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Emphasis on Secrecy a Problem

Healthy research establishment
benefits all; too much secrecy
- costs momentum

BY DONALD KENNEDY*

Had I been giving this talk in, say, 1968, I would have
devoted almest all of it to a rich-and optimistic account
of how much we were really giving back to our interna-
tional heritage in the advancement of science, and how
much more we were capable of doing, For at that time
U.S. universities seemed on their way to being the hub of
a vast international exchange of people, ideas and new
discoveries. .- .-

Large numbers of Amerlcans were undertaking ad-
vanced graduate and post-doctoral studies abroad, and
foreign language and area studies were an important
priority for an expanding government fellowship effort,
Support.for advanced .study in the natural and social
sciences: was adequate to extend to numbers of ap-
plicants from abroad; at that time in my laboratory at
Stanford there were post-doctoral students from France,
Germany; Japan and Brazil in residence.

The flow of ideas was as rewarding as the flow of peo-
ple. International conferences and symposia were well
supported. and. freely attended; it would have been
thought quite unnatural to view them as places where
national ‘“leadership” in one branch of knowledge or
another might be lost through disclosure.

ARTICLE OF FAITH:

On the contrary, I think it was then an article of faith
that such exchange was essential to the health of the
research venture, and that without it all of us would be
the losers. But I am, alas, giving a talk for 1985 and not
1968. 1 suspect those of us who were active in interna-
tional university affairs then and now would agree that
things have changed; but how are they different? .

The first thing to be said, of course, is that higher
education has been the victim, along with a great many
other things, of some unfortunate events in the world’s
economy. These tendencies have been particularly evi-
dent in the US. — at least the contrast has, because
through the 1960s we were expanding our support for
higher education in general, and for scientific work in
particular, at a rate that could not be sustained.

*President, Stanford University, Palo Alto, CA; paper
presented to the International Association of Univer-
sities, LosAngeles, reprinted with permzsszon of Finan-
cier magazine:

As the growth in.productivity slowed and inflation
rose through the "70s, support for research and graduate
education had cut back its own rate of growth, most
dramatically in the U.S. but also in other nations. Thus,
in part our problem is one of frustrated expectations —
expectations that might have been a little unrealistic in
the beginning..

A drastic decline in the support of graduate and post-
doctoral education and research since the late 1960s,
along with limitations on funding for foreign travel and
conferences, has significantly reduced the extent of ad-
vanced international scientific exchange. The decline

has also made it less easy for advanced students from

abroad to study here with help.
FIND SUPPORT ELSEWHERE

Ironically, however, U.S. universities have become

more attractive to foreign students, who have managed -

to find support from private sources or their own
governments to study here in increasing numbers. Since
1964, foreign enrollment as a fraction of total enrollment
has nearly doubled; now about 3% of all students in U.S.

universities are from abroad.

The increase has been especially pronounced in such.
fields as engineering and computer science, where 30% .

or. more of the full-time graduate students.are from
abroad. Nearly one quarter of the doctorates awarded in

the physical sciences, -and approximately 40% of the:

doctorates awarded in engineering in this country, now
go to foreign students.

Preliminary tabulations prepared for the National
Science Foundation indicate that of those 1984 foreign
doctoralp degree recipients in science and engineering
with definite postgraduate plans, nearly half of those
with temporary. U.S. visas expected to locate in the U.S,
at least for a period of time.

We have always welcomed such additions to the schol-
arly community in this country; indeed, they have

brought us much of the enrichment that permitted the

rapid growth of the research enterprise in the U.S. over
the past four decades.

Unfortunately, public policy in -this country is
saometimes slow to recognize the importance of such

contr1but1ons Over the past several years, concerns.

over the unpredictability and lack of policy control over
immigration have led to legislative fixes that have often
contained unwise proposals

Legislation introduced in the last Congress restrict-
ing immigration — better known as the Simpson-
Mazzoli Bill — would have required foreign recipients
of U.S. degrees to return to their home countries for a
period of ‘at least two years following completion of
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studies. Most U.S. universities opposed that legislation,
on the ground that it would do mischief to the free ex-
change that has always characterized a vigorous inter-
national scientific and technological community.

This opposition resulted in amendments to the bill
that waived the two-year requirement for some
students. That bill ultimately died. Immigration
legislation has been reintroduced in both houses this
session, and though the House version still contains the
two-year return requirement, the Senate bill does not.
We hope we have seen the last of such efforts.

NET REDUCTION IN EXCHANGE

Overall, there has probably been a net reduction in ad-
vanced scholarly training and exchange, despite the
growth of graduate enrollment. Post-doctoral training
and scholarly visitations have probably suffered most.

I think it is fair to say that these reduced economic op-
portunities are responsible for much of that curtailment
in international scholarly exchange. The training of ad-
vanced scholars in other cultures does, after all, require
significant resources, and it is not surprising that in
times of economic difficulty these tend to dry up. Then,
too, straitened economic circumstances force more at-
tention to such policy issues as immigration — and in
the quest for repairs in such laws, other goals are often
lost sight of. So we can reasonably blame economic cir-
cumstances for this part of the problem.

