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THE WHITE HOUSE ~ 0 

WASHINGTON 

June 18, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

JIM CANNON 
PHIL BUCHEN 
JACK MARSH 
DOUG 

SCIENCE ADVISER 
CONTROVERSY '~;:(.. i? D < 

/~· ~ 
. --·) IQ 

·~ ..,. 
Here are four documents that I thought\~ 
you should have on this subject, in '~ 
case you have not received them from 
other sources: 

_/ 

Letters to Senators Hansen, Curtis, 
McClure, and Helms (who had criticized 
Stever, NSF and the Congressional 
Oversight Committee in a letter to 
the President) from: 

0 Congressman Mosher and 
Senator Kennedy 

An item in Science Trends; this is the 
only press notice that has appeared 
thus far although other members of the 
press corps are aware of the discussion 
and are keeping up to date. 

A summary of the science education 
controversy prepared at my request 
by NSF. 

Attachment 

Digitized from Box 32 of the James M. Cannon Files at the Gerald R. Ford Presidential Library
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• -~ , ,~ , • c• ··>/P~~F< -Jt<~ .. ' , · . :c:s~~ttll 
.;:.~ o: ·: senator Clifford P. Banseri -;~: .. ""-: ,- .· · -:.:-:-,' . 

• . • :; • . * • • ~ . .. -..,..,~ - ·-- - - ~· 

.:- .:;·-_.. ---:3229 .1>1rlc.se.n Senate Office ."Building . · :,c ~ :_: ~:,: ,-..: ...; ' . 
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1

~);- • .· c\;~~i~~ - - __ 
. _ · _ · :_-.. -_:;~.:. • ', · - c ~~ •· 8m ·startled . atid disappointed to ·learn ;·of the letter addressed to ;:..:::·~ · · · 

· --~ ·.President Ford .and ···signed by you and three ~ther Republican Senate coll~gues, · 
attacking ·the potential nomination of Dr • . Guy Stever for appointment .as Science 

.. , ~_.::,_. Adv:f.ser to. the President. --.·:· · . .:::-c.·!· . ..:·:. . . .-: . __ '·--:-:·.- , 
)_--~---<~ ~-- .----.=-~::.::~--·_.:· -··:::..:·- - .~~-·-'1--:);3~_-=.:·~~ .. -- : --~ -~----~:-;·:_~:·::~-, · :. · -' · :-- ·- ': .:----:>,i~'-··l~_.;i::ft~)~~;::_:~. -

.:. _ .. ·-·. · · ·· I have read and •reread : your -letter to the ·President very careful.l.y; :and- ::.._

. " - I cannot help but . believe that you and your colleagues. are being used most ·::.: ..:·'.>. 
unfortunately for phopagandi.stic purposes. :._As one who has been complete1y : -:.· 
involved in the lengthy and complex situation .at the National Science ·Foundatio: 
to -which your letter alludes, .· ! must say it seems to me your letter to the ·~ 

President gives a very distorted picture of that situation. I cannot help ·
but believe that you accepted very inadequate, selective and distortedinfor-
mation as the basis · for the judgments you expressed. · .· · · · 

In support of my feeling that you haee been used. I cite the fact {as I 
. understand it) that your letter was publicly released and distributed to the 
press by George Archibald of the Heritage Foundation, a ~an vhom ve know~eae 
in the_. House as being a very skillful, %ealous manipulator of propaganda. His 
actions certainly give the impression that he prepared the letter. This seems 
to me a highly irregular and very tmfortunate way for a letter from four . 

· Senators to the President to be publicized, I judge even before it reached · -
the President. It makes your letter extremly suspect! · _ _.- . :::: 

. . 
Here in the Bouse Committee on Science and Technology ~ehave been very 

fortunate in be~g able to handle this whole situation on a very bipartisan, 
non-politicized basis. So, as the ranking Republicaa member on our committee, 
I really believe it is very unfortunate that your letter directly 1njects 
partisan politics into the~issue, and I believe that will be harcful. to the 
national interests and to ·the interests of our Republican Administration. 

For example, I assure you that ·the charge made "in ·.your final paragraph p 
that Congressman Jim Symington has been somehow derelict in ' his obligations as 
chairman of the subco~ittee which oversees NSF activities, is not justified . 
I think it is an ~ttack which inevitably . will discredit Republicans. -.: 

.. ~- -=-.. _ :<:- _. -- ~ -.... , · . . ·.~ .• :~- =;::·~ ....... .. ~~-
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-:--:-~~-. ·.:;-_:..·; . . Of course, I agree:~that :i.t .is e:xtremely~reant. : :for;the · Yhite-House ':. · · .:.·; _~-:·:~:: t.o· thoroughly invest.igate~~b"e . :.ch&rges whic:h::are)ua.de·· ~&iii:sf Dr.-- Stever·.- ·a%td·:·· 
, -~:to. - ~ -:~- · tbe NSY. ·: . .It . is essentiSl-.c:t:hat the Presiden.t".'iiOi:""Ji"Cmfnate any .. person for the· I •. , ·~ · - _ • ._-. .. ·- . - -··. . .... t,..- _,..:t... : · ... . .• . - . - ~ .... ··~ :.£·~:1.mportant role .of _-Science ~Adviser wit.hout· ··betng·· .. completely 1mare of tbat ~- .. -•: . : 

1 
•. :·_-~X:(Si>erson~s -~ecord ~d mi:, ··;·ail~g~ti~s t:~~ - -~j~~~-~s_ ;~~e, -~g~s-~ 'it. ~~~~etb~:- ~r·. · . . · ... Steve-r . or .any other nominee. --~ ··-· .. ··.· . , .. . ~ ... ·~""1·:--~ ;:::'" .· ,. -. -.. . .. . ..... , : .. · _ .. -~ ·:·::~~:3.-~)- .. ~--!K-:~:s5~, : -.-· :--; ::-:.-:-'· ~-~:.-\~:.;;~1-~~~- ~~~--- ;.< · >~: .. ~:::::.:~~1"~~~-~-~-, ::.<~..:: ~ ,:~·:<··-:-< ·. · .• ;.~;>--:~~-:s:~~J;::::· ~~-. · ·~->-::· _·· ·: Personally, · I be1ieve Dr. :Stever's recoid varrarits his appointment to the 

new post. · Therefore. -I_bate to see the President and Dr. Stever publicly 
harraesed by allegations >which I am convin~ed are blown far out of __ proportion 

~-:~t~~~f~~r~:;11-~~~~ .. ~~-:-.t:~~~~:~~~- · ·::--~~~~;~~i]$1tif~~;;:.~--~~t~:t:~:;i~:.;:~:-~-: ~ :,, _\· -:-:·..:·z hope ·very _ .much-~'bat _ _you wi.U give -£urther'·consideration ' to this matter, incfu.ding consideration· of"·more" complete and :-mora .objective ~:information:' . ::~: 

Personai · r~i~t~~:f~~ ~:.·· ~;-~A~~~;\~~if~-~5 ~-r;~:ti;~· ,:· • 
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STEVER/SCIENCE ADVISER CONTROVERSY 
June 14, 1976 

Reports that National Science Foundation Director H.G. Stever may be formally 
nominated as Science Adviser to the President prompted a sharp split within 
Republican ranks on Capitol Hill this past week, and angered leading 
Democrats as well. - -- .- _-. .. - -. 

Four conservative Republican Senators touched off the new dispute by writing 
President Ford that such an appointment "'would bring great controversy and in
evitable op.Position to Dr. Stever's confirmation by the Senate. •• 

Stever already serves, in effect, as Science. Adviser~ ... and has been considered on~
of the leading .contenders for the position, which was formally established by . 
Congress and .the President a month ago. However, there has been no word from 
the hlhi te House on Ford's nominee. . · · · ·- · . .. - :··...::. - ~-- . _ ~ .- . ··:_· -·~-· · : 

Late this past week, members of the ·senate Steering Committee, a group of con
servative Republicans, discussed the position. Sens~ Jesse Helms (NC), Carl T. 
Curtis (NB), J.A. McClure (ID) and C.P. Hansen (WY) agreed on a joint letter 
to the President. 

The Senators based their opposition to Stever . on the controversy surrounding 
science curriculum deveiopment and marketing efforts supported by the Foundatior~ • 

...r 
"Th~ General Accounting Office," they said, "recently reported to the .Congress 
that NSF officials ha~ seriously manipulated and abused the NSF grant award 
process ••• Prior to the GAO report, Dr. Stever and other top NSF officials had 
repeatedly denied before C9mrnittees of Congress that these abuses had occurred • . 
Now, with evidence that top NSF officials did know about the wrongdoing when . 
they denied it to Congress, the GAO is again down at the Fow1dation investigating 
official cover-up within NSF. " . ~ ;· . , . _ ·. · . . · ...... ,. _ , _ . 

. . ---· - .. · -. . . -· - ... ... - ---
Their letter continued: ----

"It would be most inadvisable, and in our judgment an affront to the Congress, 
for Dr. Stever to be appointed to another high position before this bad NSF 
position has been -completely investigated, and the full extent of official 
involvement is known ••• " : · 

A joint Republican attack on a Republican Administration office-holder is unusual, 
particularly in a case involving Stever, who has not been a particularly contro
versial figure. The Senators went even further, however, attacking the Democratic 
Committee leadership involved in NSF affairs: 

"'Moreover," they charged, "both Rep. J.W. Symington (1-m) and Sen. Edward Kennedy 
(MA) ••• failed to get to the bottom of this NSF matter, despite repeated insistence 

by Republican members that they do so, or to act firmly against wrongdoing in the 
awarding of Federal grants by this agency under their direct jurisdiction." 

(Continued) 
~'~.~~~~o;~~i':!;.~~\\;-~~r~W:~~:~~~-z~~~r . ~ ~~-~t;:;~~~~.~~~ ... ~'IS~:ro·.:: .... ~.,.., ::-tz:llrl_<-l-.:a· ~~~,."'">""::""..,.,,.,.,~_~orJ~,.,.. : ; .:.-_n·t::-.::l .. 'J:...=- ., __ 11.:.' .J~-:1 __ ,,. •=-.:-.1f.•ta-.· .. ":_! ·· · -- f."'11«L·I·•~' -.- .:..=..._~- J-, J••~-·- t._r ...... ..... , .. . _ -1'~ f. , • ..--~-·-t·"L.. .:r-. -·--·- -.... __ .,_r:::.; .- ·~ 
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STEVER/€0NTROVERSY (Conti.ilued) 
. , 

The•letter concluded: 

•Your appointment of Dr. Ste~er as the President's Science Adviser will make 
it most difficult for Republi~ans to call these Democrats politically to 
account for their error in judgment, and lack of initiative in this impor-

,·tant matter." 
~-=-· 

A sternly-worded communication of this type was something of a surprise, since 
the NSF authorization bill swept through the Senate recently without any objec
tions. Republicans involved in the NSF curriculum development investigations of 
the last year and a half appeared to. be as annoyed as the Democrats. 

A spokesman for.' sen:. ;·Jacob~'Javits ·:: (NY)~, -Senior· Republican on the ·committee han-! 
dling NSF affairs, ~_said: ._ '.'These ;. S~nators have._.a right · to their . __ opinion, _but . their 

·opinion "is wrong'. There· were no: Republican requests _of __ this nature, and no one ; · 
was- denied . an opportunity to testify~ There ·have· been-no-allegations to· my know--> 
ledge . that: Sen •. - Kennedy, · as .:_chail:llla.ll, :. failed to- carry· ~ut his responsibiiiti~~~-- .J • 

• • -- - ·. .. -. ...... . . . · - . . ---- - · - · .-..... _ ....... . ... ·:---- .. . . . ... .. -~#' 

:m .. :!!l~g:~~:~~:C~I!~-~;!:~~.:;.; "'; . . . 
On the House side, Rep. C.A. Mosher (OH), ranking Republican on the House ·committee 
which conducted extensive hearings on the curriculum::.issue~, .. described the ·.letter 
as a uterribly unfortunate, election year partisan document." He added: "It 
seems to me they ?re being used for essentially propagandistic purposes. ·I think 
they have accepted incomplete and -distorted information." 

Mosher said he "objects stren\:ously" to the suggestion that Synd.ngton was ·"some- ; 
how derelict," and noted that the hearings were handled on a bi-partisan basis, 
and "I was completely involved with him in every respect." 

s}'Diiiigton.: _was away·" from. l-1~shington ... ancCimavailabl e . for.:~comrncnd Chair.mart 0. E. 

