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Sakharov exile triggers reaction in US physics community

In the weeks following the internal exile
of theoretical physicist Andrei Sakharov,
the Soviet Union received strong criticism
from the US physics community. Com-
ing on the heels of the Soviet invasion of
Afghanistan, the action taken against
Sakharov served to undo much of the
progress that has been made in scientific
cooperation between the US and the
USSR.

Sakharov was exiled in January from
Moscow to Gorki, a city about 250 miles
from Moscow that is closed to foreigners.
His banishment order forbids him any
contact with foreigners, including letters
or phone calls, as well as contacts with
“criminal elements” (read dissidents).
Sakharov must report to the police every
ten days for a review of his conduct, and
his visitors are questioned by the police.
In addition, he and his wife have received
various threats for their refusal to submit
to their silencing without a trial.

Sakharov was officially accused of
telling Western diplomats and journalists
state secrets related to his work on the
Soviet hydrogen bomb, though the exile
came soon after he publicly criticized the
Soviet Union for its aggression in Af-
ghanistan. Sakharov won the Nobel
Peace Prize in 1975 but was not allowed
to leave Russia to receive it.

Although at the time of his exile Sa-
kharov was stripped of all of his state
honors, his membership in the Soviet
Academy of Sciences had been spared,
allowing him to continue receiving the
Academy stipend and presumably pro-
tecting him somewhat. Because Acade-
my membership can be revoked only if
two-thirds of the members vote in favor,
several US physicists have called upon
their Soviet colleagues to support Sa-
kharov's continued membership.

The same day Sakharov's exile was
announced, the Soviet Academy of Sci-
ences announced the resignation of V. A.
Kirillin, chairman of the State Committee
for Science and Technology and cochair-
man of the Joint US-USSR Commission
for Science and Technology. Kirillin was
considered by Westerners to be a moder-
ating force in the Soviet scientific estab-
lishment. Although there is no evidence
of & connection, Western observers are
finding the notion that the Sakharov exile
and the Kirillin resignation are unrelated
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Andrei Sakharov and his wife, Yelena Bonner, have been fighting attempts by the Soviet government

to silence their public statements on human rights violations

a hit hard to swallow.

Among the individuals who have sent
critical messages to Soviet leaders are
Philip Handler, president of the National
Academy of Sciences, the officers of the
American Association for the Advance-
ment of Science, the officers of The
American Physical Society (see page 109),
the presidents of five major US universi-
ties and 25 Nobel Prize winners.

The Afghanistan invasion and Sa-
kharov exile have brought what had been
a steady flow of US-IISSR scientific ex-
change to a slow trickle. The Adminis-
tration’s official policy on such exchanges,
announced by the State Department
shortly after the Alghanistan invasion but
hefore the Sakharov exile, defers all
high-level, bilateral exchanges, and per-
mits working-level exchanges to continue
only on a selective basis. Also affected
are high-technology exchanges

In accordance with these guidelines,
SLAC postponed a joint conference on
storage-ring instrumentation, originally
planned for this month.  Also postponed
was a meeting of the US-UISSR steering
committee on magnetohydrodynamics,
scheduled for 21 January in Moscow.
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The shipment of an MHD channel built
in the US especially for testing in a Rus-
sian MHD facility has been held up in-
definitely in accordance with the State
Department directives. The Department
of Energy is now looking into the possi-
bility of using the $10-million hardware
in a US facility.

Among the arguments made for con-
tinuing limited scientific relations with
the Soviets are that:

p We should preserve the framework, the
institutional structure, of the exchange
process so that, if circumstances again
warrant, we can turn the system back on
as readily as possible;

» Weshould not punish individual Rus-
sian scientists, who had no part in the
Sakharov exile, and we may be able to
influence some Soviet seientists if we have
the chance;

» While in the Soviet Union, we can in-
teract with dissident scientists, and

b The exchanges provide us with an
otherwise unavailable window on the
inner workings of the Soviet research
machine.

For one or more of these reasons, the
Committee of Concerned Scientists has
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cosponsored with the New York Academy
of Sciences an International Conference
on Collective Phenomena in April, to take
place at the Moscow home of refusnik
physicist Viktor Brailovsky.

Kip Thorne, a Caltech theorist, has
chosen not to interrupt a decade-old joint
research program in gravity-wave re-
search with Vladimir Braginsky of Mos-
cow State University. “Of all the chan-
nels of communication between Russia
and America, the strongest and least noisy
is that between individual scientists. It
is especially important, when other
channels are breaking down, to keep the
scientist-to-scientist channel open by
maintaining a modest amount of person-
to-person contact,” Thaorne explained.

Congress has also responded to the
exile of Sakharov. Representative

George Brown Jr (D-Cal.), chairman of

the House subcommittee on science, re-
search and technology, introduced legis-
lation in January calling for a one-year
halt to formal scientific exchanges with
Russia. His hill would substantially
curtail only official exchanges, that is,
those arranged for under our bilateral
agreement with the Soviets. Individual

exchanges will be left to the discretion of

the individuals involved, though, as one
subcommittee staffer pointed out *it
places the onus on the scientist who
chooses to go to Russia; he is the one who
should justify his actions.”

