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DARK DOINGS - A MORALITY PLAY 

February 3, 1992 Eugene L. Saenger, M.D. 

On March 31 - April 1, 1981, hearings were held by 
then Representative Albert Gore, Jr. in the House 
committee on Science and Technology concerning fraud ln 
scientific research. It is now considered part of 
scientific misconduct. The f i rst witness was Philip 
Handler, then president of the prestigious National 
Academy of Sciences. Expecting a clear and courteous 
explanation of very complex events, the Committee was 
amazed by Handler's response. He stated that it gave 
him "little pleasure and satisfaction" to testify on 
this subject which had been "grossly exaggerated" by 
the press. Expanding on this theme he pointed out that 
fraud happens rarely. When it does "it occurs in a 
system that operates in an effective, democratic and 
self correcting mode" that makes detection inevitable. 
Congress, the media and the public were thus notified 
that such problems were beyond their capability to 
comprehend. It appeared clearly that the Scientific 
Establishment was firmly in control and fraud was 
essentially a non-issue. 

It is easy to disaffect important segments of our 
society when public moneys are invo l ved. Scientists 
are especially effective in this regard particularly 
when occupying lofty positions. Thus this testimony 
again drew attention to centuries old occurrences of 
scientific misbehaviors. 

William Broad and Nicholas Wade in a book 
Betrayers of the Truth in 1982 (1) laid out the above 
scenario. They then indict Claudius Ptolemy, Galileo 
Galilei, Isaac Newton, John Dalton, Gregor Mendel and 
Robert Milliken for episodes of scientific fraud. 
Newton went to great lengths to discredit the German 
Leibniz over the question of who first developed the 
calculus. Newton's defense before the Royal Society 
was a 1712 report completely vindicating Newton and 
accused Leibniz of plagiary. The report, including a 
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sanctimonious introduction, was written by Newton, 
himself. Gregor Mendel, credited as the founder of 
genetics, seemed to record observations so fortuitous 
to support his conclusion, that he is suspected of 
tailoring his sweet peas to fit his expectation of 
floral design. 

It is entertaining to take pot shots at scientists 
as many legalists and journalists are wont to do. An 
individual who rarely takes information on faith tends 
to dismiss the scientific establishment as a group of 
miscreants who mostly manage to conceal their 
peccadilloes and deliberate misdeeds by the liberal use 
of collusion and mysticism. If all this is true how 
was it possible to put Neil Armstrong on the moon, to 
develop antibiotics, to discover and begin to 
understand genes and DNA. 

None of this is offered as an apology. Currently 
we are witnessing one of the longest probes of 
molecular biology which threatens the careers of at 
least two individuals one of whom is a Nobel Laureate. 
Having traveled a similar road one time, I find an 
endless fascination with like episodes. 

In 1986 (2) in a rather esoteric but important 
journal, Cell, a paper reported that after injections 
of foreign genes into a mouse, the mouse's own genes 
produced antibodies characteristic of the foreign 
genetic material. If this observation were to be 
SUbstantiated it would have very important implications 
in the ability to modify the genes of the recipient and 
thus their disease states. Although the senior author 
was David Weaver, the major work was done by an 
immunologist, Thereza Imanishi-Kari. The research was 
supported in part by 3 grants from the NIH and one from 
the National Cancer Institute. 

One month after publication Margot O'Toole, Ph.D., 
a postdoc in the laboratory from which the report came, 
discovered 17 pages of Imanish i -Kari's laboratory notes 
suggesting that some of the experiments were never 
performed. She charged that the observations made in 
the report were not supported by the findings in the 
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laboratory and the reported data were f~lsified. 
However investigations by respected senl0r faculty 
members both of MIT where the work was done and at 
Tufts where Dr. Imanishi-Kari had moved found the paper 
to be correct. In June 1986, MIT Professor Herman 
Eisen met with O'Toole, Imanishi-Kari and Baltimore and 
could find no fraud. 

