Biology Worldwide

The award of the Nobel prize in
physiology and medicine to the French
microbiologists A. Lwoff, J. Monod,
and F. Jacob is highly deserved for
their numerous important contribu-
tions to microbiology, biochemistry,
and genetics. In addition I wish to pay
tribute to them for their hospitality
to and stimulation and teaching of
foreign scientists. American workers
have flocked to their laboratories for
almost 20 years. American microbiol-
ogy, biochemistry, and genetics owe
an enormous debt in this ‘generation
to this French group, even as Ameri-
can chemistry and physics were in-
debted in earlier generations to nu-
merous European schools.

For this reason, the regulation of
the National Institutes of Health which
prevents the assignment of training
grants to foreign applicants is short-
sighted. The world needs sophisticated
biologists to help solve problems of
health, food supply, population con-
trol. An American policy which fails
to assist in the worldwide develop-
ment of biology will be unable to
solve its major long-range problems.
I urge American biologists who rec-
ognize their debt to and dependence
on biologists of all countries to take
the award of the Nobel prize to
Lwoft, Monod, and Jacob as an oc-
casion to protest this weakness in the
NIH regulations.

SEYMOUR S. COHEN
University of Pennsylvania
School of Medicine, Philadelphia 4

FDA Committee Decision Expléfned

I read with considerable concern the
article by FElinor Langer (News and
Comment, 13 Aug., p. 731) on rela-
tions between the Fountain committee
of the House of Representatives and
the Food and Drug Administration.
Langer discusses the view of FDA of-
ficials and “many” scientists that free
discussion by a committee of scientific
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consultants could be inhibited by the
prospect that complete transcripts will
be made public. This view may have
merit, but I have no objections to the
dissemination of anything I have said
in committee, and I have written to the
FDA requesting the release of the tapes
in question to the Fountain committee.
The article illustrates how an incom-
plete story can result in a distortion of
the facts. Central to the article was its
discussion of an ad hoc committee
called to evaluate the possible terato-
genicity of meclizine and cyclizine. The
committee met twice in approximately
a year. It first recommended prohibiting
the sale of the drug without a doctor’s
prescription and later reversed this de-
cision in favor of requiring a warning
on the label. Since Langer makes no
attempt to report the committee’s rea-
sons for the reversal, the implication of
the article is that in the interval between
the two meetings, the committee, the
administration of FDA, or both were
bought. As a member of the committee
who argued for removing the drug
from over-the-counter status on both
occasions, I resent this implication. I
am sure that its author could have had
access to all the facts had she inter-
viewed FDA’s medical director.
Among essential facts missing from
the report are these: The decision of
the first committee was based on pre-
liminary data from the Perinatal Col-
laborative Study which suggested a re-
lationship between the drug and human
anomalies. The decision of the second
committee was based on more complete
data from an additional year of evalua-
tion of the same study which indicated
no relationship. Furthermore, new data
from a California study not available
to the first committee likewise failed to
indicate a relationship between the drug
and human anomalies. At both meet-
ings the data were quite clear that the
compound is a teratogenic agent in
rats. The second committee was called
upon to answer the fundamental ques-
tion, How much weight should be put
on animal studies when there is a large
experience with a drug in man and not
one shred of real evidence to incrimi-

nate it in man? This is a knotty prob-
lem. A day’s argument in committee
failed to resolve it. Those of us who
are responsible for the care of patients
see small inconsistency in extrapolating
from animal data alone to restrictive
regulations for any but life-saving
drugs. This logic reflects the training,
experience, and bias of the physician. I
still think any suspect drug should be
regulated; otherwise, why bother with
animal studies? On the other hand, a
good committee represents scientists
from many disciplines, and this one in-
cluded a wide distribution of scientists,
authorities in disciplines bearing direct-
ly on the question but removed-from
clinical responsibilities and biases. These
people looked at the evidence in man
and it was negative. In this setting of
free argument and exchange among
scientists of different disciplines, the
consensus reached was a logical out-
come. On the basis of only those facts
that are given in Langer’s article, the
recommendation seems incomprehensi-
ble. »

The problems faced by the FDA in
protecting our population from drug-
induced disease are formidable. Tre-
mendous progress has been made by
the administration in the past few years,
and members of the scientific commu-
nity have begun to address themselves
to these problems on agency commit-
tees. It is disappointing to find report-
ing in the pages of Science which is
destructive of these efforts and which
settles for only part of a story when
the whole story is available.

WiLLiaM L. NYHAN
Department of Pediatrics,
University of Miami School of
Medicine, Miami, Florida 33136

Photocopying: How Much?

