
learned that leftist filmmaker Saul Lan- 
dau was teaching two classes and show- 
ing films on campus. Csorba was particu- 
larly offended by the public showing of 
"Fidel," an uncritical profile of the Cu- 
ban dictator produced by Landau. "My 
group did some research on him in 
Washington, and we did an expos6 of 
Mr. Landau based on some of his state- 
ments on socialism," Csorba says. They 
published a six-page pamphlet, wrote a 
letter to the editor, and staged a protest 
outside the film hall. Landau and Csorba 
traded charges and threatened to sue one 
another but later backed off. 

The furor exploded when California 
State Senator H. L.  Richardson, a Re- 
publican from Los Angeles, decided to 
mount an investigation of the state uni- 
versity's hiring policies. This triggered 
another demonstration by students who 
charged that the state was interfering in 
academic affairs. Csorba says: "It was 
never the case that we wanted Landau 
removed. We didn't. . . . We just want- 
ed someone as noted as he to represent 
the conservative side." In the end, the 
investigation and protest were dropped, 
overshadowed by other protests on 
South Africa. Landau retreated to his 
home at the University of California at 
Santa Cruz. He is on leave and could not 
be reached for comment. 

It is not clear how the volunteer moni- 
toring system will work. Many students 
have telephoned Lawrence, and he says, 
"we recognize that we have to be careful 
doing this," particularly to weed out 
grudges. The intelligence from student 
monitors will be seasoned with informa- 
tion from older people, whom Lawrence 
expects to recruit as well. He points out 
that in many cases, older citizens may 
take courses free of charge at state 
schools. When AIA finds a problem, it 
will first ask the professor to add balance 
to the course or bring in someone to 
present another point of view. If this 
fails, AIA may write up its findings in a 
newsletter, hoping to arouse the interest 
of alumni, influential taxpayers, and 
school trustees. 

A few professors and several universi- 
ty organizations have denounced this 
campaign already, inchoate as it is. 
However, Kurland of the American As- 
sociation of University Professors says: 
"It's hard to say in advance what this 
will turn out to be. We expect some 
vigilante action." But he adds, "You can 
be assured that Harvard, Yale, and 
Princeton are not quaking." The impact 
is likely to be felt most by "some ob- 
scure guy at a university you haven't 
heard of before." And for that person, it 
may be hard.-ELIOT MARSHALL 
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Vacuum Ultraviolet 
Synchrotron Confusion 

Despite at least three major studies 
in the last 2 years aimed at sorting out 
what new synchrotron light sources 
are needed and when they should be 
built, federal officials remain uncertain 
about what to do. So, yet one more 
panel has been assembled, this one 
to counsel Alvin Trivelpiece, the direc- 
tor of energy research at the Depart- 
ment of Energy (DOE), and Erich 
Bloch, the director of the National 
Science Foundation (NSF). The six- 
man group, headed by Dean Eastman 
of the IBM Yorktown Heights Labora- 
tory, is to deliver an oral briefing giving 
its recommendations next month. 

Previous studies dealing with syn- 
chrotron light sources generally 
agreed on priorities: first is to com- 
plete the commissioning of existing 
facilities, second is to build an ad- 
vanced ultrahigh-brightness x-ray 
source, and third is to construct a 
vacuum ultraviolet source of compa- 
rable capability. One sticky point is the 
Aladdin facility at the University of 
Wisconsin's Synchrotron Research 
Center in Stoughton, for which the 
sponsoring agency, NSF, decided to 
discontinue funding in fiscal year 1986 
after 4 years of delays in getting on- 
line (Science, 21 June, p. 1410). 

Without Aladdin, which could poten- 
tially serve about half of American 
vacuum ultraviolet users, there would 
not be enough facilities available to fill 
all the demand for synchrotron light in 
this wavelength region. Last May, 
DOE'S Energy Research Advisory 
Board said that the need for an ad- 
vanced vacuum ultraviolet synchro- 
tron source would become more ur- 
gent, if Aladdin were not completed. It 
did not, however, recommend revers- 
ing the priorities set earlier. 

In the meantime, Aladdin's perfor- 
mance has progressed to the point 
where, if it remains considerably be- 
low the design specifications, it is al- 
ready a brighter source than the old 
Tantalus facility that currently serves 
vacuum ultraviolet users at Wiscon- 
sin. At a Synchrotron Radiation Cen- 
ter users' meeting held on 22 July, a 
majority of those present signed a 
statement urging NSF to restore fund- 
ing to operate Aladdin in its current 
configuration without the $25-million 

upgrade that had once been planned. 
Aladdin would then replace Tantalus, 
with the potential of serving five times 
the number of researchers for about 
twice the operating expense. 

-ARTHUR L. ROBINSON 

Admjnj~frafion Divided 
Over OECD Biotech Plan 

A proposal to set up an international 
set of guidelines to regulate biotech- 
nology has hit some snags because 
several U.S. federal agencies are 
deeply divided over the details about 
how to achieve the goals. The State 
Department has now taken the lead to 
try to bring them into harmony. A 
State Department source says, "It's 
important to us that the U.S. doesn't 
appear to be dragging its feet. This 
project is important to a lot of coun- 
tries." 

For the past 2 years, members of 
the Organization for Economic Coop- 
eration and Development (OECD), 
which includes the United States, 
most of its European allies, and Ja- 
pan, have been discussing how to set 
up guidelines to regulate the emerg- 
ing industry. One of the underlying 
reasons is to develop a uniform ap- 
proach so that no one country in the 
group will become a haven to biotech- 
nology businesses. 

In May, after experts from a few of 
the member countries, including the 
United States, had helped to compose 
the document, the first draft of the 
regulatory guidelines was circulated 
at a meeting in Paris. It immediately 
got off to a shaky start. According to a 
State Department source, many coun- 
tries felt that the definition of biotech- 
nology was inconsistent and confus- 
ing. Members of the American delega- 
tion disagreed among themselves 
about the draft's contents. After 3 
days of discussion, the document was 
revised and sent home with represen- 
tatives for additional consideration. 

The revised draft, which was ob- 
tained by Science, is called "Safety 
and Regulations in Biotechnology," 
and has several parts. It starts off with 
an upbeat description of biotechnolo- 
gy and its potential applications; dis- 
cusses the potential risks of the tech- 
nology, generally viewing the hazard 
as minimal, while saying it is impossi- 