All of this could have been regarded as another 
example of profound disagreement betw7en two.rel~tively 
junior scientists. There was a far blgger flSh ln the 
pond. Of the five named authors David Baltimore, Nobel 
Laureate in 1975, although admittedly not one of the 
actual bench workers, did sign off on the report. 

When the charges by O'Toole became public, 
Baltimore took out after her full tilt. On April 12, 
1988 he stated "I don't think the fundamental 
conclusions can be questioned" (3). At that time the r e 
we re two Congre ssional hearings at which two NIH 
scientists, Ned Feder and Walter stewart reported (4) 
after analyzing 17 pages of laboratory records that 
"the published paper contained a number of serious 
misrepresentations of scientific fact". 

other whistleblowers entered the fray early on. 
I n October 19 8 6 a former colleague of O'Toole at MIT -
one Charles Maplethorpe - had contacted Ned Feder and 
Walter stewart at NIH who began to investigate the 
charges. Feder and stewart had constituted themselves 
as professiona l whistleblowers. Several years 
previously they had exposed a young cardiologist at 
Har~ard, John Darsee. He had fabricated data in a long 
serles of pape rs both at Emory and subsequently at 
Ha rvard. By a curious coincidence a co-author of 
Darse e had bee n Eugene Braunwald the eminent 
cardi~logist, He~sey Professor of the Theory and 
Practlce of PhYS1Cks and Physician -in-Charge Peter 
Bent Brigham Hospital, Boston and Harvard. Questions 
of fraud are not limited to unknowns. 
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stewart and Feder began investigating Imanishi
Kari in October 1986 and wrote a 34 page carefully 
analyzed report of their investigations the manuscript 
being completed on September 30, 1987, but its 
immediate publication was rejected by Cell, Science and 
Nature by September 1987. (Nature finally published 
their complete report on June 17, 1991). 

Meanwhile the NIH Office of Extramural Research i n 
May 1987 began looking into the developing imbroglio, 
having previously been notified by stewart and Feder 
concerning scientific misconduct and possible fraud. 

A further and major turn of the screw came in May 
1988 when Rep. John Dingell (D, Mich.) began 
subcommittee hearings on the responsibilities of Tufts 
and MIT concerning the O'Toole allegations. It was at 
this time that Baltimore wrote his "Dear Colleagues" 
letter, a part of which was cited above (4). 

In July of 1988, Dingell subpoenaed Imanishi
Kari's laboratory records and turned them over to the 
Secret Service for analysis. 

In May, Baltimore sent a letter to over 1000 
colleagues stating his side of the story and signaling 
an intention to fight back. In addition to clearing 
the names of those involved he gave what to him was a 
more compelling reason: "A small group of outsiders, 
in the name of redressing an imagined wrong, would use 
this once small, normal scientific dispute to catalyze 
the introduction of new laws and regulations that I 
believe could cripple American science". And further 
he stated, "These are difficult times for those of us 
who pursue knowledge in the b i ological sciences. I see 
this affair as symptomatic, warning us to be vigilant 
to such threats, because our research community is 
fragile, easily attacked, difficult to defend, easily 
undermined. What is now my problem could easily become 
anyone else's if circumstances present themselves" (4) 
As late as May 30, 1991 in Nature Baltimore "declares 
O'Toole mistaken" (5). But on May 10, 1991, Science 
headlines "Baltimore Throws in the Towel" and 
"apologizes to Margot O'Toole" (6). 
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Early in 1989, David Baltimore was made President 
of Rockefeller university. 

Meanwhile ... 

John Maddox, an old friend of Baltimore and editor 
of Nature who has taken a lively interest in these 
proceedings, describes Baltimore a s personally 
unostentatious. (Nature is the British analogue of 
science). However as noted by Suzanne Garment in her 
recent book, Scandal (7), Baltimore in 1976 publicly 
criticized the award of the Nobel Prize in Econom i cs to 
Milton Friedman because Friedman had worked for the 
Chilean Government. In another public statement he 
suggested that representatives of labor, the poor, 
minorities, the law and other such groups be allowed to 
engage in policymaking for responsive science. 

