
*News Report 

I: Inside the Gallo Probe 
Ever since 1984when he was hailed as the man who discoveredthe 
cause of AIDS. Robert C. Gallo has been under firefrom criticswho 
say he stole credit for his victory from scientists in France. The 
discovery has been the subject of countless news accounts and an 
unprecedented settlement signed by heads of state. But through it 
all, Gallo has never told his side of the story blow by blow. 

Now, because of a new, and still unfinished, reexamination of all 
the issues by a panel of expertsat the National Institutesof Health, 
Gallo is laying out his story for a jury of his peers.While the jury's 
verdict may take months, key elements of the Gallo defense are 
already emerging. 

The new inquiry is driven by allegations published last November 
in the Chicago Tribune that Gallo, either by "accident" or "theft," 
claimed as hi own an AIDS-causing virus first discovered by Luc 
Montagnier and his colleagues at the Pasteur Institute in Paris. 

NOW,6 months into the panel's still secret deliberations, Science 
has obtained copies of hundreds of pages of documents Gallo has 
submitted to the NIH panel. 

Science has also examined pages from laboratory notebooks of 
Gallo and his colleagues. We have reviewed documents obtained 
under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), as well as docu-
ments obtained by the well-known mechanism of the Washington 
leak. We have spoken to a number of persons dose to the AIDS 
discovery-those who are on the "Gallo team" and those who are 
not. 

What Mows is an account of the ongoing N M  inquiry, where it 
stands, and what we surmise about its substance to date. 

On 8 Apnl, the NIH's inquiry panel, which has beenwnductinga 
"preliminary fkt-finding mission since December, held its first 
meeting with Gallo. The panel is being runout of the NIH's office 
of scientific integrity, with unusual 
oversight by an independentcommit- -
tee of-scholars nominated by the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences and the 
Institute of Medicine (see box, p. 
1498). 

At the end of the inquiry, the NIH 
panel must wndude either that there 
is no evidence of wrongdoing, and 
therhre the matter should be dosed, 
or that there is sdicient reason to call 
for a full dress investigation by some-
procedure that remains a mystery to 
most of the principals involved. This 
may take awhile, because, to date, the I 

wmmittee has reportedly only ad-
dresd-though in great d e d - o n e  
of the principal areas of contention: 
the question of the AIDS isolates 
them&.lves. It is not dear right now 
how deeply it will probe other issues 
that have been laid before it (see box 
on p. 1497). 

Gallo has said he welwmes the 

THlSSPECIALREPORT,intumports,oovers 
theongaingcontmmsy sunmrnding Robert C. 
Gallo, tfuNatMnalt h c e r  Institute'sstarAIDS 
reseurcher. The articlesare b e d  on dozens of 
intmricws and on documents presented to the 
NIH committee inlrcstigatingGallo's rdc in the 
disarvrryoftheAlDSvi~. : 

Part I: Ins& L, ,-b- --.....",-
vestigation, the Gallo defense, opinions of outside 
scientistsabout that defense,and a sketchofwhere the 
inquiry may go from here. 

Part 11: HU778, tkUndStmy is the taleofH9, 
thecell lineGallo7slabusedcogrowtheAID5 virus. H9 
mmsout--aftermuch cohsion-tobeHUT78,aline 
provided to Gallo long ago by colleaguesat NCI.Did 
those colleagues get enough credit! This, too, will be 
pi.-- ,C -I.- NIP ;-.--.igatp 

inquiry and, in a prepared statement to the panel, said, "I am 
wnfident that thisreview body will learn that my co-workers and I 
have beenwrongly treated, that there has been no wrongdoing in 
my laboratory, that there has been substantial misrepresentationin 
select press, and we hope that these evaluations will be able to help 
us rectify these misconceptions." This was his opening salvo at an 
hours-long session that began a series of interviews with the panel 
during the past 2 months. 

Key documentsgiven to the panel to supporthis contentiondetail 
the work in Gallo's lab on a variety of putative AIDS virus samples 
from 1982 through early 1984. It was in the 4 May 1984 issue of 
Science that Gallo and his colleagues published four papers that 
naileddown the evidencefor virus causationand laid out the process 
for developing a test for detecting the AIDS virus in blood. In 
parti&, Gallo highlighted data on viruses (named for the patients 
from whom they came) called CC,MoV, RF, MN,and SN. 

