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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 225 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR James Cannon

FROM: L. William Seidman %

SUBJECT: Science and Technology Advisor to
the President

I have reviewed your memorandum on a Science and Technology
Advisor to the President and support Option 4.

It occurs to me that such a proposal falls under the umbrella of
no new spending programs and that every effort should be made
to hold the line against unnecessary expenditures as well as the
appearance of a new spending program. Moreover, there already
exists a National Science Foundation to act in this area and it
would seem that a White House staff member designated to under-
take liaison with the National Science Foundation is adequate.
Finally, we do not need another layer of bureaucracy as was

decided in the deliberations on the Consumer Protection Agency
bill. :







































THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
April 22, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR JIM CANNON
FROM: MIKE DUVAL A
SUBJECT: SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY ADVISER

TO THE PRESIDENT

The following are my comments on your draft memorandum
dated April 18.

1.

I feel that it would be a mistake to in any way
identify the science adviser as having specific
energy responsibilities. The President decided
in January that we must move forward with our
energy solutions and not get hung up with organ-
izational changes. The reason for this decision
is the dismal record of the past year when Con-
gress and the Administration focused on organi-
zational changes (e.g., DENR) and failed to come
to grips with the decisions that had to be made
on substantive issues presented by the energy
problem.

As I see it, the President has an energy science
adviser. It is the Administrator of the Energy
Research and Development Administration. Bob
Seamans is a highly competent and qualified indi-
vidual and has an entire agency and lots of money
($11 billion over five years) to support his work.
The Energy Resources Council provides whatever
integration should occur between the scientific/R&D
energy proposals and other energy-related programs
and policies.

If the President decides to set up a special science
adviser, he should be made a member of the ERC. How-
ever, I think it would be a very serious mistake to

in any way indicate that he has special energy responsi-
bility.



2

2. Under the arguments against Option 2, there is
no indication that such a system would institu-
tionally work. I think that our experience with
OST is strong evidence that Option 2 would not
work in the real world, and therefore this should
be clearly indicated in the memo to the President.

3. I don't understand how the Buchen option (No. 4)
differs from the current role of the President's
science adviser, Dr. Stever. If there is some
difference, I think this should be clearly pointed
out.

I come out in favor of Option 3.






TUESDAY, APRIL 22, 1975

6:47 p.m.

Nita called from Bob Hartmann's Office to say that Mr. Hartmann
selects Option #3 on the Science and Technology Adviser memo.

KATHY
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April 23, 1975

President Gerald R, Ford
The White House
Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr..President:

We understand that there is now being considered the question of
an Executive Office structure to deal more effectively with
science and technology issues in government. 1In this regard,
may we take this opportunity to inform you that the American
Society for Public Administration (ASPA) as a national public
interest organization consisting of more than 13,000 members and
87 chapters, is deeply interested in this vital issue.

At its Annual Conference in Chicago on April 4, 1975, our organiza-
tion, in consideration with our Standing Committee on Science and
Technology in Government, adopted the following position which
concerns the establishment of an effective structure for science
and technology in the Executive Office:

"The American Society for Public Administration
specifically supports and recommends the establishe
ment of an Executive Office structure for science
and technology consistent with the following policy,
structure, and linkage provisions:

POLICY

There is an increasing need for the President with
regard to public policies involving substantial
science and technology considerations to have
immediate and continuing access to high quality
analyses and advice which will;

(1) be objective and anticipatory, and take into ;
account a broad range of impacts with due TR R
regard to the institutional, environmental, iﬂ*’ Y
legal, social and economic factors involved P

(2) clarify the respective interests of the public
and private sectors; and o

(3) 1identify issues and options for reaching
decisions which will improve the likelihood
of producing socially desirable outcomes.

