
Controls on Sensitive Research—Their Evolution 

According to Soviet Acquisition of Militarily 
Significant Western Technology, a repor t pub
l ished by t h e D e p a r t m e n t of D e f e n s e 
( D O D ) last year , in format ion gleaned from 
scient i f ic c o n f e r e n c e s in t h e W e s t has 
con t r ibu ted subs tant ia l ly to the success of 
t he Soviet mi l i ta ry- indus t r ia l m a n u f a c t u r 
ing base. It says the Soviets e s t ima te tha t 
data picked up at some 35 ta rge ted con
ferences in the late 1970s and early 1980s 
"produced savings of millions of rubles in 
l o n g - r a n g e mi l i t a ry r e sea r ch p ro jec t s— 
savings roughly equiva len t to 100 man-
years of effort ." Moreover , the D O D repor t 
s a y s , " T h e fact that n u m e r o u s professional 
and scientific conferences are specifically 
identified as valuable sources in advance by 
the VPK indicates the i r exploi tat ion is not 
fo r tu i tous , bu t carefully p lanned ." 

D O D c o n s i d e r s t h e VPK, o r S o v i e t 
Mil i tary Industr ia l Commiss ion , to be the 
mos t powerful o rgan iza t ion in the Soviet 
d e f e n s e - r e s e a r c h e s t a b l i s h m e n t . It says 
VPK no t only coord ina tes deve lopmen t of 
all Soviet w e a p o n s bu t also t he na t iona l -
level Soviet p r o g r a m to acquire Wes te rn 
t e c h n o l o g y . T h e U.S. in te l l igence c o m 
m u n i t y believes m a n y if no t mos t of the 
rough ly 2,000 Soviet Bloc scientis ts and 
e n g i n e e r s on p ro fess iona l vis i ts to t he 
United S ta te s each year probably a t t e m p t 
to fulfill h igh-pr ior i ty VPK r e q u i r e m e n t s . 
Each such r e q u i r e m e n t is a d o c u m e n t , piece 
of h a r d w a r e , or set of data specifically 
t a rge ted forcol lec t ion. According to D O D , 
the Soviet Academy of Sciences, S ta te 
C o m m i t t e e for Science and Technology, 
( C K N T ) and Sta te C o m m i t t e e for Foreign 
Economic Rela t ions (GKES) all con t r ibu te 
to mee t ing VPK's s ta ted " r e q u i r e m e n t s " 
t h r o u g h the direct ives they give research
e rs before sending t hem into the West to 
a t t e n d confe rences o r to par t ic ipate in 
coopera t ive exchanges . 

In an e f f o r t t o t h w a r t w h a t D O D 
descr ibes as the West ' s " subs id iz ing" of the 
Soviet mil i tary bui ldup, the Reagan admin
is t ra t ion has since 1980 s tepped up mea
s u r e s to con t ro l the commun ica t i on of 
much science and technical data in disci
plines deemed "mili tari ly critical." While 
m o s t U.S. sc ien t i s t s do not object to the 
mot ives dr iving the g o v e r n m e n t ' s c lamp 
d o w n , m a n y are n o n e t h e l e s s concerned 
abou t the negat ive effects this p rog ram has 
had on both individual scientis ts and scien
tific societies. In par t icular , they object tha t 
ex tens ive res t r i c t ions are being placed on 
a c c e s s t o u n c l a s s i f i e d i n f o r m a t i o n — 
informat ion that until recent ly has largely 
been freely communica ted wi th in the in ter
nat ional research c o m m u n i t y . M a n y scien
t i s ts and research societies have begun 

a r g u i n g s t r e n u o u s l y tha t by placing limits 
on the exchange of scientific and engi 
nee r ing in format ion , the U.S. g o v e r n m e n t 
may inadver t en t ly stifle innovat ion , and in 
so doing, jeopardize nat ional secur i ty . 

