When the sample was heated at
100°C under reduced pressure over
P.O; for 5V hours, there was a loss in
weight of 1.7 percent, This heated
sample was then assayed. No decrease
in biological activity was detected as a
result of the heating. If crystalline de-
amino-oxytocin after suitable study
meets other requirements for stability,
it may merit consideration for possible
use as an international standard for
the assay of oxytocin. Intensive phar-
macological studies would be in order
to explore this possibility, if criteria of
stability for this purpose are met.

The crystallization of these two
closely related analogs, deamino-oxyto-
cin (1-B-mercaptopropionic acid-oxyto-
cin) and 1-y-mercaptobutyric acid-oxy-
tocin, one highly active and the other
practically inactive, affords for the first
time crystalline analogs of oxytocin for
use in various physical and physical-
chemical studies. The availability of
these two analogs may possibly facili-
tate the elucidation of the relationship
between molecular architecture and
biological activities which are charac-
teristic of oxytocin.

References and Notes

1. A. H. Livermore and V. du Vigneaud, J.
Biol. Chem. 180, 365 (1949). '

2. J. G. Pierce, S. Gordon, V. du Vigneaud,
ibid. 199, 929 (1952).

3. J. M. Mueller, J. G. Pierce, H. Davoll, V. du
Vigneaud, ibid. 191, 309 (1951); R. A.
Turner, J. G. Pierce, V. du Vigneaud, ibid.
193, 359 (1951).

4. V. du Vigneaud, C. Ressler, J. M, Swan, C.
W. Roberts, P. G. Katsoyannis, S. Gordon,
J. Am, Chem. Soc. 75, 4879 (1953); V. du
Vigneaud, C. Ressler, J. M. Swan, C, ‘W.
Roberts, P. G. Katsoyannis, ibid. 76, 3115
(1954).

5. C. Ressler, S. Trippett, V. du Vigneaud, J.
Biol. Chem. 204, 861 (1953).

6. H. Tuppy, Biochim. Biophys. Acta 11, 449
1953); see also H. Tuppy and H. Michl,
Monatsh. Chem. 84, 1011 (1953).

7. F. Sanger, L. F. Smith, R. Kitai, Biochem. J.
58, vi (1954); A. P. Ryle, F. Sanger, L. F,
Smith, R. Kitai, ibid. 60, 541 (1955).

8. V. du Vigneaud, H. C. Lawler, E. A. Po-
penoe, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 75, 4880 (1953).

9. V. du Vigneaud, D. T. Gish, P. G. Katso-
yannis, ibid. 76, 4751 (1954); P. G. Katsoyan-
nis,, D. T. Gish, V. du Vigneaud, ibid. 79,
4516 (1957); V. du Vigneaud, D. T. Gish,
P. G. Katsoyannis, G. P. Hess, ibid. 80, 3355
(1958). '

10, V. du Vigneaud, M. F. Bartlett, A. Johl,
ibid. 79, 5572 (1957).

11. P. G. Katsoyannis and V. du Vigneaud, J.
Biol. Chem. 233, 1352 (1958); Nature 184,
1465 (1959). i

12. R. Acher, J. Chauvet, M. T. Chauvet, D.
Crepy, Biochim. Biophys. Acta 58, 624 (1962);
S. Guttmann, B. Berde, E. Stiirmer, Experi-
entia 18, 445 (1962); A. Johl, A. Hartmann,
H. Rink, Biochim. Biophys. Acta 69, 193
(1963).

13. C. Ressler, Proc. Soc. Exptl. Biol. Med. 92,
725 (1956).

News and Comment

Appropriations: The Critics
of Congress Often Slight an
Inner Redoubt of the System

The literature of analysis and abuse
of the U.S. Congress is a rich one, but
for a year or two it has been evident
that criticism of the national legislature
has been mounting toward one of its
periodic peaks.

Liberal critics argue that Congress
is unresponsive to the exigencies of the
latter half of the 20th century. Resist-
ance to innovating legislation they at-
tribute to rigid rules and customs which
they claim make Congress, in practice,
an extremely undemocratic institution.
Concentrated fire has been turned on
the Senate filibuster and the House
Rules Committee, and broader criticism
is directed at a feudalistic committee
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system, which, fused to the principle
of seniority, makes the inheritance of
power in Congress depend primarily on
survival.

