
SCIENCE VOL. 275 10 JANUARY 1997 Cirde No. 2 on Readam' Service Card 

Scholarship 

"How chemokine receptors came to be rec- 
ognized as co-receptm for HIV" (right) is 
dsscribed by Harold Vamus, William Paul, 
and Robert Gallo. On other matters, one writ- 
er asks, How are "honest scholars generally" 
supposed to respond to 'scholarship" that 
'characterizes scientific knowledge as a mere 
cultural construct9 Another suggests, 'Why 
don't we be reasonable" and say that 'some 
things are culturally determined and some are 
not"? And research on "neurally based me?- 
sures" of cognitive function is discussed. 

AIDS: The Process of Discovery William Paul 
Director, Office of AlDS Research, 

We were pleased to see recent advances National Institutes of Health 
against the human immunodeficiency vi- 
rus (HIV) proclaimed as Science's Break- References 
through of the Year (20 Dee', p' 1988)' 

1, Y. Feng, C. C, Broder, p, E, Kennedy, E. A Berger, 
We wish, however, to correct Michael nn, 872 (1996). 
Balter's description of how chemokine re- 2. F. cocchl eta/., IM. 270, 181 i (1995). 
ceptors came to be recognized as co-recep- 
tors for HIV. Balter,inaverynices~no~sisofScience's 

The pivotal finding, to which Balter's selection for the most important advances of 
article gives only glancing attention, was the year, "New hope in HIV disease," focus- 
the identification of a seven-transmem- es on the two major advances: (i) develop- 
brane protein-initially called fusin, only ment by the pharmaceutical industry of the 
later recognized as a receptor (CXCR4) new inhibitors of HIV (providing better 
for a chemokine (SDF)-as the HIV co- therapy) and (ii) the discovery of the che- 
receptor in T cells (Reports, 10 May, p. mokine control of HIV and use of the che- 
872) (1). This discovery, which ended a mokine receptors by HIV to enter cells 
10-year search by many laboratories for (conceptual advance and possible future 
the elusive co-receptors, was based on the therapy and vaccine implications). I agree 
use of a screening method that could, in with his comments, but his reference to the 
principle, have detected any kind of co- chemokine work is partly wrong. Balter 
receptor, not just one that happened to be states that the chemokine discovery by Coc- 
a chemokine receptor. Only after the pre- chi et al. was made at the U.S. National 
publication announcement and discussion Cancer Institute in Bethesda, Maryland, and 
of this result at scientific meetings was it at the San Raffaele Scientific Institute in 
appreciated that HIV CO-receptors might Milan. M the work was conceived and done 
be chemokine receptors, thus providing a in my laboratory at the National Cancer 
possible explanation for the inhibition of Instiwe. None of it was conceived or car- 
macrophage-tropic HIV by RANTES and ried out at San Raffaele. Subsequently, most 
MIP-1 chemokines described some of us formed and joined the new Institute of 
months earlier by F. Cocchi et al. (Reports, Human Virology (IHV) at the University of 
15 Dec. 1995, p. 1811) (2). With that Maryland, Baltimore, where the work con- 
insight, several laboratories quickly suc- tinues. One of us (P. Lusso) moved to San 
ceeded in showing that CCR-5, the Raffaele but also enjoys a secondary ap- 
known receptor for these inhibitory che- pointment at the IHV. 
mokines, is the HIV co-receptor in mac- Robert @do 
rophages. Professor and Director, 

Harold Vannus Medical Biotechmlogy Center, 
Director, University of Maryland, 

National Institutes of Health, 725 West Lombard Street, Suite S307, 
Bethesda, MD 20892, USA Baltimore, MD 2 1201, USA 
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The Steriflip" F~lter Unit 1s a dispos- 
able,sterile,vacuum-drivendevice 
ihl stdlidng CUhre media, 
microbiological media and other bio- 
logical solutions. To filter, just attach 
the unit to a 50 mL centrifuge tube and 
flip it over. The SteriHip device ": 

Convsnient - Filter from the 
same tube used to mix the sample 
~QFY-  N~ transfer of filtrate. 
Collect in a 50 mL centrifuge tube 
for easy use or storage 

Eoonomrccrl - Less plastic waste 

Best of all, the Steriflip device uses the 
Millipwe Express (PES) membrane for 
fast flow and low protein binding 
Filter samples in half the time without 
rncrificing recovery. 

