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chentlsfs Accuse Secunty Agency
'ment Over‘ Code.Studws
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Ccnq:ma' scienﬂm and“'nnthunaﬂ
cians whose research touches.on secret
codes say they.have. been.subjected. by
the National Security-Agency. 1o. growing
harassment ‘and’ Ww o m
or even pmﬂ«:sfar pubushht arﬁ-
cles about their work. :

The scientists, some wmking i‘u': uni-
versities, some; for private industry: and
some for the Federal: Government, charge
that researchrin;the:United States. faces b
a mutad- but growing threst. from: the Na-
tional Security Agency. thel Govenment’s
supreme authority on secret codesu gy 4,

The agency’s tactics, they say™may

eventually mean that.a sdnﬂst:uﬁng

.iu.

outside the Govment couhl su:ld.entr
be informed; that his work had been offi-:
m.ﬂyﬂudladunmt.qrhawﬂdm
'be’ comstrained MM i:.
ww
¢ Norman Boardman, q:ohnnn‘fw th
N.S.A., told The New York Times that
nuthﬂhnnmmyuhu'm:pluyuo{thﬂ
agency could coment in any'way amth&
accusations made by the scientists.:;

| Complaining ' scientists,  lawyera:’
scientific institutions ang Government ex-
perts agrea that laws- covering such
potential constraints are.ambiguous. But
"because of the vagueness of the current
legal position, the'security agency’s pres-
sure must be taken seriously; they assert:!
' Scientists- said ™ in - ihterviews- that
threats leveled against:them by emplay-
ees of the agency inr.ludad»r.bnpauihm'ﬁ

of official “action to- gwrenn'dl grantsy .

violation of security lawse.
A source;within; th' N thonal.

to” increasing ““systematic, bzmmrlttz
sniping” from-the ‘security -agency wn.b
a view to’ bringing certain- kinds of m-
search under the agency’s control. '

The informant,”’ ‘who “asked : thn. his
identity not.be dlsdosad..sdd:ﬂiln was
a danger of intimidating-a. large segment
-of the private. American scientific com-
munity if the Govnrnmmt ptusun was|
not resisted. ; " g

Such a.Llegatiuns hm bun stnmermg'

inthesciendﬁcpmc!‘uraizmmths,
but the cmm:ywumxght to a.
boil by a symposium on information,
theory held last ‘week" lt Cormll Unl-
versary at Ithaca, N.Y.™

Among the scientists. who ptesantad
papers at the mesting. fas a: group
Stanford University; headed by Dr.
E Hellr.mn and- masnda%w
Diffie. - WL ARE o -
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mmmmm‘mw
trating its sinudies on 'z kind of -
matlm problem h:mw-n ‘as- thn ‘Nonde
mmmﬁedmch*umblmwodd
be the fitting of several of varying
ahapuudsmmtnal:rgerfarm.wﬁh
no excess and leit aver).: S
A Compater “Lock’ ~*7" "~
'IheN-PCmplchpmblun’sspedﬂmp
to, camputer. scientists 15 f.hn at’

tms pomt 7O Computsr - can
to solve it Dr.- Heﬂma.n and
modﬂuhvethemfmpmpoaedit
as a device for.“locking™ data in the
memory ~ banks of. oompum lgumt

T

unauthorized use-or theft..
“The right to of tb&.&menﬂn
citizen uwiut a.l] 1baut, he smd.

organization. or ;
uiuseteodathtmubtm

wheﬂm' from. the Cen-.
Agmq the - scvte:
Union's eomt:rpe.rt. xu, o -ny

m{ad'

to eav
trat

perretrabie cmmmnd-and-conrml mﬂxtlr!"
communications systems.

Most computer scientists and .mathe-
maticians in the United States are mem-
bers of the Institute of Electric and Elec- |
tronic W‘ which puh]ﬂhg theu“
papers and distributes them to countries’
sbroad, including the: Soviet . Union
among other counfies. s ,..e.-.,,... <4
t m Reg'lrded As. ‘ﬁt":';

ngm]. weelks before the Cornell’ conf~
erence, . the- received - a: letier

institute
from _one _ of , its: members, : Joseph' A.




Meyer,” who-is_listed,. wetl-placad rscien-
mny,mmmmmm
directory as an e

o job hunth: wimmm?:luol,nﬁpr

ﬁodhmngo‘var our head.’! i S ‘:'%'7;‘-

Denial by Seenrity Ageney = |

" Mr. Boardman,. the- . Agency.

spokesman. ‘denied” that. tha. A7 had,/
directed unploy’ee to’ bring

on Mr. Hellmnn or the others. But -an'
informant in the National Science- Founs{ .
dation. said’ the letter fromr Mr: Meyer

to d?! enpmiﬂg* institute:;was; merely
one of a nomber of similarty threatening
-‘-lerters that- had:: been tmi;j;ind,gditﬂs_h_

-reachl\vh' myu- :

“Md., or at mm‘mmm
were referred’ b-tbo—xmm
Md., were not successiul..
who declined: comment.):