At some point prior to 1988, Natalie Angier. a 
reporter with the New York Times, had taken a year off 
to observe molecular biologists at MIT. She reports in 
detail on the activities of molecular biologists in her 
book, Natural Obsessions (8). In re Baltimore she 
describes the $100 million plus Whitehead Institute 
which he founded - "It would be difficult to exaggerate 
the competitiveness" of Bal t imore. "The Whitehead 
lobby looks more like a corporate headquarters ... The 
institute's elegance is not a matter of aesthetics. 
It's part of David Baltimore's ph i losophy .... An 
elegant and sophisticated man ... who likes painting, 
music, literature, wine, sailboarding ... first and last 
a scientist, and by every account a brilliant one. 
" .Dark impatience and competitive ness". 

By April 1989 the NIH, having become involved in 
the affair, created a new Office of Scientific 
Integrity. This office, using a somewhat knee-jerk set 
of procedures and rules, by December 1990 had reviewed 
ov~r 20 c~se~ of scientific misconduct. Topics under 
thlS rubrlC lncluded Fabrication/Falsif i cation 
Plagiarism and other deviant practices. This latter 
category included misuse of privileged information, 
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misrepresentation or fabrication of publication status 
in a subject's bibliography, failure to carry out 
research although publishing apparent results and other 
no-nos. In all of the investigations the beginning of 
the inquiry is at the local level, e.g. a medical 
school, university or research institute. Through 
their own local organization, rules, committees and 
reporting systems, it is this report that initiates the 
action of the OSlo These offenses are evaluated by OSI 
staff, next referred to an Office of Scientific 
Integrity Review and, depending upon the gravity of the 
offense, sent on to higher levels in NIH and DHHS for 
disposition (9, 10). 

Returning to the "affaire Baltimore" by May 1989, 
Dingell held two more hearings at which the Secret 
Service testified that 20% of a critical notebook was 
forensically questionable (11). Baltimore and 
Imanishi-Kari published a second correction in Cell 
(12) that by May 1990 was found to be suspect. Later 
in the summer of 1989, Baltimore published another in a 
series of defenses of his position and attacked 
Stewart, Feder and Dingell for unwarranted meddling. 
Quoting him again, "If the sad history of this 
investigation demonstrates nothing else, it shows that 
uninformed or malinformed outsiders cannot effectively 
review the progress of scientific activity". 

Another fascinating aspect of this proceedings was 
the way in which both Nature and Science reported the 
affair over the five year period. In retrospect it is 
much like watching a sporting event. Nature had 
finally published the Stewart-Feder report on June 27, 
1991. In th~ same issue it published the statement 
"Imanishi-Kari's riposte" ( 13), a reply to an earlier
statement by O'Toole on May 16, 1991 (14). In that 
same issue, O'Toole rechallenges. On June 27, 1991 
about 130 scientists, in an open letter on OSI's 
methods, criticize OSl for its failure to give 
Imanishi-Kari a chance to defend herself publicly (15). 
To date over 1500 scientists have protested proposed 
rulings of OSlo 
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science during the same period published news 
articles, statements by O'Toole, comments by Baltimore 
and others. 

The affaire Baltimore provoked considerable unrest 
among the senior scientific community. Paul Doty, 
Mallinckrodt Professor Biochemistry Emeritus at 
Harvard, in an open letter published in Nature July 
1991 (16) writes a strong condemnation of the authors 
of the paper and the actions of the committees at MIT 
and Tufts. The rights of the whistleblower, Dr. 
O'Toole, were not protected. The major criticism, 
however, was that the scientific method, the rigorous 
~tandards demanded by scientists, had been flawed and 
that the whole truth had been concealed. Baltimore of 
course replied in another open letter, "Dear Paul ... " 
(17) . 