While study of congressional path-
ology is popular these days, relatively
little attention is paid to an extremely
significant area of action—the domain
of the appropriations committees in
the House and Senate. Because appro-
priations business is so complicated
and is usually conducted so discreetly
in committee and so smoothly on the
floor, the public is likely to be little
aware of its import. But just as a
connoisseur of football often watches
the line play rather than the backfield,
an observer of Congress can instruc-
tively focus on the appropriations
process.

It is true that Representative Otto

14,

and V. du Vigneaud, J. Am. Chem.
Soc. 79, 4511 (1957); C. Ressler and J. R.
Rachele, Proc. Soc. Exptl. Biol. Med. 98,
170 (1958).

15. W. B. Lutz, C. Ressler, D. E. Nettleton, Jr.,
V. du Vigneaud, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 81, 167
(1959).

16. R. A. Boissonnas, S. Guttmann, P.-A. Jaque-
noud, J.-P. Waller, Helv. Chim. Acta 39,
1421 (1956).

17. P.-A. Jaquenoud and R. A. Boissonnas, ibid.
45, 1601 (1962).

18. V. du Vigneaud, G. S. Denning, Jr., S. Dra-
barek, W. Y. Chan, J. Biol. Chem. 238,
PC1560 (1963); ibid. 239, 472 (1964).

19. D. Jarvis, M. Bodanszky, V. du Vigneaud,
J. Am. Chem. Soc. 83, 4780 (1961).

20. S. Guttmann, P.-A. Jaquenoud, R. A. Bois-
sonnas, H. Konzett, B. Berde, Naturwissen-
schaften 44, 632 (1957); R. A. Boissonnas,
S. Guttmann, B. Berde, H. Konzett, Experi-
entia 17, 377 (1961).

21. V. du Vigneaud, G. Winestock, V. V. 8.
Murti, D. B. Hope, R. D. Kimbrough, Jr.,
J. Biol. Chem. 235, PC64 (1960). In this and
the following reference the deamino-oxytocin
is referred to as desamino-oxytocin. In a sub-
sequent paper in J. Biol. Chem. (18) the
name -deamino-oxytocin was adopted at the
request of the editors.

22. D. B. Hope, V. V. S. Murti, V. du Vigneaud,
ibid. 237, 1563 (1962).

23. W. Y. Chan and V. du Vigneaud, Endo-
crinology T1, 977 (1962).

24. W. Y. Chan, M. O’Connell, S. R. Pomeroy,
ibid. 72, 279 (1963).

25. M. Bodanszky and V. du Vigneaud, Nature
184, 981 (1959).

26. This work was supported in part by grant
HE-01675 from the National Heart Institute.
The bioassays were carried out under the
direction of W. Y. Chan of this laboratory,
to whom we express our appreciation,

Passman (D-La.), chairman of the
House appropriations subcommittee
which deals with foreign aid appropria-
tions, in recent years has gained public
notice by organizing an annual Donny-
brook over the aid program’s appro-
priations. It is also true that, with much
less spectacle, Albert Thomas (D-Tex.),
as chairman of two appropriations sub-
committees which control the funds for
the space program and the National
Science Foundation, exercises a strong
influence over the federal science ef-
fort. :

It is gratefully acknowledged within
the medical research community, also,
that Representative John Fogarty (D-
R.1.) and Senator Lister Hill (D-Ala.)
have used their appropriations subcom-
mittee chairmanships to enhance the
fortunes of the great federal health re-
search program. But the system which
gives these men their leverage seems to
get little attention.

The appropriations committees de-
rive their influence from a main well
of congressional authority, the right
to spend or withhold money. Federal
programs which involve the spending
of money require a dual legislative
process—authorization and appropria-
tion. Standing legislative committees

SCIENCE, VOL. 143



like Armed Services, Interior, Public
Works, or Education and Labor in the
House, for example, must first report
legislation containing an ‘“authoriza-
tion” for a particular sum. When this
bill passes the House, then the appro-
priations committee, after hearings of
its own, sends along for enactment an
appropriations measure which actually
provides the money.

The House Appropriations' Commit-
tee cultivates a reputation for fine-
tooth-comb tactics and frugality. Often
House Appropriations recommends a
smaller sum than that provided for in
the authorization, and the House usu-
ally follows its advice on money
matters.