1976 National Conference on Public Administration ® April 18-22, Washington, D.C.



STRUCTURE

In furtherance of this policy, legislation is needed to provide a basis
for:

(1) an improved institutional mechanism to insure that this
source of advice and assistance is available to the
President on a systematic and timely basis; and

(2) an improved organizational framework for integrating
the interests and activities of Federal Agencies and
other interested organizations and for orchestrating
implementation of programs that cross Agency lines.,

LINKAGES

The Executive Office structure and the inter~Agency framework should
be designed to:

(1) provide opportunity for the full involvement of state
and local govermments early in the decision-making
process; to foster development of state and local
capabilities that will enable meaningful involvement;
and to include mechanisms for broad public participa-
tion in consideration of the impact of technological
decisions,

(2) enrich, and not supplant, existing Governmental capa-
bilities to draw on science and technology advice and
assistance.

(3) promote a regular exchange of information between the
~ President and the Congress, as part of a continuing
two-way dialogue, in regard to policies and activities
directed to more effective use of science and technology
in the solution of social and economic problems."

For your information we have enclosed a background report analyzing organizational
options for an Executive Office structure for Science and Technology. If you
require any additional information regarding our interest in this issue or more
specific suggestions, please call on us.

Sincerely,

Enclosure T

cc: Vice President Nelson A. Rockefeller
ald Rumsfeld, Assistant to the President
bgazes Cannon, Assistant to the President
for Domestic Affairs



AN ANALYSIS OF THE WHITE HOUSE STRUCTURE
FOR ‘
SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

February 26, 1975

Subcommittee on National Policy Issues
Standing Committee on Science and Technology in Government
American Society for Public Administration
Washington, DC



FOREWORD

The Standing Committee on Science and Technology in Govern-
ment of the American Society for Public Administration (ASPA)
is concerned with more effective approaches to public management
for guiding technological approaches and initiatives that will
provide socially desirable impacts. The Committee's activities
are directed to public policies involving substantial science
and technology considerations, technology assessment and other
management tools, better utilization of science and technology
at state and local levels, and educational opportunities related
to the interactions of technology and public policy.

Special attention is being given to the technical complexi-
ties associated with decision making involving science and techno-
logy and the high costs of errors in the decision making process.
Among the factors of particular concern in this regard are:

== the crucial role of scientific and éngineering facts in
illuminating the feasibility and the consequences of
policy options;

-- the role of technology as a focal point for attracting
capital and resources;

-- the increasing intimacy between people and their environ-
ment;

-- the inequitable distribution of costs and benefits and
attendant social stresses accompanying technological
innovation; and '

—-=- the capacity of technological initiatives to exert im-
mediate and future impacts that may be politically,
economically, or ecologically difficult to reverse.

As a first priority the Committee is considering the White
House structure for science and technology. Presidential leader-
ship in imparting coherence to the national effort is essential
in view of the diversity and complexity of the issues, the frag-
mentation of responsibilities among many public and private
institutions, and the large Federal investment pointing the way
for technological progress.

Presidential action in 1957 responded to the need for a
White House structure for science and technology, and legislation
in 1962 reinforced this action. However, in 1973 the structure -
was dismantled. Many considered this initial organizational
innovationnot responsive to the breadth of Presidential interests
and needs and a biased advocate for science. In 1974 a new wave
of social and economic issues involving science and technology
and requiring Presidential attention revived interest in the

need for strengthened organizational arrangements in the White
House.



This Report presents an analytical basis for assessing
organizational options. It assumes a general familiarity

with the recent spate of reports and recommendations on the
subject.

The Report has been considered at three Subcommittee
meetings and three Committee meetings. Also, the issue was
aired at the January meeting of the Science and Technology
Roundtable of the ASPA Washington Chapter and will be the
theme of a session of the ASPA National Conference in April.
The issue has been discussed with staff representatives of
three Senate Committees and two House Committees and with
key officials of the Office of the Vice President, the Office
of Management and Budget, the Domestic Council, and the
Office of the President's Science Adviser.

ii
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FROPUSED ASPA RESOLUTION ON
WHITE HOUSE STRUCTURE FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Recommendations