As t h e A m e r i c a n P h y s i c a l S o c i e t y ' s 
R o b e r t L. Park said in t e s t i m o n y before an 
A u g u s t 11 S e n a t e Foreign Rela t ions Sub
c o m m i t t e e hea r ing on free t rade in ideas: 
" O n e has only to look at ou r political 
adversar ies to w i tnes s the effect of g o v e r n 
m e n t r e s t r a in t s . Soviet biology trails far 
behind tha t of the West , largely as a resu l t 
of years of official s u p p o r t for the dis
credi ted genet ic theor ies of Lysenko. Solid-
s t a t e e lect ronics in the Soviet Union has 
neve r fully recovered from the official 
decision to s t r ess g e r m a n i u m - b a s e d tech
nology over si l icon-based. It is hard to 
believe tha t these decisions could have long 
pers is ted in an a t m o s p h e r e of free dis
cuss ion ." It's u n f o r t u n a t e , he said, bu t "a t 
t imes the U.S. s eems in ten t on emula t ing 
the Soviet Union 's failed sys tem by careless 
application of expor t cont ro l laws to t he 
t ransfe r of in format ion ." 

In a le t ter to Defense Sec re ta ry Caspa r 
We inbe rge r last year, the p res iden t s of 12 
scientific and eng inee r ing societies voiced 
the i r object ions to many of these new 
con t ro l s , especially to w h a t they t e rmed 
D O D ' s de fac to i m p o s i t i o n of a n e w 
ca t ego ry of classif icat ion—one that l imits 
publicat ion of affected unclassi-fied data to 
a limited audience , usual ly one consis t ing 
of U.S. res iden ts only. Argu ing that such a 
classification r u n s c o u n t e r to the principal 
miss ions of the i r o rgan iza t ions , the presi
d e n t s vowed the i r g r o u p s "will not be 
respons ib le for, nor will t hey sponso r , 
closed or res t r ic ted access technical ses
s ions at mee t ings or conferences conducted 
u n d e r the i r auspices ." 

" [T]he U.S. scientific and technical e n t e r 
prise has been ba t t e red in the past several 
years by ac t ions and t h r e a t s of ac t ions on 
the g o v e r n m e n t ' s pa r t to supp re s s the 
no rma l disclosure of unclassified f indings ," 
according to William D. C a r e y , execut ive 
officer of the Amer ican Associat ion for the 
A d v a n c e m e n t of Science (AAAS). In con
gress iona l t e s t i m o n y this past s u m m e r he 
noted tha t "open scientific and technical 
confe rences have been in ter fered wi th re
pea ted ly and o b n o x i o u s l y , h u n d r e d s of 
prepared papers have been seques te red , 
sc ient is ts have been w a r n e d to clean up 
the i r act o r face severe penal t ies , un ive r 
sities have been pressured to exercise sur
veillance over foreign s t u d e n t s , and pub
l ishers of journa l s have had to walk a 
t i g h t r o p e in t ry ing to judge w h e t h e r o r no t 
a technical discussion con ta ins s o m e t h i n g 

tha t will s t r ike s o m e g o v e r n m e n t func
t ionary as r e q u i r i n g a n expor t l icense." T h e 
resul t , he said, is tha t " | t ] h e r e is a lot of 
in t imida t ion in the a t m o s p h e r e , and it is 
d r iv ing s o m e of o u r bes t g o v e r n m e n t , 
i n d u s t r i a l , and u n i v e r s i t y s c i e n t i s t s to 
decline to discuss the i r work at conferences 
of their peers . " 

National Security Decis ion Direct ive 189 
T h e Reagan admin i s t r a t ion , mindful of 

these a r g u m e n t s by influential sc ient is ts 
and societ ies, has s o u g h t to appease the 
r e sea rch c o m m u n i t y — i n par t , by el imi
nat ing some of the unce r t a in ty abou t which 
p r o g r a m s will be subject to con t ro l s . For 
ins tance , on S e p t e m b e r 2 1 , 1 9 8 5 , Pres iden t 
R e a g a n s igned a d i r e c t i v e e s t a b l i s h i n g 
Whi te H o u s e policy on the ex t en t to which 
cer ta in nonclassified research data could be 
cont ro l led . According to tha t Nat ional 
Secur i ty Decision Direct ive (NSDD)189 : 

