Department of Defense R&D
in the University

The Department of Defense designs its R & D programs
intelligently so that they meet projected military needs.

Stanton A. Glantz and Norm V. Albers

Since World War II, universities in
the United States have received sub-
stantial sums of money from the De-
partment of Defense (DOD) to pay
costs of scientific and technological
projects. In the years immediately after
the war, the military—in particular,
the Office of Naval Research—was the
preeminent source of support for aca-
demic science in a broad range of disci-
plines. Subsequently, other agencies de-
veloped research budgets, but the DOD
still remains a major, and sometimes,
dominant, source of money for scien-
tific research. The availability of these
large sums of money led many uni-
versities to adopt policies that would
encourage faculty members to develop
research interests that would be “fund-
able”; and this, in turn, led to affluence
and rapid growth in many areas of sci-
ence.

This situation continued quietly until
the movement against the Indochina war
gathered strength and increasing num-
bers of people began to question the
role of universities in the war. This
questioning often grew into acrimonious
and occasionally violent debate on the
nature and propriety of R & D done in
the university under contract with the
DOD. Opponents of DOD projects
argued, on political and moral grounds,
that individual responsibility required
scientists to take a moral stand against
U.S. policy in Indochina by refusing to
work on military projects. Backers of
DOD projects argued that the DOD
supported projects solely on their sci-
entific merits and that investigators sup-
ported by the DOD were simply en-
gaged in an unbiased search for scien-
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tific truth which happened to be funded
by DOD, not in projects that would
benefit military operations in Indochina.
Thus, the debate was focused on the
merits and morality of specific individ-
uals or laboratories connected with spe-
cific contracts or grants, not on the
overall effects and implications of DOD
funding on science, scientists, or uni-
versities.

To resolve this controversy we, with
other investigators, studied all the DOD
contracts at Stanford University active
on 9 February 1971 (I). On that date,
Stanford faculty members held 96 re-
search contracts (worth $12.6 million)
and 15 development contracts (worth
$1.5 million). We found that individual
scientists paid with DOD money did in-
deed view themselves as being involved
in objective searches for scientific truth
and that they did not consider their
searches to be intimately connected
with the immediate military problems
in Indochina. We also found that the
DOD supports research to obtain capa-
bilities for which military planners fore-
see a need, and supports development
to implement these capabilities in terms
of specific military systems. Our study
demonstrated that the military had de-
veloped a rational, well-administered
program to define research priorities in
terms of current and projected military
needs and to purchase R & D from uni-
versities based on these needs. Thus,
while the scientific process as reflected
in each individual project proceeded
objectively, funding availability biased
scientists’ choices on which projects to
pursue.

The situation represented by the sys-
tem of DOD sponsored work at Stan-
ford raises serious questions about the
university’s efforts to fulfill its role of
protecting the processes by which peo-
ple search for scientific truth. For non-

scientific standards set outside the sci-
entific community to have a heavy
influence on the choice of which proj-
ects are undertaken may be proper and
desirable for industry or government;
but, if one believes that universities
exist in part to foster the unbiased de-
velopment of human knowledge, it is
not compatible with the universities’
role as agency to protect the scientific
process.

A DOD position paper (2) sum-
marized our study of Stanford’s 111
DOD contracts and grants:

The report contains a project-by-project
review of the content of about 100 Stan-
ford Defense research projects, examining
the military as well as the scientific ob-
jectives, and includes comments offered
by research faculty members who were
invited to contribute. The authors com-
pared the university descriptions of each
project . . . with the abbreviated descrip-
tion filed in the Defense Documentation
Center [(DDC) (Fig. 1)]. . . . Great dif-
ferences were found in statements of
military objectives; in many cases the
DDC statement contained a highly rele-
vant objective for each project written by
the DOD project monitor, while the uni-
versity proposals, written by faculty re-
searchers, largely ignored this point. A
very simple explanation for these dif-
ferences can be obtained by examining
the research support brochures from
defense agencies, . . . for these are the
brochures regularly supplied to univer-
sities detailing the content requirements of
research proposals. . . None of the
current brochures require the university
faculty member to describe the military
relevance of his proposed research [(3)].
. . . On the other hand, it has become
common practice within the defense
agencies to utilize the DDC statements in
screening projects for relevance. .
From these two different practices it can
be seen that the discrepancies reported

. are those which should have been
expected to arise, and no more than that.
There is therefore some truth in the alle-
gation that the passage of the “Mansfield
Amendment” provoked these differences.
The need to more carefully delineate the
military relevance of defense research

projects was emphasized by the military

departments during the FY 1970 review
of all the current research projects.