For a number of years the House
has generally been less liberal with
appropriations than the Senate, and a
pattern has emerged under which the
House sets a low figure, the Senate
sets a higher one, and the difference is
roughly split in conference. Also, the
House Appropriations Committee tends
to give special attention to growth sec-
tors of the budget, as its action on the
National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration and National Science Foun-
dation last year indicated.

It may be useful, therefore, to ex-
amine how this House committee oper-
ates, not only because of its power but
because in many ways it epitomizes the
congressional ~ system and illustrates
how formidable are the internal ob-
stacles to reform.

Hard Work A Tradition

Appropriations members are proud
of the committee tradition of hard
work on the dull detail of appropria-
tions measures, and this industrious-
ness gives them an expertise which
makes it perilous for nonmembers to
challenge them on the floor of the
House. Because of its reputation for
resistance to spending, and because the
committee deals with every spending
measure, the committee regards itself,
and is regarded in the House, as a
bastion against the erosion of congres-
sional fiscal authority by the Execu-
tive.

Unity of action is a secret of power
for the Appropriations Committee, and
this unity is, on the face of it, remark-
able, since the committee is the largest
in Congress, with 50 members, 30 of
them Democrats and 20 from the Re-
publican minority. But the united
front which the committee usually pre-
sents is the manifestation of a well-
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run hierarchy, which is the committee’s
real organizational form.

The Appropriations Committee, the
Rules Committee, and the tax-writing
Ways and Means Committee are the
three committees to which assignment
is most highly coveted in the House.
Winning a place on any of them ordi-
narily requires a waiting period of sev-
eral terms from the time a Congress-
man is first elected. Moving to the
Appropriations Committee means sac-
rificing seniority built up on another,
less exalted committee and starting
again at the bottom of the seniority
ladder.

Eligibility depends first on the
location of a candidate’s district,
since geographical balance is one of
the time-honored ways of insuring that
regional interests are represented. A
junior member who has won a reputa-
tion as: a maverick or troublemaker, or
who simply talks too much, is unlikely
to get the necessary backing from his
colleagues or the party leaders which
is necessary for assignment to Appro-
priations. The aspirant must, in short,
have demonstrated that he lives by
what has been called the Rayburn
rule of conduct in the House: “to get
along, go along.”

The new member finds that joining
the committee does make a difference.
Federal agencies are anxious to oblige
a member of the committee that over-
sees their budgets. The military services
seem to be particularly alert to the
implications, and as one member put
it, “If you go anyplace abroad they
practically meet you with a brass
band.” There is a feeling current in
Congress that a member of the Appro-
priations Committee can get more for
his district.

But in committee matters the new
member finds himself very much an
apprentice. Assignments to subcom-
mittees are entirely in the gift of the
chairman, and junior members almost
always get posts on minor subcommit-
tees, or even, for a time, on no sub-
committee at all.

At subcommittee and committee
meetings the tenderfoot is expected to
be seen and not heard. He is advised to
pick some rather narrow and often ob-
scure area of specialization and spend

"a few years in mastering it. His elders

on the committee are regarded as his
betters, and the junior member will be
discouraged from offering criticism or
amendments much more sternly than
on other committees.

Appropriations is a highly compart-
mentalized committee. The 13 sub-
committees are the operating units,
with the subcommittee chairmen wield-
ing decisive influence within their spe-

" cial fields. The committee seems to be

ruled by a kind of board of directors,
headed by the chairman and including
the subcommittee chairmen and ranking
minority members of the committee and
subcommittees. Partisanship within Ap-
propriations appears to be a diminished
element, supplanted to some extent by
the committee’s economizing esprit de
corps.

Chairman of the Appropriations
Committee is Representative Clarence
Cannon (D-Mo.), who is 84 years
old. Cannon has sat in Congress for 40
years, has served as parliamentarian,
and literally wrote the book, Cannon’s
Procedures, used to untangle parlia-
mentary snarls in the House.

Chairman’s Option

The committee’s rules enable Can-
non to appoint subcommittee chairmen
without regard to seniority, and he
seems to have handpicked men for spe-
cial jobs, as in the case of Passman,
but the chairman’s power depends on
his working relations with the senior
members of the committee of both
parties and he cannot afford to offend
them unduly, nor they him.