The American Society for Public Administration, following considerations by the
Committee on Science and Technology in Government and the Committee on Public Policy
Affecting Public Administration, endorses the establishment of a White House structure
for science and technology based upon the general principles outlined below. It is
further recommended that ASPA undertake appropriate follow-up action in support of
this endorsement,

General Principles

The following general prinéiples constitute an acceptable rationale upon which
to base the establishment of a White House structure for science and technology in
government :

1. There is an increasing need for the President to have immediate and
continuing access to high quality analyses and advice to assist him in
identifying issues and options and in reaching decisions which improve the
likelihood that public policies involving substantial science and technology
considerations will produce socially desirable outcomes.

2. The analyses and advice should be objective, and anticipatory, should take
into account a broad range of impacts, and should consider not only natural
sclence and engineering problems and opportunities but also institutional,
environmental, legal, social, and economic factors.

3. The analyses should clarify the interests and roles of the public and private
sectors,

4., An improved institutional mechanism should be established to insure that
this source of advice and assistance is available to the President on a
systematic and timely basis,

5. The mandate and structure of the White House organization to serve these
purposes should be established by legislation.

6. An improved organizational framework for integrating the interests and
activities of Federal agencies and other interested organizations and for
orchestrating implementation of programs that cross Agency lines should be
established by legislation.

7. The White House structure and the inter-Agency framework should provide
opportunity for the full involvement of state and local govermments early
in the decision-making process, should foster development of state and
local capabilities that will enable meaningful involvement, and should
include mechanisms for broad public participation in consideration of the
impact of technological decisions.

8. New organizational approaches should enrich, and not supplant, existing
Governmental capabilities to draw on science and technology advice and
assistance.

9. The President, as part of a continuing two-way dialogue, should keep the
Congress and the public regularly informed on activities and policies
directed to more effective use of science and technology in the solution
of social and economic problems.,



General

CRITERIA FOR JUDGING ALTERNATIVE WHITE HOUSE
STRUCTURES FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Criteria

l.

Specific

Capability to identify appropriate areas of national
priority concern for attention.

Access to authoritative information in these areas and
capability to generate additional data as needed.

Wherewithal to analyze information authoritatively and
objectively.

Opportunity to influence the decision-making process of
Government.

Opportunity and capability to assist in resolving con-
flicts among Agencies.

Criteria

1.

Organizational ties that insure a continuing sensitivity
to national concerns at the grass roots level as well as
at Governmental levels and to the likely impact of Federal
intervention at various levels. '

Timely and continuing access to information leading up to
Presidential and White House decisions on (a) peclicies
and (b) program directions and budgets.

Uninhibited access to timely information concerning current
and future (a) pclicies and programs of Federal agencies,
(b) interests and activities of Congress, (c) interests,
priorities, and problems of lccal and state Governments,
and (d) activities and concerns of the private sector.

Adequate staff and budget to conduct independent and
objective analyses of selected multi-disciplinary issues.

Staff continuity and stability that will not be disrupted
by the political vagaries of the White House leadership.

Insulation of an appropriate part of the staff from daily

operational activities to allow opportunity for adequate
analyses.

Technical and political credibility within and outside
Government which will attract active support for and
broad participation in its activities.

No obligation to defend Federal science and technology
budgets.



10.

11.

12.

Direct access to the President, Cabinet Officers, and
Agency heads.

Equal organizational status with OMB and other White
House staff offices which have direct access to the
President and to Federal, State, and local agencies.

Opportunity to participate in appropriate deliberations
of the Cabinet, National Security Council, and Domestic
Council which involve the interactions of national
priority programs and technological concerns.

Opportunity to participate in appropriate budget and
legislative considerations of OMB,



SELECTION OF PRIORITY AREAS FOR ATTENTION BY A

WHITE HOUSE STRUCTURE FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

General Criteria

1.
2.
3.

4.

5.
6.

Level of Presidential interest.
Importance to economic and social progress.

Present and potential significance of science and technology
in the area.