Teague (D-TX) of the parent Science and Technology Committee was also out of 
tcw~, but an aide said he was preparing to write the objecting Senators stressing 
th~ belief that "the attack on Mr. Symington was completely unwarranted, and 
unjustified, and lacks an}· basis in fact." 

A:.·spokesman· for:-Sen. ":·Kennedy quoted him .· as" .sayi;{g.--th~t~if"'U)E::~ ·seiiat6.rs ' "have any 
:informo:l-i;ioii-pertaining to misconduct · on ·the part of NSF-officials, · I "muld appre7 
ciate'-:.it!:"':Lf ~·they _would bring the facts to my Subcommittee's attention;" rathe;
than:nnake:.unsupported . charge.s to ;_ the · press-':'J - . --· . . . . ~ .. .. 

There was no comment from NSF or the lVhite House· on the controversy, but source~ 
there,· and on Capitol Hill, were somewhat dismayed to see the science advisory 
mechanism become the subject of political debate. It was noted that opposition 
from conservative elements in the Republican party would pose a di~ficult problem 
for the President, who is attempting to win conservative support in a close con
test for the Presidential nomination this year. 

NEW LAND USE CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM 

A new system for classifying land use and land cover, ·now being adopted by the 
U.S. Geological Survey, emphasizes input of ramotely-sensed data, such as . 
images and photographs taken by satellites and aircraft. 

According to USGS, "remotely-sensed data usually are less expensive to acquire 
and can be obtained more quickly than data obtained during ground surveys and 
field mapping." 

> (A Land Use and Land Cover Classification System for Use with Remote Sensor Data, 
USGS Professional Paper 964, available at 75 cents from U.S. Geological Survey, 

Branch of Distribution, 1200 S. Eads St·.· , Arlington, VA _22202 .) 
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THE CONTROVERSY OVER SCIENCE EDUCATION AND CURRICULUM 

DEVELOPMENT PROGRAMS OF THE NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

~";i o?;_~~.i - -~ '<i; ..._-.. 

O• Over the last two years, there has been a discussion--spearheaded 
·. by. a few members of the -Congress and several citizens groups-
·COncernitig ' the NSF programs in science education and~ in particular, 

.,J:he curriculum course development activities. The programs of 
greatest concern are those involving the social . sciences or social 
values as they are derived from an inquiry into scientific processes 
and the comparison of our national heritage and those of other cul-
tures. .: - o-,_, 

o The concerns center around this line of thought: 

·The content of the courses may be designed to change the value 
structure of America by educating the American youth to 11 accept11 

other points of view. 

- ~ small clique of educators, textbook developers, and government 
officials direct this activity. 

- To advance their programs and philosophy-there have been: 

manipulations of Foundation procedures for the review of 
proposals and the award of grants. 

excessive interventions into the textbook .. market•• through 
Federal implementation programs that subsidize the marketing 
of the NSF sponsored courses and the provision of royalty 
incentives to certain advantaged textbook publishers. 

o There have been some procedural and management errors in the proces
sing of certain NSF curricula development grants funded in the 1960 1 s 
and early 1970's. However, internal investigation by NSF and review 
by GAO has produced no evidence that suggests there was a willful 
manipulation of the award process to foster the objectives claimed 
by the critics and in support of their theory of willful manipulation . 

- An internal investigation by the NSF in May and June 1975, noted 
that there had been administrative and management problems in the 
Science Education Directorate and suggested a number of reforms. 
Many of these have subsequently been put into place, beginning 
with procedural changes for the award of grants put into effect 
in the Science Education Directorate in September 1975 and subse
quently adopted throughout the Foundation. 

- A special committee impaneled by House Science and Technology 
Committee Chairman Teague and headed by Texas Christian University 
President Moudy reported recommendations for improvement in the 

1,.,;_ ""' 
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~~ NSF science education program; these· recommendations have also 
: been considered by the National Science Board and the NSF Director 
and have been incorporated in the revised policies. 

' . . ' 

,"';': ..... - "i'". -

~; ~ .:<. A GAO review of one case--Individualized Science Instructional 
-'":: system {ISIS)--in December 1975 and January 1976, in general 

.:. corroborated the earlier NSF internal study but noted that there 
· ., .. had been inaccuracies in the compilation of the case study · 

··. material i.11 the detailed appendix (Volume II) of the NSF review 
team's report: 
~ ·~·/ ' .. .''~ 

:$., 

In testimony :before the conmittees of the Congress, the NSF 
Director has acknowledged that the NSF. internal review team 
did not accurately complete its work, e.g., as by having all 
~lements of the final report rechecked by individual team members. 

o Dr~ Stever has at no time denied that there were problems in the 
management of-the Science Education program. 

1n order to clear up the lingering questions concerning the 
Individualized Science Instructional System (ISIS) curriculum 
project, the House Science and Technology Committee asked the GAO 
to make a further study. This study is underway and will be 
completed in late 1976 (cy). 

- Dr. Stever is on record concerning this matter in that he has 
openly discussed the ISIS procedural problems with the Congress 
and has supported the GAO study. 

o An extensive review of the NSF peer review process--used in judging 
proposals--was conducted by the House Science and Technology Committee 
in July 1975. This review produced more than 1300 pages of testimony 
and includes extensive statistical descriptions by the Foundation 
of its award review procedures, the geographic distribution of its 
support funds, the location of reviewers as compared to the location 
of grantees, and much other management information. The Committee 
report made some suggestions for strengthening the Foundation's 
decisionmaking processes but concluded that the Foundation's peer 
review system was generally strong and properly used. 

- The National Science Board has a number of Committee recommenda
tions under advisement and will report back to the Committee in 
January 1977 in connection with the FY 1978 authorization hearings. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 24, 1976 

DOUG BENNETT 
PHIL BUCHEN 
JACK MARSH 

~v 

JIM C~NNO~ _/ . 

GLENNS~ 
Scie·ce Adviser A£EO'a'~ 

Here are some additional pieces of correspondence on this 
issue, including: · 

a summary of Congressman Symington's comments to the 
American Association for the Advancement of Science 
(AAAS) during which he comments on the letter to 
the President from the four Senators concerning 
Guy Stever. 

Congressman Teagu0 's letter to Helms and other Senators 
signing the letter. 

The Southern Baptists' resolution concerning MACOS. 

Dr. Jerry Weisner, Science Adviser during the Kennedy 
Administration has indicated his belief that the science 
community would strongly support the nomination of Guy Stever 
as the Director of OSTP. 

Attachments 

'~' 
,, (, 
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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

WASHINGTON D.C. 20550 

"";·qnsf June 18 1976 ... , 

OFFICE OF THE 
DIRECTOR 

MEMORANDUM FOR: Glenn Schleede 
Dick Allison 

SUBJECT: Comments by Congressman Jim Symington on June 15, 1976 
at the American Association for the Advancement of 
Science Colloquim on R&D Budgeting 

In the course of an address to approximately 200 people in attendance 
at an AAAS symposium while commenting on the evermore complex relation
ship" between science and government, Mr. Symington made the following 
comments concerning the Science Adviser matter: 

o He noted that several senators had, he understood, sent a letter 
to the President critical of the NSF and suggesting that the 
Chairmen of the Oversight Committee in the House and Senate were 
derelict in their duties. 

o He commented that Chairman Teague and Mr. Mosher were responding 
to these charges but noted that in his estimation the letter 
"shames the signators". 

o He indicated that the importance of this matter to the assembled 
audience was that the legislative bodies were in most ways invested 
with a courtesy that prevented engagement in behavior of this sort 
and that when there is such behavior, and it involves a matter of 
science, scientists and engineers should recognize the significance 
of the problem. 

o He indicated that he presumed that some people in the states of 
the senators may take offense to such a subversion of facts; that 
would be a matter for them to decide. 

o He went on to say that on his part, because of his own father 1 s 
involvement with McCarthyism, he was quite prepared for these kinds 
of attacks and was prepared to fight them. He indicated that he 
felt strongly about this regardless of political outcome and 
indicated a strong comment freedom of scientific research. 

P~mith 
Special Assistant 
to the Director 

/ 
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Honorable Jesse Helms 
·united States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear S~nator Helms: 
~ 

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

SUITE Zlll RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20515 

June 17, 1976 

Based on its inaccurate content,the letter you and three of 
your Senate colleagues sent to the President on June 9 is an affront 
to me and to the Committee on Science and Technology. Apparently 
you sent the letter with no attempt to ascertain the facts from 
anyone in a position of authority on our Committee. I conclude 
that you were either misled or that you were not interested in the 
truth about a very compl~cated situation. 

.IOHN 0,. HOLN,.J:LO 
"ALrH H. "CAD 

ft0at"1" C. KOCHAN 
IIO.lfiT B. Olu....AWAY 

IIEGIH4 A. DAVIS 

MINC')f'IITY COUNSI:&..t 
..I<:HoUI. A. 5~1:10ATA 

In the last paragraph of your letter you make charges against Mr. 
Symington and the work of this Committee which are untrue. Any fair
minded review of the oversight record of this Committee will show that 
broad, vigorous examination of the National Science Foundation has been 
one of our highest priorities for more than four years and especially the 
past eighteen months. 

Mr. Symingto~, }!r. Mosher and I have, in the past, acknowledged 
Representative Conlan's contributions in bringing two NSF science education 
problems to the Committee's attention •. In both cases we devoted an extra
ordinary amount of time and personal attention to their examination. In 
both cases our Committee has undertaken extensive investigative actions. 

There is absolutely no basis in fact for your charge that we "failed 
to get ·to the bottom of this NSF matter, despite repeated insistence by 
Republican ?tembers that they do so, or to act firmly against wrongdoing in 
the awarding of Federal grants by this agency." I asked the CAO to undertake 
a comprehensive review of }~COS; I appointed an independent group of distin-

•• . . 
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guished individuals to examine the MACOS project and the pre-college science 
education area; and Mr. Symington's Subcommittee and the GAO have been en
gaged in virtually continuous oversight of the NSF. (Just one example is 
the Committee Print on NSF Curriculum Development and Implementation for 
Pre-College Science Education.) 

For the record, our Committee has generally operated on a broad non
partisan basis over the years --both Members and staff. Therefore, the 
impression conveyed in your last paragraph that there is a deep partisan 
split in our Committee does not accurately reflect the facts. 

While I do not feel compelled to defend our Committee's record·to 
you, a summary of our NSF oversight and legislative activities is·available 
if you are interested. There is nothing which has been learned as a result 
of this very extensive record which supports the implicit charge of a "cover 
up" by Dr. Stever contained in your letter. 

It is true that there have been a number of management problems re
vealed through investigations by Mr. Symington's Subcommittee, by the GAO, 
and by the NSF itself. Our findings show certain serious mistakes in judg
ment and the previous existence of some defective management practices in 
the science education area. However, both in response to our recommendations 
and on their own initiative the National Science Board and Dr. Stever have 
promptly taken major actions to correct these problems and to improve the 
operations of the Foundation. 

Indeed, at about the same time that Mr. Symington's Subcommittee 
was completing a general examination into the preparation of the report by 
NSF's.Science Curriculum Review team, Dr. Stever and the Science Board 
reached the same conclusion as did the Subcommittee: an extensive inde
pendent investigation by the General Accounting Office would be necessary 
to bring out all aspects of a very complex situation. The GAO is now 
engaged in a major inquiry because the Committee and the Foundation inde
pendently decided tqis '"as the best ,,•ay to "clear the air." The GAO 
investigation is not being conducted because, as your letter charges, there 
is "evidence that top NSF officials did know about the wrongdoing when they 
denied it to Congress ••• " 

We are as anxious as you to insure that any past problems are fully 
aired; we seek to improve the operations of the Foundation; but we are· 
determined to conduct our investigations and oversight in an orderly and 
responsible manner with due regard to and concern for the rights of indi
viduals. ,No useful purpose is served by unjustified and unsupported attacks 
upon dedicated government officials regardless of the political climate. 
I am sure that you will agree that this is one thing neither the Congress 
nor the Executive branch needs at this time. In any event, I cannot accept 
unjustified attacks upon this Committee and ~fr. Symington, who has been an 
outstanding Subcommittee Chairman. 
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In no way should.this letter be construed to mean that the White 
House and the Senate _should not carefully examine the record of any 
individual being considered for a major appointment. Your constitutional 
responsibilities are clear. I am confident that in the event Dr. Stever 
is nominated for the post of Science Adviser, you will exercise the Senate's 
responsibilities properly by seeking more complete and objective information 
than was provided to you in the preparation of your letter to the President. 

Sincerely, 0-
- <:b 

tJJ-L < . "~r OLIN E • TEAGUE 
Chairman · 

·. 