These data are important to Gallo's case because Tribune reporter 
John Crewdson has suggested that the only AIDS virus that was 
yieldmg productive experimental data was the French virus, LAV, 
which Montagnier sent to Gallo for testing in July and, again, in 
September 1983. Gallo's wntention is that these data should lay to 
rest any thought that he or his colleagues had any motive for 
"stealing" the French virus rather than using one of their own. 

Is Robert Gallo's confidence justified? In an effort to get an 
independent yet expert reading of some of the data crucial to the 
dispute, Science asked a small number of senior scientists with no 
direct involvement in the issues to review the documents we have 
obtained. They agreed to do so off the record. 

On the basis of what they have seen (admittedlyonly part of the 
evidence the panel has), their opinions are consistent on the matter 

of other viruses. One reviewer 
summed it up thisway: 'There's just 
no evidence of any fraud here. It is 
dear that Gallo's lab was working on 
other AIDS retroviruses extensively 
before they got LAV and simulta-
neously once they had it. Unless all 
these documents are forgeries in the 
greatest conspiracy since Watergate, 
you have to accept that there were 
other viruses." 

Another concurs. "LAV was not 
the only virus being studied. They 
have a very serious and good argu-
ment for that." 

The specifics in the indictment 
against Gallo are laid out in the Tri-
bune's article of 19 November which 
has been widely circulated among bi-
ologists around the world. The artide 
also caught the attentionof Represen-
tativeJohn Dingell (&MI) and is the 
basis of his demand that NIH initiate 
an inquiry. To decide for themselves 
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about the Gallo lab activities, the panel has been examining the thought, a variant ofthe 6rst human retrovirus, HTLV-I, which he 
chronology of events that surrounded the isolation of the AIDS and his colleagues had discovered. 
virus. These events arise out of a day in April 1984 when former Then, in December 1982, from the hundreds of blood samples 
Health and Human S e ~ c e s  Scmtary Margaret Heckler called a they received, Gallo's colleagues detected the presence of reverse 
press d r e n c e  to announce that Gallo et al. had found the cause of r r a m a i ~ t h e  enzyme that is the telltale sign of a retrovirus-in 
AIDS and developed a sensitive test to show whether the AIDS two patients. These samples also tested negative for the p19 and p24 
virus is ptesent in blood. proteins that characterize HTLV-I. HTLV-I was used as a bench- 

The dear implication of Heckler's press conference was that the mark as d e r s  med to figure out what they had in their 
National Cancer Institute had won the race. But the very day before cultures. In February 1983, two additional samples were found with 
Heckler's show, the New York Times ran a lengthy front-page artide the same profile: positive for reverse transcriptase but negative for 
in which the head of the U.S. HTLV-I. It turned out that 
Centers for Disease Control what they were seeing was, in 
(CDC) in Atlanta was quoted fact, a new virus, but it was not 
as saying that CDC rcsarchers fully appreciated at the time. 
had evidence that the French Looking at the data in retro- 
viruswasthecauseofAIDS. spect, documents show that 
Thus, dissension in the ranks of Gallo's lab was working early 
the U.S. scientific AIDS estab- on with several virus samples 
lishment became public and the that later turned out to be the 
stage was set for a conflict that AIDS vkus-HIV. The earliest 
has grown more inflammatory of those is in the history of the 
with the passing of years. sample CC. In February 1983, 

Gallo's position is that, yes, according to the documents, a 
the French were the first to sample fiom an AIDS patient 
publish on LAV. In its 20 May identified by the initials CC was 
1983 issue, Science published a established in culture by one of 
series of papers on AIDS, in- the lab technicians, Ersell Rich- 
duding two from Gallo and ardson. CC was tested for re- 
one fiom Montagnier. Montag- verse transaiptase (positive), 
nier's paper, whose publication was cxamined by electron mi- 
Gallo endorsed, reports early The Gallo lab meeting, 1988. Gallo and Montugnier Cfburth andfifh croscopy, and found to have 
data showing that LAV is a fiom lef)  had buried the hatchet. "aberrant viral particles," sug- 
new virus but says W e  role of gating p d d e s  that were not 
this virus in the etiology of AIDS remains to be determined." HTLV-I. Yet, fimher analysis indicated the presence of HTLV-I 