The Mansfield Amendment to the “Au-
thorization for Military Procurement,
Research and Development, Fiscal Year
1970, and Reserve Strength” states (4):
“None of the funds authorized by this
act may be used to carry out any re-
search project or study unless such a
project or study has a direct and ap-
parent relationship to a specific military
function or operation.” While the Mans-
field Amendment forced the DOD to
“more carefully delineate the military
relevance of defense research projects,”
it did not significantly affect the nature
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of DOD sponsored work at Stanford.
Most contracts active on 9 February
1971 originated before the amendment
and already met the test of having “a
direct and apparent relationship to a
specific military function or operation.”

The DOD’s university programs are
well organized and well administered
to support the Armed Services’ mis-
sions. The DOD need not coerce indi-
vidual faculty members to work in areas
of military technology; indeed, the DOD
receives mostly unsolicited proposals
(5). Since the DOD receives four to
ten times as many proposals as it can
fund, it merely selects those projects
which fit its needs. There are non-
military applications of much DOD
sponsored R & D but, when one assesses
the nature of DOD research in the uni-
versity, this random civilian “spillover”
must be contrasted with the systemati-
cally organized program to develop
military technology that underlies every
DOD decision to fund or not to fund
a proposal.

How the Military Selects Proposals

The DOD purchases research to de-
velop capabilities needed for its cur-
rent and projected operational require-
ments, not to build a generally strong
technology base for the nation. Such
requirements ultimately justify each
contract. In defining military require-
ments and linking them to military re-
search objectives, each service com-
pletes four stages (6): (i) Analysis of
actual performance of military tasks
(for example, can a foot soldier com-
municate with his commander?), which
leads to operational objectives. (ii)
The related systems division or mili-
tary laboratory translates operational
objectives into systems objectives (for
example, a new piece of communica-
tions equipment). (iii) The systems
command uses the systems objectives
to generate technical objectives (micro-
power integrated circuitry). (iv) Finally,
the research office (the Army Research
Office) compares these technical ob-
jectives with the present status of ap-
plicable technologies and R & D re-
sources to design a set of research
objectives, which, if successfully real-
ized, will yield the needed technical
capabilities. Contact monitors in the
research offices use these objectives,
listed in the Army’s Military Themes
for Oriented Research of High Scien-
tific Merit (7), in the Air Force Re-
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search Objectives (8), and in the Naval
Research Requirements (9), to decide
which proposals are worth funding
[for example, the Stanford contract,
“Micropower Integrated Circuits” (/0)].

The research offices are organized
into sections paralleling the services’
research objectives, with competent
technical specialists heading each sec-
tion. They administer a two-part review
process to choose proposals to fund
(11). After receipt, several referees
selected by the National Academy of
Sciences—National Research Council
consider the proposal’s scientific merit.
Simultaneously, scientists in the military
laboratory supporting work on systems
which require the new capabilities judge
whether or not successful completion
of the proposed work will help their
work. Both the National Research
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Council’s determination of scientific
merit and the military laboratory ex-
perts’ judgment of relevance must be
affirmative or DOD will not fund the
proposal.

Research Contracts: Two Examples

Tracing DOD sponsored research
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because operations, systems, and tech-
nical objectives are classified. How-
ever, we know these connections exist
because a contract monitor must de-
clare that a proposal promises to ful-
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ment when he recommends funding
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in congressional hearings, as with the
Army helicopter program (I3, part 1,
p. 719):

Our R &D effort in support of our ac-
tivities in Southeast Asia continues. In
this war without battle lines . . . our
helicopter developments have provided
improved mobility in terrain that presents
numerous obstacles to conventional land
movement. . . . Air mobility is our first
priority for R & D in the Army. Our pri-
mary effort in this area is directed toward
the development of an attack helicopter.
It is a part of the evolutionary concept
of using an aerial platform for close
support and antitank missions [(I4, part
6, p. 30)]. . . . As the preeminent em-
ployer of rotorcraft, we must continue
and increase our R & D support of these
vehicles which are uniquely suited to
Army use. We plan a broad technology
program encompassing the design and
demonstration of new concepts in rotors,
innovations in rotary wing aircraft de-
signs, and maintainability and reliability.
We require a rotary wing technology
base equivalent to that of fixed wing air-
craft. . . .

