
Bridges Committee Procedures 

In Barbara J. Culliton's article "NIH mis- 
conduct probes draw legal complaints" 
(News & Comment, 20 July, p. 240), state- 
ments by C. David Bridges and his legal 
counsel were quoted regarding the investi- 
gation by the National Institutes of Health 
(NIH) into his alleged misconduct. In the 
view of the investigative panel (represented 
bv the undersigned), these statements 
omitted important elements, and correction 
of the inaccuracies in the article cited is 
warranted. 

The NIH did not receive allegations of 
~lagiarism against Bridges directly, but 
rather responded to a document represent- 
ing an internal review of this matter by the 
Baylor College of Medicine. The NIH un- 
dertook its own investigation because of the 
strong denial by ~ r i d ~ i s  of the Baylor com- 
mittee findings. The panel of scientists ap- 
pointed by NIH in October 1988 was as- 
signed to- investigate possible misuses by 
Bridges of a privileged communication he 
had been sent to review for publication. 
Three of the five members of this investiga- 
tive panel were scientists recommended by 
Bridges. This panel was provided with the 
services of a liaison from the office of 
Katherine Bick, then in charge of NIH 
investigations of .alleged misconduct, an ex- 
ecutive secretary, and a legal counsel (an 
employee of NIH). Initially the panel was 
given documents sent to NIH by the Baylor 
College of Medicine, by Bridges, and by 
others involved. During its investigations, 
the panel requested and received numerous 
additional documents from similar sources 
and from individuals at Purdue University, 
to which Bridges had moved. Representa- 
tives of the panel went to Baylor College of 
Medicine to collect verbal statements from 
personnel there; additional information was 
also obtained during 2 days of personal 
interviews in Chicago (a site selected for the 
convenience of the majority of panel nlenl- 
bers and of other individuals interviewed). 
Neither transcripts nor recordings of these 
meetings, as well as other deliberations of 
the panel, were kept on the specific advice of 
the NIH legal counsel. These meetings were 
question and answer sessions with people 
having direct knowledge of relevant events. 
Individuals with whom we met were permit- 
ted their own legal counsel, but the inter- 
view with an individual was not witnessed 
by any other who was involved. All person- 
nel from Baylor College of Medicine had an 

attorney present representing that instim- 
tion. Likewise, when we spoke with Bridges 
or any of his colleagues who had accomha- 
nied him to Purdue University, an attorney 
selected by Bridges was present. No accusa- 
tions were made before or during these " 
proceedings against Bridges or any other 
participant. 
- After completion of the personal inter- 
views and acquisition of additional written 
material to help reconstruct what had tran- 
spired, accomplished without the aid of 
research notebooks which, Bridges stated, 
had been discarded or stolen, a first draft of 
our evaluation was composed. Bridges was 
sent a copy of this draft. portions of the 
report were also sent to other parties who 
had direct involvement. The detailed rebut- 
tals received from all parties were evaluated 
by the panel, and virtually .all were appended 
to the revised report. A final copy of the 
panel's report wai sent to all indivauals and 
further opportunities provided for submit- 
ting additional information, rebuttal, or  
comments. Bridges responded belatedly to 
the final report, and the panel evaluated a 
final set of printed material he sent after the 
report had gone to NIH ofhcials. The panel 
concluded that this information could not 
justify further amendment of the final draft. 
The report was evaluated by senior officials 
at NIH, who accepted its findings and for- 
warded it to the director of NIH. He con- 
curred with the conclusions of the report 
and the recommendations of the senior NIH 
officials. The report was then forwarded to 
the Department of Health and Human Senl- 
ices for further consideration. A hearing to " 
appeal the proposed debarment was held in 
June 1990 in an administrative court at the 
Department of Health Senlices at the re- 
quest of Bridges' legal counsel. 

The allegations by Bridges and his defense 
counsel that appropriate recourse was de- 
nied during the i~qvestigative process and 
preparation of the final report can also be 
judged from the duly recorded procedures 
in the appendix of that report, which is 
readily available through the Freedom of 
Information Act. 

The NIH-appointed panel did not func- 
tion as a "court" where witnesses were called 
to the stand, required to take an oath, and 
subjected to cross examination. Rather, the 
panel was charged with the responsibility of 
collecting all the information dealing with 
the alleged misconduct available, assessing 
this information as scientific experts and 
investigators experienced with scientific pro- 
cedures and ethics, and submitting a final 
report to NIH. 

The Office of Scientific Integrity of NIH 
was formed after our committee completed 
its review, and some of the procedures now 

employed in such investigations have 
changed. Nonetheless, the philosophy un- 
derlying scientific conduct and the role of 
scientists in assisting funding agencies to 
evaluate breaches in ethics remain germane 
to any such investigation. 
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Metrificafion Oversold? 

Randy Moore (Letters, 17  Aug., p. 723) 
laments the slowness with which the United 
States in general, and federal agencies in 
particular, are converting to the metric sys- 
tem. He feels that "our reliance on the 
English system of weights and measures 
(such as the inch, pound, or pint) compro- 
mises our international competitiveness and 
limits the market for our products." What 
nonsense! 

The United States became the leader in 
world trade under the English system, long 
before there was any talk of metrification. 
We lost that leadership not because we failed 
to metrify but because we became fat, dumb, 
and critical of our own affluence. Among 
other things, we failed to employ the prin- 
ciples of statistical quality control developed 
at Bell Laboratories by Walter Shewhart and 
spread as gospel to the Japanese by William 
Denning. As a direct result, and because of 
Japanese diligence, their products are world 
class today. We will regain leadership if and 
when we are willing to work harder and 
honor our own country's prophets. Using 
centimeters has nothing to do with it. 

We should use whatever units are best for 
the job at hand. If I were a sailor whose 
captain needed to know the depth of the sea, 
I probably would tell him how many reaches 
of my outstretched hands-how many fath- 
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