It seems to me very improbable that
photocopying has had the influence on
subscriptions to scientific journals sug-
gested by Lodwick (Letters, 15 Oct., p.
290). In my experience and that of my
colleagues in agricultural research,
copying of scientific articles is limited
essentially to two categories of ma-
terial: older literature that is out of
print or otherwise unobtainable except
by loan from a technical library; and
articles in the current literature pub-
lished as isolated papers in a given field
—mycology, for example—in periodi-
cals otherwise devoted to other and
completely extraneous matters. A my-
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cologist cannot be expected to subscribe
to the several hundred or more journals
that from time to time may carry a
paper of interest to him. Even the De-
partment of Agriculture library cannot
cover the field. Reprints of long or
heavily illustrated papers can be re-
quested from the authors, although
there are difficulties in such a pro-
cedure. So far as journal subscriptions
are concerned, however, it makes no
difference whether an article is copied
or a reprint is obtained. It appears
highly improbable that there is any gen-
eral photocopying of entire numbers of
scientific periodicals. The cost would
far exceed the subscription or mem-
bership fee.

JOHN A. STEVENSON
4113 Emery Place, NW,
Washington, D.C. 20016

It may be of interest to American
scientists that in Great Britain there
exist penalties for infringement of
copyright by photocopying. In order
that scientific work shall not be im-
peded, the Royal Society has drawn up
a “Declaration on Fair Copying,” which
sets out the conditions under which
the supply or use of reproductions shall
be considered permissible. The declara-
tion reads as follows:

We will regard it as fair dealing for
the purpose of private study or research
when a non-profit-making organization,
such as a library, archives office, museum
or information service, owning or handling
scientific or technical periodicals published
by us makes and delivers a single repro-
duction or a part of an issue thereof to
a person or his agent representing in
writing that he desires such reproduction
in lieu of a loan or manual transcription,
and that he requires it solely to the pur-
pose of private study, research, criticism
or review, and that he undertakes not to
sell or reproduce for publication the copy
supplied, provided:

1. The recipient of the copy is given
notice that he is liable for infringement
of copyright by misuse of the copy, and
that it is illegal to use the copy for any
further reproduction.

2. The organization making and fur-
nishing the copy does so without profit to
itself.

3. Proper acknowledgement is given to
the publication from which the copy is
made.

4. Not more than one copy of any one
excerpt shall be furnished to any one
person.

The exemption from liability of the li-
brary, archives office, museum or infor-
mation service herein provided shall ex-
tend to every officer, agent or employee
of such organization in the making and
delivery of such reproduction when acting
within the scope of his authority of em-

ployment. This exemption for the organi-
zation itself carries with it responsibility
to see that employees caution those re-
ceiving copies against the misuse of ma-
terial reproduced.

We reserve the right to take action
against any person or organization copying
or misusing for any purpose whatever the
whole or part of a work published by us
without permission in respect of the item
to be copied.

We reserve the right to withdraw this
declaration.

R. M. OrGaN
Royal Ontario Museum,
University of Toronto,

Toronto 5, Canada

. . . My experience as a librarian has
been that engineers in particular will
photocopy anything and everything
without much regard for copyright or
other restrictions. I worked in an indus-
trial concern where in a very small li-
brary, measuring 25 by 25 feet, we aver-
aged over 3000 pages of reproduction
each month serving a fairly small staff.
. . . I have doubts about the value of
Lodwick’s proposal that a “code of eth-
ics” be established regarding photocopy-
ing. Although the rules and laws gov-
erning reproduction leave much to be
desired in helping the librarian decide
what should be copied and when, in my
experience no restrictions could be ap-
plied intelligently, because alternative
methods could be, and were, found to
circumvent them. . . .

ROBERT G. CHESHIER
Chicago Medical School,
711 South Wolcott Avenue,
Chicago, lllinois

Half-Truth and Consequences

In his editorial “The profits and
risks of simplification” (22 Oct., p.
439), Henry Eyring remarks that “one
of the greatest hindrances to scientific
discovery is the necessary preliminary
uprooting of the hallowed simplifica-
tions that everyone knows but that just
happen to be untrue.” It is likely that
many oversimplifications that deter sci-
entific progress linger on in lectures
and texts. A young graduate is in no
position to choose what precepts to
question, and it would be most unwise
for him to doubt them all. The capa-
bility for competent criticism should
lie in the older and presumably wiser
members of the scientific community.

I propose a permanent committee
under the auspices of the AAAS which
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