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these days is fraud-busting. At Dingell's 
request, N I H  has loaned Stewart to  the 
subcommittee where he has been for se\.eral 
months. Stewart and his N I H  colleague 
Ned Feder have been pursuing Baltimore 
from the start of this affair. 

For years, Baltimore has received support 
from the American Cancer Society. Cell 
coauthor Thereza Imanishi-Kari has applied 
for a cancer society grant for research related 
to  the disputed work in gene re-gulation and 
immunology. Although she did not get one 
(she did get support from NIH) ,  the sub- 
committee wants t o  know what she wrote in 
her application. Thus, it has asked the soci- 
ety for copies of all correspondence with 
Baltimore and with Imanishi-Kari dating 
back to 1982. There is particular interest in a 

28 APRIL 1989 

The Story So Far-Chronology, Dramatis Personae 

letter from Imanishi-Kari dated 25  January 
1985 that allegedly contains data that con- 
flict with data published in Cell the follow- 
ing year. "When Walter Stewart asked for 
things, he specially mentioned that letter," 
Imanishi-Karl reports. "My recollection is 
that I did have data that is in the Cell paper." 
She has n o  copy of the letter. 

"It's almost as though they want to create 
a feeling of fear." Rumors that Secret Service 
experts will testify that some of her note- 
books have been altered or written post 
facto have only added t o  the apprehension. 
Dingell's people decline to  comment. 

Another document sweep that is a source 
of concern is the subcommittee's demand 
for letters and lab notes from Frank Costan- 
tini of Columbia University who, until now, 

The following partial chronology and cast of characters retreals 
something of the ins and outs of what has become known as the 
"1)avid Baltimore" case since it began 2 years ago, when a 
postdtx: went to  her superiors to say that the data in a published 
paper were in "error." The postdoc resolutely denied making 
allegations offraud, but in the press and the Congress the line has 
blurred. The scientific community says that if allegations of error 
can end up in C~ngress ,  the entire scientific enterprise is in 

, jeopardy, because you cannot d o  g a d  science without making 
errors. The current case began in 1986. 

April 1986. Ct-11 publishes in its 25 April issue a paper called 
"Altered repertoire of endogenous immunoglobulin gene cxpres- 
sion in transgenic micc containing a rearranged Mu heavy chain 
gene," by David Weaver, Mtxma H .  Reis, Christopher Albanese, 
Frank Gstantini,  I>a\tid Baltimore, and Thereza Imanishi-Kari. 

May 1986. Margot OToole, a postdm in Therela Imanishi- 
Kari's lab, approached two Tufts colleagues with doubts about 
the validity of the Ct.11 data: first, Brigette Huher, and then her 
mentor, Henry Wortis. Wortis convened an informal ad hoc 
committee-himself, Huber, and Robert Woodland, a visiting 
scholar in the lab-to check things out. Wortis gave a verbal 
report of  the committee's findings to  his superiors at Tufts. The 
report: a scientific disagreement, important, but nothing more 
than that. OTtw~lc's complaints about the data also g o  to MIT 
officials, where the dean asked immunologist Herman Eisen to 
conduct an informal investigation. Eisen met with OToole at his 
home in Wotxfs Hole in late May and asked for a written 
summary of her concerns. 

6 June 1986. OTtmle submits a five-page memo to Eisen, 
detailing her scientific arguments. 

16 June 1986. Eisen meets with Baltimore, Weaver, Imanishi- 
Kari, and OToole. 

17 June 1986. Eisen writes a memorandum for the record 
ach~owledging the validity of some of OTtmlc's points but 
generally concluding that they d o  not add up to an invalidation 
of the Cell paper and, generally, reveal errors ttx, minor to  
warrant a published correction. 

Summerlfd 1986. A colleague of  OToole's contacts fraud- 
busters Walter Stewart and Ned Feder at NIH, soliciting their 
investigative expertise. Stewart and Feder subsequently draft a 

has been let't out of this fight. Costantini 
developed the transgenic mice that are at the 
experimental heart of the Cell paper. H e  has 
had to turn over copies of his correspon- 
dence with Baltimore, Imanishi-Kari, and 
with any and all of their lab partners at the 
time the Cell experiments were going on. 
What, if anything, they show is not yet 
known. 

And Science has learned that a confidential 
letter from Baltimore to  Herman Eisen of 
MIT is in the subcommittee's hands. In May 
1986, the dean of  MIT asked Eisen to 
conduct an informal but officially authorized 
review of OToole's complaints. One of 
them focused on the fact that a particular 
reagent called Bet-1 did not, in fact, work 
the way Thereza Imanishi-Kari claimed it 

n~anuscript that is extensively examined by N I H  before it is 
e\.eritually submitted for publication and rejected by Scicrrre, 
Sdtrtrs, and Ct-11. 

