Government-University
Relationships

In recent years tensions have devel-
oped within the universities, and be-
tween them and the government, over
such issues as reimbursement for the
costs of research, the terms of financial
accountability, and the regulation of re-
search. To deal with mounting concern
over these problems and their impact on
scientific research, the National Acade-
my of Sciences has appointed a Commit-
tee on Government-University Relatlon-
ships in Support of Science.

The committee has divided its work
into three tasks: identification of the
enduring principles that should guide the
evolution of the government-university
partnership; examination of the principal
problems in the relationship, their origin
and potential for resolution; and explora-
tion of a proposal by the National Com-
mission on Research that a continuing
body may be needed to facilitate commu-
nication between the partners and to
address and promote resolution of dis-
agreements over policy and process.

I write to solicit views on any of these
areas, but particularly about the follow-
ing problems that we are studying:

® How, why, and to what extent the
government and universities should
share the costs of research;

® The allowability, apportionment,
and control of indirect costs;

® The terms of financial accountabil-
ity;

® The appropriate role of the govern-
ment in the support of graduate training
of scientists and engineers;

® The adequacy of support to assure
up-to-date research facilities and equip-
ment in light of the apparent limitations
of the project grant system,;

® The extent to which stability, conti-
nuity, and predictability of funding can
or should be assured;

® The problems and benefits that re-
sult from our pluralistic system for sup-
port of science;

® The advisability of estabhshmg a
more explicit national science policy,
including systematic criteria for setting
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priorities for science and for allocating
resources for scientific research;

® The proper balance between consid-
erations of scientific freedom and gov-
ernment regulation of research; and

® The effects of government policies
on university-industry relationships.

Information regarding studies of these
or related issues would be extremely
helpful to us. We are also interested in
specific examples of difficulties encoun-
tered in these areas, comments on their
relative significance, and suggestions for
ways to resolve them. To be most useful
to the committee, responses should be
received by 30 April 1982.

BURKE MARSHALL

Committee on Government-University
Relationships in Support of Science,
National Academy of Sciences,
2101 Constitution Avenue, NW,
Washington, D.C. 20418

Small Business Research

Perhaps the academic science commu-
nity should be less defensive about the
outcome of the recent initiatives in Con-
gress to increase the flow of federal
research funds to small businesses. The
Rudman bill, which has passed the Sen-
ate by an overwhelming vote, would
require all large federal agencies to set
aside 1 percent of their extramural re-
search and development budgets to fund
research at high-technology firms. The
corresponding House bill, H.R. 4326, is
being reviewed by several committees.

It is difficult to accept the proposition
that this set-aside would be a diversion
of funds at the expense of universities. If
the entire set-aside were taken from
funds that would otherwise go to col-
leges and universities—the federal agen-
cies would be unlikely to go that far—
there would be a 6.6 percent reduction in
federal support for academic grants and
contracts. This would be a sizable per-
turbation but need not cause an unman-
ageable discontinuity. The key, of
course, is how rapidly the diversions
would be expected to take place. The

Senate bill provides a 3-year transition
period.

The science community has something
positive to offer as the small business
research initiative unfolds. For example,
there is our working knowledge of peer
review, It is a tradition with us, some-
thing we take for granted. Both the Sen-
ate bill and the House bill require that
there be outside peer review of propos-
als. Science leaders have articulated
some important things about criteria for
choice and the relative merit of compet-
ing proposals (/). It seems to me that this
knowledge should be passed on to small
businesses, that is, to those who would
be submitting proposals.

There is a pragmatic side to this issue,
too. It is clear from the most recent
published assessment of science and
technology in the United States (2) that
public support for science has been de-
creasing since the late 1950’s; the Ameri-
can public assigns a relatively low priori-
ty to funding for basic research vis-a-vis
applied research in areas such as health,
energy, and education. One result of the
set-aside programs would be to enlarge
our constituency by increasing the num-
ber of people with personal or second-
hand contact with research. Whether or
not that is worth the cost trade-off re-
mains to be seen. Nevertheless, the sen-
timent in Congress seems clear, and the
science community should take steps to
influence small business research initia-
tives in a positive way.