The remainder of this sad story is all downhill. 
By March 1991 the second NIH investigation finds 
"serious scientific misconduct" including data 
fabrication (18). 

There is one subplot of interest. In June 1991, I 
had become interested in this convoluted tale and 
several similar episodes. I conceived and chaired a 
brief symposium on Scientific Integrity at the October 
1991 meeting of the Society for Medical Decision 
Making. To organize the session, in June 1991, I 
contacted Suzanne Hadley, a Ph.D. psychologist at OSI 
who agreed to participate as a panelist. She had been 
the lead investigator in the Baltimore case and had 
been with OS1 since its inception. There were several 
draft reports of this episode which she prepared, one 
or more of which were leaked to the media. 

In the spring of 1991 as the climax to a long and 
difficult search to find a Director of NIH, Bernadine 
P. Healy, M.D. was appointed to this prestigious post 
by President Bush and confirmed by the Senate. 

Bernadine Healy is a highly respected physician 
and investigator from the Cleveland Clinic. Shortly 
after assuming her duties, she removed Dr. Hadley from 
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the OSI and the Baltimore case. She ga~e as the re~son 
for this action that "if the OSI was go~ng to work ~t 
has to be held to the highest standards of 
accountability. It was clear from my 
observations ... that this satellit~ structure was 
defying supervision of both the dlre~t~r of OSI and the 
director of the review agency above lt (18) . 

within the somewhat generalized guidelines of as! 
and the difficulties in interpretation and execution, 
it is hard to question Dr. Healy's administrative 
decision even though it weakened the OSI position. 

Again coincidence comes into play. After 
intervening in several nearly completed OSI 
investigations, on July 19, 1991 Dr. Healy recused 
herself from all activit i es concerning scientific 
misconduct. Her reason for doing so had sprung from an 
allegation of misconduct by a researcher at the 
Cleveland Clinic where Dr. Healy had been Chief of 
Research prior to moving to the NIH. The first inquiry 
of the local committee tha t she chaired found the 
accused researcher not guilty. A subsequent 
investigation by OSI found the researcher guilty o f 
scientific misconduct and was very critical of the work 
of Dr. Healy's panel. Whether or not this was an 
example of intra-institutional hair-pulling is 
diff i cult to say. 

Back to Dr. Baltimore. On M~rch 21, 1991 he 
stated that he would ask that the Cell paper be 
retracted giving a number of reasons for this 
recommendation (19). The NIH said that the data were 
faked (20). In May, Baltimore had obtained new counsel 
from Benjamin Civiletti, a former US attorney general 
who met with the Dingell staff and then advised 
Baltimore to "fold his tent" (21). Although O'Toole 
received an apology she stated that "his apology do e s 
not go to the heart of the matter" (21). 

And indeed it apparently did not . Between August 
and October, three noted scientists - one a Nobel 
Laureate - announced that they would leave Rockefell e r 
University. The faculty at Rockefeller university was 
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incensed by the whole affair. On October 17, 1991, 
David Rockefeller announced a $20 million gift to the 
University that appeared to express total confidence in 
Baltimore. That same afternoon a dozen faculty members 
told a group of board members including Rockefeller 
that Baltimore had to go. And on December 2, 1991 
Baltimore submitted his resignation (22). 

On December 13, 1991, Science published an, 
extensive review, almost an autopsy report, ,entltled 
"David Baltimore's Final Days" (23). In splte of the 
many protestations by Dr. Baltim~re, the ~ocke~eller 
University faculty were unmoved ln demand~ng , hls 
resignation. Ultimately it seemed that hubrlS was an 
overshadowing trait. 