Relative lack of past and current authoritative and objective
attention to the technological aspects.

Availability of skills and information that can be applied.

Likelihood that involvement will make a significant
difference in progress in the area.

Illustrative Types of Activities

1.
2.

6.
7.

Federal R & D program directions and budget levels.

Other Federal science and technology service activities
(e.g. health delivery, patents, weather services).

Deveiopment and utilization of scientific and technical
manpower and upgrading the capabilities of managers of
technology programs.

Development of technical information systems that can
provide timely, meaningful, and easily understood infor-
mation essential to decision-making.

Regulatory activities that stifle, stimulate, or depend on
technology (e.g. CAB, FCC, ICC, EPA, FDA).

Fiscal and tax policies that influence technological progress.

Social services that can benefit from technology (e.g. food
programs, programs for the handicapped, VA programs).

Federal procurement policies that set the standard for
technology or encourage innovation.

Federal loan, grant, and guaranty programs that encourage

more effective use of technology by both public and private
sectors. '



10.

11.
12.

13.

More effective use of technical talent by Federal agencies
including Civil Service policies and interchange programs
between Federal agencies and the public and private sectors.
Development and use of land, mineral, and water resources.

International trade, tariff, and collaboration policies that
involve technology.

Technology-intensive defense activities.



OPTIONS FOR A WHITE HOUSE STRUCTURE
FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Serious Cptions

Less

1.

2.

Council of Advisers on Science and Technology generally
along the lines of S-32.

Expanded Respcnsibility of the Domestic Council, possibly-
with FCST as a subcommittee and supported by a relatlvely
senior science and technology planning staff.

Serious Options

3.

4.

5.

6.

Status Quo - NSF Director serves as President's Science
Adviser and as Chairman of FCST.

Full-time Science Adviser to the President with a staff
ranging from several specialists at the one extreme to
revival of the entire OST apparatus.

Cabinet level council chaired by the Vice President.

National Science and Technology Resources Council which
would promote FCST to a policy role and add state and
local Government representatives to its membershlp
(S.2495).

Office of Research and Engineering Management in the White
House parallel to OMB with the Director serving as Presi-
dent's Science Adviser.

U. S. Science and Technology Board as an independent
agency, with the Chairman sérving as the President's
Science Adviser.

Assistant Director of OMB for Science and Technology.



PROS AND CONS OF MOST SERIOUS ORGANIZATIONAL OPTIONS

Option I. Council of Advisers on Science and Technology

PROS
1. Established by legislation, would provide contlnulty
and staff stability. Would be in a position to
attract top-level talent for Council membership, who
in turn would attract high quality scientific and
technological expertise from Government, industry,
and the universities for support and advice.

2. Would have stature and authority for participating
on an equal basis with OMB, the Domestic Council,
and the NSC in the decision-making process at the
Presidential level on issues involving or affected
by science and technology. Would be available to
respond promptly and authoritatively to Presidential
requests for advice.

3. Would provide a counterpart to the Office of Tech-
nology Assessment of the Congress. Would contri-
bute to better understanding and cooperation between
the Executive Branch and the Congress through par-

ticipation in the legislative process and preparatlon
of an annual report.

4. Would give sustained attention to the complexities
of closer and more fruitful linkages between the

Federal science and technology establishment and T

state and local governments. _ ;&v

5. Would reinforce the role of science and technology
in the de0151on-mak1ng process within the m1551on-fo
oriented agencies, and would be in a position to
provide leadership for developing and implementing
technology—lnten51ve programs involving several
agencies.

CONS

1. Runs counter to present efforts to streamline the
President's immediate staff and might encourage
similar efforts to set up other specialized policy

- groups within the Executive Office.



2. Reduces the President's latitude in organizing his
own office in an area where the rapid pace of
change argues for more flexibility than would be
allowed under legislation.

3. Presents a risk that under poor leadership this new
structure could seek to operate as a lobby for
science and technology rather than a source of objec~
tive reports and advice illuminating issues involving
science and technology.

