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There can be no doubt that govern- 
ment sponsorship of academic research 
has created a troublesome nexus be- 
tween universities and the federal estab- 
lishment. The benefits to society of 
sponsored research for the most part 
are indisputable, and will not be at issue 
here. It is an auspicious time, however, 
to examine the character of the govern- 
ment-university relationship as it is 
shaped and reinforced by the well- 
established system by which the govern- 
ment underwrites in part the costs of 
mission-oriented research undertaken by 
university-connected scientists. A recent 
attempt by the United States Senate to 
reimpose, in the so-called "Mansfield 
Amendment" to the Department of De- 
fense (DOD) appropriations bill, an 
arbitrary limitation on reimbursement 
of indirect costs connected with DOD 
research grants and contracts, illustrates 
the problems that seem to inhere in this 
aspect of government-university affairs. 
The Mansfield Amendment, its disposi- 
tion, and its implications, are discussed 
below, after a brief description of the 
salient features of government-financed 
university research. 

Universities Pay for Federal Grants 

Financially compromised university 
presidents might cheer Glenn Seaborg's 
remark that ". . . the idea has been es- 
tablished irrevocably that science, being 
both important to the general welfare 
and expensive, must receive its major 
support from the Federal Government" 
(1). I should suppose, nonetheless, that 
a lustier cheer from the same belea- 
guered presidents would attend the re- 

mark of Yale's graduate dean John 
Perry Miller: "We cannot afford much 
more bounty upon the terms on which 
we have been receiving it" (2). In the 
judgment of many persons, the system 
of project support has contributed to a 
fragmentation of authority within in- 
stitutions, a growing neglect of the 
teaching mission, distortion of institu- 
tional priorities, and a bundle of costs 
-not only fiscal in nature, but social 
and psychological costs as well-that 
are involved whenever institutional re- 
sources must be withheld from activities 
not federally supported in order to help 
defray the indirect expenses of main- 
taining federally funded projects. 

Unlike profit-making industrial con- 
tractors, universities have always been 
expected by Congress to share in the 
costs of federally sponsored projects. 
The rationale is that research is one of 
the three primary functions of the acad- 
emy, so that the government is simply 
"subsidizing" an activity that the insti-/ 
tution would be engaged in to the ex- 
tent of its capacity in any event. Thus, 
for many years there was a statutory 
limitation on full reimbursement by the 
sponsoring agency of the indirect costs 
borne by the university in connection 
with research projects. The percentage 
limitation, however, was naive in its 
conception and uneven in its impact. It 
failed to account for differences in types 
of research projects, but more impor- 
tant, its application was destined to be 
irrational because of the variance 
among institutional accounting meth- 
ods. For example, both "indirect" and 
"direct" costs are real costs. The dis- 
tinction between them is artificial, be- 
ing determined, within the appropriate 
Bureau of the Budget guidelines, by in- 
stitutional management procedures. An 
additional problem-wittrpercentage lim_ 
itation is that the same dollar amount 

of reimbursement for indirect costs 
would vary in its percentage of direct 
costs, depending on whether the in- 
direct cost rate is calculated on the full 
direct costs of research or on salaries 
and wages. Thus, the manner of sharing 
in the costs of research is one complex 
problem that illustrates how Congress, 
acting on a legitimate and proper con- 
cern but without adequate understand- 
ing of the implementing mechanisms, 
can impose nettlesome restrictions on 
institutions, often beyond those intend- 
ed in the law. 

A more fundamental problem in the 
university-government research relation- 
ship is a prevalent inability among de- 
cision-makers to distinguish the scien- 
tific community from the academic 
community (3). In this age of profes- 
sorial entrepreneurship, the elite of the 
scientific establishment-those who re- 
ceive and advise on the awarding of 
research grants and contracts-usually 
are regarded by members of Congress 
as the legitimate representatives of high- 
er education, or are mistaken as official 
spokesmen of their institutions. Gov- 
ernment support for an individual sci- 
entist's project consequently is mistaken 
as a subsidy to the institution with 
which his name happens to be associ- 
ated at the time, when in fact the insti- 
tution must transfer funds that might 
have gone for other purposes to pay 
the indirect costs of the researcher's 
undertaking. This is the kind of confu- 
sion that can lead Senator Mansfield, 
for example, to make such a statement 
as: 