Hubris is widely spread in the groves of Academia 
and so is Representative Dingell. As an example of 
this kind of conflict, the President of Stanford, Dr. 
Donald Kennedy formerly FDA Commissioner, was forced to 
resign six months after it was found that Federal 
overhead dollars had been spent for flowers, boat rides 
and other indiscretions. Parts of this story tumbled 
out in hearings before Dingell's committee. He quotes, 
"For too long Federal research funds nave been treated 
as a cash cow for the universities" (24). Stanford had 
bumped up its overhead rate to 70%; subsequently this 
r~te,was reduced to 55.5%. Stanford rebated $1.3 
~ll~lon to the Federal government for overcharges in 
lndlrect costs. 

Similar repayments have occurred at HnTVdrd 
Pennsylvania and Michigan (Dingell's home state): 

Another major, major story is the case against 
Robert Gallo and his colleague Mikulas Popovic that has 
dragg7d on almost forever. The dispute involved a 
q~estl0n of identification of certain strains of HIV 
Vlrus ~s the cause of AIDS and the priority of certain 
tests lntroduced for detection of the infectl'on B ' 
b k d" . 19 uells an Blg ~eputatlons were involved. At this time, 
Ga a appears Innocent but his colleague seems to be 
guilty. The details of this affair would require a 
separate paper. 
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Yet another two instances of scientific misconduct 
and fraud implicated two graduate students at Cal Tech 
who had faked data. The University acted swiftly and 
Leroy Hood, the senior scientist, withdrew three papers 
prior to pUblication (25). Nevertheless a senior 
scientist at UCLA rose to the defense of one of the 
students. This UCLA professor said that the student 
came from a foreign culture where such behavior was 
sanctioned. For that reason it was claimed that the 
student was denied due process and that his reputation 
was ruined. Hood left Cal Tech for UC, Berkeley. 

In some of these cases NI H and/or OSI asks the 
National Academy of Sciences to provide a committee to 
evaluate the allegations and to conduct the necessary 
inquiry. Mostly the research in question appears so 
complex and arcane that only a few scientists may 
consider themselves qualified to evaluate the subject 
matters. In many instances the inquiry is secret 
pending review by NIH or OSI. The defendant thus is 
denied due process. He cannot face his accuser. He 
has no chance to name members of the review panel and 
can only submit his defense in writing. These 
investigations are not the same as a jury trial. 
Because the charges are so severe if fraud and 
misappropriation of funds are alleged, the 
investigation should be more open and not restricted to 
a good old boy network. 

One of the peculiar features of this strange 
series of events is the attraction that scientific 
misconduct holds for relatively senior persons who are 
quite knowledgeable about the rigors of scientific 
inquiry. It is not only the graduate students who 
succumb to temptation but also their peers. Part of . 
this is that senior persons cannot resist the lure of 
putting their names on a piece of work for which they 
have had very little responsibility except to provide 
light and heat. The master-slave relationship 
particularly extant among Ph.D. candidates supports 
this type of conduct. It is incredible to think that 
these renowned individuals would deviate so far from 
the well accepted principles of the scientific method 
and particularly that of honesty so as to permit such 
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, ntor of the first computer, 
conduct. Babbage , the lnve t' (1) He describes 
in 1830 discu~ses the7e pra~ l~~~ping·off little bits 
"trimming" WhlCh conslsts °bs~rvations which differ 
here and there from those 0 d l'n sticking them on to 

, from the mean an most ln excesS , ' a less 
those which are too small. ThlS l~scribes also 
reprehens ible form of f r aud. He d , 
"cooking" a practice today known as selectl~e 
reporting. The worst according to Babbage 1S the 
"forger ... [who) records observations which he has never 
made"_ 

What about plagiarism. When one takes other 
person's work and presents it as his own without 
acknowledgment, it is a form of gross intellectual 
dishonesty. This does not mean that every sentence or 
phrase need be documented, but cert~inlY some 
appropriate recognition should be glven to the sources 
of the material used by the wr i ter but presented by 
others. 