Option II. Expanded Responsibility of the Domestic Council,
with FCST as a Subcommittee and Supported by a
Relatively Senior Science and Technology Planning
Staff.

PROS

1. The scientific and technological basis for wise
decisions on priority public policy issues would be
fed directly into the decision-making process with-
out the creation of a new and separate office for:
this purpose.

2. The current reorganization of the Domestic Council
makes it timely to fold the science and technology
dimension of national policy-making into the new
set-up. This avoids the loss of time associated
with enacting legislation and putting into effective
operation a new and separate office.

3. The reintroduction of science and technology into the
White House under the good offices of the Vice-Presi-
dent provides an excellent basis for insuring that
the linkages with other elements of the Domestic .
Council and with other White House units such as OMB
and NSC are developed in a way that minimizes dupli-
cative staff efforts and encourages full utilization
of technical expertise within the White House.

CONS
1. Absence of legislation makes the structure wvulnerable
to the vagaries of White House politics. The function
cannot be turned on and off on short notice and operate
effectively or retain high quality staff.

2. The specter of Executive Privilege would hamper rela-
tions with Congress and the public and private sectors.



As a subordinate staff within the Domestic Council,
the opportunities for experts in this field to par-
ticipate in the decision-making process at the
Presidential level would be very limited and the
possibility that the President would avail himself
of this source of advice remote.

The layering of responsibility would reduce the
quality of the staff and make it more difficult to

draw effectively on top-level talent within and out-
side government.

Although the Vice President would give wholehearted
support to the new unit within the Domestic Council,
his time is limited and priorities unpredictable.

In the future, his successors may not share his
interest in this subject, and it is not prudent to
build a long-term program on the basis of the

special qualifications of the incumbent Vice Presi-
dent.



PROPOSED CHANGES IN S-32

Inter Governmental Science and Technology Advisory
Committee should be in White House, not NSF,

The Inter Governmental Committee's functions should

be redefined and directed more broadly to the totality
of the Government's activities which affect state and
local technological capabilities.

A broadly based independent commission with a finite
lifetime rather than the National Academy of Sciences
should be charged with conducting a study of the organi-

zation for civilian science and technology within Federal
agencies.
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THE WHITE HOUSE

ACTION
WASHINGTON I —
April 24, 1975
MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESI
FROM: ' JIM CANNO
SUBJECT: Science and Technology

Adviser to the President

BACKGROUND:

Some time ago you requested a recommendation from the Vice Presi-
dent on a Science and Technology Adviser to the Administration.

The Vice President submitted a proposal, then conducted additional
research and submitted another proposal on March 3, 1875 (Tab I).

You then indicated an interest in having a study made of what pre-
vious Presidential science advisers had actually accomplished for
the Presidents they served. One outside analysis is at Tab II. An
evaluation by Dr. James R. Killian, Jr., who was the first adviser
to President Eisenhower and one of the best of all science advisers,
is at Tab III.

The 15-year record of the office indicates, in sum, that when a

Presidential science adviser had a clear and specific objective with- .

S

in the President's broader goals, provided a wider range of solu-

tions for the President, and kept his own ambitions and ego in check;,

he made great contributions to government and was a major political
asset.

The best example of the effectiveness of the Presidential scientific
apparatus came in the late Fifties, under President Eisenhower. It
met a visible need to catch up with the Russian space and missile
technological advances, gave a sense of confidence to the American
people, and thereby became a political plus for the President.

.

Today's need for scientific and technological advances to meet energy

needs appears to be somewhat analogous.

,,,,,,

. ‘,}v’
Sy



Any proposal for a Scientific Adviser would be a new spending pro-
gram, but it seems to me that it could be justified if it were related
closely to energy.