WiLLIAM L. WALTERS
Department of Physics,
University of Wisconsin-Milwaukee,
Milwaukee 53201

References and Notes

1. A. M. Weinberg, Reflections on Big Science
(MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass., 1967), section 3.
Recent criticisms of the peer review process
have been answered by A. H, Clark [Science
215, 11 (1982)].

2. National Science Board, Science Indicators
1980 (Natlonal Science Foundation, Washing-
ton, D.C., 1981).

Recently our office (a privately owned
company) received a solicitation from
the National Science Foundation (NSF)
requesting that proposals be submitted
for the Small Business Innovation Re-
search Program (SBIR). The stated goals
of this program (/) are to stimulate:

. technological innovation in the private
sector, increasing the commercial application
of NSF-supported research results. . . .

. [A] second important goal of the solici-
tation is the conversion of NSF-supported
research into technological innovation by pri-
vate firms.

I find it disturbing that NSF should
give money to private, for-profit organi-
zations during a period in which funding

SCIENCE, VOL. 215



for basic research is being severely re-
stricted.

The announced philosophy of the cur-
rent Administration is to reduce the role
of government in our social and econom-
ic affairs. The objective of this NSF
program is one which clearly. should be
fulfilled by private venture capitalism. I
would hope that Congress and the Ad-
ministration might redirect the funds al-
located for SBIR into areas where they

will benefit the public at large. NSF
should not be in the business of spending
public funds to enrich private enterprise.

BriaN R. YOUNG
J. G. Van Dyke & Associates, Inc.,
Suite 301, 6410 Rockledge Drive,
Bethesda, Maryland 20817
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SYMPOSIUM

IONS,
PROLIFERATION
AND CANCER

CELL

July 14-16, 1982 W. Alton Jones Cell
Science Center, Lake Placid, N.Y.

Co-chairmen: A. L. Boynton,(!
W. L. McKeehan(® and J. F. Whitfield(®)

(1) National Research Council of Canada
(2) W. Alton Jones Cell Science Center

and methodology.

Subjects include the roles of sodium,
potassium, calcium, magnesium, pH, cyclic
nucleotides and calcium-binding proteins
in a wide variety of proliferating systems
and in cancer development; techniques
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Further information on abstracts, posters
and registration may be obtained from:

W. L. McKeehan, W, Alton Jones Cell
Science Center, Lake Placid, N.Y. 12946.

Congressman John J. LaFalce (Let-
ters, 29 Jan., p. 456) cites the conclusion
of a National Science Foundation study
(1) that small R & D firms have been the
primary generators of major technologi-
cal innovations. While the conclusion
appears to be well founded, one should
bear in mind that the relationship be-
tween innovation and small R & D firms
is more similar to that between the egg
and chicken than the horse and cart. It
may well be true that major technologi-
cal innovations have been important,
and perhaps the primary, generators of
small R & D firms.

HoRrACE A. OrYy
R & D Associates,
4640 Admiralty Way,
Post Office Box 9695,
Marina del Rey, California 90291
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Social Sciences in Chile

As a follow-up to John Walsh’s ac-
count of the status of universities and
degree programs in Chile (‘*New univer-
sity law decreed in Chile,”” News and
Comment, 27 Mar. 1981, p. 1403), it may
be of interest to Science readers that
some easing of the restrictions on social
science programs has begun to occur. On
1 March 1981, Roberto Escobar B, was
designated director of a new Department
of Sociological and Anthropological Sci-
ences, which replaces previous units, at
the University of Chile, Santiago. The
department contains 22 full-time and 28
part-time professors. As of January 1982
the university is the only one in Chile to
offer an advanced degree in the fields of
sociology, anthropology, and archeolo-
gy, along with a master’s level program
in social sciences. The new department
has also been able to reinitiate its publi-
cation series, including the Boletin de
Prehistoria, which had been suspended
since 1975, and the Revista Chilena de
Sociologia y Antropologia; both journals
will have an issue this year. Contribu-
tions are welcomed for either journal,
with submissions to be directed to Ro-
berto Escobar. Let us hope that this
rerecognition of the social sciences in
Chile continues and expands.

GorDON C. POLLARD
Department of Anthropology,
College at Plattsburgh,
State University of New York,
Plattsburgh 12901

SCIENCE, VOL. 215





