Supercomputer Spat

® Administration science offi-
cials are publicly confident that
the new High Performance
Computing Initiative will be a
model of interagency camara-
derie similar to last year’s much-
applauded global change initia-
tive, but their hopes may al-
ready be doomed. On Capitol
Hill, legislators are engaged in a
stubborn turf fight over which
federal agency will control a
portion of the initiative known
as the National Research and
Education Network (NREN),
a state-of-the-art “data high-
way” that will pipe data from
computer to computer at bil-
lions of bits per second.
Under a bill introduced in late
January by Senate science sub-
committee chairman Albert
Gore, Jr. (D-TN), responsibility
for implementing NREN would
go to the National Science
Foundation “in cooperation”
with the Department of Energy,
NASA, the Department of De-
fense, and other interested
agencies. NSF, Gore argues, has
already taken the lead in bring-
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A Cray-2S /4-128 supercomputer at an NSF supercomputing center.

ing high-performance comput-
ing to the masses with its
supercomputing centers and the
NSFnet, and is the logical
agency to continue the work.
But Senator Bennett John-
ston (D-LA), the powerful
chair of both the energy com-
mittee and its associated appro-
priations subcommittee, wants
DOE to have sole authority for
the network. Not only were the
department’s weapons labora-
tories the pioneers in modern
supercomputing, goes his argu-
ment, but they are experienced
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in running big, multi-agency
projects. (Critics say the labs
also desperately need a new
mandate with the ebbing of the
Cold War.)

Reconciling the two bills
promises to be a time-consum-
ing process. The two sides spent
months last year thrashing outa
compromise on the same issue,
as Gore tried to push a com-
puting initiative through Con-
gress in advance of the Bush
Administration. Now that
compromise has fallen apart,
and the thrashing begins anew.

Numerical Predictions: Who Has the Best Crystal Ball?

m Later this year, for the first
time, researchers from more
than a dozen disciplines who
regularly peer into the future
using a mathematical technique
known as time series prediction
will have the opportunity to
strut their stuff. From 1 August
to 31 December, physicists,
biostatisticians, and econo-
metricians (to name just a few)
will unleash algorithms which
their inventors claim can yield
hard numerical predictions
about any situation—such as,
say, stock market prices or vari-
able star fluctuations—in which
a computer might extrapolate
a system’s future behavior from
its past.

Is this gathering, sponsored
by the Santa Fe Institute and
known officially as the Time
Series Prediction and Analysis
Competition, merely the math-
ematical equivalent of a tractor
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pull? Not exactly. Competing
programs will tackle any of five
standard problems not just to
vie for superiority but to pro-
vide an objective evaluation of
their capability. Such evalua-
tions, the conference organiz-
ers hope, could cross-fertilize
successful prediction methods
across disciplinary boundaries,
eliminating the need for re-
searchers to keep reinventing
the wheel in their own fields.

Fraud Office Besieged

m The legal fallout from a fed-
eral court decision in the West-
ern District of Wisconsin that
invalidated the way NIH in-
vestigates allegations of miscon-
duct (Science, 11 January, p.
152) is spreading across the
country. Two more research-
ers—neurologist L. Cass Terry
of the Medical College of Wis-
consin and John Hiserodt, a
cancer researcher formerly at
the University of Pittsburgh—
have recently filed suit against
NIH’s Office of Scientific Integ-
rity, claiming that its investiga-

tive procedures
were set forth in
violation of fed-
eral law and fail
to afford the
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constitutional
rights. Both sci-
entists have cit-
ed the original | James Abbs

case—brought by University of
Wisconsin neurologist James
Abbs—as a “persuasive” reason
for judges in their districts to
throw out the OSI procedures.

Meanwhile, the Abbs case is
far from over. Abbs has asked
the court to reconsider its re-
lated finding that OSI has not
violated his due process rights.
That ruling, Abbs claims, was
superfluous once the court de-
clared the procedures invalid.

NIH is also trying to decide
how to respond to the court’s
adverse ruling. One source in the
Public Health Service suggested
that NIH might comply by pub-
lishing its procedures in the
Federal Register while contest-
ing the ruling in court.
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