CONGRESSIONAL SITUATION

1. Congress is likely to pass some kind of Science and Tech-
nology bill at this session. The House Committee on Science
and Technology is committed to passage of a bill creating
a Council of Advisers on Science and Technology in the Ex-
ecutive Office. On March 6, 1975 Representatives Teague
and Mosher introduced a comprehensive bill that would--

a) write into law a national science policy,

b) create a five-member Council of Advisers, with
a Chairman to be Science Adviser to the President,

c) establish a Cabinet level Secretary of Research
and Technology Operations, and,

d) form a government corporation to promote public
use of research and development.

2. Informal discussions with House Science and Technology Com-
mittee members and staff indicates that the House Committee
is flexible and wants to work with your staff on passage of a
bill that is acceptable to you. But it appears that Chairman
Teague's Committee does want the President and his Admin-~
istration to have a strong, effective and visible scnentlﬁc ad- .
visory group.

3. The Senate is likely to pass a Science and Technology bill
at least as extensive as the proposed House bill.

OPTIONS

Following are three options offered by the Vice President and a fourth
recommendation by Phil Buchen which have been staffed to your

senior staff for comments and recommendations. Their responses have
been summarized and are included with each opnon for your con31d—

- eration on the following paoes L :



OPTION #1

Descrigtion:

A three-member Council of Technology and Science Advisers with
up to 20 assistants.

Cost:

$2.5 - $5 million annually.

Arguments for:

Such an approach would be a substantial commitment that would
enable initiatives in a full range of subject areas. It would be well
received by the scientific and academic community and would prob-
ably satisfy Congress.

Arguments against:

It would be a large and costly operation and difficult to integrate
into the present White House Staff.

Recommend:

None

Agree Disagree



Descrigtion:

OPTION #2

A single Director of Technology and Science with up to 17 assistants

as needed.

Cost:

Initial cost would be $1 - $1.5 million annually.

Arguments for:

A single director would provide a better reactive capacity and a
clearer identity. This option would probably be acceptable to Con-
gress, and would be less costly than what Congress is likely to
come up with. The staff would be easier to organize and integrate

than Option 1.

Arguments against:

Expenditures and staff additions are still large and the organization
could not be set up quickly.

Recommend:

Jim Cannon

Russ Train

Ted Marrs

Russ Peterson

"Since previous Presidential science advisers were
most effective in solving specific problems subject
to scientific and technological resolution, I would
recommend this option, with the Director speci-
fically directed to work with your energy group
toward reaching your energy independence goals.
But I think the spending could be scaled down."

"An organization comparable to the former office of
Science and Technology, if established, could have
strong positive reactions throughout the scientific
and academic community."

"With a larger budget this office would be a poten-
tially, highly productive function which can pay

its way - if properly managed - by savings through
selectivity and coordination of scientific activities."

"Important for President to have a separate and
direct input from a scientific adviser; thus, a smgle

. person rather than a Counml "

Agree R ___ Disagree |



OPTION #3

Description:
A Science and Technology adviser with up to three assistants.

Cost:

$100,00 - $200,00 annually.

Arguments for:

Extremely simple approach whose cost would be relatively'minor and
such an effort could be in place quickly. Only administrative action
would be required. :

Arguments against:

This approach would have limited capability in terms of issues it could
deal with on its own and thus would have to rely almost exclusively on
outside resources. It probably would not preclude further action by
Congress. :

Recommend:

Jack Marsh "This group could get cracking quickly and instead
of trying to become the big problem solvers them-
selves, could draw on the wanifoid sources aiready
in place in a dozen existing agencies."

Bob Goldwin "Should avoid establishing one more operative group
: within the White House. There is already a vast sci-
entific enterprise in America but the President does
need to be advised and informed by an S & T Adviser.
However, three assistants are too low, just as sev-
enteen would be too many."

Frank Zarb "Appointment of a Science Adviser, but with a small
staff, would draw favorable response from the sci-
ence community, the Congress and the public at
large."

Alan Greenspan  "Recommends this option but holds out for the pos-
sibility of a more elaborate apparatus at some future

time pending further evaluation and review."

Paul O'Neill Supports this option,' with comments (Tab IV).

