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THE ATTACK AGAINST CANCW 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. R&dent. the 

Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. NELSON) 
presented testimony on &Member 16 be- 
*ore the House Subcommittee on Public 
Health and Environment on 8.1828 and 
related legislation proposing the estab- 
lishment of a Federal agency responsible 
for leading the attack against cancer. 
His testimony, I believe, presents issues 
and concerns. many of which I and many 
outstanding members of the biomedical 
scientific communih share, that must be 
fully deliberated in legislative considera- 
tion of this very important matter. 

Although I voted for the Senate-passed 
bill-S. 1828--the Conquest of Cancer 
Act. I did so with apprehension that the 
organizational structure established 
oould be successfuliy implemented in 
order t0 mount the most effective attack 
on cancer. I nevertheless chose to sup- 
port S. 1828 as a means of mobilizing the 
enormous public concern and the con- 
viction of outstanding health care leaders 
in the fight against cancer. With such 
strong backing there is reason to believe 
that the new agency’s urgent objectives 
would b6 achieved in spite of any Weak- 
ness’in the organizational structure. 

Because Senator NELSON’S testimony Of 
September 16 summarizes and delineates 
the issues involved in a very effective 
fashion. I believe it will be of interest to 
my colleagues and the public and ask 
unanimous consent. Mr. President, that 
it be set forth in the RECoRD. 

There being no objection, the t&i- 
many was ordered to be printed in the 
Rtcoas, as follows: 
TESTIMONY or Bermor N-N ON Ctick 

,.dWALATXON, 8. l= 
I appreciate the OpportunitJ to appear be- 

fore thin c0mmnt.a to comment on a? 
&nAte-pASSed XMA.W~. 8. 1818. SOmeti~ 
called. lnapproprlately I think, the Conquest 
of Cancer Bill. 

ThU Committee AXId Its ChAIrmAn. Mr. 
Rogers, have n well deserved reputation for 
knowledgeability in the health field. 1 am 
moved to hope that this Committee would 
preserve AUd even enhance its reputatiou and 
dlstlnctlon in al?alm of health by saving the 
country from the folly of the Sellate bill. 
One of the fundAIXIt!ntcrl strengths of the bi- 
cameral system Is the opportunity afforded 
one body to correct the errors Of the other. 
I think it 1s fair to say that not more than 
a handful of Senators addressed themselve6 
to the imollcatlons of that provlslon of 
8. 1Mg whI& creates an 1ndepetident’CAnCer 
Authority outside of the jurlsdlctlon of the 
NatiOnAl Institutes of Eealth. Declaratory 
1angUAge In the bill AtbEmptS. afthout *UC- 
cess. to paper over thb fuIUiAmentAl if not 
fatal assault on the 0reanlzatlonAl structure 
of NIX 

There should be no mlsunderstindlng on 
this critlcal point. If the Congress adopts the 
langusge of tbo Senate bill It k the first 
giant step in the dismantling of the NAtIonal 
Inetltutes of Health. Next wlll follow the 
Nrtlond Heart And Lung InAtltute With A 
political case for Independent status equally 
As com~elllng As the political case for cancer. 
I emphsslze the word political as contrasted 
with sclentlflc because no scientific cA0e 
WhAtAoever has been made for separatism. In 
iACt. the scientific case is ovenvhdmlngly 
A@Mt ft. 

What we are deallng’wlth In 8. 182s Is a 
mischievous DOlitkJA, cOmDrOUliAA Of A VEUY 
Important scientific mat&. I do not in A$ 
wag questlon the god intentions of those 
who support an independent Cancer Author- 
ity, but I do questlon their pxlgment. The ln- 
dependent Authority cOnoepf originated with 
the PAnel.of Consuitants. ti&lf of whom were 
laymen and half scientists. Some Of the 
P&.1’s most dlstlngulshed sclentlsts have 

now publicly stated tbAlr opposition to thb 
provlslon of the bill. 

A 1AAA 
s. 1828 aSI PASAd by the BeDAt A&A Up . 

Conquest of ancer Agency which the bill 
dye is “wltbin NIH,” but In fact the Agency 
bns independent etatus. Ita D&e&or would 
report directly to the Prealdent and the Once 
of Muxagement nnd Budget. 

l lm only *tutory ties vitb the NIH- 
where the preeent Natlmal Cnnac hstitut.a 
lathelargatandantraIInatitute-isanG 
quiranent fa tam cancer Ageney mm&or 
to “take n w Action together with the 
DirsctoroftheNIEsothatallohannelsfor 
the dlssemlnatlon 8nd amn-fertlIlxstion of 
sdentifIc knOwledge and fnfonnatlon exlstlng 
prior to the eYective date of thla act between 
the Nathmal Cancer Institute and the other 
InStltutes of Health shall be mallrtained be- 
tween the (Cancer) Agency and the Instl- 
tutea of Health to Insure free canmunlcatl~ 
between oanar and the other srlentlflc. 
medical and biomedical disciplines.” <Sec. 
40733(a) (ll).) 

l’lale l~ngu.age will have my whatever 
mesnlng the Director Of the Cancer Institute 
wishes to give it. The Ceaear Agency Dlrector 
would, in fact. be at the same grade level 
M tbe NIB Director. He would statutorily 
by-peas the NIH Director in all matters per- 
tainiaa to cancer budaet and m plans. 