COMPETITIVENESS OVER COOPERATION

But I donot think that such changes account entirely
for the ‘less hopeful climate in which we now find
ourselves. Beyond the financial'difficulties, I see much
more serious ones looming: A growing sense in the U.S.
and in some other nations that competitiveness rather
than cooperation should dominate the scientific and in-
tellectual relations between nations, with the corollary
that ‘the proprietorship of fundamental knowledge
should be treated as a weapon in that competition.

Over the past five years this has become a significant
issue in U.S. science policy.

During 1980, several government agencies made an
effortto'restrict publication of, or other kinds of access
to, research results in certain unclassified areas of work
at U.S, universities. The restrictions took several forms,
including limitations attached to' contracts between
government agencies and university laboratories with
regard to the dissemination of results, and restrictions
on the movements of foreign visitors, or their atten-
dance at otherwise openscientific meetings.

By'early 1981, the effort seemed so serious that the
Presidents of five universities — Stanford, California,
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, California In-
stitute ‘of Techrology, and Cornell — wrote to the
Secretaries of State, Defense and Commerce protesting
the extension of laws and regulations designed to pro-
hibit * the export or transfer of ‘arms and military
technologies to fundamental research data.

Governmerit’s response was, in general, open-minded,;
that began a pohcy dlalogue that has continued ever
since.

A dlstmgulshed panel of the Natlonal Academy of
Sciences; under the Chairmanship ‘of former President

Dale Corson of Cornell University, carefully examined
the question of whether the export of research data from
academic institutions in the U.S. had any significant
negative impact on the security of the U.S,

The answer was clearly that it had not.

The panel then recommended that, in general, the old
and traditional method of military classification be the
only kind of restriction applied to the results of research
undertaken in universities. (It has always been true that
when a research result turns out to have great military
significance, it can be subject to restriction by a
classification decision.)

That has finally been accepted by the Department of
Defense, and is soon to become government-wide policy.
Similarly, restrictions placed by the Department of
State on the movements of foreign visitors in the U.S.
have been relieved.

ASFREE ASTHEY HAVE EVER BEEN

I think our scientists, including our welcome visitors:
from overseas, are now as fully free from restrictions as .

they have ever been.

Of course, this discussion was always conducted in
terms that were essentially military: National security
was the only consideration formally invoked when the
transfer of new technology came under consideration.
Beneath the surface, however, one could not fail to
notice the specter of industrial competitiveness.

Early in our discussions with government, it was the
Department of Commerce and not the . Department of
Defense that proved most diffieult to convince about
the advantages of ‘free and open scientific communi-
cation.

Our well-advertised problems with balance of
payments and our fears about the economic and
technological vigor of other nations have made some
Americans as concerned about proprietary advantage
as others are about military advantage. Indeed, it has
been said of our present concern regarding science
education in the secondary schools that Toyota and
Sony may be the Sputnik of the 1980s.

CONCERN OVER PROPRIETARY EMPHASIS

But I think most people in the universities of this
country are as concerned about loss of openness for this
reason as they are about losing it in the alleged interest
of national security. That is not because they doubt that
international competiveness exists, or because they
believe we should not engage vigorously in it in pursuit
of our own interest.

Rather, it is because we believe in two principles about
research as an activity.

The first is that a healthy fundamental research
establishment, worldwide, benefits all the competitors,
and makes the world a better place for all nations.

The second is related, but independent: Even the most
ardently competitive nation should realize that once it
starts keeping track of its secrets instead of seeing
where its research progress is leading it, it will lose
momentum.

Nothing is more intellectually unhealthy than to con-
centrate on one’s already-completed accomplishments
instead of on the agenda ahead. Soon the most exciting




minds, weary of the conservation of secrets, will turn to
other outlets — leaving the research establishment in
the control of the mediocre.

In the end, research is truly an international adven-
ture. Scarcely a single major discovery — in clinical
medicine, in the structure of matter, in the theory of
evolution, in the laws of macroeconomics — is entirely
the work of minds from a single nation or culture.

PRESERVE INTELLECTUAL CROSS-FEEDING

The growth and development of great ideas in the
world depends upon a world ecosystem of intellectual
cross-feeding and pollination. To disrupt that venture
will surely impoverish us all.

That is not to say that the U.S. or indeed any other
nation, yet possesses the knowledge to optimize the
design of that great intellectual ecosystem. Certainly,
we have some embarrasing failures, as well as some

great successes, on our own track record.

To cite a single example: How more industrial nations
should export technology to less-industrial nations to
the best advantage of the latter is not something we yet
understand very well. That is a problem well worth solv-
ing, and it is one the highly-developed nations cannot
solve alone.

But it hardly constitutes an argument against the ex-
change of technology and other knowledge. Rather, it
tells us that we need even more collaboration and
understanding in order to solve the most difficult prob-
lems before us.

Thus, I would think the international community of
universities could at least agree on this proposition:
That to embark upon a world- order in which nations
store and hoard knowledge, or treat it like a nonrenew-
able resource, or exploit it only for their own purposes,
would be unfaithful to the great academic tradition we
all share.
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