\ 
I 

/ 
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uuu11'"~' '" :.nul.Jt~t:s L~naelttn 

PraCtice Of H o,:,iOsexuality . 
. . . . .; " r . . . .· ·1' . . . . ' •. By Marjorie Hyer · social ·' study unit was dr.:.. : these two men have been in · ~ Wuhln~on Poa18taft Wrlttr . vel oped with the aid of fund· dieted on several occasions ~;ORFOLK June 17.::_The · ing from the _National Sci· . t·affil' d., :-"' · . ' . · · · ~. ence Foundation . and has · as commu~s 1ate · ~uthern Baptist . ·C~nven· ·l:ieen the . ,target o£ ultra- Neither has been indicted. · t.fori today .adopted a _posi- . right-wing groups, .both re- Tom Watson of Birming-tJ."i>n · . statement which ligious and secular. . _ ham, Ala.; took on Markham strongly condemned · homo· · Markham originally raised d d f d d th · . · al practices . th t . 1 an e en e e comm1s s~ . · quesbor;s abo~t e rna e~Ia sion report. He rebuked ;:r'he tesolution adopted . by at last · years conventiOn. · Markham for his "forked a~ nearly unanim,?us voice .His concern then. "':as ref~r". - tongue" -. remark. · .. 1 personv_ote, condemned th: prac· red to. t_he Chnsllan L~fe allY am not going to take his ti_ce, of . homos~xual!ty _as • C~mm1sswn _and the Bapti~t ;! •.. (Markham's) .word. 1 .elected sm. It . called on. Ba~tist Jolll~ Committee on P1,1bhc • .. them . (the : commission cltnrches and agenc1es not Affairs for. study. ·The tw'O . members) and 1 believe in tu afford _the pra~tice of ho· , ;roup~· ..after ·study :or. ·the · them,';· Watson said. The n¥>se.-ruality. any degree. of mat~r~al reported that .'thlf!S. · conve~1tion, agreeing with approval through . ordma· speClfic program need ne1- : him backed the commission . . ti<in, . employment, : or otpcr . ther be condemned nor en·. rep;rt. ..Ceslgnabops o! a nor.-r:al dors:d · by th~ Southern · ..,. . th- f h llfk>style." . . · Ba tlst Convention." . ~n . ~ er ac tons t e ......,_ · p · convention: miessengers, as delegates Nevertheless, Markham ar.e called, also ;defeated de· continued, with support . · · • Condemned the practice· tejnuned efiorts ' tO put the from some -highly vocal fol-· .. and teachi?g .of . ~ranscer· • . nation's largest· ·Protestant "-'lowers, to harass convention. · : dental me_ditation m public. denomination on record ·. as ··.·president Dr. Jaroy Weber . .:schools. ·, <lPpoSed to alla~ortio_n.. .. · for ~e to address the con·· '• .Called for .the opening :.After ex~ns1ve debate, vention today even though ' of a new Southern Baptist the convention adcipt~d . a . the 'program had already Theological Seminary in the resolution reaffirming "the ·' ,run ·an hour . past the sched· northeast section of the biblical .Sacredness and dig· uled adjour~ment for lunch. United states by 1979. nity of all human life, in- . - At one pomt the proceedeluding fetal life,' and . con· ings we~e. so co~used that demni.ng "any indiscrlmi- · . ·.the pres1ding off1cer ·was acnate attitude -toward abor- . tively considering taking a . tlon.' The resOlution called written ballot on the motion for a "limited role of gov· · .. to adjourn, after both ·voice ernment ' in ·dealing with and standing votes on the m:ltters relating to abor· motion had been challenged lion." by Markham and his back-. // .The greatest controversy ers. II of. an ·otherwise placid con· At one point Markham 'vention surfaced in the clos· threatened to sue the con- . 1rrg minutes ·of the morning_ vention if he was not given I~Sion today When a deter: · the. floor. "I'll go . to Court if mined messenger from l''air·' 'r have to and . take . action bUrn.. Ga. repeatedly sought ··against this coi}vention," be a hearing to get the conven· said. The Christian Life tion to condemn a· social Commission "has failed this studies instruction : · unit . great body' of believers," he widely used iil public"'a.nd . , .said, charging· that thev parochial schools across . the · "spoke with a for k.e d country. . tongue." The Rev. Herschel Mark- Markham failed to specify , ham denounced the unit his criticisms of ·the study . ~ "Man: a Course o! Study": . unit other than. that . it was.' las· "Luciferian, Sauini.c ~nd ; "communist" a!}d "the Devil-filled" and r~peatedly • whole program is filled with called it ~·communistic."· . John Dewey and B. F .. Skint'.;.: ~he flit~· ~~ sixth grad~ ner and all er yoi.l know that 

• Urged Baptists to work 
for laws to prohibit 
"advertising of beverage al· 
cobol and the portrayal of 
pornography in all public 
media." 

The homosex~ality resolu· 
tion was the toughest of any 
adopted by any of the Prot· 
estant bodies who have 
dealt with the issue in re
cent years. By formally . clas· 

· sifying .•. homosexual prac
·. tices as sinful, tpe · Southern 
Baptists aligned themselves 
with the . official Roman 
Catholic position on the 
question. 

A clause .that would have 
expressed "Christian com
passion" ·. for · homosexuals 
was knocked out and re· 

. placed by an affirmation of 
"Christian concern that all 
persons be saved from the 
penalty and power of sin 
through our Lord Jesus 
Christ." 
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ARREST 

ATLANTA CAP>-- A BAPTIST PASTOR WAS ARRESTED TODAY IN TP.E DOOR~JAY OF 
THE FEDERAL BUILDING AND ACCUSED OF THREATENING TO SET OFF EOMBS HERE· 
AND IN 27 OTHER CITIES, POLICE SAID •. 
· NO ·so MBS WERE FOUND. , · . 

. · THE REV. HERSCHEL ARN:>LD MARKHAM_, 42.i WAS CHARGED WITH., 'MAKING . 
TERRORISTIC THREATS AND ACTS'' AFTEH PO LICE WRESTLED HIM TO ~HE GROUND. . · · . . , 
, .·THE REV'. MR. MARKHAM PASTOR OF MT. VERNON BAPTIST CHURCH IN , 
FAIRBURN.t GA. 1 HAD CREATED A STIR THURSDAY AT THE·NA-TIONAL MEETING OF 
THE SOUTHERN BAPTIST CONVENTION IN r-DRFOLK

1 
V.A.~ PROTESTif\K; A SERIES · 

OF SCHOOL EOO KS HE SAID WERE CO MMUNIST-INF LUENC.t.:D. · · . 
· ''I FEEL LIKE ELIJAH THE PROPHET ''HE SAID AT THE MEETI~. ''I'M 

GOING TO GET THIS MESSAGE TO THE WO~LD; I'LL GO TO COURT WITH THIS IF 
NECESSARY 0 R ·THE NATIONAL NEWS MEDIA.'' -

POLICE wERE -CALLED TO THE FEDERAL BUILDING JUST BEFORE DAWN TODAY 
THEN TALKED TO THE REV. MR. MARKHAM --WHO RECORDED TP.E CONVERSATION'ON 
A-TAPE RECORDER HE CARRIED -- FOR rvDRE THAN AN· HOUR WHILE THE POLICE . 
BJMB SQUAD AND FBI AGENTS HERE CALLED IN. . . 

POLICE SAY MARKHAM CLAIMED TO HAVE A EOMB IN A SATCHEL HE CARRIED.
WHEN THE FBI DECIDED THAT IF HE HAD SUCH. A- OOMB IT ·COULD t-OT BE 

EXPLODED EXTERNALLY.l HE WAS OVERPOWERED AND ARRESTED-'- POLICE SAID. 
HE DID N:>T NAME THE OTHER CIT! ES ~!HERE HE SAID OTHER 00 MBS WERE lDCATED. . 

AS HE WAS LED AWAY A NaJSMAN HEARD THE PASTOR SAY HE DID f\DT HAVE 
"A LITERAL OOMB BUT-~ LITERARY BOMB,'' THAT THE SATCHEL CONTAINED ''A 

WRITTEN MESSAGE FOR EVERYONE.'' . / ' 

0 .6- 18- 7 5 11 : 39 EDT 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 24, 1976 

DOUG BENNETT 
PHIL BUCHEN 
JACK MARSH 
JIM CANNO 

Adviser AE£ointment 

Here are some additional pieces of correspondence on this 
issue, including: 

a summary of Congressman Symington's comments to the 
American Association for the Advancement of Science 
(AAAS) during which he comments on the letter to 
the President from the four Senators concerning 
Guy Stever. 

Congressman Teague's letter to Helms and other Senators 
signing the letter. 

The Southern Baptists' resolution concerning MACOS. 

Dr. Jerry Weisner, Science Adviser during the Kennedy 
Administration has indicated his belief that the science 
community would strongly support the nomination of Guy Stever 
as the Director of OSTP. 

Attachments 

. I 
.,, If 

__.-<'' 



MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Attached are: 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

June 29, 1976 

DOUG BENNETT 
PHIL BUCHEN 
JIM CANNON 
JACW,MARSH 

ON STEVER 

Article from current Science magazine. 

Press release issued by Senator Moss. 

Attachments. 

~ 
'~~~ u . 

(Le~~(JV 

(,, 
.... _.) 
.,. 

_} 

..... 



•. 

.- -._::~: .: , .. ::-, · · :.' ··' - . .._ .. '-- .. ~-

, :• ... .- · . ;_~ > ~- - --~ :. 
..,. _ ... 

l r;-' :.: •• - - :,~·· • • ~. 

Science -Adviser:.Four GOP Senators 

Seek to Block Nomina.tion of Stever 

A Ic:tter signed by four Republican sen

ators urging President Ford not to ap

point National Science Foundation direc

tor H.'Gu'yford Steverto the recently re

viVed post of head of a White House 

science office has caused a sharp con

gressional backlash. The four senators, 

Carl T. Curtis of Nebraska, Clifford P. 

Hansen of Wyoming. Jesse Helms of 

North Carolina. and James A. McClure 

of Idaho , charged in a letter dated 9 June 
that '"NSF officials have seriously manip

ulated and abused the NSF grant award 

process" in its curriculum revision pro-

. gram and suggested the possibility of an 

"official cover-up within NSF." 
In addition, the letter said that "both 

Rep. James Symington and Sen. Edward 

Kennc:dy, NSF Subcommittee chairmen 

respectively in the House and Senate, 

failed to get to the bottom of the NSF 

matter. despite repeated insistence by 

Republic:m members that they do· so 

. . .. " The letter concluded, "Your ap

pointment of Dr. Stever as the Presi

dent's Science Adviser will make it most 

~JULY 1976 

~ 

difficult for Republicans to call these 

Democrats politically to account for 

their error in judgment and lack of initia

tive in this important matter." 
The letter elicited rebuttals and re

proaches not only from Democrats but 

from Republicans, notably Representa

tive Charles A. Mosher of Ohio, ranking 

Republican member of the House Science 

and Astronautics Committee and of the 

subcommittee which Symington chairs. 

In a letter sent to each of the four sena

tors, Mosher begins by saying he is 
"startled and disappointed'' to learn of 

the letter to Ford and observes that "I 

cannot help but believe that you accept

ed very inadequate, selective and dis
torted information as the basis for the 

judgments you expressed." 
Mosher goes on to regret that the letter 

"injects partisan politics into the issue" 

and says that the- questioning of Syming~ 

'ton's ·actions as chairman of the subcom

-:.mittee overseeing NSF activities are not 

justified. 
Mosher does "agree that it is extreme-

ly important for the White House to thor-._ 

-oughly investigate- the charges which are 

made against Dr. Stever and the NSF,". 

but'hOtes, "Personally, I believe that Dr. 

Stever's record warrants his appoint

ment to the new post.'Therefore, I hate 

to see the President and Dr. Stever pub

licly harassed bl( allegations which I am 

convinced are blown far out of propor

tion to the realities of the situation." 
The responses from both sides of the 

aisles on both sides of the Hill seem to 

have been inspired not so much by the 

desire to champion Stever as to chal

·tenge what appears to be a breach ofcon
gressionalpolitesse and a violation of the 

bipartisan approach which has largely 

prevailed in science policy matters. 
Stever, who served as the President's 

science adviser for the 3-year period 

during which the advisory machinery 

was lodged __ in NSF, is understood to 

have been offered the new White House 

post some weeks ago. Informed observ

ers speculated that, in view of the uncer

tainties of future prospects for the Ford 

Administrntion, Stever might prefer to 

stay at NSF or pursue the proffers of 

what are said to be attractive jobs out

side government. 
Stever. however, is said to have in

dicated he would accept the science ad
viser's job but cautioned the President 

that his nomination might meet opposi

tion in Congress from critics of his role in 

dealing with the problems of NSF's edu-

35 

cation directorate (Science, 6 June 1975). 

