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Q:  This is an interview with Bradie Metheny, being done on

the 23rd of May 1991, in the Institute of Medicine, my

office, Room 304, 2133 Wisconsin Avenue. [static]

METHENY:  Two things, I think, that moved it forward.  One,

that the Appropriations Committee said yes, we can

appropriate, we don't need the authorization language.  And

B, that there was this turf issue here.  And that was an

important piece of turfism.  Biotechnology in competition

was very real at that point, too, and that moved it forward. 

But I would have to say that that got us going.

But the hearing that you testified at, and you'll have

to supply who else was there, I don't really remember.  I

know Jim was there.  Victor McKusick, I think, was there.

Q:  Nader...

METHENY:  Yes.  It was interesting, I was sitting there with

John Holmfeld at that point, he was in the back of the room,
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and I turned to John and I said, "Is it my imagination or

are we seeing a whole new birth of science?"  Because it was

really that kind of electricity from everybody who was

testifying in pr..., that committee particularly.  And John,

who is probably the lowest-keyed person I have ever seen in

my life, was quite excited about everything that was going

on.  And you just knew that you were seeing something.  You

may not have known that it was a birth of new science, but

there was something pretty exciting that was taking place,

from a policy level, in relationship to science at that

particular point.

That then really fired everybody up.  From that point

on [static] to have a meeting of the delegation in early

April, where we met with Weicker, Maureen Byrnes, Ricky

Poster, from Hatfield.  You know, I think Marsha McLean, who

was Tom Eagleton's staff lady, was there at that point.  And

the staff, as I was saying, could really begin to understand

this, because they could relate to genetic diseases that

they knew about at that point.  And the idea that you might

be able to do something to alleviate this, to know about it,

to do some kind of manipulation to save people from doing

it, that really did get to people.  That was something that

they saw as a great opportunity.

Q:  In comparison to other things that you've worked on for

the delegation, what was your sense of the speed with which
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this got put on the agenda?  And what were the important

elements in that dynamic?

METHENY:  It got put on pretty fast, and there were several

important elements in that, I think.  The first was the

competition between NIH and DOE.  That was it, I think that

moved it forward quickly.  The second was international

competition.  Those were the two wedges there.  

But probably the one piece that moved it faster than

anything else was what Jim Watson did with the report you

guys put together and with his determination to move this

thing forward.  He was able to really heal some pretty major

schisms in the scientific community about mapping versus

sequencing; about big science versus little science; about

technology versus whatever.  And he, diplomatically

sometimes (hard to believe), but diplomatically, and other

times just straight out, just charging full speed, he

managed to put these things aside and begin to bring the

community together around that.  

The conversation between Jim Watson and Jim Wyngaarden

was the thing that really got it going, where Jim Watson

said, "If you're not going to get NIH into this game, then

I'm going to take my talents and put my effort into getting

DOE on target."  

Was that planned?  I don't think Jim ever does anything

that isn't planned, I'll tell you the truth.  I really do
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think that he's just a very sharp guy, and he's very astute

politically, and he's got that fine knack of the outrageous. 

And, when you get all through, it usually accomplishes

something, it moves something forward.  Anybody else would

never make it.  And people get upset, but so what?  He's

moved the thing to where he wants it to go.

So I guess that was the speed.  I think that went very

fast from that point.  

What was driving the scientific community crazy was the

slow time from the time that people began to talk about it

and about getting the legislation available and moving in

that area forward.  

And was it Deci, is that his name?  Charles Deci?  Was

that who it was?  What was his name?

Q:  DeLisi.

METHENY:  DeLisi.  This guy was quite good.  You know, I've

never met him.  But he put that on the map, you know, and he

began moving it, and he was going forward with that.  And he

brought the scientific community--kicking, screaming, and

frightened that he was going to take the show and go with

it--along very quickly.  

But, from the biomedical community's point of view,

there was a long drag, and the community was becoming quite

impatient with that long drag.  So that when Watson made his
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move, and when he and Baltimore got together, that was the

time that things went forward.  And I believe, you know,

you've already interviewed Jim, but I believe that that

coming together between Jim and David happened at a meeting

in Boston in December of '87, where we had the delegation

all meeting together, and that was where that particular

point came forward.