"It is the policy of this admin i s t r a t ion 
tha t , to the m a x i m u m e x t e n t possible, 
the p roduc t s of fundamen ta l research 
remain u n r e s t r i c t e d . It is also the policy 
of this admin i s t ra t ion tha t , w h e r e the 
nat ional secur i ty requi res cont ro l , the 
mechan i sm for con t ro l of in format ion 
genera ted dur ing federally funded funda
menta l research in science, technology 
and eng inee r ing at colleges, univers i t ies 
and labora tor ies is classification. Each 
federal g o v e r n m e n t agency is responsible 
for: (a) d e t e r m i n i n g w h e t h e r classifica
tion is a p p r o p r i a t e pr ior to t he award of a 
research g r an t , con t rac t , or coopera t ive 
a g r e e m e n t and, if so, cont ro l l ing the 
research resul t s t h r o u g h s t andard classi
fication p rocedures ; (b) periodically re
viewing all research g r a n t s , con t rac t s , or 
c o o p e r a t i v e a g r e e m e n t s for po t en t i a l 
classification. 

" N o res t r ic t ions may be placed upon 
the conduc t or r epor t ing of federally 
funded fundamen ta l research that has 
not received nat ional securi ty classifica
t ion, except as provided in applicable U.S. 
s t a t u t e s . " 

What is Fundamental Research? 
A key to this policy is the definition of 

fundamental r e s ea r ch . G o v e r n m e n t g a t e 
keepe r s readily admi t tha t w h a t one con
tract m a n a g e r may cons ider"app l ied"cou ld 
appear qui te " f u n d a m e n t a l " to a n o t h e r . In 
fact, no tes S t e p h e n B. Gould of the A A A S 
C o m m i t t e e on Scient i f ic F r e e d o m and 
Respons ib i l i ty , " T h e label ' f u n d a m e n t a l 
r e s e a r c h ' was not c o m m o n l y used as a 
descr ipt ive t e rm wi th in the scientific and 
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eng inee r ing research c o m m u n i t y pr ior to 
re leaseof I N S D D 189] ind ra f t form in May 
1984." Identifying " fundamen ta l - r e sea r ch" 
p r o g r a m s is probably easiest wi th in the 
Nat ional Science Founda t ion , because the 
agency uses that t e rm as a budge t ca tegory . 
In o t h e r funding agencies, w h e r e basic 
research is not so well e a r m a r k e d , con
t r ac to r s may have a more difficult t ime 
assess ing w h e t h e r the i r nonclassified work 
is subject to g o v e r n m e n t cont ro ls . M o r e 
over , N S D D 189 policy does not formally 
address w h e t h e r indust r ia l con t rac t work 
or in -house g o v e r n m e n t research should 
be judged by the same s t andard . 

The Policy at D O D 
To clarify this s i tuat ion a m o n g the re

s ea r che r s it funds , the Air Force this year 
comple ted implemen ta t ion of a policy first 
ar t icula ted in 1983 by a D O D C o m m i t t e e 
on N a t i o n a l S e c u r i t y and T e c h n o l o g y 
T r a n s f e r . All nonclassified bas ic-research 
a n d e x p l o r a t o r y - d e v e l o p m e n t w o r k — 
des igna ted wi th in D O D by the con t rac t 
ca tegory des igna t ions 6.1 and 6.2 respect
ively— is, w h e n per formed in academia, 
open to unres t r i c t ed communica t ion , ex
cept as privacy and p r o p r i e t a r y (i.e. t r ade 
secrets) cons idera t ions dictate. Similarly, 
all unclassified basic research—or6.1 work— 
per fo rmed for the Air Force e i the r wi th in 
i ndus t ry or wi th in its service laborator ies 
can n o w be shared t h r o u g h unres t r i c t ed 
communica t ion . 