Yhn-fhncer AgeneyDirectoi o&i thd Dep- . 
uty Director would be pollt&~lly appolnteq 
by the President. by and with the consent 
oftheSennte.ThlsinItaelfhanunpma- 
dented situation As rem%rds the head of anv 
federal blomedlcal aciivitiea Not even thi 
Dlratar of NIE is poliUcally Appointed; he 
is A CsTeer public servant. 

The bIl1, therefore, sets sevef~l precedents: 
It edkb fa polltloaIly np@mtad heads of 
one yhlAsA of fedenaIiy-mlppatad ra3aAmb: 
anditopenst.hedoorforot&erreeubmbAreAs 
to mk co mwable stf&us. -ADelullu 

8 the fntum &xnlse of the ctc4md~e -igencJr 
almown 88 the National Instltutee of Health. 
I belleve thle would be counter-pmductlve 
toanarr eaearch In particular. And to bio- 
medial research in general. The NIH le. * 
unique rrrangement. and probably the finest 
instfiXItiOn Of its kind In the w&d, and 
a?rtalnly is the undisputed leadar ln the 
field of blomedlcal reesxcJ3. 

The Senate-m bill, then. presents a 
number of p,robems. 

It doesn% make clear exactly whet la 
meant bv “wlthln NIB”. 

It pre&nts enormous operatim problems 
~8 mgsrds the role of the NIR Dire&or In 
Cancer plaus and budget fonnulatloas. and 
14 manaaement of NIX facllltles wblch will 
hA ueed b; the Cancsr Agency. 

It portends even worse management prob- 
luns for the Executive Branoh. Ona, two or 
more Instltuta, report dlmtly to the Pr~sl- 
dent, them what7 He wlll have to delegcti 
the rrsponsiblllty to some quaIlfled sclentlst. 
Who will he be and what will be galned by 
ouch n procedure? It will soon beCane ob- 
VlouA the 1oglesJ next step would be to r&urn 
~&DUititutee bnok to the jurlsdlctl~n of 

Tab blll 1s a bad ~pproaoh for furthering 
caWerreaamh.Theeffortanbsatbead- 
Weed through utfllaatlon ob tJle WII feoill- 
tie& eXpertAm md peer re+4ew systun as de- 
-big” th&F$m fa co- 

Testimony on the cancer legislation before 
the Senate Health Subcommitt.ee over- 
whelmingly opposes a separate agency ap- 
Pm. 

There (Ire area within NIIi and the NA- 
UOrul Chaucer Imbtitute where change Is war- I 
-ted .tO expedite declalon-making. funding ’ 
af BrAbe and contracts. and other thlnus. 
Ae +m yourself have &ted. Bep. ?lQ+. 
a look a6 the entire NIH Is a good idea;-Dl- 
rector Mnreton EVA he welcomes tble. 

i 
tom Cranston mil Eichweiker, that ND3 be 

I, 
atnblbhed as An lndswndent au~4cv. It 
may be that a separate &artment Gf l&G .; 

I 

is a better Sbp; as you hAVe 1ndiCAbd. 
However. sit&r revlewlng the Panel’8 rec- 

1 ommendatlons and the Senate-w bill. lt 



Is my oplnloo that man, of uli recomme- 
d:-!!?ns have been In elleet for. long Urn. 
n:rcndv have been lmplcmcnted. or un b6 
b. .,I* -‘it about wIthout dlsmantllng NIR. or 
trr~lrnl: . ner burcoucracy. 

Exh cl the Panel’s argument6 s3culd be 
cnrefully cxamlned. 

A,DY*NmrIAT*ON Pn6rnoN 
lYYr+t al all. the Admlnl~traUon’s posltlon 

has bern one of ahont-Ince. 
A separate cancer Anencp IS not what the 

President orlglnallv wanted. not what the 
Presldrnt’s Sclrnre Advrsor. the Secretarv 
of REW or the scieniillc community wanted-. 

HEW Secretary Rlchardson testllkd before 
the Senate Health SubcommIttee June 10: 
“The E-dminlstration regards It a6 vitally lm- 
portant tbst the C:LIIC~I conauest extort 61) 
%wnrd allhln the framewoik & the N& 
tl0nal Instrtules of Health.” 

He tcstlfied strongly In favor of such an 
illtegrltcd effort. desplLe the fac% that tho 
“compromise” had been worked out U 6WC 
lcreli wilh tacit higb-level approval prior 
to bls lestlmony. 

It b quite clear that the Admlnlstxatlon 
changed Its posltlon on the mta agency 
conecpt a6 a face savmg polltkal eompro- 
mke when It became obvious tbat El. 64 was 
going to be &opted despite Admlnhtr6tlOn 
obJections. A comproml.se was reached whkh 
simply eh.anged the bill number from 5. 34 
to S. 18Xl. changed some language wNltOUt 
chsnglug the substance and substituted Re- 
puhlktm primuy sponsorship for Demosratlc 
Pfimuy wonsorshlp. It was an unfortunate 
and mistaken compromise of a fundamental 
PaelPle. The Pre6ldent and hb rdmln&tm- 
tlon wen right in the drst place and their 
posltlon against lndepcndent status should 
be supported. 

Pmvonent6 of a separate agency argue taat 
the Panel of scientlfk and lay experts unanl- 
mOMly mcmumended P separate Cancer Au- 
thority. 