Late 1986-early 1987. Stewart and Feder ask Baltimore and 
coauthors for access to  their original data. Baltimore er 01. refuse. 
Says Baltimore, "Your notion of doing an 'internal audit' of the 
data is not one 1 can accept. Such a principle, if established, 
would tie up the scientific community in continuous wrangles." 
Stc\vart and Feder also ask for copies of the Wortis and Eisen 
reports. 

17 March 1987. Baltimore writes t o  NIH asking for an 
official review by an NIH-appointed panel because Stewart and 
Feder remain "unsatisfied." 

May 1987. Unable to  get their manuscript published, Stewart 
and Feder circulate a letter outlining their difficulties and summa- 
rizing the situation as they see it to  some 100 leading U S .  
scientists. NIH officials, Baltimore, Wortis, er 01.  come out 
Itmking like the bad guys. 

11 April 1988. Representative Ted Weiss (R-NY) holds a 
hearing at which OToole, Stewart, and Feder are among the 
witnesses. 

12 April 1988. Representative John Dingell (I)-MI) holds a 
similar hearing, including OToole, Stewart, and Feder. Balti- 
more 6.1 01. are not invited to  either hearing. 

June 1988. NIH appoints a panel of experts to  review the 
science. They are Joseph M. Davie of Searle, Hugh McDevitt of  
Stanford, and Ursula Storb of the University of Chicago. The 
panel is promptly dispatched to Boston to inten-iew the princi- 
pals and a report is promised "within weeks." 

November 1988. A draft of the panel report is circulated. 
Baltimore, OToole and others reply. Baltimore challenges some 
of the fine points of the panel's scientific observations but 
applauds its finding of neither fraud nor misconduct. OToole 
challenges the whole thing. 

January 1989. NIH releases a "decision memorandum" 
signed by director James B. Wyngaarden that clears Baltimore t-t 
d l .  of fraud or misconduct but accepts the NIH panel's findings 
of serious crrors in the Cell paper. 

May 1989. Congressman John Dingell will hold hearings to  
re\,icu. the entire case. B.J.C. 
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In a recent telephone conversation, Balti- 
more told Science that he regarded his letter 
to  Eisen as "an extension of a conversation" 
the two had had the day before. "If it really 
had been true that Thereza said Bet-1 was 
not good, we would have had to write to  
Ce l l .  I would have come to that opinion 
myself," Baltimore said, "even though it 
might have hurt David Weaver. But it didn't 
come t o  that." (Weaver did the molecular 
biology in the study; Imanishi-Kari was the 
expert for the serology.) 

Anticipating a rough time for Baltimore et 
al . ,  one of his colleagues at MIT has 
launched a campaign to enlist the support of 
the scientific community nationwide-a 
preemptive strike aimed at getting Dingell 
to  back down. In a "Dear colleague" letter, 
Phillip A. Sharp has asked scientists to  help 
"in countering the continuing activities of  
Representative John Dingell's subcommit- 
tee in Congress." Science has a copy of  that 
letter, in which Sharp says "It seems obvious 
that the congressional subcommittee has 
decided to continue to  hassle David and the 
other authors and this has serious implica- 
tions for all of us." Sharp is urging letters t o  
every member of the Dingell committee, as 
well as newspaper editors around the coun- 
try, and has offered a sample letter. "The 
most serious aspect of  the subcommittee's 
actions is that they have repeatedly rejected 
the judgment of qualified scientists . . . " in 
this matter. If Dingell cannot be stopped by 
scientists maybe he can be brought around 
by congressional colleagues. A special effort 
is being made to contact the Republican 
minorit\. on  the subcommittee for support. 

As Scier~ce goes to  press, it is too early t o  
gauge the response to  Sharp's call for an 
outpouring of outraged support. But some 
are saying Dingell will become the Joe Mc- 
Carthy of science, because the case is being 
exaggerated out of all proportion t o  its 
significance. 

The subcommittee, however, views the 
notion of a preemptive strike with what 
might be called bemused scorn. 

Furthermore, Dingell staffers vehemently 
reject the common perception that by pursu- 
ing the Baltimore case, Dingell is out to  get 
science. "Hell, Dingell's father was involved 
in setting up NIH," one staffer told Scrence. 
"His brother works there. Dingell has al- 
ways been a big supporter of NIH, but he 
sees a problem" and he wants to  resolve it. 
"These hearings will be more than fair. 
You'll see." BARBARA J. CULLITON 

Previous Science articles on this case include the 
~f^ol lou~ir ;y:  "Balt i tnore cleared of a l l  j a u d  
chn~yes, " 10 Fe l~n ra ry ,  p .  727 ;  "A  hitter battle 
over error," por t  1, 2 4 J ~ t 1 e  1988, p .  1720;  par t  
11, I Jrdy ,  p .  18 .  
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