The grantee has always insisted upon 
an additional award which is claimed nec- 
essary to prevent a loss of money occa- 
sioned by accepting the Government grant. 
The Government is simply giving away 
money to help spend money that it has 
given away. This amounts to a subsidy on 
top of a subsidy. Such a practice should 
at least have a ceiling [(4)]. 
The university, of course, is not the 
grantee. Rather, the university and the 
government together are incurring costs 
in order to support the research of in- 
dividual scientists, some of whom dis- 
play little loyalty to the institution and 
others of whom are patently remiss in 
meeting their other institutional respon- 
sibilities, such as teaching. Ironically, 
when the Senate reacted with Mans- 
field's amendment to a situation that it 
in some vague way found to be dis- 
concerting, the remedy was aimed at 
the institutions rather than at the 
grantees. 
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Mansfield Amendment 

and Its Background 

When H.R. 18707, the appropriations 
bill for the Department of Defense, was 
before the Senate for floor considera- 
tion on 3 October 1968, Majority Leader 
Mike Mansfield (D-Mont.) introduced 
an amendment to add the following 
section to the bill: 

No part of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be used to pay any recipient of 
a grant or contract for the conduct of a 
research project an amount for indirect 
expenses in connection with such project 
in excess of 25 per centum of the direct 
costs. 

Senator Mansfield reportedly intro- 
duced the amendment at the behest of 
and with the unanimous approval of 
the members of the Senate Appropria- 
tions Committee who were present 
when the issue was discussed in com- 
mittee. 

After considerable discussion, which 
indicated that several senators were 
troubled by the costs of research but 
were unable to pinpoint the source of 
the problem, the Senate adopted the 
amendment by a vote of 47 to 19 (5). 
Later, when Senate and House confer- 
ees met on the bill, the House members 
prevailed upon their Senate counter- 
parts to accede to a deletion of the 
Mansfield language. The conference 
committee in its report, however, in- 
cluded the following language: 

It is felt that new and comprehensive 
studies should be made of this entire area 
by the General Accounting Office, appro- 
priate legislative committees and the Ap- 
propriation Committees. 

The studies should be directed towards 
achieving a uniform formula for the as- 
certaining of indirect costs on research 
grants throughout the entire government. 

The government should set the basis for 
indirect costs based upon sound account- 
ing principles and the committee feels that 
if such allocation is properly made be- 
tween direct and indirect costs, it appears 
that the proper proportion of indirect 
costs to direct costs should not exceed 
25 percent [(6)]. 

Had the conferees (and subsequently 
the two chambers in their adoption of 
the conference report) accepted Mans- 
field's amendment, the effect would 
have been to turn back the clock to that 
period of time before 1966 when there 
existed similar percentage limitations 
on the reimbursement of indirect costs. 
In 1965 higher education had scored 
a "victory" (which now has come dan- 
gerously close to being Pyrrhic-and 
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may yet be) when the arbitrary limita- 
tions were removed in the appropria- 
tions acts for fiscal 1966, and there was 
substituted a more general provision 
requiring cost sharing. Much of the 
impetus for a change in the language 
came from Representative Emilio Dad- 
dario's (D-Conn.) subcommittee of the 
House Committee on Science and As- 
tronautics. The subcommittee on Sci- 
ence, Research and Development had 
held hearings in May and June of 1964 
on the indirect costs question. In its 
report the subcommittee had recom- 
mended that the flat percentage limita- 
tion be eliminated, and that the Bureau 
of the Budget promulgate a new set of 
guidelines for cost sharing (7). 

Within the House Appropriations 
Committee, the late Representative John 
Fogarty (D-R.I.), along with former 
Representative Melvin Laird (R-Wis.), 
had exerted influence in 1965 to con- 
vince both the House and Senate com- 
mittees to modify their stands. The ap- 
propriations acts for fiscal 1966 made 
cost sharing mandatory on the part of 
the universities, but left it up to the 
individual agencies to negotiate the 
amount. 

Although not all universities have 
been particularly happy with the man- 
datory feature of cost sharing, arguing 
that cost sharing is inevitable anyway, 
and that the institution incurs indirect 
costs much more extensive than those 
that are "allocable" under Budget Bu- 
reau Circular A-21, nonetheless hardly 
anyone with administrative responsibil- 
ity in the academic community would 
prefer the earlier procedure of setting an 
arbitrary limitation on the recovery of 
indirect costs. Senate adoption of the 
Mansfield Amendment, therefore, came 
as a shock to higher education. 

