERIK STOKSTAD

N E W S O F T H E W E E K
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PARIS—France may soon have
its own Silicon Valley—or, more
likely, 67 miniversions of 
that icon of American inno-
vation. Last week, Prime Minister
Dominique de Villepin announced
a list of 67 regional partnerships
across the country that his gov-
ernment hopes to nurture into
cutting-edge science and tech-
nology engines designed to
create new jobs and kick-start
the economy. But the plan has
already run into criticism: Some
researchers say industrial strategy
shouldn’t drive research policy,
while others argue that the funds
available—some €1.5 billion for
the next 3 years—are spread so
thin they can’t possibly have
much impact.

The decision to create “Com-
petitiveness Clusters,” as the new
regional hubs are called, was
taken last year by the previous
government, led by Jean-Pierre
Raffarin. But it has been embraced
by Villepin, who made fighting
France’s double-digit unemploy-
ment his number one priority when he took
over last month. Flanked by four cabinet
ministers and citing Silicon Valley as a “his-
toric example,” Villepin called the plan a
“choice for ambition” when he presented it
last week.

The clusters—selected from 105 candi-
dates by an interdepartmental panel—consist
of a regional collaboration among research
institutes, schools, universities, and busi-
nesses. Their focus ranges from nanotechnol-

ogy and secure communications to sports
equipment and—in “Cosmetic Valley,” a plan
backed by companies such as Dior and Yves
Saint Laurent—“the science of beauty and
well-being.” The centers will benefit from tax
breaks as well as specific support from fund-
ing agencies, including the new National
Research Agency. They will also enjoy prior-
ity status when the government allocates the
3000 new research jobs it has promised for
next year (Science, 27 May, p. 1243). 

But some fear that Villepin’s
version of Silicon Valley may be
unattainable. The failure thus far
to translate French research into
new, prof itable technologies
stems from a variety of factors,
says Alain Trautmann, the
spokesperson of Sauvons la
Recherche (Let’s Save Research),
a protest movement—including a
less entrepreneurial spirit, timid
venture capitalists, and discour-
aging bankruptcy laws. He 
doesn’t think they can be fixed by
scattering extra funds here and
there. What’s more, Trautmann
says, U.S. high-tech hubs arise in
areas with excellent basic
research, which doesn’t “take its
orders from industry.”

Others have criticized the large
number of centers, suggesting that
the plan is inspired more by
behind-the-scenes lobbying and
U.S.-style pork-barrel politics than
by a desire to promote excellence.
The resulting budget per center
(some €7.5 million per year, often
shared by dozens of partners) is

bound to be ineffective, the opposition Social-
ist Party said in a statement last week.

But Bruno Goud, a group leader at the
Curie Institute—a partner in a health cluster
in the Paris region that’s on the list—says
something is better than nothing. Although
it may be “typically French” for the govern-
ment, rather than market forces, to desig-
nate the hot spots of the future, he adds, that
doesn’t mean it won’t work.

–MARTIN ENSERINK

France Hatches 67 California Wannabes

R E S E A R C H  F U N D I N G

Spreading the wealth. Almost every region in France will be home to
several of 67 new Competitiveness Clusters. (The number on this map is
greater than 67 because interregional clusters are shown more than once.)
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