Ford faces a serious challenge from 

Ronald Reagan for the Republican presi

dential nomination, and Ford's political 

advisers are said to be urging him to 

avoid antagonizing conservative Republi

cans during the preconvention period. 

Some of the is~ues raised in examination 

of the NSF education program have 

heavy symbolic meaning to some con

servatives. 

Mosher noted that the senators' letter. 

which wa;; written on Senator McClure's 

office stationery , ·•was publicly released 

and distributed to the press .. by Archi

bald, "a man whom we know here in the 

House as being a very skillful, zealous 

manipulator of propaganda. His actions 

give the impression that he prepared the 

letter." 

lation then before Congress. When the 

Stever nomination was mentioned. Ar

chibald says he. volunteered both infor

mation and opinion on the matter and of

fered to provide the senators with further 
documentation on NSF issues. According 

to Archibald, Senator McClure dictated 

the substance of the letter to Ford on the 

spot, and it was polished and later signed 

by the three other senators. He says that 

his own role in its distribution was to 

make copies available to a few reporters 

he knew were following NSF matters 

closely. 

Stever's major antagonist in Congress 

has bet:n Representative John B. Conlan 

(R-Ariz.). who is now campaigning for 

his party's senatoriaf norr~ination in his. 

home state.- IQ h.!s le4er to the four Re

publican senators, Mosher allud~d to a 

former staffmember.ofConlan's, George 

Archibald, who had been active in devel

oping material on. ~vhich Conlan based 

many of his charges against NSF and Ste

ver. Archibald continues to work part

time for Conlan on issues involving 
i\'SF. . -

The account of the origins of the 

letter given by a McClure aide are that 

it originated at the time of a meeting 

of the Senate Steering Committee in 

early June. The committee is a dis
cussion group made up mainly of conser

vative Republican senators which meets 

weekly and of which McClure is cur

rently chairman. 
Stever's prospective appointment was 

brought up before the meeting by McClure. 

Archibald's involvement in the matter is 

described as a coincidence. Archibald 

says that he was invited to the meeting to 
help brief the senators on education legis~ 

A member of the staff of one of the 

signatories expressed surprise that the 

letter had attracted special attention. It 

reflected a concern among the senators 

in the group about some appointments 

by the Administration. Members of the 
group had communicated their apprehen

sions to the White House about other ap

pointments-up to Cabinet level-in the 

past without causing a furor, he said. 



NEWS RElEASE 
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DENNIS READ (202)224-5251 

FOR RELEASE: 

June 28, 1976 

MOSS URGES PRESIDENT TO SPEED UP PRESIDENTIAL SCIENCE ADVISOR · 
NOMJNATION 

WASHINGTON -- Senator Frank E. Moss, D-Utah, Chairman of the Aeronautical 

and Space Sciences Committee, today urged President Ford to take "early action 

in the nomination of a Director for the Office of Science and Technology Policy 

(OSTP)" as created by P .. L. 94-282 .. 

-In a letter to the President, Moss said it has been nearly seven weeks since 

the bill was signed into law on May 11. "Many of us believe that, . unless a 

nomination is received soon, it will be difficult to obtain a confirmation in a 

timely manner, and thus delay further the beginning of the operation of OSTP, 

possibly nntil after the first of the year. This, in my opinion, would be most un-

fortunate, in view of the need for and widespread bipartisan support of the 

functions to be performed by this office as well as the President's Committee on 

Science and Technology created by Title III of the Act," he said. 

Moss recalled the President's concern for speedy action on the Presidential 

Science Advisor bill as expressed in his message of March 22. when he told 

Senate-House Conferees: "Early agreement by the conferees on a workable bill 

will permit me to proceed without further delay in establishing the Cffice of 

Science and Technology Policy," and "Prompt and favorable action by the 

Congress on my proposal to create the new Office of Science and Technology 

Policy and to approve my 1977 Budget requests are vital to assure that science 
engineering and technology Will continue to contribute effectively in achieving 
our nation's objectives .. " 

Moss said: "I certainly agreed with your statements, and the Congress did so 
respond to your request. We sent you the enrolled bill on May 3, and you signed 
it into law on May 11, 1976 .. " 

Moss added that it is his understanding that at least part of the delay in send
ing a nomination to the Congress has been due to . criticism directed at Dr. 
Guyiord Stever, director of the National Science Foundation, whom the President 
reportedly wants to nominate. 

"If, in fact, Dr. Stever, is your choice for Director of the OSTP, then I urge 
you to submit his nomination without further delay so that the allegations can be 
aired and considered in the proper forum of nomination hearings, 11 Moss· said. 
"I have known Dr. Stever for many years to be a fine man with an outstanding 
record of dedicated public service." 
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THE WHITE:. HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

MEMORANDUM TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: Stever Nomination 

The nomination of Guy Stever as director 
of the OSTP will go to the Senate today. 
Nessen will announce. 

We have things pretty well arranged on 
the Hill. There will be joint hearings 
by the three committees involved on 
July 28 and we have a promise from i 
Kennedy and Moss that confirmation will 
occur by the 30th. 

I 

~ 

czrr--v 

/~ORD . (, 
<$' 
::0 
» 

y' J ___ _, 
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ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

July 10, 1976 

~ MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON 

FROM: GLENN SCHLEEDE 

StJB:.JEC'I': 
--~ IMPLEMEN1'7NG THE LA~TH'E'oFFICE 

OF ~eTENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POL~D 
THE ~UENlll-' S ~s &T itD\7rSORYcOMMITTEE 

Over the last nine months, the President has gained respect 
and credit from the scientific and engineering community for 
a favorable and enlightened outlook. This reversal of image 
from the prior Administration is due to: 

His June 1975 proposal to create the OSTP 
The September 1975 Medal of Science Awards 
The establishment of the Ramo-Baker advisory committees 
His 1977 Budget request for R&D programs, in particular, 
for basic research 
The May 11, 1976 'Signing Ceremony for the bill creating 
the Office of Science and Technology Policy and the two
year Study Committee 

The era of good feelings is in danger of coming to an early 
end because of the delay to get the nomination of the OSTP 
Director and the naming of the study committee. There have 
been a few critical stories in the general press but we can 
count on more. 

~ 

The main holdup is the nomination for the OSTP Director. The 
nomination has been stalled (even though the tentative solution 
was made in early May) for more than two months. I understand 
that, on the advise of Senators Scott and Griffin, that it may 
not be sent up now until late in August. Their recommendations, 
together with the opposition to Dr. Stever from Senators 
McClure, Helms, Hansen, Curtis and Buckley, undoubtedly warrants 
considerable weight. On the other side of the question: 

The letter from the first four of the Senators named above 
has been roundly criticized and challenged publicly by 
Senators Javits, Kennedy and Moss and Congressman Teague, 
Mosher and Symington. 
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Representatives of the scientific community, such as \. .,. 
Kennedy Administration Science Adviser Weisner, have sent 
word that the scientific community would strongly back 
Stever if he is nominated by the President. 

Controller General Elmer Staats has written to Senators. 
Helms, McClure, Hansen and Curtis and directly challenged 
their assertions about actions of NSF and Dr. Stever. 

Staff representing Senators Kennedy and Moss (who lead 
two of the three committees that will participate in con
firmation hearings) have called to plead that the nomination 
be sent up soon, promise that joint hearings will be held, 
and promise the nomination would be pushed through quickly. 
(This should, of course, be confirmed by Congressional 
Relations staff.) 

The OSTP cannot be established until the Director has been 
sworn in. However, the Presidential two-year study committee 
can be appointed and could begin operations (according to 
Phil Buchen's staff). The President has selected a Chairman 
for that committee and he is in clearance now. There has 
been no real movement to identify and select other members of 
the committee. For those members of the committee from 
outside the government, there will have to be security checks 
which means that we are looking to at least a month to six weeks 
delay in this step. 

Meanwhile, the only visible efforts we have underway is the 
Ramo-Baker advisory groups. Those groups meet about once 
each two months (subcommittees more frequently). They are 
identifying issues that they believe should be given consideration 
by the OSTP once it is created. While these groups can make 
some contribution, it's pretty small. (It is also interesting 
to note that some members of the Ramo-Baker groups -- all of 
whom were selected without regard to political affiliation --
have been contacted by the Carter campaign staff and asked to 
serve in an advisory capacity. Some have agreed to do so.) 

The purpose of all the above is to suggest that we should do 
something soon to demonstrate continued Presidential interests 
in science and technology. 

POSSIBLE ACTIONS 

There are relatively few creditable steps that can be taken. 
They probably include: 

1. Send up the Stever nomination immediately after the current 
recess. This may be devisive politically but it would show 
resolve in the face of criticism that is out of proportion 
to errors that have been made. 
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2. Delay appointment of the Director until late August but 
announce the President's selection of the study committee 
chairman. Perhaps we could also select and announce 
quickly the appointment of several government members 

l 

of the committee {e.g., Administrator's of ERDA and NASA, 
Director of Defense Research and Engineering), since 
security checks probably are not necessary. Some activity 
could be undertaken. The outside members of the committee 
could not be announced for another 4-6 weeks. {Confirmation 
is not necessary for members of the Committee.) 

3. Propose a less controversial person to head the OSTP. 
Unless such a person is already within the government, 
we probably would be faced with a delay for the clearance 
process. Furthermore, such a step would draw fire from the 
science and engineering communities on grounds that the 
President had backed off on the appointment of a fully 
qualified candidate {Stever) for political reasons. {The 
last time anything comparable occurred was during the Nixon 
Administration when Dr. Frank Long was removed from 
consideration of Director of NSF because of his opposition 
to the ABM system. This leaked out and criticism from the 
scientific community was so severe that President Nixon 
was forced to extend the job offer to Long -- who then 
turned it down.) 

4. Continue to delay the appointments for both the OSTP 
Director and the study committee, but take other steps 
to demonstrate the President's interests. This would probably 
be difficult to do on a viable basis. Steps worth 
considering include: 

a. Adding three or four people temporarily to the Domestic 
Council and NSC staffs who would spend full time on the 
kind of activity that would be undertaken by the OSTP 
and/or Study Committee -- once they are established. 
This might include: 

. Review of R&D programs in agencies' 1978 budget 
request . 

. Reviewing and staffing issues and recommendations coming 
from the Ramo-Baker groups . 

. Planning the work of the two-year study committee . 

. Providing advise on the scientific and technical 
aspects of other issues requiring White House 
attention. 

b. Increasing on a temporary basis the resources available 
to NSF to carry out assignments listed in {a) above. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

That you determine whether a delay in the nomination until 
the last part of August is a final decision. 

If so, that w~ seek Doug Bennett's early attention to 
the selection of candidates for the two-year study 
committee -- to be submitted promptly to the President 
for approval. 

If the nomination of the OSTP Director is to be delayed, 
that we proceed immediately with alternative 4(a) or (b). 

* * * * 

I'm attaching three papers that may be useful to you in 
assessing this situation. 

1. Elmer Staat's letter which deals directly with the 
charges of the four Senators. 

2. The Press Release by Senator Moss (who, incidentially 
is trying to be helpful) which illustrates the kind of 
criticism that is possible. 

3. An article from Science magazine. 

I'm sending a copy of this memo to Dick Allison and Doug 
Bennett both of whom have been deeply involved but may not 
share my views. They may want to give alternative views to 
you. 
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Science -Adviser:.Four GOP Senators 

Seek to Block Nomination of Stever 

A ktter signed by four Republican sen

ators urging President Ford not to ap- 

point National Science Foundation direc
tor H .· Gtiyford Stever to the recently re

viv.:d post of head of a White House 

science office has caused a sharp con

ir"essional backlash. The four senators, 

Carl T. Curtis of Nebraska. Clifford P. 

Hansen of Wyoming. Jesse Helms of 

North Carolina, and James A. McClure 

of Idaho. charged in a letter dated 9 June 
that "NSF officials have seriously manip

ulated and abused the NSF grant award 

process·' in its curriculum revision .pro

gram an.d suggest~ the possibility of an 

.. official cover-up within NSF." 
In addition, the letter said that .. both 

Rep. James Symington and Sen. Edward 

Kennedy , NSF Subcommittee chairmen 

respectively in the House and Senate, 

failed to get to the bottom of the NSF 

matter. despite repeated insistence by 

Republican members that they do ' so · 

.... ·• The letter concluded , "Your ap
pointment of Dr. Stever as the Presi

dent's Science Adviser will make it most 
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difficult for Republicans to call these 

· Democrats politically to account for 

their error irt judgment and lack of initia

tive in this important matter." 
The letter elicited rebuttals and re

proaches not only from Democrats but 

from Republicans, notably Representa

tive Charles A. Mosher of Ohio , ranking 

Republican member of the House Science 

and Astronautics Committee and of the 

subcommittee which Symington chairs. 