One of the crucial conmbutions from his lab, Gallo argues, came proteins. 
in making that determination during the course of the next year and According to the documents, Gallo, Richardson, and retrovirolo- 
developing a uselid blood test which was patented by the U.S. gist W a s  Popovic "noted and discussed the &&rent kind of 
government. Gallo's challenge now is to defknd the claim for a retrovirus present" in CC. The record also shows that by 13 May the 
second time. The first challenge came in 1985 when New York growth of cells was "poor" and that by 16 May "cells arc dying." 
attorneys representing the Pasteur Institute alleged that Gallo had Nevertheless, the viruses from the CC sample were kept in culture 
"misappropriated" LAV in developing the blood test. That conflict through August 1983, as the d e r s  puzzled about the cell 
was settled by a negotiated agreement signed in 1987 not only by death, further indication that something other than the HTLVs 
Gallo and Montagnier, but also by U.S. President Ronald Reagan were involved: the human retrovhsa known at the time-HTLV-I 
and French premier Jacques Chirac. Like a referee holding up both and HTLV-II-don't kill cells; they immortak them. 
prize6ghtersY arms, the agreement declared Gallo and Montagnier to Indeed, the ultimate solution to that mystery, discovered later, 
be "co-discoverers" of the AIDS virus. was that CC was in fact doubly infected, with both HTLV-I and 

The patent fight was handled largely by the lawyers. This second HIV. Gallo's group did not publish these early data that hinted at a 
round, however, will be adjudicated by scientists, and Gallo himself new retrovirus. Instead, their first papers fbcused on the possibility 
is playing a much more direct role in presenting data from his lab. that the ADS virus was a member of the known HTLV-I and 
Much of it, which has never been published, constitutes "supporting HTLV-I1 family of retroviruses. Meanwhile, in Paris, Montagnier 
evidence" for data that have been reported in peer-review journals. detected reverse transaiptase in LAVBRU in February 1983 and 

Among the first issues raised in Crewdson's article is whether asked Gallo to provide reagents so that his group could further 
Gallo's team was working on AIDS virus samples before receiving distinguish the virus. Using Gallo's reagents, Montagnier showed 
LAV from Montagnier. Montagnier got his sample LAVBRU in that his virus was distinct from HTLV-I and HTLV-II. Montagnier 
December 1982. did publish his data. 

A chronology Gallo submitted to the NIH panel, backed up by Not long after this, there was a key interchange between Gallo's 
lab records, shows that the lab "had three new AIDS samples in lab and Montagnier's, which created the possibility that Montag- 
culture" in May 1982, another in August, and five additional nier's virus ended up in Gallo's own isolates. 
samples in October. Records show that the growth in culture was Gallo has responded by detailing the exchange that brought LAV 
modest. Indeed, the real challenge on both sides of the Atlantic in to his lab. According to the documents Gallo's team submitted, two 
the early research days was geaing good viral growth. key things happened shortly afeer the May publications in Science. In 

'This was at a time when no one knew how infdous  the July, Montagnier sent Gallo a sample of LAVBRU. At that time, 
causative agent might be," Gallo said in a statement to the panel, but Gallo said in his statement to the panel, Montagnier also announced 
he predicted in August that it was a retrovirus. Most likely, Gallo he did not wish to have a collaboration between the two labs. 
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Collaboration or no, Gallo now had LAVBRU. One question 
that is central to the runningGallo-Montagnier drama is this: What 
did Gallo do with the sample Montagnier sent him? Apparently, 
initial attemptsto getvirus to grow from that fim sample failed. "It 
was just supernatant We could not get any virus," Gallo has said. 

In September, Gallo received a second sample of LAVBRU. 
PopovicdetectedvirusLAVBRU in October.Accordingto Gallo's 
statementto the panel "MikaPopovicinformedMontagnier of this, 
and that we confirmed its retrovirus nature." In Oaober, Betsy 
Read, another key technician who is stillin the Gallo lab, was trying 
to grow various viral samples in a human cell line. 