There had been, however, some ear- 
lier indications of unrest in the Senate. 
Senator Allott (R-Colo.) consistently 
had made queries concerning indirect 
cost rates during appropriations hear- 
ings (8). Others on the committee had 
echoed Allott's concerns. Moreover, 
there had been periodic snipings at the 
titles of research projects, perhaps 
reaching a high point during the 1968 
hearings on independent offices appro- 
priations in the Senate at which time 
a number of projects sponsored by the 
National Science Foundation were the 
objects of ridicule. But most, if not all, 
persons in the academic community 
had come to regard the indirect costs 
issue as essentially settled. 

Plausible Reasons for 

Introduction of the Amendment 

What, then, explains the action of 
the Senate? I would suggest that there 
is a cluster of motivations involved. At 
least five basic concerns have been ex- 
pressed recently by members of Con- 
gress and other observers of the uni- 
versity-government relationship. Each 
of these, I believe, in some way pro- 
vided motivation for the move to re- 
impose an arbitrary ceiling on the re- 
covery of indirect costs of research. 

Defense expenditures and the growth 
of a military-industrial complex. Many 
of the more liberal members of the 
Senate, among them Senator Mansfield, 
have been bothered by the proportion 
of the total budget that is allocated to 
the Department of Defense, and by the 
consequent influence that DOD has in 
society. There is a concern in this re- 
gard, shared quite obviously by many 
faculty and students, that the integrity 
of universities is jeopardized by too 
cozy a relationship with the Defense 
establishment. On 19 April 1968, Sena- 
tors Mansfield, Fulbright (D-Ark.), and 
McGovern (D-S.D.) criticized DOD 
sponsorship of social science research, 
not because they were opposed to gov- 
ernment support of the social sciences, 
but because of the implications of such 
support coming from the Defense De- 
partment (9). Mansfield and others 
have felt that DOD has assumed too 
large a share of the sponsorship of aca- 
demic research, and that this is largely 
because of the relative ease with which 
its projects are funded by Congress 
(10). Harold Orlans has expressed this 
general concern in the form of a 
question: 

Sooner or later, a discussion of the ef- 
fects of federal programs comes to one 
large and overriding question: Has the 
academy been in any way suborned? Has 
the dispassionate pursuit of truth been re- 
directed to the pursuit of truths useful to 
government and to that subgovernment to 
which the power of sparing life or inflicting 
death has so often been delegated: the De- 
partment of Defense? [(11)]. 

Imbalance between teaching and re- 
search. Dean Miller of Yale has de- 
scribed the "diversion of the attention 
of faculty from teaching to entrepre- 
neurship" which results from the system 
of project support (12). Orlans pre- 
sents data to show that in 1961, 23 
percent of the professional personnel in 
science and engineering employed by 
universities were not faculty members 
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(11). Add to this the number of full- 
time faculty who seldom teach under- 

graduates, and one can understand the 
complaints of students and administra- 
tors that teaching is being neglected. 
The reward structure for professors re- 
inforces the inclination to disregard the 
importance of instruction. One might 
argue that it is not the business of 
Congress, or of the Executive Branch, 
to judge the operative priorities of aca- 
demic institutions. But a man of im- 
peccable ethics, such as Senator Mans- 
field, must justify to himself the prob- 
able implications of any legislative vote 
that he casts. Mansfield, importantly, 
has indicated that he does not believe 
that even graduate education ought to 
be funded primarily through the project 
system. He said, during floor debate 
on his amendment: 

It is indeed essential that a strong educa- 
tional system be maintained at the grad- 
uate level in our country and that we con- 
tinue to expand and improve these institu- 
tional facilities. But Federal subsidies pro- 
vided in the form of indirect overhead 
research allowances are not the proper 
way. Is it necessary that we so conceal this 
emphasis on graduate education? Can we 
not fund directly and in the open what 
now goes through the back door in the 
way of exorbitant overhead charges? [(12)]. 

Linked to these first two concerns is 
the current atmosphere of student un- 
rest that permeates nearly all of Amer- 
ican higher education. Members of 
Congress may not approve the activities 
of student rioters, but they are not un- 
mindful of what frequently are given 
as the issues: university contamination 
through military-sponsored research, 
and a disregard for undergraduate 
teaching and meaningful student-faculty 
or student-institution relationships. 