Cooperation is the watchword in
the committee, and differences are
settled privately. Virtually all Appro-
priations hearings are held in execu-
tive session, which means that public
and press are excluded. Congressmen
who are not members of the Appropria-
tions subcommittee holding hearings
are not welcome at the sessions, and
this even goes for other members of
the Appropriations Committee. This is
not the case in most other committees.

At the final “markup” sessions of a
subcommittee, when an appropriations
bill is being put in final form for for-
warding to the committee, Cannon and
the ranking minority member are
usually on hand. '

Meetings of the full committee tend
to be cut-and-dried. It is the practice
of the committee not to furnish mem-
bers the published hearings or the bill
under consideration until the day action
is to be taken. Most significant, the
report which explains the committee’s
treatment of a bill is printed before the
meeting, with the obvious implication
that no changes will be made and that

" the function of the full committee is
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simply to relay the bill from the sub-
committee to the House floor.

The Appropriations Committee staff,
which compiles hearings and writes
reports, is regarded as both competent
and hard-working. Because of the com-
plexity of the material they deal with
and the committee’s mode of operation,
the staff is felt to exercise unusually
strong influence. As one fairly junior
member of the committee put it, “It’s
a good staff, and they have a hell of a
lot to say.”

The mechanics of power in the Ap-
propriations Committee are exempli-
fied in the concentration of senior
members on the most important sub-
committees to form a kind of inter-
locking directorate. Cannon himself is
chairman of the subcommittee on pub-
lic works, which is still probably the
fulcrum of internal influence in Con-
gress. Thomas is not only chairman of
the independent offices subcommittee
and of the  deficiencies subcommittee,
which handles the sensitive matter of
supplemental appropriations, but is also
a member of the defense subcom-
mittee. Fogarty, in addition to his
chairmanship of the labor, health, edu-
cation, and welfare subcommittee, is
a member of the public works sub-
committee. As one congressman ob-
served, “six or seven guys have it
sewed up.”

This lack of pure democracy from
time to time ignites protests from in-
side and outside the committee. In the
waning days of the last session, for
example, Representative Charles S.
Joelson (D-N.J.) made public his re-
sentment at being refused permission
to file separate and dissenting views on
an appropriations measure. This is a
privilege granted to members in most
committees.

Joelson objected to the committee
report on the foreign aid appropria-
tions bill because he felt the full com-
mittee had not been given enough time
to study the matter.

A Fascinating Job

Despite this incident, Joelson is
pleased with his committee assignment.
He says that while, to outsiders, the
Appropriations Committee =~ member
“might seem a glorified accountant,”
he has a fascinating job because it is
the only place “from which it is pos-
sible to see the whole sweep of govern-
ment.” This fascination, says Joelson,
is what “makes it so frustrating that
it isn’t more democratic.”
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While Joelson clashed with Cannon
and has reservations about the com-
mittee’s workings, he at the same time
also displays an obviously genuine re-
spect for the chairman, whose com-
mand of Appropriations detail is legen-
dary. Of Cannon, Joelson says, “al-
though I differ with him on procedural
matters, I am amazed at his sharpness
and dedication.”

Joelson’s mixed feelings suggest the
contradiction which lies at the heart of
the problem of congressional reform.

.The system is undemocratic, but no-

body seems to have put forward a
fundamentally  different alternative
which is likely to work better. Com-
mittee and subcommittee chairmen in
most cases are acknowledged to know
their business well.

Subcommittee Powers

Thomas and Fogarty are good ex-
amples of subcommittee doyens who
are conscientious and well-informed
about activities in their jurisdictions.
They may not, in fact, have the scien-
tific backgrounds necessary to make
technical judgments on research pro-
grams, but their grasp of agency opera-
tions and the way they go about mak-
ing decisions on appropriations ques-
tions has earned them regard as well as
awe among officials of agencies whose
budgets they handle.