At this time neither Montagnier's lab nor Gallo's had been 
success11in getting the new isolates fiom AIDS patients to grow in 
continuous, mass culture. Such mass culture was needed to produce 
the reagents required to "type" all the viral isolates, showing that 
they were all the same virus and thereby establishingthe causeof the 
disease. Much attention in both labs was devoted to this search. 

Eetsy Read managed to get the LAVBRU sample from Montag-
nier's lab into the human cell line known as HUT78. "The 
production of virus was transient," Gallo's statementto the cornmit-
tee says. "Low but continuous" growth of LAV was achieved 
shortly thereah  in another human cdl line, Ti7.4. 

Another crucial area of inquiry is what other, independent work 
on the AIDS virus was going on in Gallo's lab afkr LAV arrived 
from Paris. Part of the Gallo response has been the historyof MoV, 
a virus which appearad to be a variant of HTLV-II, which came 
from patient Mo. Crewdson has suggested that MoV is an LAV 
contaminant. 

By November, Gallo lab notes show, the MoV was in culture in 
HUT78 cells. On 29 November supernatantfrom that culture was 
usedto infect a HUT78 done designatedH4. In December infected 

cells were sent to a contrastor for electron micrographing. Micro-
graphs showed virus partides that were consistent with what has 
turned out to be HIV. Further experiments through December 
1983 and January and February 1984 suggemd that MoV was 
neither HTLV-I nor I-lTLV-II. At the time. lab researchers were 
unsurewhether MoV was a new virus or a &ntaminated culture. 

Crewdson had reportedthat MoV may, in fact, be LAV, contami-
nating the culture. Even if MoV is LAV, the Gallod&nse contends 
that MoV was not the only isolate brewing in the lab at the time. 
Another isolate that was ultimately very successful, Gallo records 
indicate, came from a patient known as RF. "On November 9, 
1983, serum and fiDztn [peripheral blood lymphocytes] were 
received. ..fromdiagnosedAIDS or ARC (AIDS-related complex) 
patients. ...On November 15, 1983,l l  samples [were] put into 
culture," notes say. One of them was RF, which Read nursed along 
until it was growing viprously by April. 

For a time, initial work going on in one lab with LAV and in 
Read's with RFmight be described as similar. But in January, Gallo 
decided to put LAV in the fieaer. 

While Read was working on RF, the Gallo documents indican, 
Popovic decided to takeanother tack in hiscftbmto get continuous 
viral growthin a human cell line. Popovic decided to pool vkuscs-
first from three, and ultimately from ten diffmnt patien-into a 
single culture. The procedure has been described as "unusual" by 
other mearchers who point out what Popovic says is "obviousn-it 
was not a scientifically"deann experiment. "I was not trying to do a 
perfect experiment," Popovic has told Science. "Iwas trying to make 
a blood test." (He says he did not add LAV to the pool.) 

Why pool the &? Popovic reasoned that the failure to grow 
might be tied to the fict that none of the viruses individually was 
producing high concenuationsof reverse transaiptase. Maybe if he 
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dumped tenviruses into the same pot,the reverse transaiptaselevel 
would be enough to jolt one of them into action. 

'The logic bhind that is really crazy," says one of the scientists 
who has commented on the Gallo documentsfor Science. "But there 
is no doubt that he did it." And there is no doubt that fiomthe pool 
came a virus n d IIIB that grew like a charm-and was used for 
the work that led to the blood test. Yet subsequent genetic analysis 
has shown that IIIB and LAV are remarkably alike. Where most 
AIDS viruses seem to be cousins, IIIB and LAV appear, genetically 
speaking, to be almost as dose as twins. But, Popovic says, 
"biologically they were not the same in the way they behaved." 

The remarkable genetic similarity between LAV and IIIB has 
addedmuch additional fuelto the controversy andbolsteredthe idea 
that Gallo might somehowhave "stolen" Montagnier's virus.Is IIIB 
really LAV?Did LAV get into the pool by accident?Was it added 
deliberately but covertly? 