A lack of economy in Defense spend- 
ing. For years members of Congress 
have complained about the need to get 
"more bang for the buck." On 2 Oc- 
tober 1968, the day before the Senate 
took up the Mansfield Amendment, 
Senator Stuart Symington (D-Mo.) an- 
nounced his intention to vote for the 
amendment, and explained his reasons. 
Symington expressed the belief that re- 
search money was being wasted on non- 
essentials. Symington remarked that 
"... recent testimony has revealed that 
the overhead on these university re- 
search programs-that amount paid to 
university administrators for the over- 
seeing of contracts-in many cases now 
exceeds the amount going into actual 
research" (13). 
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Need for more "equitable" distribu- 
tion of research funds geographically 
and among institutions. Senators from 
the South and the West (or from vir- 
tually anywhere but California and 
Massachusetts) have long sought to in- 
fluence a wider dispersion of federal 

money for research. Although the 
Johnson Administration successfully 
sponsored several programs-such as 
THEMIS-to effectuate this desire, de- 
bate on the Mansfield Amendment in- 
dicated that the present pattern of 

project awards still is unsatisfactory to 
several influential members. The insti- 
tutions that were going to be "hurt" by 
the amendment, therefore, were not 
those which were dear to the amend- 
ment's chief proponents, but rather the 
powerful and prestigious institutions 
that received a disproportionate share 
of federal research "support" (14). 
Senators Mansfield, Allott, and Richard 
Russell (D-Ga.) commented as follows 
with reference to this point: 

Russell: We hear the cry from the 
smaller and poorer educational institutions 
when these things come up and they do 
not get the crumbs that poor Lazarus got 
from Dives' table. 

They get a small amount directly re- 
ceived, and it is wholly insignificant when 
compared to the totality of the amount 
received by what we call the Ivy League- 
what they themselves call the Ivy League, 
and we follow them in calling it the Ivy 
League-and some larger institutions on 
the west coast [(15)]. 

Mansfield: . .. it is the private institu- 
tions, some of which are subsidized almost 
entirely by the Government, that get the 
gravy under these programs and it is the 
land-grant colleges that get the droppings 
[(16)]. 

Allott: . . . if we tighten up the re- 
search provision in this bill, and keep it 
tight in the future, we are not going to 
find all of the research money spent in this 
country, or the great bulk of it, spilling 
into a small area on the eastern coast and 
two or three big institutions on the west 
coast; rather, we will have more money 
available for research throughout the 
length and breadth of this country, and 
particularly in our land-grant colleges 
and universities in the West and Mid- 
west [(17)]. 

An urgent need for congressional 
monitoring of the research enterprise. 
Notwithstanding the genuinely high cal- 
iber of performance on the part of 
the Daddario subcommittee, or of Sen- 
ator Fred Harris' subcommittee on re- 
search in the Senate, there apparently 
exists a strong feeling within the Senate, 
particularly among members of the Ap- 
propriations Committee, that there must 
be a more continuing congressional sur- 

veillance of federally sponsored re- 
search. Senator Gordon Allott, an im- 
portant member of the Appropriations 
Committee, for some time has advo- 
cated the establishment of a Joint Con- 
gressional Committee on Science and 
Technology. Moreover, the debate on 
the Mansfield Amendment revealed an 
abiding frustration on the part of other- 
wise powerful senators who believe that 
there is something wrong with the spon- 
sored research system, and that they 
are unable to evaluate the procedures 
much less influence any necessary or 
appropriate changes. Senator Mansfield 
spoke during the debate as follows: 

The real purpose of this amendment is 
to focus much needed attention on this 
area that has been greatly neglected in the 
past; to encourage further scrutiny, not 
only by Congress but by other Govern- 
ment and non-Government institutions as 
well; and to demonstrate that this is but 
the beginning of an in-depth evaluation 
that will continue over the months and 
years ahead [(18)]. 

Questions and statements expressed 
by other senators, such as Russell and 
Pastore (D-R.I.), indicated that they, 
too, are anxious that the question of 
federally sponsored academic research 
be studied thoroughly, and that some 
continuing means be established where- 
by Congress might assert itself knowl- 
edgeably respecting the matter. 