The Proceedings of the Chief In-
vestigators’ Conference and Review of
the Military Theme “Helicopter and
V/STOL [vertical and short takeoff
and landing aircraft] Aircraft Re-
search” reflects further systems objec-
tives and technical requirements (15):

Over the next few years the Army pro-
poses to develop several new aircraft . . .
the Advanced Aerial Fire Support Sys-
tems, the Heavy Life Helicopter, the
Utility Tactical Transport Aircraft Sys-
tem, and the Manned Air Vehicle for
Surveillance. To provide demonstrated
.technology to support these aircraft sys-
tem developments, the Army is funding
efforts in advanced rotary wing technol-
ogy, maintainability and reliability, pro-
pulsion, survivability, noise reduction
aerial weapons, night vision, advanced
fire control systems, and advanced naviga-
tion and control systems.

Looking toward our new aircraft, here
are some of the problems to which we
seek solutions: rotary wing aerodynamics
and dynamics, . . . materials that im-
prove the survivability, reliability and
economy of rotary wing aircraft, . . .
reduce the noise of rotor craft without
penalizing performance, . . . gas turbine
engines of high power-to-weight ratio
with improved reliability, . . . improved
stability and contollability for V/STOL
aircraft.

In hearings before the Senate Armed
Services Committee (I3, part 1, p. 804)
the Army gives a breakdown of 32
budget items relating to helicopter de-
velopment, including programs in pro-
pulsion, structures, weapons, guidance,
surveillance, and target acquisition. The
first entry in the list, the research
program “Mechanics: IF061101A33F-
Research in Aeronautics,” supports
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Stanford’s contract, “Research in Air-
craft Structural Analysis and Design.”
The code number appears on the con-
tract’s DDC statement, which describes
the work as “development of structural
analysis and design criteria for the ap-
plication of advanced composite ma-
terials to future Army rotary wing and
V/STOL vehicles” (16).

Stanford holds two other Army heli-
copter contracts. Since the National
Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA) Ames Research Center funds
them through a reciprocal agreement
with the Army Air Mobility Research
and Development Laboratory, there are
no DDC statements available to yield
project numbers; however, their place
in this Army effort is easily discerned.
The “Basic Studies in Aerodynamic
Noise” contract (I7) relates to the
problem of excessive helicopter rotor
noise. John Foster, director of Defense
Research and Engineering, cited this
example (14, part 6, pp. 33-36):

An OH-6 helicopter was modified so that
its noise was reduced to less than current
levels. In particular, this OH-6 can be
flown overhead and be essentially inaudi-
ble against many backgrounds. This can
be a major factor in reducing helicopter
vulnerability to detection.

The second contract, “Study of the
Dynamics and Control of Rotary-Wing
VTOL Aircraft” (18), was aimed to
produce techniques for aerial platform
stabilization and for flight path control
and optimization. The Army’s “aerial
platform for close support and anti-
tank missions” requires these tech-
niques. Helicopter technology illustrates
how military operational objectives
(moving soldiers and equipment easily
in difficult terrain) lead to system for-
mulation (the Utility Tactical Trans-
port Aircraft System), technical ob-
jectives (improved structural analysis;
new materials, such as composites for

lightweight construction; control tech-

niques for better flight performance),
and finally research directions.

In both of these examples, the DOD
and the researcher seek the same final
result. In other cases, however, DOD
is not concerned with the researcher’s
final result, but rather the process or
technology he uses to achieve it. Thus,
the Navy supports Stanford’s super-
conducting accelerator program (I9)
even though there are no apparent mili-
tary applications for most of the phys-
ics done with the accelerator’s electron
beam (20). To accelerate the beam,
a substantial amount of electromagnetic
energy must be transferred at micro-

wave frequencies, a process made more
efficient by cooling the system to liquid
helium temperatures, where the compo-
nents become superconducting. Robert
A. Frosch, Assistant Secretary of the
Navy for Research and Development
explained (I3, part 2, p. 1505):

. . . how scientific work which sometimes
doesn’t have—for everyone—an obvious
connection to military missions can fre-
quently be seen to have such a connection.
For example . . . this large scale refrigera-
tor for operating at very, very low tem-
peratures means that we can build elec-
tronic systems which will be much more
compact, reliable, and efficient. The
cryogenic technique would permit a great
advance in certain kinds of radar and
electronic warfare systems. The fact that
we can build this refrigerator on this
scale means that it will probably become
a practical matter to obtain high efficiency
in the transfer of electromagnetic radia-
tion on board ship.