In the early dellberatlons of the !Jg-member 
Panel. many In the seientlfic half 6trongly 
oppmed a 6epuvd.e anwr re60uch eUat, 
and. at one point. we are told, the con6ensus 
ws6 60% in bvor. 40% again6t a3 6epamt.e 
Authority. That represents a lb10 vote. 
Eventually. of course, the Panel endorsed the 
separate Authorlty unanimously. Sfnce that 
Ume. however, three representative6 ti the 
selentlflc group have changed their mlnd6 
and oppose 8 aepuate Authorltp. 

Tbu6. the Image of a una~Iinou6 panel of 
sclentM6 l6 erroneous. 

In addition. It ls clear that the Panel did 
not ilrtervle~ Seoretuy Blohud6on a Dr. 
6hr6tmt until after the P6nel’s decision6 lud 
been mule. md that thev Cud not talk In 
depth to Um top adminis&tive oficwll rb 
Nm or mew about osPcer -h an& what 
k currently being done at the federal level. 

In rwponw to Sen. Domlnlck’s mqu6at 
that the hearing reoad “rellect to what 
extent members 02 the Panel consulted with 
odllclala within the Department of ID3W ad 
the ND3 regudlng the sclentlilc and mum- 
nerlal 66~wta of wncer reeeamh durlm the 
zour66 G their 6tudy.” Seaet& Rlc&&6on 
wrote Ban. Domlnlck on April 6: 

‘The P6nel stau ~66 quartered wlthln the 
OilIce of the DIrector of the NatIonal Cano66 
In6Utute during the time of the study (May 
1970 to mi&Fehruary 1971). OlIlclala urd 
UapIoyew of the NCI. the Panel of Con- 
snltant6 @ml their 6t.d did not iatervlew 
Deputment and NIH top muupment of- 
dclal6 during the study. Spe&lleally, the 
DIre0t.u of NIH received courb6y talk fmm 
the 6taU at the beglnning snd the end of 
the study, but no s&tantive dl6eussion6 on 
eNher sclentlilc or manvement auatlons 
we- held with hlm. The D&puty Dlr&or. the 
Deputy Director for Sclenw. the A66oelati 
Director for Admlnlstratlon are key otBcWe 
wlthln the m  of the NIK Director. and 
each le partlcululy well qualliled to com- 
ment kn&ted#eabiy upon-the questIon6 of 
a&nlnistmUve overlan. duollartion snd ti- 
lay, and the proble;d m&m eo~titlon for 
fund6. None of the6s omciu6 W M  1ntexvIewsdz 
during the 6tudy by the Panel stUY. 

‘The Olllw cd the Secretary did not putlo- 
lpata ln the conduct of the study either . . . 

“It is thus clear that. wlth the exception 
of the oaokk SM entpioyew of me NOI. 
membem of the Panel dld -not consult with 
top management olllclals elther of the De- 
partment or NIH with ngud to the WIeDtli lC 
and managerial aspects of cancer re6eucb.” 

WIN cAI*ML- 
The enamou6 Irony of proposIng a moon- 

Mot-type agency f&r c&G ie -that the 
bre&throuehs to date have oeewred b606u86 
ol Ihc c6p&fZftlc8 of the National Institutes 
of Eealtb and It6 National Cancer Institute, 
not in .vpftc of them. 

All of the maJor dlscoverles. lncludlng 
nmnemu6 ones which fell out lnrdv&UItly 
front non-canoer research, have ocour~cl 
largely because of the preeent broad-baaed, 
multi-dlsclpllnuy system of federally-sup- 
ported masarah embodled in the NIK. 

Ekomtary Richardwn teUllled June IO: 

th?x 
enlstence of then oapablUUea, 
accompllshmente ti date, md 

the rIgor and vltallty of present pmgmms 
that make It paeslble to conelder launch- 
ing ut expanded eihrt cd the kind now 
pmpaed.” 

&3 f- 6tated: 

tute but of the IkUOnrl IMUte d ReU4& 
w a whole-hn urat+d Ma ammtunulw 
that now l al6t IOr the furt&~ex~m 
and acce1enu0n Of cancer march. nlere 
1s a salld famdathm on which to build an 
enlarged program.” 

Dr. Cari Bak6r. Nltlonal Csncer Instltum 
mm. ti Beeratw mhrrds~n. hh- 
ouuineti in several hekIngs the plana fa 
wnwr- 

The Ndhmai Crnnr 1nsUtuI.e has a com- 
preherrain Md COmpleX plan for long-ran&@ 
rwemoit. TM ~ISJN lt~volve 611 m-h UW~ 
that touch OP ouw6r. lDolutuDg ob6nm. 
therapy rad vlnl oncology. IbckamuraI 
panele ol am are pm~nUy being l p- 
pointed to dmw up plans for other canoar 
--. 

l?mmfomthsc~bythekatbot 
“AtthOpcgcntUme~~noamrdlaated 
rutiamIpmgiawapmgrrvnplm”k6im- 
ply inarrrset. The Panel further m 94n 
ovemll zwearch eMrt fin the NCI) ls I- 
meat.4 and. fa the mbst put. uncoadl- 
nued.” 