Exp lo ra to ry -deve lopmen t (6.2) work in 
i n d u s t r y o r Ai r F o r c e l a b o r a t o r i e s is 
sc reened case by case for evidence tha t it 
migh t u l t imate ly evolve in to a reas suffi
c ient ly "appl ied" tha t t he w o r k would in
volve th ings conta ined on D O D ' s Militarily 
Crit ical Technologies List (MCTL)—a cata
loging of technologies for which expor t 
cont ro l s are in effect. 

What type of 6.2 p r o g r a m migh t acquire 
con t ro l s? Explains one official: If, in a 
weapons -deve lopmen t p r o g r a m , a ques t ion 
crops up abou t how one of the new ma
terials to be used will behave , "we'll w a n t to 
j ump back in and do a little bit more 
s tudy ing of that mater ia l . This will be a 6.2 
project. And if, in the course of doing that 
w o r k we find we ' r e likely to give away h o w 
vu lne rab le that weapon might be in dif
f e r e n t e n v i r o n m e n t s , t h a t ' s w h e r e w e 
w o u l d w a n t to p u t a r ev i ew s i t u a t i o n 
[potential controls l on to make su re tha t 
a n y t h i n g tha t ' s publ ished sticks to the 
basics of evaluat ing charac ter i s t ics of the 
mate r ia l—and not to its usefulness in the 
w e a p o n s sys t em." 

T o avoid su rp r i s e s , the Air Force desig
na t e s to r e sea rche r s w h e n a con t rac t is 
signed w h e t h e r such cont ro l s may/will be 
in effect. W h e r e such a des igna t ion has not 
been made , the Air Force has pledged not to 
slap res t r ic t ions , after the fact, on the 
communica t ion of scientific or technical 
data from that work . 

This policy effectively clarifies for re

sea rcher s receiving Air Force funding— 
especially those wi th in i ndus t ry and the 
Air Force's o w n l a b s — w h e t h e r t he re is any 
need to seek g o v e r n m e n t approval before 
they c o m m u n i c a t e any technical aspect of 
or data der ived from thei r s tudies . T h o s e 
no t w a r n e d of any con t ro l s at the con t rac t 
s igning a re free to publish work developed 
u n d e r tha t con t rac t a n y w h e r e , as long as 
t h e y s u b m i t a c o p y o f t h e i r p a p e r t o t h e A i r 
Force at the same t ime. Notes one official, 
"We c a n n o t res t r ic t or w i t h d r a w | the i r 
papers submi t t ed for publicat ion] . All we 
can do is c o m m e n t . " Similarly, these re
sea rcher s may discuss the i r work at scien
tific confe rences a t t ended by foreign na
t ionals— including Soviet Bloc col leagues— 
w i t h o u t g o v e r n m e n t approval . 

O t h e r D O D b r a n c h e s c u r r e n t l y abide by 
a similar t h o u g h s o m e w h a t more restr ict ive 
policy. Nonclassified 6.1 research in aca
demia or i ndus t ry is still au tomat ica l ly 
g r a n t e d unres t r i c t ed communica t ion privi
leges. A s m a l l n u m b e r o f 6 . 2 c o n t r a c t s w i t h 
un ivers i t i es and some of those wi th indus
t ry will conta in des igna t ions tha t the work 
is o r may fall u n d e r e x p o r t con t ro l s . 
H o w e v e r , unless potent ia l res t r i c t ions a re 
n e g o t i a t e d at t h e t i m e of a c o n t r a c t ' s 
s igning, D O D will pu t no con t ro l s on the 
c o m m u n i c a t i o n of or data from this n o n 
classified 6.1 or 6.2 work . 

For research pe r fo rmed at o t h e r than Air 
Force D O D labs, t he s i tua t ion is less clear. 
M o s t services have set the i r o w n policy, the 
genera l a t t i t u d e being tha t e v e r y t h i n g a 
g o v e r n m e n t employee wr i t e s for public 
d is t r ibut ion should be reviewed. 