Another type o f misconduct relates to selection of 
data {Babbage's "cooking"}. This p r actice, widely used 
as noted earl ier, consists of using only the data which 
supports the conclusion that the author intends_ To 
return to first principles, the reuson for the success 
of t~e sc i entific method is its s i mplicity. It 
requlres the statement of an hypothesis that if 
correctly constructed is a priori equally likely to be 
accepted or rejected. The scient i fic method does not 
prove anything. It only confirms or rejects by 
comparison one or the other of the alternatives of the 
hypothesis by the development of appropriate 
experimental or observational designs and the analysis 
and interpretation of the data so obtaIned. Therefore 
if the scientist rigs the data so as only to use those 
points which support what he is trying to "prove", he 
is committing one of the several deadly sins that human 
beings can devise. 

There is of course an obvious explanation for all 
of this foolishness, namely that the competition is so 
tremendous [or financial support to obtain grants and 
contracts and to get support of industry, that all 
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scientists who are onlY,human,beings ~re s~rely 
tempted. Particularly In a tlme of flnanclal 
stringency which has been present for the last decade 
and seems to be getting worse, there is every re~son to 
think more about the balance sheet than t~e qua~ltY,of 
the work. Another equally important cons1~erat7on 1S 
that an individual can see much more fame 1n belng the 
initial discoverer of important new information than 
being second or third. 

What is the cost of scientific misconduct to a 
scientist who receives support from NIH? Once 
scientific misconduct has been determined, penalties 
may be assessed depending on the severity of the 
offense. These include recovery of PHS funds, 
debarment from Federal funding, voluntary exclusion for 
a time, t e rmination or withholding of PHS support. In 
some instances the parent institution would be required 
to certify the reliability and integrity of future 
support. Also the parent institution may be required 
to supervise future research. The guilty subject could 
not serve on PHS advisory or review committees. For 
possible criminal violations, the OSI refers the case 
to DHHS Inspector General (OIG). In a few cases the 
OIG has invoked criminal proceedings under the False 
Claims Act (18 U.S.C. 1001). 

The basis for the level at which penalty is 
assigned is not clear. To date there have been few 
Federal prosecutions. Most misconduct falls under the 
penalties set forth above even though the offense _ 
fraud - involves grants of hundreds of thousand 
dollars. 

F?r c?mparison in the instances of fraud such a& 
supplYlng lnadequate material or other services to the 
Pent~gon ~nder contract and involving similar levels of 
f~ndlng, lt would seem far more likely that such 
m1screants would face convict i on in Federal court as in 
the case of four executives in the Wedtech case (7) 

Thus considering the immortal words of W.S. 
Gilbert in the "Mikado", "Let the punishment fit the 
crime", one may wonder what r u les or laws apply. Lest 



this comparison seems too stringent, the scientific 
establishment has presented a case resting on the 
concept that science requires different treatment so 
that it does not become victim to unwarranted 
persecution. One letter to Science laments the 
possible need for additional committees, new 
regulations and administrative enforcement. 
"scientists should try harder to educate our 
legislators about how best to nurture scientific 
research for the benefit of society" (26). 
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Annals of Internal Medicine, the highly respected 
monthly journal of the American College of Physicians 
instructs authors as follows: "Only persons who 
contributed to the intellectual content specific to a 
paper should be listed as authors. Authors should meet 
all of the following three criteria (so that persons 
named as authors can take public responsibility for the 
content of the paper): 

"1. Conceived and planned the work that led to 
the paper, or interpreted the evidence it presents, or 
both. 

"2. Wrote the paper or reviewed successive 
versions and took part in revising them. 

"3. Approved the final version." 

. Dr: Arthur ~ubinstein, Chairman of Medicine at the 
Unlverslty of Chlcago, says if government intervention 
~gets out o~ hand, it.sur~l~ will significantly . 
l~terfere wlt~ the sClentlflC enterprise" (27). This 
Vlew shared wlth Dr. Baltimore does not agree with -
legi~lators or NIH in respect to the management of 
publlC funds. Nor does it agree with the statements of 
Paul Doty and many other scientists. 