Whemoausuohplawbebettaamrdi- 
Mwa-glven the hmo nuum d the m- 
7 by ths Illstltutee which eon- 
au rll f0rn~ 0f m6eamh touching 0 

nuJPalKau6oumedgrsstercnoperauon 
manintemat.iamil~iinwnoerrwwroh, 
The NC1 k heavily Involved w¶th the a&l*- 
tke of the Intomatlatal Asen* fa Re 
wuohmCmosr,ahod~essodated~~ 
World Health Organhnilon. ln cocdinating 
such re6eamh world wide. In faot It Is nmb 
ably safe to say that NCI b the~‘fil&&-& 
such hit-tioitpl efforts. 

-NNU 
Ttte sepamte agency proponents also argue 

that better permtmel will be l tmcted to a 
Can068 Agency. Olven the woompU6hment6 
c4 the NH-NCI to data. are we to sry that 
the men who directed these efforte were not 
ob the hlgh66t qualIty7 It would 6eem that 
theneacco~~mantuwereeffectsdbsauas 
of the wkdoiu fmti leadershlp of such men ae 
Dr. Shamo~. former and long-time ND3 Dl- 
m&or. Dr. Baker, and now Dr. Mar&m, and 
thmr predecessor6. 

It~urstomethatarealdangeriltxiII, 
making the6e soientlfw leadership posltlone 
into political appointments. UI the Pane8 
mwmmewk and the Senate bill pmpceea 
Under Uze Senate bill. the two top ~rsona 

ment of federaU~~6upported blomedkal r& 
6eamb. Thl6 raken enormous oueations about 
the potential pork-barreling & fedeG Lien- 
tl5o reasuch. Suoh a sltuatlon is not pas- 
6lhle uttder the prwtmt NIE setup vlth iW 
careful peer review of funding applfcatlona 

It mu3t also be remembersd that scientlstd 
am not attracted by a managerlel approaeb 
to -oh. The best 6eientkts are turned 
oil by being told that they must llmlt them- 
aelvee to one direction. 

~IOYIDICAL OPPOI)tTtON 

‘I%e blomedlcal community almost unanl- 
anausly opposes such a separate Agemy. 
Thkt43en noted sclentlsts-lncludlng five 
Nobel Prlae winners-In a letter to th;e Nsr 
York ‘Ilme6 Julv 2s stated: 

“Senator Javit8 (ln his July 24 rebuttal to 
the Tlmw’ can& edltortalj Implied that 
there is widenmead sclentiflc suooort for tbls 
legltalatlon. Tixre ls not.” Their-~letter co& 
eluded: “The bill passed by the Senate dw 
not OUer a ratlonal approscb to the conquest 
of wucer bscause It narrows the aalentlda 
MCU6.” 

The list of opponent6 to the 6eparate Agen- 
oy appmWli I6 lmprea6lve. and the Impact ai 
maah aa Mart 011 the mor&e of the nation% 
and the world.6 b66t 6denUst.8 must be con- 
6idemd w aoneaas b m=lW =Y lee--. 
t&m.Thmearethemenandwomenwhoare 
doI* the raeawh. 

l%e only nmJa agud5dlon that tedliled 
In fwa or l aepunb Agency ww the Amex- 
twn (Lpoa eoclety. The American He& A6- 
6oobUon favored a 6epemt.e agenoy on the 
6wtlon that heart raKIveh receivee equal 
ststus. 

Bclentlflc orlpsnisatlons which oppose the 
upuata Agen& bill Include: The tieratIOn 
Of Amer)oan Socletlea for Bxpe~mentsl Blcl- 
ogy, repreaentlng six sclentlilc socletles and 
11,000 rrclentlsts: the kraocl8tlon of American 
hfediwl Collsgm. repr66entdn.g 103 medical 
OChOUl6 and 401 lryJor teaching hospitals; the 
Atwriw~ Medlwl Asaocfation; the National 
Tuberaulosls and Rasnlratorv Disease A& 
6oelUlonI the Amerlofk aaliege of phpl- 
obn6; the Ameriwn A66ixletGi of PethoI- 
ouw and Bact.&olo~lsts: the American 
&6h&gk4 Soelety; Be Ikder&!on of As- 
.WbtiOlt6 Of the &ha016 oi tb6 -th - 
feaslons; the American Rospltal Assoolatlon: 
We Attwrkut Society of Blologlal Chemists: 
uxlth6 Chelrmen bf Depdment6 of Bio- 
ohemldv at America Medloaf Schools. The 
A6mclaGn of Pmfe6som of Medlclne. repre- 
6rmtlng 77 hestk of department6 of me&ne. 
utmafmously oppwed the ldea of 8 separate 
tamer agency at thelr meeking in Atlantic 
cltylmt May. 

Th6 Pimldent cd the Amerlwn 5xIetv of 
Blc4M CRiemIsts, Dr. Eugene P. Kep+ly. 
in pmpued t.estlmony. stated: 

‘Tt would seem hlghly deelrable to Ii+ --- 

tiah of two’ &ant4 a&w%6 for 1lGdtea 
fun&. and the expewe8 of two 3ep6mtc ad- 
mlnktmtive struetumm would he avoldec.” 

Dr. Phlllp EIaodkr. President of the Na- 
tlonal Academy of Sciences. In l letter to S6n- 
ata Kennedy Much 16. wrote: 

“It ls my view. and that 02 all knorkdge- 
able colleaguee with whom I have dIscussed 
this matter. that the ~obllc ~umo66 would 
b6 best served try otl1itlng uils Gpportun1ty 
to strengtheD the NauoMl Inst.lfut6s of 
Health In a vuiety of w~y6. mast particularly 
the NatIonal ucer In6Utuk. ra6ber than 
create a Nationsi Cutoer Autimrltv. I know 
tbls view to be 6hared e6sentluiy unanl- 
momy by the member6hlp of the ~Instltute 
cd Medlclne ot th6 Nay1 Awdemv of Scl- 
ence6 and by the memberhIp of tie Presl- 
dent% Sckm?e Mvlsay CommIttee.” 