While we do not have the resources to
trace every contract back to a military
operational requirement, we can identify
the military research objectives they are
funded to meet. This identification pro-
cess is similar for Air Force and Navy
contracts, but somewhat different for
Army contracts. The Army describes
its research needs in 51 “military
themes” (7), as “Ceramics for Struc-
tural Use,” “Gas Dynamics of Missiles
and Projectiles,” or “Helicopter and
V/STOL Aircraft Research.” In con-
trast, the Air Force (8) and the Navy
(9) divide their research needs by ma-
jor scientific discipline (21). Either
singly or in small groups, research con-
tracts comprise code number “projects”
in the booklets of both services. (Proj-
ects, which are lowest on the DOD
budget’s scale, include many contracts,
called “work units,” given on a com-
petitive basis to industry and university
researchers.) The DDC statements in-

. clude project codes; the four-digit entry

under “primary number code” (see Fig.
1) enabled us to match all but six
contracts with their military research
objectives (22).

The Development Contracts

In comparison with research con-
tracts, development contracts are one
step closer to the creation of opera-
tional military hardware or capabilities.
Whereas the military significance of a
research contract follows from its as-
sociated technical objectives, the sig-
nificance of development contracts lie
in their systems objectives. In other
words, DOD purchases research to cre-
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ate technical capabilities; development
to implement them. The military labo-
ratory or systems command responsi-
ble for developing and testing compo-
nents or finished hardware, not the
service’s research agency, lets develop-
ment contracts. Industry (such as the
Rand Corporation) and military labo-
ratories hold 95 percent of develop-
ment contracts. Universities hold the
remaining 5 percent (I3, part 1, p:
323).

Faculty members hold contracts for
each of three types of development:
(i) exploratory development, which “is
pointed toward specific military prob-
lem areas with a view toward develop-
ing and evaluating the feasibility and
practicability of proposed solutions and
determining their parameters”; (ii) ad-
vanced development, which includes
“all projects which have moved into
developing hardware for experimental
or operational test; the design of the
items is directed toward hardware for
test or experimentation as opposed to
items designed and engineered specifi-
cally for eventual military use”; (iii)
engineering development, which de-
scribes “those development projects be-
ing engineered for military service use
but which have not yet been approved
for procurement or operation” (23).

As with research, detailed informa-
tion showing the military importance
of development contract work is classi-
fied, but we can occasionally deduce
this connection from sources besides
the DOD. For example, the trade jour-
nal, Microwaves and Laser Technology,
devoted an issue to electronic warfare
(24). The section “Surface Acoustic
Waves: New Processing Tools for Elec-
tronic Warfare” outlined why these de-
vices are being developed (24, p. 46)
(our italics) :

An effective electronic warfare system
requires the ability to identify the various
elements in a hostile environment and to
take appropriate action against them. In
the two key areas of this problem,
measurement of threat frequencies and
deception of hostile radars, acoustic sur-
face wave devices offer the prospect of
dramatic improvement in system capa-
bility. . . . Specifically, those surface wave
devices which should find wide utility in
Electronic Warfare systems include dis-
cretely variable delay lines for coherent
range deception, banks of miniature
bandpass filters for discriminator front
ends, and large time-bandwidth dispersive
delay lines for compressive receivers.

“Coherent range deception” is an elec-
tronic countermeasure used to confuse
a hostile radar by giving it false infor-
mation about its distance from a target.
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(The hostile radar judges distance by
measuring the time it takes a radar
pulse to propagate out, bounce off the
target, and return, If the target con-
tains a device which “records” the in-
coming signal, delays it briefly then re-
transmits it, the target appears farther
from the hostile radar.) Microwave
acoustic delay lines are vital to this
process (24, p. 50):

A range deception repeater is required to
respond simultaneously to a wide band
of radar signals over extremes of both
airborne  and shipboard environments,
and in turn retransmit deceptive and er-
roneous range information. Range de-
ception may be accomplished by means
of a variable delay line which permits
the delay of each incident pulse by an
increasing amount. The end result of this
operation is confusion of the tracking
radar causing it to “break lock” on the
target. . . . The problems which must be
conquered include reduction in the costs
of materials, reduction of insertion loss,
the achievement of higher frequencies of
operation and the extension of achievable
time delay or processing time . . . much
of the insertion loss may be eliminated
by means of unidirectional transducers
such as those developed at Stanford
University.