In addition to the fundamental con- 
gressional concerns that underlie the 
occurrence of the Mansfield Amend- 
ment, a more proximate explanation 
for its introduction rests in an exchange 
of letters between Senator Mansfield 
and Philip Handler, chairman of the 
National Science Board. On 12 Sep- 
tember 1968, Mansfield by letter asked 
Handler two basic questions: (i) What 
categories of university activities are 
dependent on federal research funds? 
(ii) Would it be possible to continue the 
current pace of academic research with 
a reduced federal expenditure by im- 
posing some limits on the expenditure 
of the federal grant for other than re- 
search itself? (19). Handler responded 
on 16 September 1968, with a lengthy 
letter that included, about midway into 
the text, the following statement: 
"Please understand that this analysis is 
provided not to deplore the manner in 
which the funds were utilized. Indeed, 
quite the contrary is the case" (20). 
The Handler letter, although written ap- 
parently to explain the workings of the 
current system and to dispel unwar- 
ranted Congressional doubts, neverthe- 
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Table 1. Utilization, at the universities, of all 
federal funds in support of research, fiscal 
year 1967. 

Object Actual 
titles utiliza- Category in agency tion $z 

budgets 
($ million) mllion) 

Research projects 1246 426 
Institutional funds 103 542 
Departmental funds 92 473 
Development funds 40 40 
Facilities 166 166 
Fellowships 24 24 

Total 1671 1671 

less was susceptible of damaging misin- 
terpretation. The most important con- 
clusion that Mansfield and others 
reached from Handler's letter was that 
of $1.67 billion in federal money ap- 
propriated for academic research, only 
$426 million was used for the actual 
conduct of research. The data table 
which appeared in Handler's letter is 
reproduced verbatim in Table 1. Hand- 
ler interpreted it this way: 

What is most striking in the table [Table 
1] is that whereas one billion two hundred 
and forty-six million dollars of the funds 
utilized were identified simply as research 
support in agency budgets, only four hun- 
dred and twenty-six million were utilized 
for the support of research in the most 
immediate sense. 

The ambiguity of the above presenta- 
tion led to the conclusion by Mansfield 
that "Of the $1.67 billion just $426 mil- 
lion was actually expended on direct 
costs of research projects. A dispropor- 
tionate $1.2 billion, or about 75 percent, 
was expended on indirect or overhead 
costs" (21). The other five object titles, 
however, are separable from research 
projects and are funded independently 
of research projects; the allocation of 
federal money to these programs does 
not constitute indirect cost payments on 
research projects. That the federal gov- 
ernment, at the level where it employs 
the broadest categories, lumps these six 
object titles together under the head- 
ing, "support of academic research," 
does not justify the conclusion that the 
provision of graduate fellowships, for 
example, constitutes an indirect cost 
of sponsored research. Moreover, even 
if the aggregate overhead rate were 
calculated more correctly, as a per- 
centage relationship between $1.2 bil- 
lion and $820 million (the difference 
between $1.246 billion and $426 mil- 
lion), the figure in isolation would have 
little analytical meaning. The percentage 
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relationship itself reveals nothing about 
the fairness or justness of indirect cost 
reimbursement at whatever level. The 
academic community has to realize, 
however, that such figures do cause 
concern in Congress. 

Federal support of graduate students 
has never been justified on the basis 
of its contributing to research, but has 
constituted a separate line item for the 
furtherance of graduate education. 
Moreover, a graduate student who per- 
forms academic research associated 
with a sponsored project is meeting a 
manpower requirement that, if the same 
research were conducted by a non- 
university contractor or grantee, surely 
would be considered a direct cost. 

A similar point needs to be made 
with respect to faculty salaries. Univer- 
sities have expanded their faculties in 
order to facilitate released-time arrange- 
ments for the conduct of sponsored re- 
search. The same persons, outside of a 
university context, would have their 
full salaries charged as part of the 
direct costs of the sponsored research 
project. 

The basic problem with the Handler 
letter is that it neglected the very im- 
portant task of explaining to the Sen- 
ate just what indirect costs are. Second, 
it presented data in such a manner as 
to suggest distinctly that virtually any 
federal funds channeled to universities 
for any purpose related to the conduct 
of research are paid to the recipient as 
indirect costs charged against sponsored 
research projects. Senators still believe, 
therefore, that money which the federal 
government intends to spend on the 
conduct of research is siphoned off by 
the host institution in order to pay the 
salaries of janitors, deans, and mem- 
bers of the faculty. 