Euldkr watt al to My t&t.: “Those re- 
6Dou6lhIe ior the tmmwed National Cancer 
iutlialtJ will 5nri It-nccaay to m-invent 
vlrtusllv all of the National Institutes of 
Eealth pwitNn the Authalty If the actual 
zzE,;,he Authorlg ls ultimately to be 

olN6S -6CN 
The promobrr of the 6eparM.e authority 

URue mu ‘kuLcer i6 the No. 1 h6altb con- 
c&it of the Amerlam ale.” Indeed. It la. 
and no one argue6 that the pub& fears thi6 
dkeum maethm any otha.The factn- 
maitS however. that heart dlseas6 I.6 the 
aorld’s number one kllkr. Of coume. we no- 
OgUke that eventually. wryone. heart must 
@Ve out with age. But, the case can be m6de 
IOr lndependent status for the National Heart 
and Lung Instltlrte eqully as stmngly ss the 
066e for cancer rweiuch. Advocates of heart 
re6+wmh already have asked for status com- 
pamble to cancer’s. 

Rns of thousands of An~lcnns sufler 
from arthrltls. a crlppllng dl-. The es&? 
can Ju66 as strongly k m<de for Independent 
status fa the National 1nstltut.e of Arthrltls 
and Met6bollc Dlseasee. . 

While the Panel argued that. for every per- 
son In the UnIted States, only 89 centa PM 
spent on cancer research In 1969. It Is Im- 
portant to riots thatwhlle the sum 1s small 
L!oqNmd to 6410 per psrson spent Ia M- 
UonU defense-c ancezmce1ved-lvnaw, 
than any other fealemlly-mtppatad researoh 
area. 

Seventy-nine cede pr pemcm went fa 
heart and lung research; 6S cenb for mental 
health; SO cents for neumlogloal dlssasss and 
6tmla: SO wnt6 for Ulergy md Iufec+Jou8 
dM 14 osnti for dental re6wmh: BB 
cent8 for rwearclt OD uthriti6 Sna metabolic 
dke66e6. 

6rsTn OS TN6 ABT 
A6 ia the state-of-the-art, proponents oi 

a 6mmste afzenw uaue tbu MS nauonai 
prog&m for the &q&t of cancer is now 
essential If we are to exnlolt effsctivelv the 
great opportunltles whicli are present4 ss a 
muttit d recent advmcw In our knowledge” 
snd a “moonshot”-type agency is warranted 
“whwe inl66lon i6 defined by statute to b6 
the conquest of cancer at the e&lest pos- 
6ibl6 time.” (fr~lll Panel m~Ort4 

The ovenvhelmlng oplnkin tithe blomedl- 
Cal communfty disputes thl6 view of the 
6t&e-of-the-art ht oauoer r6searoh. Meet sol- 
entl6t6 belleve that uncer reefarch is not at 
the “mamshot” stage. not far enoueh ad- 
+ktmed to 66tabll6h -&&ah ue66 should b6 
the tsrget at oouoentmtod effmt~. 

Dr. Phllip R Ice, former as&taut for 
rml w&l~tlYlc AUalrs In VIEW. testllled 

: Yhneer k mot slmply an 
l6knd waltlng in lsolatlon for a crash pm- 
Bram to alp6 tt out. It ls In no way compa- 
mhb to a moon shot . . . whlch.requires maln- 
ly t&s moblllaatlon of money. lhen and raeill- 
tk6 to put tatpther ln one im&sing package 
tb6 6Cleittifk know-h- we alkadv no- 
Instead, the problem of cancer-r &her the 
problem of the varlou6 cancg-reprosent 
l annpl6x. multifaceted challehge at lenst aa 
perplexing a6 the problem of the various In- 
fecUcu6 dkewe6. We do not kb where the 
breakthroughe will come and i ti it would 
k,agreatrnktake ta begig+ dlsmatile 
NDi In favor of an amtested @#prosoh.” 

Even the Pauei ack~wl~&d that 2he 
nature al wncer Is not yet tujly known. It 
fs ~WCUU?OUS to think of vr as a single 
dbeaw with a 6ingle cause. Cancer comprises 
lluny dkeaw6 fmd results from a varletr of 
-uses that.will have to be dealt wi& in * 
VarktY of ww6.” 

Thd view bi the blunedl&l community 
‘maybebeu6ummed up by ,tae statement 
of Dr. &I f3@egeiinui of Colymbla VnIver- 
mty: “An all-out eYYort’t0 cu 
UmewouldbeIlketryingto 

cancar at tble 
‘s$ld 

~~t~,,wIt.hout knowing jlewtk??a~ 

aDD6N8 mooNs6; 
me.PaMlu-gue6,wlatslD@Jam66onfa 

uttfneUP~6epamtemgencyiqtoglveoancer 
more budget vl6lblllty. 