H o w e v e r , s u c h r e v i e w s m a y be for 
m a t t e r s o t h e r t h a n na t iona l - secur i ty con
s idera t ions , including expor t con t ro l s . For 
example , they may be to screen mater ial for 
s t a t e m e n t s at odds wi th official agency 
doctr ine or policy. T h e D e p u t y Under sec re 
tary of Defense for Research and Advanced 
Techno logy is said to be consider ing ex
t e n d i n g the m o r e liberal Air Force policy to 
cover Navy and A r m y research as well. 
While agency officials acknowledge such a 
m o v e t o w a r d u n i f y i n g D O D policy is 
possible, they add tha t the subject 's rela
tively low pr ior i ty vir tual ly a s s u r e s t h e r e 
will be no formal act ion on it any t ime soon. 

DOE's N e w Program 
T h e D e p a r t m e n t of Energy (DOE) est i 

m a t e s t h a t each y e a r h u n d r e d s of i ts 
con t r ac t sc ient is ts and eng inee r s are subt ly 
plied for data — much of it unclassified—by 
S o v i e t c o l l e a g u e s a t t e m p t i n g to fulfill 
VPK's r e q u i r e m e n t s . C o n c e r n e d that its 
c o n t r a c t e m p l o y e e s in unclassif ied p r o 
g r a m s a r e i n a d v e r t a n t l y s h a r i n g m o r e 
in fo rma t ion wi th these Eas te rn Bloc col
l eagues t h a n t h e a d m i n i s t r a t i o n d e e m s 
wise, D O E has ta rge ted a massive "edu 
ca t ion" campa ign . Said one D O E official, 
"We ' r e t ry ing to pu t the fear of God in to 
some of o u r people ." T h e agency hopes tha t 
doing so will make its r e s e a r c h e r s more 

c i r cumspec t a b o u t the type and q u a n t i t y of 
unclassified research data they sha re with 
Soviet col leagues at i n t e rna t iona l mee t ings 
and dur ing exchange p r o g r a m s . 

In explaining the p r o g r a m , the DOE 
official no ted t h a t m a n y sc ient i s t s con
duc t ing unclassified basic research for the 
agency a ren ' t a w a r e tha t the i r labors in
volve or risk encroach ing on disciplines 
men t ioned in the Militarily Critical Tech
nologies List (MCTL) . T h a t ' s no t neces 
sarily surpr i s ing since the M C T L and the 
just if icat ion for listed technologies are 
bo th classified. M o r e o v e r , unl ike D O D , 
D O E has no t made it a practice to identify 
in its c o n t r a c t s wi th r e sea rche r s w h e t h e r 
information coming out of or relating tocontract 
work will be subject to expo r t cont ro ls . 
Adding still f u r t h e r to the confusion is the 
fact t h a t a l t h o u g h the p r o g r a m is o s t e n 
sibly designed to be cons i s t en t with N S D D 
189 policy, t h e r e is no one opera t iona l 
definit ion of w h a t c o n s t i t u t e s fundamenta l 
r e s e a r c h . In fact , o n e agency s e c u r i t y 
official no ted tha t t h e r e are probably at 
l eas t 10 d i f f e r e n t d e f i n i t i o n s f l o a t i n g 
a r o u n d D O E . None the l e s s , the agency feels 
it 's i m p o r t a n t to indicate to some resea rch
ers tha t as the i r inves t iga t ions m a t u r e , 
d iscuss ion of p r o g r a m detai ls and data may 
violate expor t - con t ro l laws. 

A l t h o u g h D O E ' s n e w p r o g r a m will ini
tially focus on agency con t r ac to r s at the 
nat ional labora tor ies , the agency in tends to 
eventua l ly expand it to encompass outs ide 
con t rac t w o r k e r s as well. T h e p r o g r a m was 
inaugura ted in February at Lawrence Liver-
more Nat ional Labora tory , wi th an an t i -
esp ionage campaign k n o w n as SAFE—for 
Secur i ty A w a r e n e s s for Employees . It in
cluded talks on "You a re the T a r g e t " by the 
d i rec to r of intell igence and coun te r in t e l 
l igence p r o g r a m s for the U.S. Nat ional 
Secur i ty Counci l and by Soviet defectors . 

