in thinking the questionnaire was bad,”
says Nadel, “and I also think it hurt
the project a lot by creating hostility
among congressmen,” A draft of the
questionnaire was shown to Donald
Matthews, a congressional scholar at
the Brookings Institution, but his advice
that it be changed was not followed.
“I don’t expect they are going to get
responses that will be usable,” Mat-
thews says. “Also I get no sense at all
that they knew what they were going
to do with the data. Clearly the ques-
tionnaire was a fishing expedition.”

According to Fellmeth, director of
the Congress project, the design and
purpose of the questionnaire have been
misunderstood. Several congressional
experts were shown a draft, and al-
though Matthews was one who sug-

- gested changes, other scholars approved
it. The questionnaire was not intended
to produce a high enough response
rate to be amenable to statistical analy-
sis, but rather to provide an opportunity
for members to express their views on
matters that concerned them. Fellmeth
says the questionnaire would be fruit-
ful even if answered by only 10 per
cent. (So far “between a third and a
half” of the members have returned
their questionnaires.)

Another congressional scholar who
has seen (but was not consulted on)
the questionnaire, Nelson W. Polsby of
the University of California at Berkeley,
remarks that there seems to be a sim-
ple rationale behind the 633 questions;
“that if you knew where a congress-
man’s money was coming from you
knew virtually all you needed to know

about his behavior.” This theory may

have some validity, but is not the entire
picture, Polsby opines.

Another part of the project op-
posed by at least some of its academic
members was the publication of Who
Runs Congress?, which they feared
would follow the form of a sensation-
alist exposé and be taken or repre-
sented as a summary of the project’s
entire output. “The political scientists
on the project were not consulted about
the publication of the book, and there’s
a danger it will confirm the academic
community’s worst expectations of the
project,” says David E. Price, a political
scientist at Yale who headed the com-
merce committee study. The source
matter of Who Runs Congress? was
apparently drawn mainly from the pub-
lic record and from the profiles, and
less or not at all from the committee
or topics material. The book’s preface
describes the other project publications
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as “later elaborations,” but makes no
claim to summarize or be based on
them. Fellmeth says he, no more than
the academics, wishes the book to pre-
empt the committee and topics studies
and he is confident that this will not
happen.

A third criticism made by the aca-
demic insiders is that the project should
have placed more emphasis on the
topics and committee studies and less
on the profiles. The former, it is
argued, are more important for under-
standing Congress than are the foibles
of individual congressmen. According
to Price, preparation of the profiles
consumed much of the project leader-
ship’s time, while rather little attention
was given to coordinating the commit-
tee studies or formulating a uniform
approach. Fellmeth believes the studies
received appropriate resources but .the
profiles may have seemed to have had
greater priority because of their earlier
publication date.

Despite reservations about other
parts of the project, political scientists
involved in it seem generally satisfied
that their own pieces of the action will
be academically respectable studies.
According to Salamon, the main differ-
ence between his committee study and
academic research is that the study *is
explicitly concerned with the link be-
tween process and outcome whereas
political scientists tend to focus on the
process alone.” Price says his commit-
tee study is more case-oriented but
otherwise differs little in approach from
an academic study. According to Nadel,
the main difference is in the question
of assessing influence, a “thorny ques-
tion which political scientists try to
dodge” but which will be addressed in
his committee study.

Among political scientists outside the
Congress project apprehensions range
from doubts as to the wisdom of try-
ing to change Congress before properly
understanding it, to narrower concerns
that the project will antagonize con-
gressmen and close doors to all stu-
dents of Congress. John F. Bibby, a
congressional scholar at the University
of Wisconsin at Milwaukee, fears that
the project has a preordained purpose, to
force change on Congress, and that the
data will be made to fit. But some of
the reforms Nader seems to have in
mind may produce the reverse of the
effect intended. Bibby comments that
“many of the present critics of Congress
were those who 10 years ago didn’t

want Congress to be involved in for-

eign policy because they thought all

good things flowed from the White
House.”

Matthews, of the Brookings Institu-
tion, expects that the committee studies
will come reasonably close to meeting
academic standards but that other parts
of the project may fall short. “It is
pretty clear what the leadership of the
project wants. It may be beside the
point to criticize them for not doing
an academic study. As far as they're
concerned the point may be not to
understand the world but to change it
—though they had better not attribute
that quote.”

Fellmeth, however, is confident that
the methodology of the project will
satisfy academic standards and that
political scientists—“except those with
a problem of territorial imperative”—
will like the results when they see
them. As examples of the project’s ro-
bustness, he cites the design of the field
surveys, the data analysis and support
services, the screening of researchers
for political bias, and the system for
having material reviewed by experts
and, in the case of the profiles, by the
congressmen themselves. “There is
more academic rigor in what we are
doing than in any academic research
I know of,” Fellmeth says.