Defenders of the system are easy to
find. Representative Joe L. Evins (D-
Tenn.) is a member of the Appropria-
tions Committee who stands above the
halfway position on the seniority lad-
der and is an example of the loyal
Appropriations Committee man. Evins
is author of a book, Understanding
Congress, published last year and has
probably thought out his views more

. systematically than many of his col-

leagues. Evins is convinced that there
is no alternative to the seniority sys-
tem. He says he is convinced that if
Congress were given the option of a
free vote for committee chairman and
subcommittee chairman, more than 90
percent of the incumbents would be
elected. Many members appear to feel
that seniority is the principle of order
and stability in the congressional sys-
tem and that its abolition would bring
chaos. Evins believes that some reforms
might be desirable, but like many of
his colleagues he does not dwell on
the subject.

As to inequality of opportunity and
influence between junior and senior
members on his own committee, Repre-

sentative Evins points to the Appropria-
tions Committee education process and

asks, ‘“Doesn’t experience, maturity
and judgment outweigh even bril-
liance?”

Evins’s book, in which he draws on
his experience in the House, is one
of a number published in the last 2
or 3 years which signal a swing of
interest to the House of Representa-
tives, an institution which had been
relatively neglected but gained atten-
tion early in the Kennedy administra-
tion when it was noticed that many of
the new President’s stickiest problems
centered there.

Political scientists descended on the
House with their questionnaires and
depth interviews and discovered cross-
currents and rich subtleties which have
always been ignored or glossed over
in conventional textbooks on govern-
ment.*

Much of the criticism of Congress
has been based on oversimplified views
of how it works, and this is one of the
reasons why the way of the reformer
has been hard. It is true, for instance,
that even some members of Congress
do not understand the mysteries of the
Appropriations Committee. And it is
remarkable that legislative committee
members, who after all consider them-
selves specialists too, do not take um-
brage when the Appropriations Com-
mittee countermands their orders on
agency funds. The new explorations
by scholarly legislators and scholars
of the national legislature should put
matters in clearer. perspective.

It is interesting to note that, while
senators have attacked their own
“establishment” and leadership openly
on the floor of the Senate, no such
general assault has been mounted in
the House.

The House is a closed society and a
parochial one. Senators play on a na-
tional stage, but the House, for ex-
ample, has never served as a launching
pad for presidential candidates. The
congressman is insulated from national
opinion. His base of power is his dis-
trict. He is surrounded by a sympa-
thetic staff and bolstered by the com-
pany of colleagues who share the
ordeal of biennial elections. The rules
of his game are the rules of the House.

* Examples are New Perspectives on the House
of Representatives, edited by Robert L. Peabody
and Nelson W. Polsby, published last year, and
The Congressman: His Work As He Sees It, by
Charles L. Clapp, and The House Rules Com-
mittee, by James A. Robinson, which have
appeared recently.
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Only Congress can change Congress,
and with things as they are, this means
that the congressional elders would
have to decide to diminish their own
power. It is a truism that the longer a
congressman serves, the more influen-
tial he grows and the less critical of
the institution he becomes. The politi-
cal scientists have a word for this
process of indoctrination and condi-
tioning of the individual—‘“socializa-
tion.” And what it means in Congress
for reform is that the men who count
honestly feel that the critics just-don’t
understand.—JOHN WALSH

Human Experimentation: Cancer
Studies at Sloan-Kettering Stir
Public Debate on Medical Ethics

New York, N.Y. For about a decade
a team of cancer researchers led by
Chester M. Southam of the Sloan-
Kettering Institute for Cancer Research
has been injecting human beings with
live cancer cells in order to study
human immunity to cancer. Their
work has been widely regarded as
among the most promising of all lines
of research on cancer, and it has been
far from secretive. As results accumu-
lated, at least 18 reports were pub-
lished in well-circulated scientific jour-
nals. The contributing scientists have
also described their activities in lectures
and symposiums held round the world.

Two weeks ago the work became the
focus of an internecine battle in the
Jewish Chronic Disease Hospital in
Brooklyn, N.Y., which was cooperat-
ing with Sloan-Kettering on one stage
of the research, and sensational charges
concerning the conduct of the experi-
ments were dramatized by the New
York papers. The most spectacular alle-
gation is that some of the experiments
have been performed without the in-
formed consent of the participants. The
charges have set off an investigation
by the state Board of Education, a legal
joust over hospital records in the State
Supreme Court, and, at least in New
York, the hottest public debate on med-
ical ethics since the Nuremberg trials
of Nazi physicians—an analogy not
lost on some of the city’s more flam-
boyant journals. Insofar as they can
be separated from the insinuations, the
facts in the imbroglio are these.