Revis ions to Commerce Department 
Export Rules 

C o n g r e s s a m e n d e d the Expor t Admini 
s t r a t i on Act in July 1985 to include n e w 
l anguage saying that : "It is the policy of the 
United S ta te s to sus ta in v igorous scientific 
en t e rp r i s e . To do so involves sus ta in ing the 
ability of scientis ts and o t h e r scholars freely 
to c o m m u n i c a t e research f indings, in ac
co rdance wi th the applicable provis ions of 
law, by m e a n s of publ icat ion, teaching, 
confe rences , and o t h e r forms of scholarly 
e x c h a n g e . " Based on the Act 's changes , the 
C o m m e r c e D e p a r t m e n t proposed revisions 
to its Expor t Admin i s t r a t i on Regu la t ions 
(EAR), which w e r e published in the May 16 
federal Register. T h e y included the same 
rough definit ion for fundamen ta l research 
as appears in N S D D 189: 

"basic and applied research in science and 
e n g i n e e r i n g , the resu l t s of which ordi
nari ly are publ ished and shared broadly 
wi th in the scientific c o m m u n i t y , as dis-
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tinguished from proprietary research and 
from industrial development, design, 
production, and product utilization, the 
results of which ordinarily are restricted 
for proprietary or national security 
reasons." 

They also state explicitly that university 
research "normally will be considered funda
mental research." While that has pleased 
many academic research organizations, a 
subsidiary clause has not. It states that the 
general freedom to communicate funda
mental-research findings may be with
drawn "if a university or its researchers 
accept specific national security controls on 
a research project or activity sponsored by 
the U.S. government." Several academic 
groups, including the Council on Govern
mental Relations (an organization of re
search universities), have objected to that 
phrase on the grounds that it appears to 
violate the policy set forth in NSDD 189— 
that only classified fundamental research is 
open to export controls. 

In a July 15 letter to the agency, Mark 
Ryan, a senior a t torney for Hewlet t-
Packard Co., objects to another ambiguous 
clause in the proposed EAR which says that 
unclassified fundamental research within 
industry may be freely communicated 
unless it is subject to proprietary or "na
tional security considerations." What those 
national-security considerations might en
tail is never discussed. The Commerce 
Department is expected to formally address 
these and other contested EAR provisions 
later in the year. 

Another Proposal to Limit Confusion 
A proposed DOD directive published 

February 12 in the Federal Register attempts 
to resolve some of the remaining confusion. 
Not only does the new directive—expected 
to be issued in final form before the year's 
end—formally incorporate NSDD 189 poli
cy, but it also formally states for the first 
time DOD's functional definition of funda
mental research for the purposes of un
restricted scientific and technical com
munication—6.1 and 6.2 academic research, 
and 6.1 industrial research. (Until this time, 
DOD's evolving definition of fundamental 
research could only be discerned from 
various pieces of correspondence.) The 
directive also proposes formal changes to 
defense acquisition regulations—changes 
that make identification of fundamental 
research a contract requirement. Contracts 
so designated will require—in terms of 
publication accountability—only the simul
taneous submission of papers to DOD 
when they are submitted to journals. 

The new directive also sets target dates 
by which DOD will attempt to clear for 
publication papers that have been written 
by in-house researchers. Moreover, it 
identifies in broad terms who conference 
organizers should talk to within DOD 
when they plan scientific and technical 
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meetings—both open (unrestricted) and 
closed (for U.S. residents only)—on sen
sitive subjects. 

Under U.S. federal export laws, it is the 
responsibility of an exporter to determine 
whether he/she needs to obtain a license. 
Explains one Defense Department official, 
"The State Department has no technical 
review capability, so it forwards papers [it 
receives] to DOD for advice. And they [the 
State Department] typically act on DOD's 
recommendation." A new provision in the 
directive would shorten the review cycle by 
allowing authors to submit their papers 
directly to DOD, instead of the State De
partment, for review. It reflects a deal 
whereby the State Department has agreed 
not to prosecute for export-control publica
tion violations anyone whose work has 
received previous DOD clearance for public 
dissemination. More controversial is a pro
vision the agency was in the process of 
adding this summer. It would formalize 
DOD's policy of encouraging scientific 
societies to hold restricted sessions (at-
tendancegenerally limited to U.S. residents 
only) at their technical meetings for topics 
that might be straying into areas covered 

by export controls. 