From an academic standpoint, the
most unorthodox aspects of the project
are its speed of execution and the use
of inexperienced researchers. Far from
being severe handicaps, these fea-
tures seem to have been in some ways
an advantage. Even if parts of the proj-
ect do fall below academic standards,
the results of Nader’s huge undertaking
seem certain to influence the future
study of Congress, if not Congress it-
self.—NicHOLAS WADE

APPOINTMENTS

James H. Gillespie, professor of vet-
erinary bacteriology, New York State
Veterinary College, Cornell University,
to chairman, veterinary microbiology
department at the college. . . . James H.
Copp, chief, human resources branch,
economic research service, U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture, to head, sociology
and anthropology department, Texas
A & M University. . . . Irving Shulman,
head, pediatrics department, University
of Illinois College of Medicine, to head,
pediatrics department, Stanford Univer-
sity School of Medicine. . . . Raymond
E. Untrauer, professor of civil engineer-
ing, Towa State University, to chairman,

(Continued on page 204)
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Swi Chang, McGill Univ., Montreal,
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L. Manocha, Emory Univ., Atlanta.
Foreword by G. H. Bourne. 72, 400
PP-, 20 il., 8 tables, $19.75

BIOLOGY OF MAMMALIAN
FERTILIZATION AND IMPLANTA-
TION edited by Kamran S. Moghissi
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THE REGULATION OF
MAMMALIAN REPRODUCTION
edited by Sheldon J. Segal, The Popu-
lation Council, New York; Ruth
Crozier and Philip A. Corfman, both of
the National Institutes of Child Health
and Human Development, Bethesda;
and Peter G. Condliffe, John E.
Fogarty International Center for Ad-
vanced Study in the Health Sciences,
Bethesda. (132 Contributors) 72,
about 680 pp. (7 x 10), 260 il, 91
tables

TOLERANCE, AUTOIMMUNITY
AND AGING compiled and edited by
M. Michael Sigel, Univ. of Miami
School of Medicine, and Robert A.
Good. [Introduction by Morris
Rockstein. (9 Contributors) 72, 196
pp., 76 il., 49 tables, $18.75

PERSPECTIVES IN CYTOGE-
NETICS: The Next Decade edited by
Stanley W. Wright, Barbara F. Crandall,
and Lyda Boyer, all of Univ. of
California, Los Angeles. (89 Con-
tributors) 72, 360 pp. (6 3/8 x 9 5/8),
178 il., 32 tables, $17.50
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civil engineering department, Pennsyl-
vania State University. . . . Charles D.
King, assistant professor of sociology,
Texas Tech University, to chairman,
sociology and social work department,
Indiana State University. . . . Edwin B.
Kurtz, chairman, biology department,
Kansas State Teachers College, to head,
life science department, University of
Texas of the Permian Basin. . . . George
F. Cahill, Jr., professor of medicine,
Harvard University, to chairman, medi-
cine department, University of Connect-
icut. . . . Philip E. Greenman, osteopath-
ic physician, New York, to chairman,
bio-mechanics department, Michigan
State University. . . . Francis A. Wood,
professor of plant pathology, Penn-
sylvania State University, to chairman,
plant pathology department, University
of Minnesota. . . . Harvey White, head,
radiology department, Children’s Me-
morial Hospital, also to chairman, radi-
ology department, Northwestern Univer-
sity Medical School. . . . William T.
Fitts, Jr., professor of surgery, Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania School of Medi-
cine, to chairman, surgery department
at the school. . . . John M. McKenna.
professor of microbiology, University
of Missouri, to chairman, microbiology
department, Texas Tech University. . . .
Anthony P. Simonelli, associate profes-
sor of pharmacy, University of Mich-
igan, to chairman, pharmaceutics de-
partment, University of Connecticut.
. . . John S. Harris, professor of ad-
ministrative and public management,
University of Wisconsin, Madison, to
dean, College of Arts and Sciences,
Indiana State University. . . . Richard
S. Mayer, professor of chemical engi-
neering, Ohio University, to dean, Col-
lege of Engineering and Technology at
the university. . . . Robert L. Leopold,
acting chairman, community medicine
department, University of Pennsyl-
vania, appointed chairman. . . . Her-
bert Pardes, assistant professor of psy-
chiatry, Downstate Medical Center,
State University of New York, to chair-
man, psychiatry department at the
center. . . . Frederick G. Adams, presi-
dential assistant for allied health re-
search, University of Connecticut, to
dean, School of Allied Health Profes-
sions at the university.

Erratum: In “Atmospheric carbon dioxides:
Its role in maintaining phytoplankton standing
crops” by D. W. Schindler et al. (29 September,
page 1192), line 17, paragraph 2, column 3,
page 1193, should read ‘“yield an invasion of
carbon of 0.07” instead of ‘yield . . . 0.04.”
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