Both the Navy (25) and the Air Force
have exploratory development contracts
supporting this work: the latter spon-
sors the contract “Microwave Device
Techniques for Aerospace Users” (26),
the former sponsors “Research on De-
vices Using Acoustic Surface Waves”
(27).

Two Different Perceptions

These typical examples demonstrate
that DOD intelligently supports research
and development to further progress
toward well-defined military objectives
or, in the case of development con-
tracts, contribute to specific projects.
Most faculty members see the situation
differently. Consider this' example of
how researchers and the DOD perceive
the same work differently. The Army
Research Office’s DDC statement de-
scribes a contract, “Fundamental In-
vestigation of Amorphous Semicon-
ductors and Transition Metal Oxides,”
as a study (28)

to obtain fundamental information con-
cerning amorphous semiconductors and
transition metal oxides. This research is
concerned with the influence of the dis-
order in amorphous semiconductors on
the ability of their [sic] materials to effect
the emission of electrons through radia-
tion which is a crucial function of the
materials used in photocathodes in night
viewing devices.

The principal investigator objected to
this description of his work; he wrote
(29):

The DDC statement . . . is a misstatement
of the facts. As can clearly be seen from
the proposal, all reports, and the pub-
lications which have been issued, abso-
lutely no connection can be made be-
tween the studies being done here and
the “ability of their materials to effect
the emission of electrons through radia-
tion which is a crucial function of the
materials used as photocathodes in night
viewing devices.

The military theme statement on
night vision work elucidates the Army’s
context for funding this work and possi-
ble origins of the DDC phraseology (7,
p- 52):

Tactical superiority in military operations
at night depends on the ability of the
soldier to operate effectively. An im-
portant adjunct to his effectiveness is to
provide perfect night vision without re-
vealing the location of the observer, and
to develop techniques which are not af-
fected by countermeasures. . . . The total
night vision research program includes
basic and applied research studies re-
lated to four specific areas: image in-
tensification, optical and infrared radia-
tion, far infrared detection, and visionics
(the analysis and performance of night
vision systems and their interaction with
man).

The Proceedings of the Chief Investi-
gators’ Conference and Review of the
Military Theme “Research on Night
Vision” (30) adds insight into the
Army’s motivation. Benjamin Goldberg,
director of the Night Vision Labora-
tory (NVL) is reported as saying in his
opening remarks (30, p. 3) that he

. recalled the very successful meeting
held in 1968, and hoped that the present
audience would continue to be stimulated
in areas of research of interest to the
NVL. . . . He stated that the NVL knows
the importance of research since without
the fruits of research, systems work stalls
and comes to a stop. He pointed to . .
areas in which long-term research has
been very important such as in the third-
generation photocathode work. . . . He
hoped that the presentations by NVL
personnel during the session before the
university papers were given would give
the flavor of the work being carried on,
and provide faculty members with a
chance to tailor research to assist in
NVL’s efforts.

This contract’s monitor, Robert Mace,
whose job includes studying proposals
and writing DDC statements certified
(11) that, although the wording sounded
stilted after computer processing, the
DDC statement accurately indicated
this research’s relevance to Army re-
quirements. He also said that the state-
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ments were written in response to con-
gressional pressure to demonstrate the
military relevance of DOD sponsored
research. This did not mean that the
Army justified their projects after the
fact. Rather, the DDC statements ex-
press in writing the same principles
under which funding had been granted
prior to the Mansfield Amendment.

Mace referred us to John Dawson,
the chief scientist of the Army Research
Office, who said he could see how the
principal investigator did not consider
the DDC statement to represent ac-
curately his perception of research, but
that the criticism was incorrect when
claiming that there was “no connection
to be made.” He summarized the dif-
ference between his and the investi-
gator’s view by observing, “Basic re-
search, like beauty, is in the eye of
the beholder” (31).

A Realistic Perspective

We have seen how academic research
and development fits into DOD pro-
grams. In an interview, Marshall Har-
rington, an Air Force contract monitor,
Elliot Weinberg, director of Scientific
Research, Office of Naval Research, and
Edward Reilley, assistant director of
Defense Research and Engineering, ac-
curately described DOD’s relationship
with the university (32) (our italics):

The Department of Defense makes a
very thorough effort to insure funding
only research projects directly relevant to
the military’s technological needs. Not
only is there direct pressure from the
Congress to get the best possible return on
every dollar spent, there is a sufficiently
large number of research proposals re-
ceived so that the funding agencies can
afford to choose only those most nearly
matching their goals. The ratio of pro-
posals received to those accepted is any-
where from four to one to ten to one,
varying from one research agency to
another.