Gallo has responded fiuiously to the idea that Montagnicr's 
sample was consciously appropriated. 'We emphatically deny this 
outrageous slander," Gallo told the NIH panel. 'We would have 
had little reason to usc LAV for the [AIDS]blood test. We had RF 
available, which could have been used instead of IIIB.Thus, again, 
the answer is 'no.' " 

Yet even Gallo has consistently acknowledged that the similarity 
betweenthe two implies that they could be the same isolate. "Could 
LAV have inadvertently contaminated our cultures and suddenly 
dominated the culture by rapid growth?This is certainly possible, 
since LAV was present in the same laboratory where some of our 
isolates were developed. Indeed, if thiswere the case, although it 
would not make me happy, I do not believe it would reflect nega-
tivelyon our accomplishments,just as it would notadd to the Pasteur 
accomplishments. Our work never depended on a single isolate." 

One of Science's confidential reviewers has no trouble accepting 
this line of argument: an accidental contamination. "If you've ever 

worked with vials tiozen in liquid nitrogen, you'd know," our 
reviewer says."A big cloud of smoke comes out when you open the 
door. You're wearing big gloves. In Gallo's lab, you're not dealing 
with just a few finncnsamplesbut dozensand dozens. Labelsfall of. 
Lots of people use that fitacr.That's one of the arguments people 
have against big labs like his. [It has 36 members.] But it's also very 
creative. I don't know. Which is better?Perfector creative?" 
The defense is that the existence of other isolates argues against 

any motive for "theft." Yet if there were at least two other, 
independent, isolates in culture-MoV and W a n d ,  to top it off, 
IIIBcame from a pool, why not use one of the others for the main 
scientific work and for the blood test? 

The possibility that MoV was contaminated ousted that isolate as 
the one to be used for the blood test. And in vast interviews with 
Sciencethat took place before the controversyw& resumcted, Gallo 
has talked about why IIIBwas p&md to RF. The growthof IIIB 
was justa little more vigorous than RF, he has noted. Furthermore, 
IIIB had been growing a little longer. "RFwas maybe a few weeks 
behind," Gallo says. And, IIIB was what Gallo calls an "American" 
virus-derived, he assumed, fiom in American AIDS patient, 
whereas RFwas Haitian. Intuition, notlung more, Gallo says, made 
him think that there might be diflimnces in the viruses related to 
geographicorigin that were unknown but might be important in a 
blood test. 

"Mika wanted to gowith RF for the work on the blood test be-
cause it was a singleisolateand worked nearly as well as IiIB," Gallo 
told Srieme, "but I said, 'No. IIIBlooks good.Lets gowith IIIB.' " 

Now for the other question: Is IIIB really LAV? Conventional 
wisdom among virologists holds that the close similarity between 
IIIB and LAV argues in favor of their being the same-that LAV 
did in faa contaminate a culture in Gallo's lab and reemerged as 
IIIB. In 1985, the sequences of the genomes of each isolate were 
determined and, as Gallo told the panel, 'They diftired only by 

What the Probers Want to Know 
Theinternal NIHpanel that isconduct-
ing a ha-fhhg inquiry into dlega-
tions ofmisconduct inthe laboratoryof 
RobertC. Gallo has been instructed to 
"assemble andanalyzewinfbrmation on 
14 points that w r e  outlined by NIH 
acting director William F. Raub in a 
letter to CongressmanJohn D. Dingell 
on 9 February. Raub's questions were 

willumrF. ~~~b mggered by a 50,000-word article by- -- John Crewdson ofthe Chica~oTrin'bunc 
in November of last year. 

While the committee may eventually look at other aspects ofthe 
Gallolab, for now it is focusingits attention on these key points: 

I. Is 3wetvidenceJMGallo'slabwasgrouringinnrLureAlDSvfrur 
isolatesother t h n  the F r e d  vincs,U V ,in1983? 

2.~didGaIlo'slabfirstgetLAVtogr0u,mculure?Wasthegrwlrh 
smmsf;l.?What use did Gallo's lab make of LAV? 

3. &of3reG&vinrsiroLuesusdto&vebptheAIDSMoodtestic 
cdledlIIB. Itwa theshagestg~muin~vincsinaploftenseparatevincses. 
What are Phe scmafii d e d  of the "pool"ergeriment? 