No-oppocla%trloqamm~mae 
moneY.,ID fa& the Pramd8ut hM urady 
ralWXtt6dg1OOXlllRloZlOIltapoit.l lO~ 
budget, Ute aOagm6t1 hu WV w-4 
8tul it. rind part of the money hu m  
tnMe llnmeQlU.ely Svmllahk by Um But@sA 
BWWII. In L Untque demoa6traUon ol fund- 
l .w ia a prlorlty. 

The mmment for W~WUCJ budm author- 
lty l6 based on the a66wnpUon that without 
it BoVemDUKtt OmCm6 wIR kWp - bud& 



l lm NIB Dlrsrt.or is the C&St l&ul p=-Jn 
throurb which to funnel and CooI’diMti NCh 
fnfc.rmat;on regarding progmms mnd budget. 
The NIH Dlrcctor b In the most logI& @- 
tlon ta know what progrsmS UC being COn- 
ducted thro,!&Z:,out the blomedlcal conlm”- 
nhy whew dupilcntron mrght occur. and to 
adJudge pr’o:!tlrs 

The srgmnent Is msdc that lines of com- 
mand must be d!rect between the c&Xn~%r 
qenc~ Dm-ctor md the President and OMB. 
that the bureaucrstic layers ln HEW must be 
cllmlnatczl In order 10 IncillLate fhe cancer 
pOg~t%IU. 

.a:irr bid prlorhl by the Advisory Council 
‘The rerltwers brC non-:*drr:J and l tinentlj 
rjualfIed In their rcsPectr\e fields. The sya- 
trm has a built-In rr.zrk a:?d balance to pm- 
c:udc the fr:ndlnR Of Poorly-quallded r,rx,l- 
rsta. or duphcailoo Ol ;~r~*&?cts.- 

_ _ 

Any tlme-savlog iI:rprovements would be 
rc.rl.hwhlle. but It is qussMmahle whether 
the system should be drorped or slgnJUcmntly 
podifled tdmply to rrprdlte the hsndlng out 
01 lcderal research money. 

The GAO recommended that one way to 
eXpedlt.c the gWlt re~w proceer would be 
to award grants UP tf, b sperMled dollar 
amount. ‘clthout revlcw by study sectla 
but with review and recommendations of 
the Center Advi-sors Council. 

The Panel argued that G  lagers of bureau+ 
mc, above the Nstlonrl C%ncet Institute 
&wed declslon-m3klng for cancer &ctlVitl.?S. 
Three of the layers which the Panel clfsd 
are not even involved In cancer declslon- 
making. Those involved under the present 
brraugement are the Director of NIB. the 
AsalstPnt HEW Secretarv for Health and Scl- 
entlflc Malrs. and th; Sscretary of HEW. 
Tim Detmtv Director of NIH. the Under Set- 
nt.am of i iEW and the Surgeon Oenarrl- 
whom the Panel cited-e not involved 1n 
cancer program de&Ion-making. 

budget. reqrrdl4s% of 1x6 lndependenca. A  
seprrrl.~ Canner Agrt~rg. like NASA nnd the 
Nbllollal Science Foundation. Wouid he Nb- 
Jest to overa? h%cal pollclea established In 
the Executive 016re of the Presldcnt. and 
would be ohllged :r) defend the Prcsldent’s 
decislons before Congress. 

It is clearly drmrjritrated. by the actions 
of the Adrnlnistrirrkm and Congress, that 
Cbncer has b high pnorlty a5 regards its 
budprL. crud is gettlbg the money without 
dcle9. 

1: 15 the comnn!ment snd the national 
cllnlale sutroundi:lp s!> KEUC that gives it 
re:rl prlofity. not lnoependrnl budget status 
111 the organI%atIo~a: framework. BrOad 
l)ut~Ilr support. and tl!e commltmcnts of the 
Presrdent irnd Co!~sress. will Insure ample 
:u~,dIng. whaleve: t.t,r orga!nsatlonal srttlng. 

‘I’1.i P&nel reconm:cnd.?o that several spe- 
‘.lhC CbdmInl~tmtlrr Jx.werj be glwn t.he 
“;ltrcer authority IU txj,ed,te contract snd 
g1.anlmaMng ~pfnx~~14. 

Most of the rccummencinr I&S have already 
been unplemenled (K have been recom- 
metided in a report by *he C;omptroller Gen- 
rral’s 0ltlc.s On the “Adm:n;!&ratmn of C%n- 
Wacte and Grants isa Cancer Resasrch.” 
m&e et tire requtat 01  the Senate Labor and 
Public WelfKre Cnmmittwe (repor+& March 
5. 1971). 

SpecIficall9. one rec~,mmel:dstfon was to 

This SuggestIon seem6 to have merit. In 
11Kht of the fact that 45% of the 1.181 urn&a 
f<nded In 1910. representing 12% of the 
total dollar amount (12”, of 871.4 mllllon). 
were rot grt~~ts of under CSO.aOO erreh. 

Contractc: A8 for the Panel’s recommenda- 
tlon that mas use be made of the contrnct 
mechnnlsm In funding cancer proJcda. it 
should he noted that NC1 In recent yeam has 
made extensive use of contract6 for collabo- 
rbtlve resaamh programs. Of the Instltuts’s 
$191 mllllon ln fiscal 1970 obllgs.tlons. #CI 
&warded 333 research contracta for $49.7 mll- 
lion (more than one-fourth the t&al obllga- 
tion.) 

In addltlon. as previously noted. the Cancer 
Institute has been given the legal authority 
to enter into prime and sub-contracts. as 
recommended by the Panel. 