In a letter sent to each of the four sena

tors, Mosher begins by saying he is 
"startled and disappointed" to learn of 

the letter to Ford and observes that "I 

cannot help but believe that you accept

ed very inadequate, selective and dis
torted information as the basis for the 

judgments you expressed." 
Mosher goes on to regret thiil the letter 

"injects partisan politics into the issue" 

and says that the questioning of Syming

ton's ·actions as chairman of the subcom

-:.mittee overseeing NSF activities are not 

justified. 
Mosher does "agree that it is extreme-

ly important for the White House to thor-:: 

oughly investigate-the charges which are, 

made against Dr. Stever and the NSF,'' 

bufnotes, "Personally, I believe· that Dr.· 

Stever's record warrants his appoint-

ment to the new post: Therefore, I hate 

to see the President and Dr. Stever pub

licly harassed by allegations which I am 

convinced are blown far out of propor
tion to the realities of the situation.'' 

The responses from both sides of the 

aisles on both sides of the Hill seem to 
have been inspired not sO much by the 

desire to champion Stever as to chat

. lenge what appears to be a breach of con

gressionalpolitesse and a violation of the 

bipartisan approach which has largely 

prevailed in science policy matters. 
Stever, who served as the President's 

science adviser for the 3-year period 

during which the advisory machinery 

was lodged)n NSF. is understood to 

have been offered the new White House 

post some weeks ago. Infonned observ

ers speculated that, in view of the uncer

tainties of future prospects for the Ford 

Administration, Stever might prefer to 

stay at NSF or pursue the proffers of 

what are said to be attractive jobs out

sidegovemment. 
Stever, however, is said to have in

dicated he would accept the science ad
viser's job but cautioned the President 

that his nomination might meet opposi

tion in Congress from critics of his role in 

dealing with the problems of NSF's edu-

35 

ca tion directorate (Science, 6 June 1975). 

Ford faces a serious challenge from 

Ronald Reagan for the Republican presi

dential nomination, and Ford's political 

advisers are said to be urging him to 

avoid antagonizing conservative Republi

c<:!ns during the preconvention period. 

Some of the iS?Ues raised in examination 

of the NSF education program have 

heavy symbolic meaning to some con

servatives. 

Mosher noted that the senators' letter, 

which was written on Senator McClure's 

office stationery, "was publicly released 

and distributed to the press'' by Archi

bald, "a man whom \Ve know here in the 

House as being a very skillful, zealous 

manipulator of propaganda. His actions 

give the impression that he prepared the 

letter.'.' 

lation then before Congress. When the 

Stever nomination was mentioned , Ar
chibald says he. volunteered both infor

mation and opinion on the matter and of

fered to provide the senators with further 

documentation on NSF issues. According 

to Archibald. Senator McClure dictated 

the substance of the letter to Ford on the 

spot, and it was polished and later signed 

by the three other senators. He says that 

his own role in its distribution was to 

make copies available to a few reporters. 

he knew were following NSF matters. 

closely. 

Stever's major antagonist in Congress 

has been Representative John B. Conlan 

(R-Ariz.), wh<;> is now campaigning for 

his party's senatorial nomio.ation in his 

home stat~: hi his leuer t~ the four Re"

publican senato~, M~sher alluded to a 

former staffm~mber.ofConlan's, George 

Archibald, who had been. active in devel

oping material on which Conlan based 

many of his charges against NSF and Ste

;- ~l . .c\i".:!-:;~~~ ;c::t!c!!e~ !~ ~'!0!"~ p~rt

time for Conlan on issues involving 
NSF. . . 

The account of the origins of the 

letter given by a McClure aide are that 

it originated at the time of a meeting 

of the Senate Steering Committee in 

early June. The committee is a dis

cussion group made up mainly of conser

vative Republican senators which meets 

weekly and of which l\lcClure is cur

rently chairman. 
Stever's prospective appointment was 

brought up before the meeting by McClure. 

Archibald's involvement in the matter is 

nf'"crihed as a coincidence. Archibald 

says that he was invited to the meeting to 
help brief the senators on education legis~ 

A member of the staff of one of the· 

signatories expressed surprise that the: 

letter had attracted special attention. It 

reflected a concern among the senators 

in the group about some appointments 

by the Administration. Members of the 
group had communicated their apprehen· 

sions to the White House about other ap· 

pointments--up to Cabinet Jevel-m the 

past without causing a furor, he said. 
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NEWSRELEAS FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:t .. 

DENNIS READ (202)224-5251 
I" FOR RELEASE: 

· ' 

June 28, 1976 MOSS URGES PRESIDENT TO SPEED UP PRESIDENTIAL SCIENCE ADVISOl NOMINATION W ASiUNGTON -- Senator Frank E. Moss, D-Utah, Chairman of the Aeronauti and Space Sciences Committee, today urged President Ford to take "early acti~ 
in the nomination of a Director for the Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) 11 as created by P. L. 94·282. 

-In a letter to the President, }..1oss said it has been nearly seven weeks since the bill was signeq into law on May 11. "Many of us believe that, . unless a nomination is received soon, it will be difficult to obtain. a confirmation in a timely manner,. and thus delay further the beginning of the operation of OSTP, possibly until after the first of the year. This, in my opinion, would be most un · 
fortunate, in view of the need £or and widespread bipartisan support of the ~unctions to be performed by this office as well as the President's Committee on 

Science and Technology created by Title LTI of the Act, ~' he said. 
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Moss recalled the President's concern for speedy action on the Presidential 

Science Advisor bill as expressed in his message of March 22 when he told 

Senate-House Conferees: i'•:Eci:riy agreement by the conferees on a workable bill 

will pernrit me to proceed without further delay in establishing the Cffice of 

Science and Technology Policy," and "Prompt and favorable action by the 

Congress on my proposal to create the new Office of Science and Technology 

Policy and to approve my 1977 Budget requests are vital to assure that science engineering and technology will continue to contribute effectively in achieving our nation's objectives." 

Moss said: "I certainly agreed with your statements. and the Congress did so respond to your request. We sent you the enrolled bill on May 3, and you signed it into law on May 11, 1976." 
Moss added that it is his understanding that at least part of the delay in sending a nomination to the Congress has been due to criticism directed at Dr. Guyiord Stever, director of the National Science Foundation, whom the President reportedly wants to nominate. 
"If, in fact., Dr. Stever, is your choice for Director of the OSTP, then I urge you to submit his nomination without further delay so that the allegations can be aired and considered in the proper forum o£ nomination hearings, 11 Moss· said. "I have known Dr. Stever for rp.any years to be a fine man with an outstanding record of dedicated public service." 
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The Honorable James A. McClure 
United States Senate 

Dear Senator McClure: 

J . ,, ,. 6 107"' 
V . ..!..,_f :J ../ :;) 

.(?.e fer e r. c e i s mad e to yo u r June 9 , 1 9 7 .6 , 1 e t t e c to 
the Presic~nt jointly signed by Senators Carl T. Curtis, 
Clifford P. Hansen, and Jesse A. Helms c6ncerning the possible 
no~ination of Dr. H. G~yford Stever, Direc£or of the National 
Science Fou~dation, to the position o~ ~cience Advisee to the 
President. The letter refers to ·the findings of a recently 
issued GAO report on the National Science Foun~ation which is 
apparently our January 12, 1976, report to Mr. James W. 
Symington, Chaicman, House Subcommittee on Science, Research, 
and Tech~ology, Committee on Science and Technology. The 
letter also ref~rs to a current GAO study of the Foundation. 
Clarification of your referral to th~ January 12 ceport 
findings and to the nature of our current study of the 
Foundation is necessary-to avoid possib~e misunderstanding. 

Your letter states "The General Accounting Office 
recently reported· to the Congress that NSF officials h2ve 
seriously ~anipulated and abused the NSF grant award process 
in-connection with a multi-million dollar curriculum project 
lon~ supported by the Foundation * * ~-" The langu3ge "* * * 
NSF officials have seriously manipulated and abused the NSF 
grant award process '* * *" is your characterization of the 
report's findings and should be noted accordingly as our 
r epo.r t co:-1 ta ins no such 1 ang uage. ._ 

Our January 12 ceport-, as requested by Chairman Symington, 
discussed the National Science Foundation's treat~ent of peer 
reviewers' cc~~ents in its September 5, 1972, staff me~crandurn 
~hich reco~2~nded to ~igher Fou~dation offici2ls that the 
Foundation s~pport a grant propos2l for what is now th~ 
"Individu2.liz2e1 Science Instruction::sl System" project. The . 
repoct is enclosed for your ·information. Ouc findings as quoted 
~rom the r ~ ?nrt su~mary letter to Chai~man Sy~i~gton follow. 
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"'.::":::e Sep~er::~er 5 memorar.du:1 briefly su!T.:;-.~r iz ~d 

the cc~~ents of 11 peer reviewe rs on five general 
areas o:::c ga·;e a r:;ore detail ec accot.:nt of another 
co~me~t. To the extent that these comments are 
su~ma~izeJ in the ~emorandum, they are accurately 
iepcese::c~d. How~ver, about 45 comments by 9 of the 
11 pee~ reviewers were not explicitly dealt with 
in the ne~orandum, nor was docu~entation on file 
to indicate their disposition. A Foundation official 

"d .._. • • h ...., - t" I t fC · · ~ -
sal ~nac c.e rounda 10n s progra~ sa~ cons1oerea 
all concerns raised by reviewers, and she orally 
recou~~ed the disposition of each comment. 

"Thirty-three excerpts expressing only favorable 
co~rnent~ from peer reviewers wete quoted in the 
memora~dum. According to Fou~dation officials, 
these excerpts ~ere 0sed . to. explain why · the 
progra~ staff recosmended supporting the p~oposal. 
T~enty-eight of the excerpts ap?eared to accurately 
represent the reviewers' thoughts, but the other 
five could be considered to pot accurately reflect 
the entire thought of the passages from which they 
weLe ta~en. 

.. dd. ...... th . ., ~ t , t' t 11 In a 1~1on, e memoranaum s~a eo na a 
revie~ers ~ecomreended funding. We believe that the 
rationale for this statement was not fully justified 
wifh res?ect to 3 of the 11 reviewers. 

"'l'he three former Foundation officials who 
app~oved the proposal said they usually read actual 
peer review comments and do not rely solely on a' 
r~co~~2ndation me~orandum in deciding . whether to 
reco~~2~d support for a propos2l. In the case of 
the Septe~ber 5 memorandum, two of the 6fficials 
~tated that they had r~ad the peer reviews before 
approving the proposal. The third official relied 
on a pcior stafE briefing and a review· of background 
docuGen~s which gave rise to the prbposal beca~se -
he was given little time to consider the memorandum 
and oeer corn~ents before the proposal was considered 
by the ~ational Science Board: - · 

- 2 -
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" .k t the t i ;;, E:: o f o u r f i e 1 ch:::: c k , the Four~ d a t ion ' s 
Direc~oc was consid er ing reco~~~~da tions to imprQv e 
th2 sci e nce ed~cation peer re~i e ~ syst em . These 
r~co~~enda tion s we re made b~ a s9ecial te am that 
th~ Director a~?ointed to revie~ precollege .science 
cu r riculu~ activities, and by us in our October 14, 
197'), r~port "Jdmi;<istration of the Science Education 
Project ~~·lan: A Course of Stuc":!' (HACOS)" . p.i:·m-76-26). 
The Director- was also considering changes to the peer 
review system suggested by resear ch~rs as discussed 
in cue No~;e:r:ber 5, 1975, report "Opportunities for 
Improved Manage~ent of the Res e ar~h Applied to 
National Needs (RANN) Program" (m'iD-75-84). 

";-.s y_ou kr:m,,, the Foundation is a_lso Horking 
with your Subcc~mittee in surveying researchers' 
and peer revie~ers' _opinions concerning possible 
revisions to the Foundation's pee~ review syste~. 
Accordingly, we are not now making additional 
recommendations to the Director for improving · 

• • •· • II peer rev1ew x x x 

Your June 9 lette·r states that "NoH, with evidence that 
top NSF officials did know about the wrongdoing when they 
denied ·it to.Congress the GAO is again down at the -Foundation 
investigating official cover-up wittin NSF. 11 We are in 
possession of no such evidence. The scope of work for our 
J -anuary 12 report •,.;.:;s lirr.ited to exc.:t1ining the September 5, 
1972, Foundation st~ff me2.orandum fo~ accuracy and completeness. 
The ouestion of whether too Foundation 6fficials had kr:owledae 
of t~e trea~~ent of the pe~r ~eviewer comments and denied itJt6 
Congress was not considered by us. 