Implications of the Recrudescence 

of the Indirect Costs Issue 

The fact of its introduction and pass- 
age by the Senate, and not the fact of 
its elimination by the conferees, should 
be the more compelling feature of the 
Mansfield Amendment for the academic 
community. The conference report, 
moreover, did state that 25 percent 
"seems" to be a justifiable maximum 
indirect cost rate, and did call for con- 
tinuing study of the entire overhead 
question. Congress, presumably, is dis- 
satisfied and suspects that the present 
cost-sharing arrangements might be the 
source of its dissatisfaction. What are 

the implications of the recrudescence of 
this issue? 

The most immediate concern is in 
determining what the government plans 
to do. The conference report calls upon 
the General Accounting Office (func- 
tionally an arm of Congress), the ap- 
propriate legislative committees, and 
the Senate and House Appropriations 
Committees to study the question of 
federally sponsored research. The pri- 
mary focus will be on cost-accounting 
procedures, even though the conferees 
directed that the studies be both "new" 
and "comprehensive." The Daddario 
subcommittee plans to study the matter 
again. During the Senate debate Mans- 
field mentioned also, in response to 
questions asked by Senator Russell, re- 
garding whether Congress is going to 
"get a definition of indirect expenses," 
that the General Accounting Office 

. . . has in the works a study which is 
about completed and which it expects 
to release shortly" (22). 

The academic community has the 
immediate task of preparing in under- 
standable terms the necessary docu- 
ments directed at clarifying the question 
of indirect cost for members of Con- 
gress. But beyond that, there now is 
even more evidence than there was before 
that a clear distinction must be made 
between the "academic community" and 
the "scientific community," and that 
the message must be transmitted un- 
mistakably that support of scientific re- 
search is not correspondingly support of 
institutions. It is not obvious to Con- 
gress, but it must be made obvious, 
that university presidents and the as- 
sociations that represent institutions are 
the legitimate spokesmen of higher ed- 
ucation in the policy-making process. 

That the indirect costs issue could 
have run so far afield indicates also 
that there is a need for the assertion 
of presidential authority on campus, or, 
through the president, the assertion of 
the general interests of the academic 
community when necessary in order to 
checkmate the self-interested and in- 
creasingly autonomous activities on the 
part of a small fraction of the faculty. 
The use of an institutional committee 
to approve allocation of the necessary 
matching requirements before any 
grant or contract could be accepted 
would serve not only to buttress ad- 
ministrative coordination of campus re- 
search activities, but also would impress 
upon faculty the extent of institutional 
commitments necessary to accom- 
modate externally supported projects. 
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At the collective level, the following 
three actions, presented in ascending 
order of plausibility, could be taken. 

1) Universities could agree among 
themselves not to accept on the part 
of their faculty any research grants or 
contracts that did not provide for full 
reimbursement of indirect costs. It is 
extremely doubtful, academic competi- 
tion being what it is, that any agree- 
ment of this kind could be reached, or 
that it could be monitored effectively if 
it were promulgated. 

2) Institutions could attempt to use 
more uniform accounting procedures so 
that it would be unnecessary in the fu- 
ture to attempt to explain to members 
of Congress a wide variation in indirect 
cost rates. Difficult as this objective 
might be to achieve, its implementation 
looks more and more necessary if the 
university-government dialog is to be 
improved. 

3) Institutions of all kinds can coa- 
lesce behind proposals to provide gener- 
al-purpose federal support for higher 
education institutions-probably not as 
a substitute for, but as an addition to, 
project support. Such proposals are im- 
minent. The rationale for general sup- 
port cannot be divorced from an as- 
sessment of the conditions imposed by 
the present project support system. As 
a matter of fact, members of Congress 
are bound to ask why general support is 
necessary when higher education al- 
ready is getting over $1 billion in re- 
search support, along with smaller 
amounts in other categorical programs. 

Unquestionably it will be essential to 
distinguish between support of science 
and support of higher education more 
broadly conceived. The process of mak- 
ing that distinction-and of making it 
clear to Congress-surely will involve 
a sensible explanation of the indirect 
costs question. 
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