The cantracts require an sversge time of 
7 month9 for reVleW and rpproval. T im GAO 
found that about llh months of that t ime 
was the result of unnecessary dupllcrtive re- 
p ie%% by both NIFf and PCI. 

Sorrtract bWbd3 are not subJsct to the 
sbme peer review system as grant npplfca- 
tlons. There 1s a problem In recruiting Out- 
side peer consultants with no confifct of 
Interest. Contracts are reviewed by standing 
in-house NC1 program comrnfttees and then 
by the SclenMflc Directorate. an in-house 
hotly unique to the Cancer Institute. becpuse 
01 the number and various types of contracts 
which the Institute lets out. (The Dlrector- 
a$$ Is cornpOsed of 6 members! the NC1 Di- 
rector. the Dlrector of Iab~ratarles and 
Cllnlcs. the &lentl& Director for Chemo- 
thenrpy, the Sclentlilc Dirsctor for Etiology 
and the hssoclate Dlrector for extra mural 
ProgramS.) The Cancer Advisor9 Council 
periodically reviews plans uid status of the 
contract m-am. A renort in 1066 (known 

Two of these channels cRn bs ellmlnnted by 
having the Cancer Director report directly 
to the NIH Director, who the11 reports dlrect- 
Jy to the President. 

Wlthout some overall dire&on On the part 
of the NIH Director, unnecessary and corn- 
petltlve lines of communication and com- 
mand will be set up between the Cancer Dl- 
rector and the NM Director. who then reports 
direct.ly co the President. 

The th,rteen sclantlsts who wrote the New 
York limes. July 28. slated: “It is hard to 
lmnglne a scheme with more potential for 
undermining the scientific lntegrlty of thr 
NM and the authority of its Director.” 

There Is even the danger tbnt a separate 
resesxch entity ~111 create its own bureauc- 
rar9. It would seem better to elnninnte those 
now In existence. than to crenle potential 
r.ew ones. 

The nlsJor argument in favor of involving 
the NIH Director lies in the fact that little 
evidence, if any exists to support the con- 
clusion that prqgress 111 cancer research has 
hum slgnlficnntly impeded by admlnIstrat1ve 
problems. and that eliatlng lnadequaciea M  
not eorra%able wlthln the org3nlzatiOnS! 
framework of NIH. 

OTHN POINTS In PMTBL REPOPT 
No one quarrels with the recomm endatlon 

of the Panel that more manpower bs traIned 
to conduct cancer research. There appears to 
be 8 clear need for this. At the present time 
there is not enough manpower to fill a large 
number of c*nrer research centers. The Panel 
would like to see more such centers built. 
but more manpower IS the first necesslt9. 
There is also a need for more demonstrstlon 
treatment centers. where new forms of treat- 
ment can be tried on larger populations than 
at resent. 

4 er;e recommendations of the Panel CBn 
l?s iulfilled wilb a sub&anti&l monetxry sup- 

granted the Nation4 Chucer InsLit& this 
poWt?l-. 

Another rewmmendatmn--to enable the 
Cbncer &,ency to comncit avallable funds 
until expended rathe: thsn on a gear-to- 
year batis-must be acled upon by Congress 
m  ternm of advrnce fundlnq. Congress could 
bppmJJU'ibtC funds for Lhe Can= InStitut.4 
ti, be bV.ilbble for &.UU&l,,g fL%al 9~. 
Thus. cancer nro~~ts. which often extend 
fW 3 t.0 5 ye&.- would be funded in ad- 
vance. rrther than on b yearly hasis. 

This type Of rdrnnce funding hu heen 
bUthOrl& for Oertaln other p~o~‘rm, ill- 
cludlng ald to ed~~crrtlonally-deprived chll- 
dren under Title I 01 the Elementary and 
SerJoudery Bducbtion Act of 1965. 

OS the Ril& Report) iecommended against 

L prOJect-by-prefect review by the Advisory 
Council of contracts like that done for grants. 

The GAO recommended divldlng the Another ubum for delay m  funding is the 
recent practice followed b9 both Congress 
and the ExecuUve Branch of f&tiw 81~~81 
spending cCll ln@. Such celllngz3 r6lght be 
ellmin~t.4 for can- budgets. 

Agrrin. the fault 16 not with the NIR-NC1 
StrUCtUl= 3,&,blfshlZlg b ep#Lrate CMlCer 
Agency woulb not axrtct these proMems 
Without attendtig act.lm by Congrash and 
the ExeCotlve Branch-and the pmblans 
ten bs corrected wIthout estsbllshlng D  new 
a&wncy. ..’ 

PrOceM of contrwzt development and-award 
into two nhasw. No doubt the contract n- 
view pro&s. like the grant review process. 
can be speeded up, but rhls can be -m- 
pllshed adminlstrstlvelg. also. The dupllca- 
tion of tevkw by both NXR and NC1 can bs 
ClhiMtCd. if the total Contract bwud 
process is concentrated in the Cancer In- 
Litute. 

DPtAYS M  OUNTS, oow1pAcTs APPBOVN, 
As fa the I&gth of t ime presently alloted 

for approval c# grant soplicatlons and oon- 
tract pro- I have several observations 
to counter the Panel’s objrctlons to these 
time periods. 