Your report was well enough done that there was no

credibility doubt about it at all, and, therefore, it was

not something that had to be restudied.  Different points of

view, different arguments, but that was the instrument that

was able to pull this thing together and give it a way to

sort of surround it and move forward.  That was exciting.

Q:  Could we kind of talk now about the construction of the

project?  What was your sense of what was going on last year

in the budget cycle?  And, of course, the Genome Project,

having gotten up and running, was kind of getting off the

runway and then these crosswinds hit it.  Let's go through

last year's, then this year's budget cycle, because each

one's rather different.

METHENY:  I guess what I think happened was I think Jim and

Elke dropped the ball the months before.  I'm not talking

about the fiscal year, I'm talking about the months before. 

They really didn't get on this finance thing very much, and
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all of a sudden the researchers were beginning to talk about

it taking away money, that it was big science; they lumped

it together with the super collider and the space station. 

And Jim and Elke, in my view, did not (and I've told both of

them this) did not do their homework.  They did not get out

and tell the community what was happening.  You come up to

the budget cycle and Jim sort of dropped the ball there

again, because he took a different tack than he should ever

have taken.  He, in essence, I think, was so frustrated by

the resistance--because, remember now, he saw nothing that

there should be any resistance to this project whatsoever--

but I think that he thought that the Congress was really

trying to impede his progress, and Jim lost his temper.  I

just had lunch with someone today who said, "Had Jim lied?" 

And Jim said, "Go down and eat it, Jack."  All of which...

Q:  That has to have been Mike Stevens.

METHENY:  Well, he was one of them, that's right.  So this

said, "Whoa, wait a minute."  And the thing that was

interesting was, Mr. Natcher is not one to dilly with this

thing, but he also respected what Jim was trying to do--

another chairman that could really have been a disaster.  So

what they did was, in cutting back, they gave him the

opening of the door if they needed it, that the NIH director

could take some money and put it back in there.  And, you
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know, that saved the project.  But, by the same token, Jim

was properly chastised and warned that this doesn't go in

the halls of Congress.

So that happened, but the big thing that was going on

last year was this tremendous outcry about money being taken

away from the whole field of RO1 grants, the investigator-

initiated grants.  

Bernie Davis, who's retired from now from Harvard, was

one of the major people who was trying to oppose that last

year.  And, again...

Q:  Is he in your delegation?

METHENY:  No.  He's always been a part of it in the fact

that he knows so many of them that his input is always in

there, but he's never personally been a part of that

delegation.  And he was quite adamant that the Genome

Project really was devastating the rest of the scientific

community.  And I don't think he's changed that opinion

grossly at this point.  He may have accepted it, but I don't

think that if you were to talk to him you would find that

he'd changed that view.

So at that point it was everything: it was the finite

budget, it was the RO1s and the low award rates, it was

everything else.  And, because Jim and Elke had not done

their homework, had not gotten out there, really had not
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done their homework with the Congress, either, I think they

were wide open for the kind of action that came along.

I don't think this year we'll see that as a repeat.  In

fact, quite frankly I think they were the only ones who'd

come up there and were convincing that they had enough money

in the budget--just give us a budget; we've got enough of

your...to do the job in the hearings this year.  They were

pretty convincing that this was where they are and what they

ought to be doing.  So I think there are going to be some

problems because of money, but I don't think there's any

reason why at least the House, and I doubt if the Senate,

are saying don't give this because it's not a good project

or whatever.

The whole idea of big science versus little science at

this point is not cured, however.  I don't think that's gone

away one whit; it's still right there.  I think it's better,

and I think that Jim and Elke have done a reasonably good

job over the last seven months of going out and talking to

various societies and various groups and putting forth the

idea.  

I thought Jim was...did you go to the hearing this year

in the House?  You ought to get the tape on his hearing,

because it's quite different from his statement, as those

things often are.  But he was very clear, very concise with

what was going on, talking about why the project would work,

where the dollar amounts would make it not a feasible
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activity to go forward, how to begin to set priorities,

where you were beginning to look at the top genetic

diseases.