Regarding our current work at the Foundation, a comparison 
of cur J~nuary 12, 1976, report and the May 1975 report of 
De. Stever's science curriculum review team 1/ shows that we 

l/ 

-. 
A s6~~ial team of Primarily top Foundation staff forreed in 
Mar~h-Aoril 1975 ai the reauest of Dr. Stever to review fhe 
Foundation's precollege curriculuw dev~lopment and 
implement2tion activities. 

3 
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reoorted t~~t not all reviewers explic tly reco~me~ded fu~ding 
t;.h ·~ ?:C?o:: c-.::.. for--the Individualized Sc ence Instructional 
System prcj~ct whereas th~ revie~ tean had reported that all 

-. ; ' • ,- •" ~ ~ 0 __,' 0 ,_.. r'1 0 r·~ .£:'' d • ~ b • t <'> r ,. • '- h 0 1 '- ,.- • ~ • I • <:>-.::---;- -re ., .. e.·.e~s ~:.:: ' .· .... n~.-~· ·-'- Lun 1n':J u n ·...,~ ••lL1. UL .. al.:>lng q'-!:o.S:... ..... cn0 
c~ aspec~s of the proposal~ On January 19, 1976, Dr. Stever 
c. ·3-v-is<?d cr. :: :r:--1an Symington .that t::e -:.-:r itten record sho'..red 
that the re~iew team's st~tement to the effect lhat all 
:evie>·:ers !:a:J reco;:n:.:ended funding the proposal was \·lCong. 
T • • • , c;-,.. · c· · s · ... ~ .. ch , " ,. · _:: ,- t21CC!1 J.;io, nalri!lan ym1ngLon an::l t•,r. ar..~.es .-~- l'lOSner, 
the Subco:-::~i.ttee's Ranking 1>1inority i'lember, requested that 
we exami~e ~he revie0 team's repo:t to determine how and 
~hy ~ista~es developed in its preparation, and to determine 
ifl there 2re any management problems in the Foundation's 
pr~college c~rriculum program that had not yet been 
reported. ?~e Foundation's precollege curriculum program 
had recei~e~ considerable congressional, Foundation and 
GAO scruti.~::· over the past yea.r and as a. result of our 
January 12 report, there was concern over whether ther~ might 
~e additio~al management problems in the program that had 
not yet surfaced. 

We trust that the. above clarifies the role of this Office. 
1n the matter. 

Si~y . you;;):?, 
_., ,f . -~ . L .a/·,7., ,~..c. if ~ 

;a _,:----..-_.1'1 
y i{ !" I; . .r'• ~-, .~ .~# 

dou-:}.._,.•...-·:::.,/-J 

Enclosure 

~ 
:;~~:.:/<:;~ 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 

cc: The Eonorable Gerald R. Ford 
The ::.:):-:o.cable .Carl T. Curtis 
The Eo~orabl~ Clifford P. Hansen 
The Eo~orable Jesse ·A. Helms 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON 

,_) _}10 
', 
'~ 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DICK ALLISON DJ 
Glenn Schleede's July 
the OSTP and the Presid 
Committee {copy attacheft ) 

ementing 
ry 

1. Glenn suggested in his memo {att~hed, p. 4)~at I 
might want to share my views on all this~-~ ~~ ......._ __ __.. 

2. I concur in Glenn's analysis and recommendations. The 
danger of a quick end to the "era of good feeling" is very real, 
as Glenn points out. 

3. So far as I know, the Vice President has not discussed 
the Stever matter with the President during their last two 
sessions, although the Vice President is aware of the rumor 
that Stever's name may be held until after the Convention. The 
Vice President also understands that Stever is becoming concerned 
that time is running out for the possibility of his being able 
to do anything constructive with the new offic e . 

4. While I have not shown the Vice President Glenn's memo, 
I suggest that you may want to discuss the Stever matter with 
the Vice President after you have decided what the next best j -
step for the Administration is. ,~ 

5. A final word regarding the Baker - Ramo committees: ~~~~~ 
Their next meeting is in Los Angeles on August 5 and 6, where ~~ ~P 
the finishing touches will be applied to their final report. c~~ 
Simon Ramo is anxious to wind these groups up with a before- 1~ ~p~~.~~~ the-meeting Presidential letter to each member, thanking him ~ 
for having served and announcing that, henceforth, he will be ,-fw~ 
considered to be on call as a consultant, while the Baker \_

1 
~tf 

Ramo groups as such will be formally disbanded. q., '~\.~-..~~~~~"'~ ~ u 
\r\ J t. ~ - -\ ~~~"'- IN t, 

cc: Glenn Schleede '- W ~~~~ ::\- _.t~ '· 
'iY ,. c.--h> v . . \ ~&.~"' 
V ,y.., (}..\~>.,S ~ r-

t\~" (, V\.0. ~ 
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MEMORANDm1 FOR: 

~
M NON _,_., 

.:;, ~r 

GL CHLEEDE '·-..._··--~-_.-·/ FROM: 

SO:&JECT: IMPLEMENTING THE LAW CREATING THE OFFICE 
OF SCIENCE .AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY AND 
THE PRESIDENT'S S&T ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

OVer the last nine months, the President has gained respect 
and credit from the scientific and engineering community for 
a favorable and enlightened outlook. This reversal of image 
from the prior Administration is due to: 

His June 1975 proposal to create the OSTP 
The September 1975 Medal of Science Awards 
The establishment of the Ramo-Baker advisory committees 
His 1977 Budget request for R&D programs, in particular, 
for basic research 
The May 11, 1976 Signing Ceremony for the bill creating 
the Office of Science and Technology Policy and the two
year Study Committee 

The era of good feeling~ is in danger of coming to an early 
end because of the delay to get the nomination of the OSTP 
Director and the naming of the study committee. There have 
been a few critical stories in the general press but we can 
count. on more. 

The main holdup is the nomination for the OSTP Director. The 
nomination has been stalled (even though the tentative solution 
was made in early May)· for more than two months. I understand 
that, on the advise of Senators Scott and Griffin, that it may 
not be sent up now until- late in August. Their recommendations, 
together with the opposition to Dr. Stever from Senators 
McClure, Helms, Hansen, Curtis and Buckley, undoubtedly warrants 
considerable weight. On the other side of the question: 

The letter from the first four of the Senators named above 
has been roundly criticized and challenged publicly by 
Senators Javits, Kennedy and Moss and Congressman Teague, 
Mosher and Symington. 



. . . Representatives of the scientific cornmuniyy, such as 
Kennedy Administration Science Adviser W~sner, have sent 
word that the scientific community would strongly back 
Stever if he is nominated by the President. 

Controller General Elmer Staats has written to Senators_ 
-~elms, McClure, Hansen and Curtis and directly challenged 
their assertions about actions of NSF and Dr. Stever. 

Staff representing Senators Kennedy and Moss (who lead 
two of the three committees that will participate in con
tirmation hearings) have called to plead that the nomination 
be sent up soon, promise that joint hearings will be held, 
and promise the nomination would be pushed through quickly. 
(This should, of course, be confirmed by Congressional 
Relations staff.) 

The OSTP cannot be established until the Director has been 
sworn in~ However, the Presidential two-year study committee 
can be appointed and could begin operations (according to 
~hil Buchen's staff). The President has selected a Chai+.man 

Vfor that committee and he is in clearance now. There has 
been no real movement to identify and select other members of 
the committee. For those members of the committee from 
outside the government, there will have to be security checks 
which means that we are looking to at least a month to six weeks 
delay in this step. 

Meanwhile, the only visible efforts we have underway is the 
Ramo-Baker advisory group~. Those groups meet about once 
each two months (subcommittees more frequently). They are 
identifying issues that they believe should be given consideration 
by the OSTP once it ·is created. While these groups can make 

·some contribution, it's pretty small. {It is also interesting 
to note that some members of the Ramo-Baker groups -- all of 
whom were selected without regard to political affiliation -
have·been contacted by the Carter campaign staff and asked to 
serve in an advisory capacity. Some have agreed to do so.) 

The purpose of all the above is to suggest that we should do 
something soon to demonstrate continued Presidential interests 
in science and technology. 

POSSIBLE ACTIONS 

There are relatively few creditable steps that can be taken. 
They probably include: 

1. Send up the Stever nomination immediately after the current 
recess. This may be devisive politically but it would show 
resolve in the face of criticism that is out of proportion 
to errors that have been made. 



. .· . 2. 

3. 

Delay appointment of the Director until late August but 
announce the President's ·selection of the study committee 
chairman. Perhaps we could also select and announce 
quickly the appointment of several government members 
of the committee (e.g., Administrator's of ERDA and NASA, 
Director of Defense Research and Engineering), since 
security checks probably are not necessary. Some activity 
could be undertaken. The outside members of the committee 
could not be announced for another 4-6 weeks. (Confirmation 
is not necessary for members of the Committee.) 

Propose a less controversial person to head the OSTP. 
Unless suc.h a person is already within the government,/ 
we probably would be faced with a delay for the cleararice..--··'/ 
process. Furthermore, such a step.would draw fire from the 
science and engineering communit~es.on grounds that the 
President had backed off on the appoi~trnent of a fully 
cp.J.alified candidate (Stever) for political·reasons. (The 
last time anything comparable occurred was during the Nixon 
Administration when Dr. Frank Long was removed from 
consideration of Director of NSF because of his opposition 
to the ABM system. This leaked out and criticism from the 
scientific community was so severe that President Nixon 
was forced to extend the job offer to Long -- who then 
turned it down. ) 

,/ 

4. Continue to delay the appointments for both the OSTP 
Director and the study committee, but take other steps 
to demonstrate the President's interests. This would probably 
be difficult to do on a viable basis. Steps worth 
considering include: 

a. Adding three or four people temporarily to the Domestic 
Council and NSC staffs who would spend full time on the 
kind of activity that would be undertaken by the OSTP 
and/or Study Committee -- once they are established. 
This might include: 

• Review of R&D programs in agencies' 1978 budget 
request. 

Reviewing and staffing issues and recommendations corning 
from the Ramo-Baker groups • 

• Planning the work of the .two-year study committee • 

• Providing advise on the scientific and technical 
aspects of other issues requiring White House 
attention. 

b. Increasing on a temporary basis the resources available 
to NSF to car!y out assignments listed in (a) above. 



-4-

REC01-U4ENDAT IONS 

That you determine whether a delay in the nomination until 
the last part of August is a final decision. 

If so, that we seek Doug Bennett's early attention to 
the selection 'of candidates for the two-year study 
committee -- to be submitted promptly to the President 
for approval. 

If the nomination of the OSTP Director is to be delayed, 
that we proceed immediately with alternative 4(a) or (b). 

* * * * 

I'm attaching three papers that may be useful to you in 
assessing this situation. 

1. Elmer Staat's letter which deals directly with the 
charges of the four Senators. 

2. The Press Release by Senator Moss (who, incidentially 
is trying to be helpful) which illustrates the kind of 
criticism that is possible. 

3. An article from Science magazine. 

I'm sending a copy of this memo to Dick Allison and Doug 
Bennett both of whom have been deeply involved but may not J share my views. They may want to give alternative views to 
you. · 



·: Science.Adviser::Four.GOP Senators 
Sei:k tf; "Block Nomi~ati~n of Stever. 

