
experiments, he conducted his inquiry by 
doing "a lot of talking to people and think­
ing . . . " (1989 hearings, page 290). 

Now Dr Eisen cites the fact that it took 
Walter Stewart "weeks" to make sense of my 
evidence as a defence for the failure of his 
investigation. First of all, let me point out 
that Walter Stewart had to start by learning 
the meaning of "idiotype" and other basic 
concepts in immunology. It still took him 
only weeks to conclude that the published 
table was wrong. 

Second, Dr Eisen is a renowned world 
expert in the relevant speciality, and he had 
special familiarity with this particular study. 
He disputes my assertion that a brief examin­
ation of the evidence reveals obvious evi­
dence of serious problems. That the evidence 
establishes that there are obvious problems is 
documented by the OSI draft report, which 
refers to it as "prima facie evidence" of seri­
ous problems (OSI draft report, page 114 ). 
Dr Eisen took six months before filing his 
report and he said in sworn testimony that his 
investigation "took time" and was "not cur­
sory" (House Oversight Subcommittee hear­
ing report, 12 April 1988, pages 290 and 
285). If, during the course of this investiga­
tion, he gave only a "brief' examination to 
the evidence, this was certainly his decision 
and not mine. 

I repeatedly asked Dr Eisen to correct his 
report and his representations concerning 
me, but he attacked my character and 
refused to reconsider (House Oversight Sub­
committee hearing report, 12 April 1988, 
page 99). I wrote a letter to him requesting 
that he correct the report and help me clear 
my name. When Dr Eisen's files were surren­
dered under subpoena, the letter was among 
them. He had not replied to me. He had 
merely written sarcastic comments in the 
margin and filed it. Dr Eisen's statement that 
I "never asked for [his J help" is thus falsified 
by documents he himself surrendered under 
subpoena. 

Dr Eisen states that he fears I confuse dis­
agreements with slander and libel. I do not. I 
maintain that the mere reiteration of the 
documented facts proves that I do not. Dr 
Eisen filed a written report stating that I had 
brought unsubstantiated allegations of mis­
conduct and misrepresentaiton. For five 
years, Dr Eisen has vouched for the study in 
Cell; and assured the scientific community 
that my scientific concerns were trivial. 

His description of those concerns was 
completely inaccurate and as a result I have 
been subjected to professional ridicule. And 
his failure to act on my request that he correct 
his investigative report is still without 
explanation. 

Accuracy 
Everything I have said above is part of the 
record and cannot be denied. The only part 
of my account not directly shown correct by 
documentation is my account of the meet­
ings in 1986. My knowledge that certain 
experiments were not done and that others 
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were misrepresented came in large part from 
the 23 May meeting of the "Wortis commit­
tee" and the 16 June meeting with Dr Eisen 
present. Now that the draft OSI report has 
supported my position, it should be growing 
clear that the description of how I obtained 
this detailed and accurate information must 
also be correct. 

Dr Eisen disputes my account of the 16 
June meeting, saying he did not hear the 
admission I heard at the meeting. This denial 
must be viewed in light of his statement that 
my memo did not inform him of experiments 
that were not done; the assertion that he had 
no reason to consider fraud when his own 
report stated there was a "serious question 
about deliberate misrepresentation of data"; 
and his claim that I never asked for his help 
and his five years of vouching for the conduct 
of the authors and the soundness of the 
study. 

Dr Eisen attempts to discredit my account 
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ofthe 16June 1986meetingbyimplyingthat 
my story has changed over the years. This is 
not the case. It is easy to verify that the 
account I give now is the same as that which I 
gave on the evening of 16 June 1986, during 
the rest of the summer of 1986, during my 
interviews with congressional aides and NIH 
officials in March, May and June 1988 
before any of the evidence had been sub­
poenaed, in my testimony to Congress and 
throughout the current OSI investigation 
which began in 1899. (Indeed, a set of docu­
ments that appeared to contradict my 
account later proved to be fabricated .) In 
fact, as each piece of evidence is uncovered, 
someone usually has had to change his or her 
account to make it fit the evidence, but I have 
never had to do so. That my account has 
proved consistent with all the evidence that 
has come to light is no accident. I have been 
telling the truth all along. 

Margot O'Toole 

An open letter on OSI's methods 
As scientists, we are deeply disturbed by the 
way in which the charges against Dr Thereza 
Imanishi-Kari in the well-publicized Cell 
case (leading article in Nature 350; 259, 
1991) have been handled by the Office of 
Scientific Integrity of the National Institutes 
of Health. The need for formal, thorough 
and fair investigations of possible scientific 
fraud is clear. However, it is apparent that 
the procedures followed by the OSI have 
serious shortcomings, and have not per­
mitted Imanishi-Kari the opportunity to 
defend herself by a public examination of the 
evidence against her. Whether or not she is 
guilty as charged, the precedents which have 
been set in this case are dangerous. The 
investigation occurred in a politically 
charged atmosphere under intense pressure 
from Congress, which provided the NIH 
with the Secret Service forensic analysis of 
Imanishi-Kari's notebooks upon which the 
serious charges of fabrication are based 
(News and Comment, Science 251; 1552). 
The confidential draft report of the OSI was 
broadly leaked to the news media with 
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devastating impact before lmanishi-Kari 
could even comment on it, much less cross­
examine the witnesses who brought charges 
against her, or examine and challenge the 
physical evidence against her. Funding was 
withdrawn prior to a finding. 

The OSI needs to enjoy the confidence of 
the scientific community, as well as Congress 
and the public, in order to fulfill its function . 
The informal and private procedures of the 
OSI do not provide adequate safeguards for 
the accused once criminal activity is alleged . 
The government should not be able to use 
the OSI procedures to proclaim fraud from 
behind closed doors, nor should an expert 
panel of distinguished scientists be made to 
appear to have acted as a jury under circum­
stances that did not permit the defence to 
make a case. 

Under the circumstances, we reserve 
judgement about the facts of this case until 
lmanishi-Kari has had an adequate oppor­
tunity to defend herself. It is not clear to us 
that the current procedures will allow this to 
occur. 0 
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