The Panel ~1~0 recommended a cenlml data 
bank and information retrieval center. This 
1s also a good idea. but, I om told. dif%zult 
to McOmplish. The NIIi presently has a corn- 
puterleed data bank Ustlng grants by tpps Of 
nrolect. snd a hst of contracts is bclne added 
ij ihe illlormsrion. The Smithsoni& InsLl- 
tutlon maintains a general Scientific In- 
formatlon EXcixnge. 

However. it is evident that procress In 
cancer tesearch Is not held up lor want Of 
an easy informn t Ion system. 
e.ErIENPIFITY. *ND mr: BEWTION~II IP m  NIH 

BBOAD-BASXO BESEbRCH 

maAlGHT lxN* OP *mHOIxTT 
Now we come to the most crucial part of 

Cancer research has produced some very 
heartening steps In recent yesrs. particularly 
In controlling some forms of the disease such 
es leukemia and Hcxlglrin’s dlseese. Many of 
the break%hmughs were the outgrowth Of 
bale research, which WUBS not cancer-tar- 
geted. 

The discovery of the cancer-uses for several 
drugs-including methotntxate and pred- 
nlaone-fell out of h&c research in otllet 
areas. 

These drugs an now used to treat Parlou 
leukemia8 and lympbonas. 

There are many examples llke these of 
how basic rrseamh turns into applied re- 
search. 

This! kind 01 ha&c research must be con- 
tinued. I believe that the prasent NIH &UC- 
ture is the best source cd NDDorl  for such 
basic. multlphase xsearch. -- 

The Panel. In Its “afterword.” agreed tit, 
“Concerted. laree. broe+dJv-lmsed regear& af- 
rats bm rt?citi** to ficlJitate obncer m- 
mh. stating further: “It ls the M ’s 
cmlnlon that B  large and essential conmo- 

the problem. as I see it. 1n the Senate$assed 
blll-the ooncent of bvnasslne the Dlreator 
of NIX in forr&latln~*cance; budgets bnd 
programs. This is anonn!our.. If the lnten- 
tion of an expanded cancer effort 1s to work 
closely with NIH and to “mafntaln the e& 
ing belance between fundamental and tar- 
geted resenrch.” p6 Dr. FL Mbt~in Pollard, 
President of the American Cancer Socletv. 
stated ln a letter to the editor of the Ne& 
YWt Timcb. July 28. 

Secretarv Richardson testified before the 

Greats: Grqtlts during the calendar year 
1070 reaulmd an bverbee of 6 to g months 
fa tevle-w 8nd +p&nwal.- 

In fiscbl 1971. NC1 awarded 354 resesuch 
grants arnountlng to 833 mllllau dollam 
Grbnta codldemd tot&led 003. of which 
683 were spp;tb.ved for fundlnx. &d 334 wrxe 
funded. l3tu&.8ectio~a oonstder nome 80-100 
at each M~&L The lrrstlonal Advlmry M- 
UX Ca.mciJ ohsiders 4OS500 bp~ll~8tlons 8t 
each meetIn& 

It is evid&t from the GAO report that 
some time x&y bs ellmlnated from the 6 to 
8 month r&m process. particularly In 
waltlng per&s between review steps. Most 
Of the pbIIt SpplicDtlO~ rebCh the l?lrSt re- 
view step. ‘the study aecuon. wlthln 3 
mom. h nbN may -z&e &lo weeti titer 
conalderatlti~by the Advisory Council. 

Senate H&h Subcommittee, June 10: 
‘The prlmnry purpose (of s cancer pro- 

g!‘bZO) hJ to keeD cancer research in Cl- 
and constint contact wlth the mrlnstream 
of blomedlcal research of which It ls LD. 
Integral part. Such contact 1s. in fact. taaen- 
till. Cancer research has in the psst profited 
grebtly from work done in other flelds, &ml, 
ss YOU know, 8ome of the most promlslng 
leads in the search for the c.auses bnd th6 
~ell~Ibt mechanics of cancer have come from 
work done in other fields. . , . 

“To 0reat.c the opt imum conditions for a 
ItI8jOt 8ttaok on csnca. the PZlbtfOllshiDs 
thbt have been so prod&tive In the p&t 
mumt be mslntalned. Moreover. the lndi- 
vlslblllty of knowledge and understandIng 
In the life sciences is such that research on 
other d)ecrrses will 61~1 have much to guln 
from close contact with a greatly expanded 
cbncer research effort.” Richardson said. 

part of t& delay lb asued by the faot 
that $he st$dy eections and the AdvlUXy 
Council meet onlr tbre9 Umee * 9esr. It is 
di!tlcu!t. hom.r.to require the mmdets of 
these bodla Who LT~ e-mlnant aclelrttstr en- 
gaged In OMer work ln labatorlca and 
schools-to Sheet much more oftem than 
that. 

TJd II sound advice. but in order to LE- 
complish such a cohesiveness among the bi& 
medk.aJ Kdences, It Is necessary to have the 
heads @f all areas oi research share Informe; 

They mlg]PD meet four t lmm a War. Fur- 
thermore. thb,revlew process no doubt. could 
be cxpedlted 4bt the administrative levels. 

However. ir4s the oplnlon of dIstin~!& 
.‘I 

nent of anv future effort must he the &n- 
tlnued accumulatioIl o8 fundamentsl lnfor- 
matlon. In order to provide the r8tlonal basis 
on which to build better methods of pre- 
vention. diagnosis and treatment.” 

It Is my belle1 that such an effort can best 
be moved forward through the NIH. 