Call Or '' for mare 
U.S. and C a d ,  

call Mn i ca l  Servicw: 
1 -800-MILIPORE (645-54761; 

in Japan, call: (03) 3474-91 16; 
in Asia, call: (8521 2803-9 1 1 1 ; 

in Europe, fax: +33.88.38.91.95 

M I W P ~ R E L A B C A T A L C G O N ~  
ACCESS URL MENU AND TYPE. 

hn~://www-milli~m/Mi~ 



Response: The letters by Varmus and Paul N e ~ t h e r  Wise nor anyone else has References 
,lnd hy Gallo retlect hehind-the-scenes 
compet~tion and conflicts well known to 
most U.S.-hased researchers. 1 helleve that 
In both cases my description of events does 
not require correction. -Michael Balter 

Characterizing Scientific 
Knowledge 

llaviil Edge (Letters. 8 Nov.. p. 904) agrees 
with me (for which I thank him) ahout the 
;~ppropriate response of scientists to false 
st;ltements by cre,~t~onists.  But he then in- 
timates, citing as evidence ,I review by hl. 
N. Wise, in lsis ( 1  ), of Higher Superstition 
(2) ,  that Norman Levitt ,mil I commit there 
high crimes of schol;lrsh~~-,~il hominen 
;~rgument. f;tilure to engage in "open, f;lir. 
honest, anil well-informed J~aputatlon"- 
, ~ n d  asserts that we "demean" anil "sill 
eventually destroy . . . science anil reason." 

Since ive ,tnd Edge live on c ~ p p ~ ~ s i t e  
siiles of the Atlantic, I ~ louht  that he h,ls 
ohserved 11s in disputation; I suspect th,lt 
he c'lnnot have reail the hook to lvhich he 
refers with such charm, since his accusn- 
tiona refer only to n tendentlous ,lnd ile- 
fens~ve review of it. 

shown that the arguments of Higher Super- 
stltion ,Ire ill-informed or dishonest, and it 
is not for lack of trylng. Edge (and anyone 
else) has been free since 1994 to respond 
by showing how ive are Lvrong, ~vhich they 
have not done. T o  date. amonc the scores 
of publisheil revie\vs, including a few hy 
persons ~ v h o  disliked the hook, not one 
has ~ d e n t i f ~ e d  an outright error or instance 
of dishonesty. The  cr~ticisnls ;Ire ;~hout  
"tone" anil "ilancer" to science anil rea- 
son, meanlng, in thia caae, danger to the 
hrand of "science stuilies" we aililressed. 
Ad hominem ,lrgulnents come not from ua, 
hut from our sclcnce study critica. 

One ivonilers how scientist.;, ; ~ n d  honest 
scholars generally, are aupposed to respond 
after more than a d e c d e  of "scho1;trshin" 
that ch;lracteri:es scientific kno\vle~lge as a 
nlere cultural construct. an omressive. In,ls- , , 
culinist, hegemon~c tool of capitalism ;mil 
the militnrv, remote from the needs ;]nil 
ivis~lom of iniligenous peoples. Are they 
supposed to dissect cre;~tionist slanders hilt 
r en t in  ~lecorously silent ;~hout  all else.' 

W ~ L I  is "demoni:ingV whom.' 
Paul R .  Gross 

5.3 Tzcso Ponds Koiul, 
Falmouth, MA 02540-2221, CSA 

E-mull: p r@r ' i r , n in i~ .~d~~  

1 M N W~se 1s1s 87 323 (June 19961 
2 P R Gross and N Lev~tt H~gher Superst~t~on (Johns 

Hopk~ns Unlv Press Balt~more MD 19941 

W .  Penn H;lnilwerker says (Letters, 2 2  Nov., 
p. 1286) th;rt Norman Levitt m,t~le a logic,ll 
error in his il~sm~ssal of post~nciilernism a just 
so nluch whinlsy anll classroom fluff. The 
balne charge coi~ld he m,lile ;~g,~inst H;lnil- 
\verkerls crltlque. Aasuming ~ t ' s  true that ev- 
erything culturally iletermined is founileil on 
human un~lerstandlng, it iloes not follo~v thilt 
cvcn th~ng  found on human unLlerstanLling I.; 
cultur,llly determined. A p;lr,~llel situ;ltion 
would he to say that hecause all  noth hers are 
\\omen, it must he the case that ,111 women 
are mothers. Why ~lon't  \ve he reason;thle and 
compromise hy saying th,lt some things are 
cultur;llly determineil anii some are not? 

Floyd Centore 
D~.\)urtinent of I'hiloso/,hp, St. JCroini.'\ ColLqy, 

L'niz~ers~r~ o j  LVarcrloo, 
Wuterli~o, Onturii~,  N2L iG.3, C a n i d i  

Neurons and Reaction Times 

As noted In M;lrci;l Rarlnaga's Research 
Nelvs article of 18 October (p. 344), the 
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