See, that was the selling point originally with the

delegation.  All of a sudden you had X number of genetic

diseases, and the delegation said, "Well, this is a huge

project, but suppose we take the top tier--four, five,

three, whatever--and begin to work on those."  And that was

really where the delegation began to come together, because

now they could see how to get a grasp on it.

I'm not scientifically astute enough to tell you, but

there is a whole segment of letters there that I've heard

great debate about whether it was garbage or whether there

was something there.  You know, should we bother to sequence

or map this?  I'm not even sure which it is, but should we

bother to do this?  Bernie Davis would tell you that it's

garbage and don't do anything about that.  I don't think Jim

is that sure.  He might not fall on his sword at this point

in time to do it, but I don't think he's that sure that

that's just garbage at this point.  So that debate is going

to go on for a while.  And that, I guess, is what science is

all about when you're dealing with a new project.

But I think it's one of the most exciting things when

you deal with it, when you look at the evolution of it, from

a policy standpoint, from a scientific standpoint, from an

impact standpoint.  From its outreach, it stirred law,
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religion, economics.  All of a sudden here is a piece of

science that everybody wants to be a part of in some way,

that they want to debate the issues.  They may not know

what's going on, but...  Last summer I heard a clergyman

from Georgetown, I can't remember what his name was, but

anyway he got up there and he talked about this thing from

the ethical point of view, and he did a beautiful job.  And

then there was an attorney out of B.U. who came up and said,

"Yeah, but you can't worry about it.  It's not ethics; it's

privacy.  That's the issue."  And this whole debate is going

on.  And then you've got a couple of scientists who are

saying: "Don't sequence that stuff; it's garbage."  "No, it

isn't."  There's a fashion about this that's moving it

forward, and that's kind of exciting to see.

I guess, that day at your hearing, for me, from my

standpoint...

I'm a great fan of Oliver Wendell Holmes, Sr., because

here's a guy who came back from Vienna with the idea that

everybody ought to wash their hands, that here was this

situation that they could listen to a heart on, they could

even make your blood pressure.  I mean, you know, he had

these wild ideas--wild enough that they got him drummed out,

totally, out of Boston.  The medical society had him sent

out to the western part of the state so he couldn't spread

this stuff of wash your hands.  Well, you now look back and
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say, "Hey, that was a significant piece of science when it

comes to the health of this country."  

And you had to almost feel, that day, that washing your

hands had suddenly grown up and was taking on this huge

dimension, and that there was this whole new avenue, a whole

new idea in science that was going to just suddenly blossom. 

And it is.  The technology, the biotechnology.  And that's

why the passion is being stirred in these other areas like

money and economics and politics.  It's just as volatile as

Holmes was in saying wash your hands before you deliver a

baby.  Same deal.  Same passion.

Q:  One of the things that I observed is there aren't too

many scientists who actually ever really learn the

complexities of Capitol Hill.  I'm interested in your

observations on the degree to which this became the vehicle

for Jim actually doing that.  In your view, who were the

people who actually made a difference, not in the scientific

community but in bringing this from science into the

political arena?  We've talked about Baltimore and Watson,

but are there any other observations about...

METHENY:  Both...the guy from Energy.

Q:  DeLisi.
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METHENY:  When you begin to look at that area, I think you

would have to look at some other people who kept it alive,

who kept moving it forward.  They may not have been taking

an active role like Jim or Baltimore or Mr. Natcher or

Weicker, but they were there.  

Holmfeld was one of those people, you know, who moved

that, because he kept asking about it, he kept bringing this

thing up at that particular point.  

George Brown, definitely.  

Claudine Schneider got excited about it from a

Republican point of view and kept talking about it and kept

bringing it forward.  

There's a caucus, the Congressional Caucus for the

Future.  Several times I had people before that group.  So

this kind of interplay was going on all the time and I think

had a very significant role in bringing it to the front.  

I guess the other person I think did yeoman's work on

this thing was Jim Wyngaarden.  I mean, anyway you slice it. 

Because it was when he decided to move that it moved,

really.  He said, "Let's move it into the political arena,"

and he did, you know.  Because if he hadn't given the

approval, the delegation would have probably backed off or

gone to saying, "Okay, Jim, we help you, Energy, get this

thing moved forward."  I think the single most significant

player was Wyngaarden in saying, "I want this at NIH and I
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want to move it forward."  So I think he took it from

science and put it into that area.  

