Stanford Protests Restrictions

Stanford University has taken a strong stance against a routine request by
the Department of State that a Soviet scientist be restricted in his activities
if he visits Stanford.

The restrictions were to be applied to a proposed 1-week visit to Stanford
by Nicholay V. Umnov, a Soviet expert in robotics. Umnov had asked to
visit several universities in this country as part of an exchange program
administered by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS). James Jatras, a
State Department foreign service officer, explains, ‘““We review the pro-
grams of all exchangees coming to the United States with concerns of
technology transfer in mind, specifically.”’ If the department feels that the
proposed visitor will be acquiring technology with direct military applica-
tions, it does not approve the exchange. If it feels that the specific course of
study proposed by the visitor is acceptable but that the visitor may pick up
critical technology on the side, the department insists on restrictions.

In Umnov’s case, the State Department felt there was a chance he would
learn about important computer technology. At the State Department’s
request, the Academy sent a letter to Umnov’s sponsor at Stanford,
Bernard Roth, outlining restrictions on Umnov’s visit. These restrictions
included requirements that Umnov study only the mechanics of robot
locomotion, not control units or programming techniques for robots, that
Umnov not visit industries, and that he not be allowed access to any
research funded by the Department of Defense.

In response to the letter from NAS, Stanford vice provost Gerald
Lieberman replied that Stanford could not comply with the proposed
restriction. ““Even if we have the means to monitor or police the activities of
visitors, stich actions would drastically disrupt the academic environment
which is essential to fostering creative research endeavors,” he wrote. In
addition, he said, ‘‘We, as well as many other major research universities in
the United States, have been vigorously resisting recent attempts by the
federal government to impose export restrictions on our teaching and
research programs.”’ (In the case of Umnov, however, there was no attempt
to apply export restrictions. The State Department handles only the
question of where he may visit.)

Stanford faculty members also question the role of NAS in transmitting
the State Department’s restrictions. Donald Kennedy, president of Stan-
ford, plans to discuss the issue with NAS president Frank Press when Press
visits California on 3 February.

In response to the concern about NAS’s role in notifying universities of
State Department restrictions, NAS will refrain from doing so until its
governing board and council decide the matter at the end of February.
However, according to NAS spokesman Howard Lewis, the NAS doesn’t
send out many such letters because the Soviet exchange program is a small
one and it most likely would not have sent out any before the end of
February anyway.

A State Department spokesman says that letters such as the one regarding
Umnov are nothing new. The agency has been sending them out for years.
“I'm surprised there has been so much fuss. Generally in these cases
another school takes the scholar but sometimes no school will take the
scholar. If no one accepts the restrictions on a scholar’s activities, the
proposed exchange does not take place.”

Asked whether the State Department is applying harsher restrictions in
the wake of recent concerns over technology transfer, Jatras says, ‘‘There
is more concern now about technology transfer as a problem. Those doing
the reviews [of proposed visits] may have a more suspicious eye and may
apply restrictions in more cases than in the past.”” But the restrictions
themselves, he says, are no harsher than they have ever been.

What if NAS decides at its February meeting to stop cooperating with the
State Department? A State Department spokesman says he does not even
want to speculate about the possibility. ‘“We have been talking with the
Academy all along. I consider it rather improbable that the Academy will
tell us to get lost,”” he remarks.—Gina KoLaTA
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mand by government officials for tighter
restrictions on technology transfer and
the flow of technical information to so-
cialist countries. Stronger efforts at con-
trol began during the Carter Administra-
tion, particularly after the occupation of
Afghanistan. These efforts accelerated
after the Reagan Administration took
office. And in recent weeks top officials
of the Pentagon and Central Intelligence
Agency have gone public with variations
on the theme (see story on p. 633).

Concern has been building among
U.S. academic scientists about govern-
ment designs on regulating scientific ex-
changes, particularly in cases where for-
eign visitors are denied access to Ameri-
can laboratories or scientific meetings.
What appears to be emerging is a tenden-
cy for American advocates of the ex-
changes to make a clear distinction be-
tween basic research and work on tech-
nology.

At a AAAS meeting press conference
last month, for example, AAAS presi-
dent D. Allan Bromley expressed the
view that restrictions on technology ex-
changes might be advisable, but added
that “‘I simply do not believe it makes
sense to hide knowledge in basic re-
search,”

A version of this view was also ex-
pressed in an interview with Science by
Herbert F. York of the University of
California, San Diego, chairman of the
academy committee on exchanges with
the U.S.S.R. and Eastern Europe.

Noting that he was speaking of the
academy program with which he is most
familiar, York said he saw direct value in
the exchange program because of the
“‘knowledge and information that goes
with it.”” He said that ‘“‘In the basic
sciences I think that there is a fair ex-
change. I am not talking about the spe-
cial cases involving technology.”

York also said he feels there is indirect
gain for the United States in ‘‘exposing
people to ideas and values outside sci-
ence that they might not otherwise en-
counter.”” He said that especially in the
case of East European scientists ‘‘we
should be doing everything possible to
maintain contact.”’

York observed that ‘‘Some of the
technology exchanges may have been
wrong-headed in retrospect. As far as [
know, [the Academy] has always been
open to advice from national security
authorities in individual cases. Because
[the program] deals with basic science, it
involved us less.”

As for the general trend, York said he
thinks “‘It’s moving the wrong way, both
in size and support. That is, it’s shrink-
ing.”’—JOHN WALSH
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