
ARC Affair Troubles French Scientists 
Allegations of financial mismanagement in one of France's largest medical charities may threaten future 

funding, and they have prompted soul-searching among biomedical researchers 
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into the organization's books. "We had no rea- 
son to criticize," Schwartzenberg told Science, 
"because each year the association grew more 
prosperous, and each year there was more 
money for research programs." Maxime 
Schwartz, director-general of the Pasteur In- 
stitute, agrees: "The scientific community was 
very happy to have a source of financing, and 
the maioritv did not want to look further." , , 

Schwartzenberg and other members of 
the council sav thev were sumrised to read 
the auditing cdurt's findings t6at only about 
27% of the money raised by ARC was being 
given directly to research (as opposed to can- 
cer prevention programs and administrative 
costs), because Crozemarie had stated pub- 
licly many times that the figure was roughly 
50%. "He hid a number of thines from us." " 
Schwartzenberg says, claiming in particular 
that budget figures presented to the board were 
not clear about the way the money was divided 
up. (Requests from Science to Crozemarie's at- 
torney for an interview with ARC's former 
president or responses to these and other ac- 
cusations have gone unanswered.) 

Pierre Tambourin, director of the CNRS's 
life sciences department and the agency's rep- 
resentative on the council, claims that for a 
time Crozemarie even kept the auditing court's 
findings from the council. At  the council's 
meeting of 21 June 1995, Tambourin told 
Science, he asked Crozemarie if he had received 
the court's vreliminarv revort. "He said this , . 
report had not yet arrived," Tambourin says, an 
account that Schwartzenbere confirms. But - 
Tambourin later learned that Crozemarie re- 
ceived the preliminary report many days ear- 
lier. The court's final report, a copy of which 
has been obtained by Science, states that the 
preliminary report was transmitted to ARC's 
president on 8 June. 

There may be some question about what 
the council knew, and when it knew it, but 
there's no doubt that the French eovernment 
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had been well aware of concerns about ARC 
for a long time. Lucas and his IGAS inspec- 
tors had prepared three reports critical of 
ARC since 1984. Lucas told Science that 
his last report-which was written in 1991 
but did not become public until it was leaked 
by the French daily Le Monde in late 1994- 
was submitted directlv to the health minis- 
ter at the time. 

Lucas says he is prepared to continue as 
ARC president as long as he is needed. He 
adds that he wants to "renew things and send 
a clear message to the public" about his desire to 
change the way ARC functions. In that spirit, 
he says he is hoping for "about a dozen resig- 
nations" at the next meeting of the adminis- 
trative council, scheduled for 14 Februarv. 
That would be good news to researchers like 
Pierre Chambon. "We don't want the ~ u b l i c  
to believe French scientists were involved in 
this scandal, because it's not true," he says. 

-Michael Balter 

CLINICAL RESEARCH 

NI H Clinical Center Gets a Boost 
I n  its glory days, the big hospital at the Na- In the past, Smits says, the center was a 
tional Institutes of Health+alled the NIH collection of fiefdoms run by separate insti- 
clinical center-was unrivaled. By the mid- tute chiefs, overseen by a series of commit- 
1990s, though, the 1953-vintage research tees that made decisions by consensus. The 
powerhouse had fallen on hard times. Costs process was reminiscent of what you might 
were rising; patient enrollment was on the find "in an  Oxford common room," Smits 
decline; intractable management 'd. And it was inefficient. The report notes 
problems were growing worse. The berly that this governance sys- 
physical plant itself had begun to tem suffers from a "lack 
fall apart, and fixing it had been of clarity," that its budget 
on NIH's agenda for a decade. process is "unwieldy," and 
This week, however, the center's that planning is poor or 
prospects picked up with the nonexistent. In addition, 
release of a report that lays out the report found the clini- 
a new structure to manage cal center's purchasing sys- 
clinical research there, and a tems-hampered by gov- 
promise from Secretary of ernment regulations-to be 
Health and Human Ser- "time-consuming, labor-in- 
vices (HHS) Donna Shalala tensive, costly, and slow to 
to request funds to start change." As for the personnel 
building a new hospital. system, the report said it is "so 

Part of the impetus for complex that managers and 
this turn of events came B employees find it difficult to 
from a suggestion that vir- for reform. The Srnits report - understand." 
tually nobody among the argues against privatization. In a meeting with Science last 
top brass at NIH or HHS week, Shalala gave the Smits 
seemed to like: Last year, a panel of the vice report an  unqualified endorsement. Shalala 
president's "reinventing government" cam- says she would like NIH to move ahead 
~ a i g n  said NIH should fix its clinical center auicklv on these recommendations, which - 
by privatizing it-by using private contrac- 
tors to manage the research. NIH leaders 
feared that hiring outsiders to run an opera- 
tion that is at the heart of NIH's research 
enterprise would entangle them more, not 
less, in the coils of the federal bureaucracy. 
So NIH's overseers at HHS set out to  find a 
better solution. Last March, Shalala commis- 
sioned an  independent panel to review plans 
for the center and develop a better manage- 
ment system (Science, 7 April 1995, p. 20). 
This review, chaired by Helen Smits, deputy 
director of HHS's Health Care Financing - 
Administration, has now sent its recommen- 
dations to Shalala. 

The Smits report, which is being released 
this week, concludes that the center should 
not be privatized. Instead, the report says, 
NIH should create a new, centralized man- 
agement structure headed by a governing 
board of 15 members, nine of them from out- 
side government. The panel, which gathered 
helpful tips from visits to 30 top-ranked hos- 
vitals and clinics around the countrv. also , , 
recommends that the center have "a clearly 
defined budget of its own," and that it be 
granted exemptions from federal purchasing 
and personnel rules to increase its flexibility. 
As the first order of business, it urged the 
center to develop a strategic plan and to seek 
the privileges of a federal "reinvention labo- 
ratory," which would exempt it from certain 
procurement and hiring regulations. 

have already been given a nod by NIH Di- 
rector Harold Varmus. Shalala also told 
Science she will be asking Congress for funds 
to start construction of a new building for 
the clinical center in the 1997 budget. This 
new hospital-which will take 4 years to 
complete-would be smaller than the 
present one, with 250 beds instead of 450. 
But Shalala says it would be more "flex- 
ible," housing a wider variety of clinics and 
research labs. 

Shalala acknowledged that HHS's deci- 
sion to conduct an inde~endent  review of 
the clinical center had riffled some feath- 
ers-but she added that this was a good 
thing. "There's nothing wrong with shaking 
up the system," she said. Originally, "When 
people came in to tell me what the new 
[clinical center] building was going to be," 
she said. "it was clear there was no  strateeic 
plan; they just told me how much it wolld 
cost and how manv beds there would be." 
Shalala said she had no  qualms about asking 
NIH to do a better job of justifying its plans. 
In 1995, she noted, "everybody was talking 
about privatization," and "the [NIH] insti- 
tute directors were scared to death." But she 
believed that if she asked an independent 
group to develop a thoughtful plan, "at the 
end of the process [the institute directors] 
would sav it was worthwhile." 

Shalala's strategy may have worked, 
judging by the initial responses of NIH offi- 
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