The bill implicitly recognizes certain
exceptional circumstances, such as the
need to continue ongoing experiments.
The moratorium would also not apply to

multilateral meetings, such as last
month's international Scientific Forum in
Hamburg.

The Scientific Forum is “a meeting of
leading personalities in science’ from the
46 countries that signed the 1975 Helsinki
Accord, “to discuss interrelated problems
of common interest and to promote the
expansion ol contacts, communications
and exchange of information between
scientific institutions and among scien-
tists.”

The American delegation to the Forum,
led by Philip Handler, was under great
pressure to boycott the meeting (PHYSICS
TODAY, January, page 11) even hefore
Sakharov's exile, because it was the Soviet
Union's response to the Helsinki Accord
that was largely responsible for the im-
prisonment of physicist Yuri Orlov,
computer scientist Anatoly Scharansky
and 18 other membhers of the Helsinki
Watch Group (PHYSICS TODAY, July
1978, page 61). Handler explained his
reasons for attending the Forum in testi-
mony hefore Congressman Brown's sub-
committee: ... [t presents an oppor-
tunity to raise fundamental issues with
Soviet counterparts and with the repre-
sentatives of 33 other countries. There
should be no mistaken impression that [
will lead a delegation to discuss ‘business
asusual’. .. If instead, we were to boycott
the Hamburg meeting, it would have little
effect on the Soviet Union except to ex-
empt them from this single opportunity
for an international examination of Soviet
actions in the light of the Helsinki Ac-
cords ... " ME.I

NSF requests 16 % boost for physics

In his Fiscal Year 1981 budget request
President Jimmy Carter continued his
administration’s policy of strong support
for basic research. Support for all R&D
15 expected to total $36.1 billion in 19581,
an increase of 54.2 hillion over FY 1980,
and obligations for basic research are es-
timated to be $5.1 hillion in 1981, an in-
crease of 5543 million.  Even subtracting
the government's 9% estimate of cost-
of-research increases in that period, this
still translates into a real growth of 3% for
hasic research and 4% for all R&D.

In his briefings on the new hudget,
Presidential science adviser Frank Press
noted that, with the inclusion of the 1981
hudget, the increase in support of Feder
ally funded basic research since Carter
has been president amounts to 40%, or
ahout 9% growth ahove increased costs.
Press also pointed out, however, that over
the 13-year period 196780, support Tor
hasic research in the physical sciences
dropped 14% in constant dollars while
suppaort for basic life-sciences research
grew 19%. “To compensate lor the real
contractions in the support of physical
sciences and mathematics since 1967, he

134 PHYSICS TODAY / MARCH 1880

said, “special attention has been paid to
hudgets for these activities in several
Departments and agencies.”

Basic research support in the new
hudget would increase by 17% in the Na-
tional Science Foundation, 13% in the
Department of Energy, and 21% in the
Department of Defense.

NSF. Obhligations for the conduct of
R&D in the NSF are estimated to total
$1.06 hillion in 1981, including $952 mil-
lion for the support of basic research. Tao
compensate for the real contraction in the
support of the physical sciences and
mathematics since 1967, NSF support in
these areas would increase by 17% in 1981.
In the physics division, support would
increase 16%.

Within the Mathematical and Physical
sSciences directorate, NSF will try to in-
crease Lthe average size of the awards made
to investigators, including young re-
searchers and postdoctoral fellows.
William Klemperer, Assistant Director
for Mathematical and Physical Sciences,
told PHYSICS TODAY that support for
research in his directorate has eroded to
the point where adequate funding 15 no

Very Large Array radio lelescope. All 28
dishes have been built and are now being in-
stalled in a Y-shaped arrangement at the site
near Socorro, New Mexico. When completed
(probably by the end of the year), the VLA will
have a maximum resolution, depending on its
operating frequency, of 0.1-0.5 arc-sec. NSF
expects to provide $5.2 million in FY 1981
for the operation of the Very Large Array

longer available to provide investigators
with the resources required to carry out
their research in an optimal manner.
Physical scientists accepted for funding
by the NSF characteristically are offered
only about two-thirds of the support they
request, KKlemperer said, not because NSF
feels the proposals are artifically inflated,
but hecause there is not enough money to
go around. While this does not prohibit
the researcher from carrying out his ex-
periment, he typically does so under less
than ideal circumstances. Klemperer
said that he realized that this situation
can not be reversed in just one year, but
his directorate will make spme attempt to
increase the size of the individual awards
in FY 1981.

Physics. 1980 was anything but a
windfall vear for physics funding at NSF.
A budget that was generally regarded as
austere for physics was cut even lower by
Congressional action and internal direc-
tives, so that the current plan for physics
spending in 1980 is about 1% lower than
the original budget request. All subfields
except theoretical physics and gravita-
tional physics were reduced to accom-
modate the lower overall total.

In the 1981 budget, real growth is
planned for gravitational physics and
theoretical physics, each getting a 22%
hoost.  (See tahle on following page.)
The $0.7-million increase for gravitational
physics will be used mainly for experi-
mental projects, such as the development
of gravitational wave receivers, prototype
studies of wide-hand gravitational ra:
diation detectors, and development and
production of low-noise transducers and
amplifiers for narrow-band devices.

The theoretical-physics hudget will
increase also, as the Institute for Theo-