Actions Meet with Mixed Reviews 
While, taken as a whole, these govern

ment measures do much to resolve con
fusion that has hovered over the scientific 
community since 1980 regarding what may 
be controlled, some confusion yet remains. 
And several recently articulated policies 
have created new concerns among scien
tists and research societies. For example, 
Robert Park believes that the growing 
tendency to make controls on the dissemi
nation of research findings a contractually 
agreed-upon provision "should eliminate 
the insidious uncertainties that have been 
responsible for the 'chilling effect,' that 
leads to self-censorship." However, he 
adds, "Restrictions written into a contract 
are still restrictions and have the potential 
to retard our progress." 

In an article on controlling access to 
unclassified research (to be published in the 
summer 1986 issue of Library Trends) Stephen 
Gould of AAAS notes that the Interna
tional Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR), 
administered by the State Department, is 
now among the few national security 

regulations which do not explicitly exempt 
fundamental research from export controls. 
Since ITAR implements provisions in the 
Arms Export Control Act, Gould says this 
Act "could be considered one of the 'ap
plicable U.S. statutes' available |by which 
the government might] restrict unclassified 
technical data arising from such research." 

And while William Carey of the AAAS 
applauds the qualified exemption for funda
mental research from tight export controls, 
he — as have the heads of many other 
research societies—castigates the attempt 
by DOD to begin excluding access to some 
unclassified fundamental research based 
on nationality. Technical societies may be 
increasingly pressured by the U.S. govern
ment to prevent their foreign members 
from attending sessions on applied re
search. The effect, Carey says, "is to make 
it difficult for the scientific societies to 
schedule presentations representing leading-
edge but unclassified work in applied and 
exploratory fields. And I cannot think of a 
faster route to mediocrity for American 
science and technology." 

JANETRALOFF 
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. M îJJh'.f ok'the-e nonalf ilialed -mielie- le-ponded 

"',- :-R;ii-uih-!ol thi -urvoy published eailier th i - veai, -bowed that 10 ol the \ . \ Ab-atfiliated respondent- have policio-
•.Hifjg'.irdfng foreign a m — to their meeting-. Of ihe-.e I .̂  -oiictie-, 12 dneit l) piohibu -pon-oi-hip ol ie- l iuted oi ile—od 
• rm'ieli'iig- I hi- I eniaiiimg six militated ihev would -pon-or either ila--it lei! oi -i o-l ru led noiulas-if led meeting,- under -oijie. 
i l i i 11mstames Amoiig tho-e 22 l.u king an e\phi it polk v, -eveial noted lh.it the -iib|ei t had ni'i er i ome up but that they had 
also never ho-ted either a ila--il ied or rostruted -e--ion When asked whether thev had i v i r em oun.tei id pi.oblem- w ulh. 
gov i' i n men I inlerlereiu e in I he mat tei of foreign par In i pa I ion in then meeting-, onlv toui of 2-1 ri—pi indents -aid .they, had . 

i A.raong tho-e toui . two hail adopled a tormal polny • • 
OI.,lhe eight non-AAA.h attiliati'd -oin-tie-. live reported dittu ullie- with government interlereiKe ovi-.r at tendaiu e ,lVv 

"Ti«n "fgwna tionals ' I lie dif tu ult'cs ol at least three -oi letie-,' an oidine to the -in v ev , spring t rom thi - tru t lont i o"l,plai'e.d"b.v 

• 'tjj.ieig-ov'ei h me n I on all ml ormat ion in one area of rosea u h. the field ot . ompo-ile mats-rial- ' It w ent on to add that v irt.iililljyjajl' 
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