Between February 1954 and July
1956, in their first human experiments
in cancer immunology, Southam’s
group worked with 14 patients in Me-
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morial Hospital with advanced incur-
able cancer, inoculating them with can-
cer cells different from their own. Ac-
cording to a Sloan-Kettering spokes-
man, these patients knew that they
were receiving cancer cells, understood
the reasons for the experimentation,
and consented to it orally. It was dis-
covered that the implanted cancer cells
did grow in the cancer patients and
produced small nodules which, if they
were not excised, continued to grow
4 to 6 weeks, then regressed spontane-
ously and completely (Science, 25 Jan.
1957).

The implanted cancer cells appeared

to have no effect on the course of the
patients’ own disease. There were no
untoward effects of these experiments
on the patients, nor had there been
any theoretical reason to expect any.
There were, however, three complica-
tions, reports of which have been
excavated to promote current accusa-
tions that the later stages of the work
involved great risks of “causing can-
cer” (this is denied by the researchers).
Two of the patients, suffering from
what was thought to be incurable can-
cer at the time of the implantations,
died before the anticipated regressions
had occurred. In four patients cancer
growth recurred at the site of the im-
plants, after excision of the nodules.
And in one patient the implanted cells
were found to have metastasized.
. At about the same time the re-
searchers had established that implants
of normal cells did not grow in cancer
patients. It was also found that the
cancer patients did not in general lack
immune reactions to other diseases. To
test the theory that cancer patients
lacked immunity to the cancer cell im-
plants, it was then necessary to demon-
strate that the effects observed with
cancer patients did not also occur in
healthy individuals. At this stage the
doctors faced a choice that has con-
fronted researchers since the beginning
of experimental medicine: Should they
use themselves as subjects?

It is not very clear how this dilemma
was resolved. Sloan-Kettering last week
issued a press release stating that the
researchers did inject themselves with
cancer cells and established the safety

of the procedure, before trying out )

larger-scale experiments at the Ohio
State Penitentiary. Southam, however,
who ought to know, said in an inter-
view with Science that, although there
was no theoretical likelihood that the
injections would produce cancer, he

had nonetheless been unwilling to in-
ject himself, or his colleagues, when
there was a group of normal volunteers
at the Ohio Penitentiary fully informed
about the experiment and its possible
risks and nonetheless eager to take part
in it. “I would not have hesitated,”
Southam said, “if it would have served
a useful purpose. But,” he continued,
“to me it seemed like false heroism,
like the old question whether the Gen-
eral should march behind or in front
of his troops. I do not regard myself
as indispensable—if I were not doing
this work someone else would be—and
I did not regard the experiment as
dangerous. But, let’s face it, there are
relatively few skilled cancer research-
ers, and it seemed stupid to take even
the little risk.”

From 100 fully informed volunteers
at Ohio (“The inmates at Ohio have a
terrific reputation for enthusiastic par-
ticipation in medical research,” Sou-
tham said), 14 men were chosen. Their
explicit, detailed consent was obtained
in writing. In May 1956, what was -
presumably the first injection of live
cancer cells into healthy human beings
took place. As anticipated, the healthy
subjects did in fact reject the cancer
cells, and at a rapid rate. Four weeks
after implantation the nodules had
completely regressed, and there were
no recurrences. Since the first trials, a
variety of experimental refinements
have been pursued at Ohio, and al-
though it was reasonably certain that
the tests involved no risks, in every
case experimentation on healthy volun-
teers has been accompanied by in-’
formed, written consent.

At the same time, however, research
was also proceeding on individuals who
were not healthy, first on cancer pa-
tients at Memorial Hospital, later on
patients with other advanced diseases
at the Jewish Chronic Disease Hospital
in Brooklyn. Although all the facts are
not yet in, it is at least clear that the
precedents of frankness and written
consent established with the healthy
volunteers were not followed with
either group of hospitalized patients.
Since the circumstances of the experi-
mentation at the two institutions diverge
considerably, it is necessary to look at
the two separately.

The Work at Sloan-Kettering

At Sloan-Kettering, studies on the
rate of rejection of implanted cancer
cells in patients with advanced cancer
proceeded steadily after the initial re-
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