A Jetter signed by four Republican sen- difficult for Republicans to call these 
ators urging President Ford not to ap-: ··Democrats politically to account for 
poiA·n National Science Foundation direc- · their error irt judgment and Jack of initia
tor H.'Gliyford Stever to the recently re- tive in this important matter."· 
vived post . of head of a White House The letter elicited rebuttals and re
science office has caused a sharp con- proaches not only from Democrats but 
gressional backlash. The four senators, · from Republicans, notably Representa
Carl T .. Curtis of Nebraska, Clifford P. tive Charles A. Mosher of Ohio, ranking 
Hansen of Wyoming. Jesse Helms of Republican member of the House Science 
North Carolina. and Jarrtes A. McClure and Astronautics Committee and of the 
ofld:lho, charged in a letter dated 9 June subcommittee which Symington chairs. 
that •·NSF offic:ials have seriously manip- In a letter sent to each of the four sena
ulated and abused the NSF grant award tors, Mosher begins by saying he is 
process .. in its curriculum revision pro- "startled and disappointed'' to team of 

· gr.un and suggested the possibility of an the letter to ~ord and observes that ''I 
"official cover-up within NSF... cannot help but believe that you accept-

In addition, the letter said that "both ed very inadequate, selective and dis
Rep. James Symington and Sen. Edward torted information as the basis for the 
Kennedy, NSF Subcommittee chairmen judgments you expressed.'' 
respectively in the House and Senate, Mosher goes on to regret that the letter 
failed to get to the bottom of the NSF "injects partisan politics into the issue .. 
matter. despite repeated insistence by. and says that the questioning of Syming~ 
Republic:m members that they do· so· "ton ·s ·actions a5 chairman of the subcom
••• :· The letter concluded, ••Your ap- -:.mittee overseeing NSF activities are not 
pointment of Dr. Stever as the Presi- justified. 
dent's Science Adviser will make it most . Mosher does "agree that it is extreme-

: JULY 1976 . ··:· 

- -

made against Dr. Stever and the NSF,"-
but'notes, •·Personally, I believe that Dr:· 
Stever's record warrants his appoint
ment to the new post:Therefore, I hate 
to see the President and Dr. Stever pub-. 
licty harassed bY allegations which I am 
convinced are blown far out of propor
tion to the realities of the situation.;, · 

The responses from both sides of the 
aisles on both sides of the Hill seem to 
have been inspired not so much by the 
desire to champion Stever as to chal
·tengewbat appears to be a bre:~.ch of con- · 
gressionalpolitesse and a violation of the 
bipartisan approach which has largely 
prevailed in science policy matters. 

Stever. who served as the President's 
science ·adviser for the 3-year period 
during which the advisory machinery 
\vas lodged.)n NSF. is understood to 
have been offered the new White House 
post some weeks ago. Informed observ
ers speculated that, in view of the uncer
tainties of future prospects for the Ford 
Administr:ltion, Stever might prefer to 
stay at NSF or pursue the proffers of 
what are said to be attractive jobs out
side· government; 

Stever. however, is said to have in
dicated he would accept the science ad
viser's job but cautioned the President 
that his nomination might meet opposi· 
tion in Congress from.critics of his role in 
dealing with the problems of NSF's edu-

lS 

. ~~· ·-~--~·· . 
. _.,. 

.cation directorate (Science, 6June 1975). 
Ford faces a serious challenge from 

Ronald Reagan for the Republican presi
dential nomination, and Ford's political 
advisers are said to be urging him to 
avoid antagonizing conservative Republi
c:!ns during the preconvention period. 
Some of the is~ues raised in examination 
of the NSF education program have 
heavy symbolic meaning to some con
servatives. 

Mosher noted that the senators"letter, 
which was written on Senator .McClure's 
office stationery, "was publicly released 
and distributed to the press'' by Archi
bald, "a man whom we know here in the 
House as being a very skillful, zealous 
manipulator of propaganda. His actions 
give the impression that he prepared the 
letter." 

lation then before Congress. When 
Stever nomination was mentioned, 
chibald says he. volunteered both 
mat ion and opinion on the matter and 
fered to provide the senators with 
documentation on NSF issues. Ar••n"'rt'"' 

to Archibald, Senator McClure 
the substance of the lett.er to Ford on 
spot, and it was polished and later · 

Stever's major antagonist in Cqngress 
has been Repr~ntative John B. Conlan 
(R-Ariz.)~ wh9 is now campaigning for 
his party's~senatorial. nomination in his. 
home sta~: In his leuer t~ the four Re
publican senato~. Mo.sher alluded to a 
former staff member-' of Conlan. S, .George 
Archibald, who had been active in devel- · 
oping material on which Conlan based 
many of hi'\ charges against NSF and Ste-
-~·~r . .:\;-::~::~~;! cc~tin~e! ~~ \'!~rk pm
time for Conlan on issues involving 
NSF. 

The· account of the origins of the 
letter given by a McClure aide are that 
it originated at the time of a meeting 
of the Senate Steering Committee in 
early June. The committee is a dis
cussion group made up mainly of conser
vative Republican senators which meets 
weekly and of which McClure is cur
rently chairman. 

Stever's prospective appointment was 
brought up before the meeting by McClure. 
Archibald's involvement in the matter is 
cip<;crihed as a coincidence. Archibald 
says that he was invited to the meeting to 
help brief the senators on education legis~ 

by the three other senators. He says 
his own role in its distribution was 
make copies available to a few rP•~nr-t,., 
he ·knew were following NSF 
closely. 

A member of the staff of one of 
signatories expressed surprise that 
letter had attracted sp~cial attention. 
reflected a concern among the 
in the group about some appoi 
by the Administration. Members of 
group had communicated their llnl'lrPnPr 

sions to the White House about other 
pointm~nts-up to Cabinet level-in 
past withoutcausingafuror, he said. 
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FOR FURTHER INFORMAT.ION CONTACT:f· ... 
DENNIS READ (202}224-5251 

.,. FOR RELEASE: · . c 

NEWSRElEA 

MOSS UI!.GES PREsiDENT TO SPEED UP PRESIDENTIAL SCIENCE 
NOMINATION 

.Tune 28, 1976 

W.AsinNGTON -~Senator Frank E. Moss, D-Utah, Chair.man·ofthe 

and Space Sciences Cozrunittee, today urged President Ford to take "early a 

in the !IOJnination of a Director for the Office of Science and Technology 

(OSTP)" as created by P .. L. 94-282. 

·In a letter to the President, Moss said it has been nearly seven weeks sine 

the bill was signe.j into law on May ll. "Many of us believe that,_ unless a 

nomination is received soon, it will be difficult to obtain a confirmation in a 

' ti:tnely maxmer, and thus delay further the beginning of the operation of OSTP, 

possibly UD.til after the first of the year, This, in xny opinion, \VOuld be most 

fortunate, in view of the need for and widespread bipartisan support nf the 

fllDctions to be performed by this office as well as the President's Cotnmittee. 

Science and Technology created by Title III of the .Act, •• he said •. --·· 
--~-~-·----J --- --· ... ----

:> 
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lv!oss recalled the President's concern for speedy action on the Presidential _ 

Science Advisor bill as expressed in his message of March 22. when.he told 

Senate-House Conferees: "Early agreement by the conferees on a workable bill 

will permit me to p:m ceed without further delay in establishing the C£fice of 

Science and Technology PolicyJI" and "Prompt and favorable action by the 

Gong:ress on my proposal to create the new Office of Science and Technology -
Policy and to approve my 1977 Budget requests are vital to assure that science 
engineering and technology Will continue to contribut~ effectively in achieving 
our nation1 s objectives .. 11 

Moss said: "I certainly agreed with your statements, and the Congress did so 
respond to your request. ·we sent you the enrolled bill on May 3, and you signed 
it into law on May 11, 1976. 11 -

b.loss added that it is his understanding that at least part of the delay in send
ing a nomination to the Congress has been due to criticiSlil directed at Dr. 
Guyiord Stever, director of the National Science Foundation, whom the Pre aid 
reportedly wants to nominate. 

"If, in fact, Dr. Stever, is yqur choice for Director of the OSTP, then I urge 
you to submit his _nomination without fu~he:r delay so that the allegations can be 
aired and considered in the proper forum of nomination hearings, n Moss· said. 
"I have known Dr. Stever for ~any years to be a fine man with an outstanding 
record of dedicated public service." 

76-98 
·~ .. ____ .. , ----... ~-..... -. .,,_ ... -~----..--..,...-,-~----------..,..----,;.--,..,,....':'"' ___ ..,..~:~-~---...------~---------"'":'.--

. ----...-:---·- -------:- -
--····. ~.~.- .......... -~-.-- ·----·..-- -,,..,---... ~..,. .... -··· .7 •• ~- -···--·--· ...... • 

--- ·-··-



-- - ·- ''\ ( i .~.::.:---... -(" 
• !·\··-~--:..f•\)·j· 

~~-:.:~~:, ... -~~··· .. ~~ ~:, 
. ---- . =<·/ =l~./ 

' --

CO~~PT<'lOLLE:R GErn::Rr,L OF 'THE UNITEO STA TCS 

\VASH:~GTON~ ::>.C .. :,!j~:J 

3-133183 J , ,, \.· 6 107C: 
• U..!.,;j ' ../ ...._, 

The Honorable James A. McClure 
United States Senate 

Dear Senator McClure: 

~efer ence· is made to your June 9, 197p, 1 ettet:' to 
the President jointly signed by Senators Carl T. Curtis, 
Clifford P. Hansen, and Jesse A. Helms concerning the possible 
no~ination of De. H. G~yford Stever, Direc~or of the National 
Science Pou:-tdation, to the position o.f s'cience Adviser to the 
President. The letter refers to ·the findings of a recently 
issued GAO report on the National Science Foundation which is 
apparently our January 12, 1976, report to Me. James W. 
Symington, Chairman, House Subcommittee on Science, Research, 
and Technology, Committee on Science and Technology. The 
letter also ref~rs to a current GAO study of the Foundation. 
Clarification of your referral to th~ January 12 report 
findings and to the nature of our current study of the 
Founda~ion is necessary-to avoid possib~e misunderstanding. 

Your letter states "The General Accounting Office 
recently reported· to the Congress that NSF officials h~ve 
seriously ~anipulated and abus~d the NSF grant award process· 
in-connection with a multi-million dollar curriculum project 
lon~ supported by the Foundation * * ~." The langu3ge "* * * 
NSF officials have seriously manipulated and abused the NSF 
grant award process·* * *" is your characterization of the 
report's findings and should be noted accordingly as our 
report contains no such language. -

Our January 12 report·, as r-equested by Cl:lairman Symington, 
discussed the National Science Foundation's treat~ent of peer 
reviewers' cc~~ents in its September ~, 1972, staff me~crandum 
which reco~~~nded to ~igher Fou~dation officials that the 
Foundation s~pport a grant proposal for what is now the 
"Individualized Science Instructional System" project. The . 
report is enclosed foe your ·infocmation. Our findings as quoted 
Eror.1 the r:-!:).Jr t su:::mary lett0r tc Ci1ai~man S~:.:.in•;ton follm'f. 



''?~e Septe~~er 5 memora~du~ briefly summarized 
the cc~~ents of 11 peer reviewers on five general 
areas a~~ gave a core detailed account of another 
comrne~t. To the extent that these comments are 
su~ma~i~=J in the ~emorandum, they are accurately 
tepres~~ted. How~ver, about 45 comments by 9 of the 
11 pee~ reviewers were not explicitly dealt with 
in the me~orandum, nor was docu~entation en file 
to indicate their disposition. A Foundation official 
said that the Foundation's progra~ staff considered 
all concerns raised by reviewers, and she orallY 
recounted the disposition of each comment. -

"Thirty-three excerp~s expressing only favorable 
comment~ from peer reviewers wete quoted in the 
rnemora~dum. According to Fou~dation officials, 
these excerpts ~ere ~sed.to. explain why·the 
progra~ staff recosmended sup?orting the proposal. 
T~enty-eight of the excerpts ap?eared to accurately 
represent the reviewers' thoughts, but the other 
five could be considered to pot accurately reflect 
·the entire thought of the passages from which they 
were taken. 

"In addition, the me~oiandum stated that all 
revie~ers recom~ended funding. ·We believe that the 
rationale for this statement was not fully justified 
wifh respect to 3 of the 11 reviewer~. 

"The three former Foundation offi~ials who 
app~oved the proposal said they usually read actual 
peer review comments and do not rely solely on a~ 
reco~~endation memorandum in deciding whether to 
recorr:~2~d support for a proposal. In.the case of 
the Sept~~ber 5 memorandum, two of the 6fficials 
stated that they had read the peer reviews before 
approving the proposal. The third official relied 
on a p~ior staff briefing and a reviewof background 
docu~ents which gave rise to the prbposal becatise -
he was given little time to consider the memorandum 
and oeer comments before the prooosal was considered 
by t~e ~ational Science Board: - · 

- 2 -
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"At the tim~ of our field~ork, the Foundation's 
nicectoc was considering re6oc~endations to improve 
the science education peer revie~ system. These 

, . , . . . 1 t '-h reco~~enaat1ons were maae oy a s9ec1a earn ~ at 
th~ Director appointed to revie~ precollege.science 
curriculum acti7ities, and by us in our October 14, 
197S, report ~Administration of the Science Education 
Project 'Han: A Course of Study' {HACOS}"- (H~m-76-26). 
The Di!."' ector- ~.;as also considering changes to the peer 
review system suggested by reseacch~rs as discussed 
in our Nove!"P.ber 5, 1975, report "Opportunities for 
Improved Management of the Researdh Applied to 
National Needs ( RANN) Program" { H~\'D-75-8 4) . 