I think Mayland Hoagland probably played a significant

role in acclimating the scientist to what had to happen

politically.  Because Mayland, although he complained and

griped about the political process, had a good feel for it

and he would spend a lot of time talking about how to do

this and what to go forward.  So I think that was it.

There's a fellow whose name is leaving me at the

moment.  He was deputy science advisor under Frank

Press...he's in Seattle now...Gill Ulhman.  Going back even

before E7 had put this sort of on the agenda, on the plate

of everybody, you would often hear him.  He was both a

science advisor and then he went into OMB, and he kept sort

of dropping the fact: Did you know it was coming?  Did you

know it was coming?  

There was a lot of creating the climate for the genome

to blossom, and it would be hard, again, to pick any one

particular individual to do that.  

I guess what the delegation's role was was packaging

and realizing that it didn't have to go to the long

authorization route.  My personal view was that would have

been a disaster, because if we had gotten into the

authorization route, honest to God, Bob, I don't think we'd

have one to do.  You know, because that could go, hearings

can go, and gant...  And I think that when that was figured
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out, that you didn't have to do that, that there was another

way, I think that enabled the delegation to move just a

little bit faster than anybody else.  

Energy was trying to go the authorization route.  And

they may have had to; I don't know their rules that well,

you know.  I just thought if we could get around that, under

this beautiful 301(i)(j)(k), we could move it a little

faster.  And it worked.

You've got to remember, the delegation is made up of a

group of scientists whose names appear on the letterhead. 

However, at any one time, depending upon the issue they are

asked to deal with--and they have always been asked to deal

with whatever issue--at that point they bring in whoever is

the expert along with the lot.

If I could just digress here to answer your question

about who was really good at something, one of the best

hearings was on the AIDS.  When the Academy came out with

the AIDS plan, it was sort of languishing; there wasn't much

happening dollarwise.  There was a lot of talk about it, but

a billion dollars scared a lot of people at that point in

the committees.  And Mr. Natcher asked me if I would bring

together the delegation on AIDS.  

Well, obviously there were some key players: Jim

Watson, at that point; David Baltimore, at that point. 

However, Jim was not as very good in this--he didn't pretend

to be--so David assumed the role of chairman of that group. 
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And we got Harold Warmis, we got Howard Timid, and so it

went.  I could give you a list of these, but I don't

remember who it was.  

But what was really good there was David very

articulately presented the picture of what were the issues

and what had been studied.  Howard Timid, though, was a

little bit opposed to some of the things David was

advocating in dollars and cents--and studiedly so; it was

not an irrational view.  And he was able to make that pitch

and that appeal very graphically and very dramatically on

what ought to be done.  And if you took a look at the

transcript of what Howard Timid and David said, and looked

at what happened out of the Labor HHS Committee both in the

House and the Senate, you would find it was almost exactly

because, and here it was because these guys were so

convincing, so honest, so straightforward.  

Mayland Hoagland has this British accent, you know. 

He's from Cambridge, and he's very studied, very much the

English gentleman and a good scientist.  And he always acts

like he's just overwhelmed, and then he will cut through and

just literally lay out a civics lesson to these scientists

that is just absolutely as clear as it can be.  So he I

would have to credit with being the glue that really made

things clear.

Jim had the fire and the passion and was not afraid to

go forward.  David was articulate, as I said.  Arthur

Bradie Metheny - page 15



Cornburg.  Arthur Cornburg would come up there and he'd talk

about money, and he was so sincere: "How in the world could

you, Mr. Chairman, deny basic biomedical research this

money?" and make it stick because he was just that good.

Others, their concern, their sincerity, and their

attitude really carried the day.  They each made a statement

wherever we went.  And that was not rehearsed; it was not

necessarily the same statement the delegation chairman was

going to come up with.  That's the one key.  You're part of

a delegation, and this is the general thrust, but you also

have your own viewpoints.  And that's worked well.

So it all depends upon what the issues were and who

they were.  

George Belotti can be eloquent.  You may think that

because of his heavy accent he would be ineffective, but,

because of his heavy accent, you see everybody beginning to

lean forward and listen.  And he's very good, you know.