4. Wmthereuiriucontmninarionmthehb! 
Thesequestions pertain m the central allegation: that the Gallo 

virus (IIIB)isreally Montagnier'svirus (LAV).But thescopeofthe 
inquirygoesbeyondissuesofpossiblefraudto questionsofcoUegia1 

behavior. The scope is revelled here. 
5.  Theoriginof &cell linecalIedH9mu$lichtheAlDSvincsgrows 

pewnissively [sac mticle, p. 14991. 
6.  InMay 1983, L u c M ~ p u b U l e d a ~ o n l A V w h i c h k  

csansmitted to ScienceviaGaElo. W i r h M e ' s  umsent,G&wrote 
anabstsactfor Phe paper, which hod been sent in withoutone. 

7. At a ~ehwi rusmeeting in Park City Utah m February 1984 
Montngnier's coReague ]em-C?audeC h m n  gave a ralk on L4V. 
Crewdron claimr Gab tTied to prevent Chennrmnfrom spenfcmg at the 

me*. 
8.In thefull of 1983at ameetingat ColdSpringH m b ,  G& presented 

symposiumproudmgx. 
9. Before the AIDS uiriumclemkynmned,a technician usedtheFrench 

tenn LAV,plus an additional marker Leaer, to designate vmious virus 
smnpks thatw e  beingscreened mG a s  lab. 

10.Questionsaboutageneticmopofthevincs. 
11.QuestionsaboutanirolateinGollo'sLabcaIledMo~ 
12. Virus samples weresent to outride lobs to beplwtc an 

electron minoscope; rhere are questions about cuhat they sh 
13. Dunngthecousseof thegmentdispue, memosabouttheidentityof 

vmiouSvirusJamplerwereg&edfromalllabsondoffws JMhadcopies. 
Inone m e ,  analteredmemoturnedup. HHS lnwymsay the & r e d m e m o  
didnotmfromGallo's Etb, buttheydonotkwwhereitdidmfmm. 

14.&tionsaboutthediscowryofHTLV-Im1978. lB.J.C. 

NEWS REPORT 14-97 



about 100 nucleotides (1%) whereas most other isolates differed by 
5% or more." And, recently developed evolutionary trees of HIV 
also argue for the identity of IIIB and LAV, he said. 

Yet new data-one published paper+ and a report at a retrovirus 
conference this spring in Keystone, Colorado-are turning up 
evidence that viruses that come from the same cohort or population 
may be much more like each other than anyone has known, raising 
the possibility that LAV and IIIB are indeed different isolates. One 
of the people whom Science consulted is fimiliar with the informa- 
tion that is coming out on the subject and says, "Maybe we're not so 
sure we know what the situation really is any more." 

Thisiswheretheinauirvstands so kr. 1t&ms tohavezeroedin 
on the question of whehe; there were other isolates than IIIB in the 
lab at the time that virus was being grown. Gallo's defense, as 
contained in the documents submitted to the panel, is that there 
were many others, including at least tw-MOV-and RF-that were 
growing in cell lines. What the committee will decide about this 
information, and other evidence, however, is anybody's guess. - - -  

Where does the inquiry go from here? 
The NIH inquiry panel is completing interviews with certain 

YT. McNcvney a al., "Limited sequence haaupmaty~ among WogicaUy distinct 
human immunode6acncy virus type 1 idatcs tivm indiwduals imrohrcd in a dustacd 
infectious outbreak,'' ROC. Nd. A d .  Sci. U.S.A. 87,1917 (Much 1990). 

I 
The Committees 

auc 

Set 
7 pul 

ent 

The NIH inquiry into the case of 
John Crewdson y. Robert Gallo is 
special in many respects. First, the 

-- inquiry is entirely focused around 
rr - -":gations in a newspaper amde. 

:ond, it is the subject of unusual 
blic interest because ofGaIlo's sci- 
ific prominence. And third, to 

' .dl ensure the independence of the in- 
c M.  Rachmds quiry, which is being conducted by a 

panel offederal scientists, NIH asked 
the National Academy of Sciences and the Institute of Medi- 
cine to nominate an outside committee ofexpert but disinter- 
ested parties to oversee the activity of the internal panel. 
Yale University biochemist Frederic M. Richards, who is 

described by colleagues as a man of exceptional integrity, has 
agreed to chair the committee (Science, 30 March, 1533). 