The DOD is not simply accepting sci-
entific and technological products coming
from a random pattern of independent
research activities in the universities.
Rather DOD interest in some particular
area can stimulate growth and develop-
ment planned to fill specific short-term
and/or general long-term technological
gaps in the military’s capability. Thus,
given the large amount of funds involved,
and the large percentage of all engineer-
ing research these funds account for, the
DOD plays a powerful role in shaping
the profile of engineering research at
Stanford and many other universities.
This effect can be either quantitative or
qualitative. In the absence of DOD in-
terest laser physics would not enjoy the
level of support it now receives at
Stanford; funding by another agency,
such as the National Science Foundation,
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would probably be allocated to different
types of projects. Theoretical statistics
could not have developed in the same
areas it has over the past decade.

It is the responsibility of those making
the higher level decisions on the direc-
tions of research funding to maintain a
comprehensive  understanding of the
present state of technology and the rela-
tions, both actual and potential of many
specific technologies to military problems.
This expertise, maintained by constant
study of all the major technical journals,
industrial reports, and information from
both civilian scientific advisory boards and
military planners, gives these men a more
complete and far-reaching vision of the
technical and systems possibilities toward
which research planning can be directed
than that enjoyed by most researchers in
the industrial or academic sectors of the
R & D establishment. The direct link of
DOD contract funding is more efficient
for these purposes than having the same
or similar work supported by other agen-
cies such as the NSF [(33)]. Meetings
are periodically held between top repre-
sentatives of DOD, NSF, AEC, and NASA
to apportion research areas in the most
appropriate manner.

Once a particular project is decided
upon there are a number of additional
criteria bearing on the decision to fund a
proposal. The work must hold intrinsic
promise of high quality, judged both by
the proposal and the background of the
investigator. The latter should be in an
environment stimulating his research, for
example, there should be adequate facili-
ties, competent workers (laboratory staff,
graduate students, and so on) and col-
leagues with whom ideas can be ex-
changed and developed. The extent to
which a project aids the educational
function of the university is not important
in the decision to grant a contract. This
is presumably a consideration of the uni-
versity in approving and forwarding the
proposal.

Our study of all Stanford’s DOD con-
tracts supports these statements. They
represent a reasonable understanding of
the relationship between Stanford Uni-
versity and the DOD.

Summary

The DOD carefully evaluates its tech-
nical needs and executes programs of
sponsored research and development to
fulfill them. Thus, while individual proj-
ects proceed in accordance with estab-
lished scientific principles of objectivity,
the overall system of DOD funding al-
lows the military to influence the de-
velopment of science technology. Many
have argued that this system of con-
tracts and grants has well served science
and the universities. One cannot deny
that the influx of money led to rapid
progress in selected scientific fields and
increased scientific  institutions’ afflu-
ence. With this fact we have no quar-
rel. However, these same people often

continue to argue that the systems of
federal funding for science, specifically
DOD funding of science, follows merely
on the work’s scientific merit, not on
how it fits any larger scheme. They con-
tinue, that, since DOD supports good
science for its own sake, the combina-
tion of military money and universities
strongly encouraging faculty to seek
that money encourages healthy competi-
tion for faster scientific progress. The
DOD’s approval process is seen to fol-
low from the scientist up, with the mili-
tary deciding which proposals for re-
search have the most intrinsic (scien-
tific) merit, then after the fact, thinking
up a military justification for con-
gressional budget requests. It is this
latter belief with which we take issue.
The DOD considers the scientific worth
of the proposals for research it receives,
but only after it has determined that
the proposal fulfills a specific military
need.

This fact and its implications for the
university as an institution charged with
protecting the process by which man
discovers new knowledge have been
ignored in the debates over DOD spon-
sored research and development in uni-
versities. In addition, the Nixon Admin-
istration’s efforts to tighten management
controls over civilian research, espe-
cially in the biomedical and energy
areas, promises to further undermine
the university’s role as an institution
charged with fostering a search for
truth free from bias in both methodol-
ogy and subject selection,
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