Lou Thomas, so sincere, so articulate.  And when he got

through painting a picture, you just knew that we were the

brightest and best things that had ever been created anyway,

you know.  

So that's basically it.  Everybody had a...

Thornton Diesel, another one who really knew science,

and he could tell you the result of that science.  He

couldn't translate the science well, but he could say, "What
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I hope..." and when he would get it to "What I hope," why,

he would come out with a pretty good view.

Q:  How does the delegation decide what they're going to

work on, and how does the general project come onto the

agenda in the first place?

METHENY:  The Genome Project came onto the whole area

because, at this meeting we're talking about in December,

Phil Leader, Ron Cape, David, Jim did make it in, but there

were several who didn't because we had a hell of a snowstorm

that day, but they started talking about this thing from the

standpoint of what it was going to mean.  Pure speculation

at that point.  And everybody began to say that this was one

of those things that had to happen.  And then that science,

this was the next level, this was where science was going to

take some great strides.

Q:  So you get together in periodic meetings?

METHENY:  Yes.

Q:  In Boston usually?

METHENY:  No, it can be anywhere.  It can be down here,

because we're active enough that we can do it down here.  I
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find that I use conference calls, right now, greatly. 

They've got a new spokesman now, Leon Rosenberg, who's dean

of the School of Medicine at Yale.  Usually one person will

come up with an idea for a work program, and then I'll

scurry about and bring the details and point out the pros

and the cons from a policy point of view, from a logistics

point of view, and then we will send it out to everybody,

and we usually get a member on the phone.  

So, even though the delegation is thirteen to sixteen

in actual listing, I think one year we had a total of fifty-

seven people at different hearings.  And I think twenty-

three or twenty-four of them were Nobel laureates.  They

need not be a Nobel laureate to come to these hearings.  In

fact, many of the experts in the field are not Nobel

laureates, obviously.  But they try to really find who is

the best person to comment on something, or who can present

a point of view that may not be necessarily being thought of

at this point.

Q:  How are you all financed?

METHENY:  Well, there are a number of different institutions

that support it, and they go from $250 up to a maximum of

about $3,000.  No more than that, anyway, and that's a

major-sized group.  We do have the Commonwealth Fund; we

have the Market Foundation for specific kinds of projects,
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things of that nature.  So we're not a big operation, you

know.

It was kind of funny, because one time we were smoking

along, and there was a guy who is now...I won't bring up his

name, but who is now one of the science editors at the New

York Times, and he was out hunting in those days for

whatever he could find in the way of fraud and abuse--

whatever.  And so he came down and he was sure that we were

all in the pockets of somebody.  He was so disappointed when

he looked and our budget was $74,000 for the entire year. 

Because these guys pay their own expenses.  The only salary

that comes out of that is where I'm working.  These guys are

doing big science, they're statesmen of science, they're

citizens of science, and that's what they're intending to

do.  So it's kind of a neat group to be around and work

with.

Q:  Is there anything that I should have asked you that I

haven't?

METHENY:  No, I think you've done a pretty good job.  I

guess one of the things, I don't know who's interviewing

you, but obviously somebody better.

Q:  Well, I get to write the book.
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METHENY:  Well, that's all right, but I think it's kind of

important that the perception of what you did and what other

people saw you doing be brought into this.  Because you

really were sort of a flag that everybody was sort of

gathering around--you and your report.  And that report was

good enough that it wasn't challenged.  The debate went on,

but the report wasn't challenged.  I think if we'd have had

a sloppy report that liked seeking authorization, we would

have still been debating it.  Because the scientific

community saw the vision, but they weren't sure enough of

the road and they might not have ventured down it.  And I

think that had there been doubt out of your report, that

might have caused a serious delay.

Q:  Yes, even one of the reports turning thumbs downward

would have been serious trouble.

METHENY:  Yes, exactly.  But it was fun.  I think it was one

of the most exciting projects I ever worked on, as I'm sure

you did.  It's very exciting to see a new science born.

Q:  Well, good.  Thank you very much.

METHENY:  My pleasure, sir.  I hope this provides...

Q:  We will turn this into a transcript and...
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