";~s y_ou knm·r, the Foundation is a_lso v1orking 
with your Subcc~mittee in surveying researchers' 
and peer revielf:ers' _opinions conc~rning possible 
revisions to the Foundation's peet revi~w syste~. 
Accordingly, we are not now making additional 
recomreendations to the Director for improving· 
peer review * ~ * " 
Your June 9 lette·r states that ~Novr, with evidence that 

top NSF officials did know about the wrongdoing when they 
denied ·it to. Congress the GAO is again dovm at the -Foundation 
investigating official cover-up within NSF." We are in 
possession of no such evidence. The scooe of work for our 
:i-anuary 12 report ~.;as limited to ·exa:nining the September 5, · 
1972, Foundation staff memorandum for accuracy and completeness. 
The question of whether top Foundation bfficials had knowledge 
of the tre~tment of the peer ~eviewer comments and denied ii t~ 
Congress was not considered by us. 

Regarding our cur_['ent woe k at the Foundation, a compac ison 
of cur J~nuary 12, 1976, report and the May 1975 report of· 
Dr. Stever's science curriculum revie\·1 teara .!/ sho\'TS that -v;e 

• • • • • • •. • • • • e • • • 

l/ 

-. 
A s~e~ial· team of primarily top Foundation staff forreed in 
March-April 1975 at the request of Dr. Stever to review fhe 
Foundation's precollege curriculu~ development and 
implementation activities. 

- 3 -



reoorted t~~t not all reviewers explicitly recomme~ded funding 
th~ orc"JJ~:::.i roc-the Individu.::.lized Science Instructional 
~v3t~m ;rc~~ct whereas th~ review tean had reoorted that all 
ce<:ie•.-.-e~s recor;-::nended funding but not •;~ithout .. raising queSETons 
o~ aspects of the proposal~ On January 19, 1976, D~- Stever 
a1vised C~airman Symington .that t~e written record showed 
that the ce~iew team's sf~tement to the effect that all 
cevie\·:ers t:a~ recommended funding the proposal v1as Hrong. 
In March 1976~ Chairman Symington and Mr. Charles A. Mosher, 
the Subc022ittee's Ranking Minority Member, requested that 
we examine ~he revie0 team's report to determine how and 
~hy mista~es developed in its preparation, and to determine 
ifl there are any management problems in the Foundation's 
pr~college curriculum program that had not yet bee~ 
reported. ?~e Foundation's precollege curriculum program 
had receivec considecabl~ congressional, Foundation and 
GAO sccuti~y 6v~r the past year and as a. result of our 
January 12 report, there was concern over wh~ther there might 
be additio~al management problems in the program that had 
not yet surfaced. 

We trust that the.above clarifies the role of this Office 
in the matter. 

Si~y ·your y,).:. 
. 7..f £-!.J~ /1t 

;a -.,r--.lf f'--~/lr ,• l t; II ... ~.-.;.;:J..j 

Enclosure 

tjt:.u.-~..;, 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 

cc: The Eo~orable Gerald R. Ford 
The ~J~Qcable .Carl T. Curtis 
The Eonorabl~ Clifford P. Hansen 
The Eo~orable Jesse ·A. Helms 
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EYES ONLY 
~V'j--

THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 26, 1976 

MEMORANDUM FOR: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: ~ 
I have looked over your August 24 paper and reflected 
more in it. B~.iefly, I offer the following comments: 

Use of the titles, "Deputy for" I believe, is 
{a) inappropriate for an organization in the 
Executive Office of the President, {b) inherently 
confusing when used as you are proposing, and 
{c) especially confusing in view of the statutory 
provision that the Number 2 position in the Office 
will be called an Associate Director. I suggest 
rethinking this with the possible use of titles 
of "Assistant Director" or "Associate Director" 
for the Senior Staff people. 

The basic organizational structure is not very 
clear, particularly the apparent overlap between 
the proposed deputies for National Security and 
Domestic Affairs and the deputy for PE&A. This 
lack of clarity continues through the positions 
that would be reporting to the three "Deputies." 

There are too many positions devoted to "process" 
and "institutional" {e.g., FCCST; state and local; 
analyst and editor; counsel and legislative analyst) 
at too great an expense to the number of people 
who would be devoted to substantive policy issues 
of the type where OSTP can have its most important 
impact. At best, I believe that functions such 
as the above should be part time responsibilities 
of people with a major substantive, policy-oriented 
focus. 
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I suggest a test be applied to each position and 
personality that you are considering for the 
OSTP professional ranks: Would you send that 
person to a meeting in the West Wing where 
Senior White House staff will be involved for 
discussion of a significant policy issue? If 
you would not, I would suggest reconsideration. 
As a practical matter, this is a "real world" 
test for people who work in the principal White 
House staff offices. 

The absence of a position that serves the 
"Chief of Staff" function is worrisome. 
Who, short of the Director and Deputy Director, 
who should not be expected to perform the function 
will carry out the day-to-day responsibilities for 
(a) identifying the appropriate senior staff person 
for work assignments, (b) balancing work load among 
senior staff people, (c) making sure assignments 
are carried out, (d) refereeing day-to-day juris
dictional questions, (e) helping assure that OSTP 
staff participate in the important processes of 
the EEOP on a timely basis, and (f) maintaining 
some kind of quality control on the products 
moving to the Director and Deputy for approval. 

I am sure that you recognize that the above views come 
from someone who has participated in -- but not led 
an executive office organization. You may want to 
suggest to Dr. Stever that he chat with such people 
as Jim Cannon, Alan Greenspan and Brent Scowcroft 
for some ideas on organization. 

cc: Jim Cannon 

/' {: 

I (, 
J' 
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STAFF CONCEPT FOR THE OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY POLICY 

The staff concept for the Office of Science and Technology Policy is 
designed to provide the Office the capability of assisting the President 
in a wide range of policy issues where science and technology are impor
tant components of the decision process and to provide the coverage 
necessary to fulfill the duties, functions, and activities described in 
P.L. 94-282--the National Science and Technology Policy and Priorities 
Act of 1976. Central to the staffing concept is a commitment to an 
analytical capability which will contribute to the resolution of both 
short and longer-term questions of concern within the Executive Office 
and to the President. There are also the important considerations of 
ensuring that the annual reporting and the 5-year forecasting functions 
are met effectively as are the responsibilities for assisting in the 
national security process, assisting in the budgetary process, giving 
attention to intergovernmental affairs, etc. At the same time, there 
exist a certain number of topical areas that in all probability will 
continue to be critical issues for .Presidential level decisions. These 
include: material resources and their transformation (including energy); 
human resources; industrial research and development, utilization, com
mercialization and innovation; public service; environmental knowledge 
and control, and international affairs. 

The Office of Science and Technology Policy will be concerned with the 
question of providing assistance and support to the President's Committee 
on Science and Technology which will undertake a 2-year study of the 
organization and effectiveness of Federally-sponsored research and develop
ment and the underlying policies in this area. The President's Committee 
on Science and Technology will be staffed by several key executive staff 
members and a number of professionals serving on a reimbursable detail 
basis that will be drawn from the departments and agencies. The President 1 S 
Committee will also make use of consultants and undertake contracted 
analytical studies. 

Considering all of the above factors, the following is the tentative staff-
ing concept for the Office of Science and Technology Policy. • 

).J..euq_ 

o The Director, Office of Science and Technology Policy: As described 
in P.L. 94-282, the· Director has the overall responsibility for 
the OSTP and is a member of the President's Committee on Science 
and Technology. Dr. H. Guyford Stever· was sworn in as Director 
of OSTP on August 12, 1976. President Ford has indicated his 
intention to have the Director of the Office of Science and 
Technology Policy serve as his Science Adviser. 

no+ . o The Associate Director, OSTP: Public Law 94-282 provides for the 
,cte~·d,'fte~· nomination of up to 4 Associate Directors. President Ford's 

1 . L ) concept centers al~ound the appointment of one Associate Director 
""~r vt ~~ ~Jho \vi ll serve as the pri nci pal associ ate of the Director of the 

.J-o do ~Ov.S t'eleltt~l 
&~t>St~ ~owu..c.a.,f l.tl!!-t" 

.I 

<:.. 
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Office of Science and Technology Policy. Inasmuch as Dr. Stever 
has a background in the physical sciences, a number of observers 
have suggested that a person with a background in the life 
sciences would complement Dr. Stever's abilities and experiences. 

o Two or more Senior Consultants (serving one-half or three quarters 
time) will help the Director on a wide range of issues, particu
larly in moving selected Baker and Ramo Committee issues fon;ard 
into well-developed issue papers to be taken up in the FY 1978 
budget. 

o Deputy for National Security Affairs: . Supervises the policy 
analysis and coordination of national security issues. The 
Deputy for National Security Affairs also handles the OSTP 
movement in issues related to Department of Defense activities, 
e.g., Department of Defense research, especially DDR&E. He 
participates in selected issues of civilian aeronautic and space 
research. 

o Deputy for Domestic Affairs: Handles domestic science and tech
nology, industry and private sector issues, regulatory and policy 
areas affecting R&D. In addition, during the start-up period for 
the OSTP, serves as Assistant to the Director of OSTP in matters 
of organization and staffing. 

Policy Analyst for regional, state, and local government issues 
and Executive Secretary of the panel on state and local govern
ment affairs. 

o Deputy for Planning, Evaluation and Analysis: The Deputy for 

C s·J0\t~ Planning, Evaluation and Analysis is the senior staff analyst; 
~ l ' he participates in all of the broad range of issues undertaken 

I 'l}l~ ~~>~~by the Office of Science and Technology Policy and direct~ the 
~ 1 overall analytical work, both with regard to topical issues of 

a short-term character, the budgetary process, and the 5-year 

~~"' lt y 
<; e1 v. e r d e.tt.-

forecasting. The Deputy for Planning, Evaluation and Analysis 
directs the work of the following: 

- Assistant Science and Technology Analyst and Editor (initially 
detailed from NSF): Assists in issue analyses, preparation of 
annual report and 5-year forecasts, and in maintaining general 
information files on the status of contemporary developments 
in science and technology. 

Senior Policy Analysts: These focus on clusters of activities 
that will be ongoing endeavors of OSTP: 



.. ~ 

... -~~ .. . 

. 
\-Jl\lt~ 
~+ley 

Energy~ Environment, and EconomY 

Food~ Nutrition, Heaitr., and Agriculture 

Industry productivity, R&D and the Economy 

- Junior Policy Analysts: Assistants to the entire OSTP staff 
to work on all issues. One may be concentrated on science 
itself, perhaps one concentrated on high technology issues. 

o Executive Secretary, Federal Coordinating Council for Science, 
Engineering and Technology: Serves as the Executive Secretary, 
FCCSET, assisting the FCCSET Chairman in undertaking the functions 
and activities described in Public Law 94-282. Executive Secretary 
also works on policy and issue analysis and substantive problems 
with other members of OSTP staff. 

lt,~~ 
~~t-0'\nA... 

- Secretary to the Federal Coordinating Council for Science, 
Engineering and Technology: The Secr:tary to the FCCS~T wo~ks 
with the Executive Secretary, the Cha1rman, and Execut1ve s~aff 
members of the various FCCSET subcommittees in the work of the 
Coordinating Council. 

~~~ 
Counsel and Legislative Analyst: Legal Adviser to the Director 
of the Office of Science and Technology Policy; participates in 
reviews of legislative issues, policies affecting R&D, such as 
regulations, patents, etc. Contributes to the work of other 
members of the OSTP on their substantive areas and works with 
others in the Executive Office of the President. 

1 1 
l , o Executive Officer: Serves as executive and administrative officer 

~l~ll~ for both the OSTP and the President's Committee on Science and 
•~~.L Technology; in work with the Director, responsibility for program-
~T~ ming and scheduling of office activities. 

o Assistant Administrative Officer: Assists the Executive Officer 
and has responsibility for the daily operations of the offices, 

~-~ including liaison with the executive branch agency providing 
:)~~~ administrative back up to OSTP. 

e~cRtclo-tes (A few administrative people, e.g., messengers, drivers, 
Gt~a~ etc. May be employed as wage board or employees or under 

\ 
1 .a contract for administrative support.) 

\M.o.e,...'"t r') l ~ ... , , ~l 

o Executive Director; President's Committee on Science and Tech
nology; Staff Director for the two year survey. 

o Associate Director of the PCST. 

o PCST Committee Staff; reimbursable employees of Federal agencies 
drawn into OSTP for duration of study (8-10). 