Another facet of this great problem, as yet poorly 
explored, concerns the relations between Big Business 
and universities. These relationships usually involve 
contributions in support of laboratories, specific 
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research projects or faculty positions. In return the 
corporation is given first access to research findings 
that may qualify for patents or licensing agreements. 
All scientific papers acknowledge project support by 
the Federal Government and corporations. Just how 
these joint relations work is not entirely clear. As 
an example the AMA News of November 25, 1991 announced 
that Irving weissman and colleagues at Stanford have 
isolated the crucial stem cell in marrow and have 
patented the process (No. 5,061,620) via a 
biotechnology company, Systemix. Early work by 
Weissman et al on this method, published in Science in 
1988 (28), indicated that Weissman was supported by the 
NIH. systemix only surfaces in the AMA News report of 
November 25, 1991. As of January 26, the stock had 
gone from 19 to 60 1/2 within a year. What is the 
share of the public in what appears to be quite a 
wind f all for Weissman? 

What does this series of bizarre events tell us. 
Is the scientific establishment crumbing? Are the 
scientists simply a collection of fakers and 
miscr eants? What is the impact of all of this? 

In organizing this paper, I sought for some 
comparable Greek or Shakespearean tragedy in which a 
man of importance and substance would so wreck his life 
by obvious and imprudent actions as effectively to 
destroy himself as have several individuals in 
l'af f aire Baltimore. After mumbling about this to one 
of my friends, he said what is the matter with 
cinc i nnati? Marvin Warner, Charles Keating, Pete Rose 
- it's all there. 

For this is the question. All of them - grown men 
- knew exactly what they were about. One the cynosure 
of our children and young people as a great athlet~. 
Another an erstwhile distinguished Cincinnati attorney 
and a campaigner against pornography. Another a 
developer, an ambassador and a humanitarian. 

It is hard to know whether it is worse to ruin 
whole families financially than to publish fake data. 
The ruin o f a family is in one sense a transitory 
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occurrence. 
have another 
affairs will 
time. 

Presumably neither Warner nor Keating will 
chance and the events of their tangled 
somehow be expunged with the passage of 

Now consider the purveyor of scientific fraud or 
even those who permit somewhat less than honest data to 
be published. Our libraries a~d ~ll a~ailable . 
information go back to the beglnnlng ot record keeplng. 
We are willing to allow unverified statements, 
astrology, myths, mental woolgathering since most of us 
do not base our actions and laws on fantasies. 

Then think of the plight of a scientist, physician 
or student one or more decades from now. A new boy in 
town comes across papers by Imanishi-Kari, Baltimore, 
Darsee, Braunwald, Gallo, Popovic, Hood. Only a few of 
their papers are guilty of scientific misconduct or 
fraud. The bad papers are not stamped "WITHDRAWN", 
"CANCELED" or "FAKE". How does one tell which are the 
good and which the bad without searching the entire 
output of each writer? Who would know to do this? 
Corrections are usually less than 10 lines and 
identifiable only with great effort if at all. It is 
this obfuscation that may be the greater crime since 
all of society is involved. 

And perhaps here is the lesson of this Morality 
Play. 
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THE TRUE RELATION OF ARTHUR (EPISODE TWO) 

February 10, 1992 James Elder 

It has been a lang time syne I last appeared here 
tae tell ye the truth about my ancestor, Arthur, and ye 
will be remberin' that then my tale was cut short by a 
wee pain in my chest which I feared me micht be the 
summons 0' the god to the Blessed Isles Beyond the 
Known Sea. I promised ye, however, that, if that bit 
pain wasna a summon but only a warnin', I would return 
to finish this relation if ye didna prohibit it. Sae 
mony o'ye hae expressed keen disappointment that the 
relation wasna completed that I hae realized that I 
maun return taenicht to continue the story, e'en 
though, in mine age, my legs are onsteady and my puir 
e'esicht is fadin'. 