The Richards' committee-? jury of Gallo's peers--has met 
once to discuss procedures and will meet again on 27 June for 
its first substantive report from the NIH's fact-finding panel. 
Richards says it is vital to realize that his committee is an 
"advisory body. Contrary to what some people assume, we are 
not conducting the investigation." Sources say committee 
members have promised not to discuss their deliberations until 
they are complete. At that point, they expect to "speak out 
loud and clear." 
The NIH panel includes biochemist Jules Hallum, new head 

of the institutes' Office of Scientific Integrity, and Suzanne 
Hadley ,alsoin the Office ofhtegrity. The others are Richard 
H. Adarnson, scientific director of the National Cancer 
Institute's division of cancer etiology (Gallo's lab is in 
Adamson's division); Paul Parkman, a virologist at the Food 
and Drug Administration; and NIH counsel Robert B. h a n .  

W B.J.C. 

members of Gallo's lab and is likely to meet with Gallo himself at 
least once more. Then it will present its conclusions to its own 
advisory committee-the one whose members were nominated by 
the National Academy of Sciences and the Institute of Medicine. 
Chaired by Frederic Richards of Yale, and made up of individuals 
who neither know Gallo nor have great prior fadiarity with the 
case, the 6rst task of this independent jury of peers will be to judge 
whether the NIH panel has done a good job. 

If the committee is not satisfied that the panel has asked all the 
right questions and assembled all the right data to support its 
recommendation to drop the matter or proceed with an investiga- 
tion, the committee is empowered to tell the panel to keep on 
working. If, on the other hand, the committee accepts the panel's 
recommendation, it will be incumbent on the committee to state its 
reasons unambiguously. 

This is a very important issue for NIH. Gallo is not only a scientist 
but, because of his great celebrity, a symbol. NIH has to prove that 
it can handle investigations of misconduct or else the authority to 
inquire into allegations on its own may be taken from it. If the panel 
and committee exonerate Gallo, NIH will have to stand up to critics 
who have already made up their minds. If he is not exonerated, NIH 
will have to act decisively to right the situation. 

Either way, the stakes are high for NIH and for Robert Gallo. 
BAUBAMJ.CULLITON 

I n  Affairs 
I 

-a Scientists in the United States are not 
the only ones with a keen interest in the 
outcome of the current MH inquiry 

- into the afIHirs of Robert C. Gallo. The 
director of the Pasteur Institute, which 
has had a key role in the struggle over 
priority b r  the discovery of the AIDS 
virus and over the patent b r  the AIDS 

'1' /iB , blood test, recently expressed hope that 
Mamne Schwnsy the NM investigation would settle the 

matter quickly andcleanly-andrnade it 
clear that, fbr now, the French are not interested in stirring things 
up fiather. 

In April, Mvdme Schwartz requested a meeting with the science 
attach6 at the American Embassy in Paris to discuss the agreement 
signed in 1987 declaring G d o  and Luc Montagnier ofthe Pasteur 
to be "co-discoverers" of the AIDS virus. M e r  the meeting, held 
on 19 April, the attache cabled State Department officials in 
Washington to summarize what had been discussed. Science has 
obtained a copy of the cable. 

"Schwam began the meeting by stressing that it was the Ameri- 
can press that had restarted the controversy and that the Pasteur 
Institute had no desire m re-open the question," the cable says. 

The 1987 agreement was intended to resolve the dispute over 
conflicting claims to the AIDS test patent. Because itwas signed by 
U.S. President RDnald kagan  and French premier Jacques Chirac, 
the current revival of the matter could have diplomatic implica- 
tions. 

"It is not a Franco-American problem at this point," Schwartz is 
quoted as telling the attache, but "it may become one later." 
Schwartz said it would be "better b r  NKH to settle the matter 
clearly and quickly in order to fbrestall a possible congressional 
investigation that, he thought, would only he1 the controversy." 

B .J.C. 
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