., Max Friedersdorf Supports this option.

Agree | Disagree



, 4 OPTION #4
RECOMMENDED BY PHIL BUCHEN

Description:

The appointment of a Scientific and Technology Liaison Adviser to
the President who would serve simply as a point of contact between
the Administration and the Scientific community.

Cost:

Minimal (no dollar estimate)

Arguments for:

A simple step which could be taken immediately at little cost. It would
be understood as having no substantive responsibility other than
liaison and as a point of contact and therefore would not create false
expectations. '

Arguments against:

Would probably not satisfy Congress and might be viewed in the sci-
entific community as no more than a token effort.

Recommend:

Phil Buchen "The subject matter of science and technology is
much too diverse to make feasible a substantive
advisory role with anything less than the kind of
staff indicated by Option 1. Since substantive
advice is normally provided through the expertise
of the departments and agencies who, if there is
need on occasion for an additional viewpoint, can
bring an appropriate outside adviser to the Pres-
ident -- not to formulate any in-house White House AT
position on the subject." A 2

Bill Seidman "The S § T proposal falls under the umbrella of
no new spending programs, and every effort
should be made to hold the line against unneces-
sary expenditures as well as the appearance of
a new spending program. A White House staff
member designated to undertake liaison with the
already existing National Science Foundation
seems adequate. Another layer of bureaucracy
is not needed."

_ Agree = Disagree
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THE VICE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON

March 3, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

FROM:

SUBJECT:

The Vice President t}/a‘

Re-establishing 2 Science and Technology
Advisory Apparatus in the Executive Office
of the President

This is in response to your request for a memorandum concerning
the re-establishment of a2 science and technology advisory apparatus
in the Executive Office of the President.

INDEX
Tab A Problem
Tab B Background
TaB C Functions
Tab D Structure
Option 1 - Creation of 2 Council of Technology

and Science Advisers

‘Option 2 - Creation of an Office of Technology

and Science

Option 3 - Appointment of a Science and Technology

Adviser to the President



TAB A.

PROBLEM

The dissolution of the science advisory structure in
the White House in 1973 was greeted with great dismay
by the scientific community. Pressure is growing
steadily from scientific community leaders for action
to restore some science presence in the White House.

A June 1974 report by a special committee of the

-National Academy of Sciences, recommending the crea-
tion of a Council on Science and Technology in the .
Executive Office of the President, has heightened this
pressure and has made likely Congressional action to
re-establish some kind of scientific and technical

policy organization in the Executive Office of the

President. '



TAB B.
BACKGROUND

President Truman

The concept of ‘providing scientific and technical advice
~directly to the President in a formal way was initiated
by President Truman in 1951. The Scientific Advisory
Committee in the Office of Defense Mobilization met
occasionally with the President and, in spite of its
location in the Department of Defense, had direct access
to the President. President Truman, himself, recognized
this function of the group and dealt with them as
pexrsonal advisers.

President Eisenhower

The "Sputnik" crisis of 1957 created a political situa-
tion that made it advisable to locate a scientific
advisory structure in the White House itself. Accordingly,
the scientific advisory function which was located in

the Office of Defense Mobilization was moved to the

White House and greatly expanded. An official with

the title of Science Adviser to the President was
appointed and a President's Science Advisory Committee

was established.

. The President's Science Adviser also served as Chairman
of the new interagency Federal Council on Science and
Technology, which took over the function of coordinating
all of the scientific research and technical develop-
ment going on with the Federal Government.

President Kennedy

In 1962, under a reorganization measure of the Executive
Branch, President Kennedy created a large staff office
in the White House under the Science Adviser to assist
in advising the President and in overseeing the
burgeoning Federal responsibility for science and
technology. This office, called the Office of Science
and Technology, also served as the staff arm of the
President's Science Advisory Committee.

The Office of Science and Technology and the President's
Science Advisory Committee were remarkably successful

in heightening the overall interest in scientific and

- technical developments among the varicus Departments

of the Federal government. 1In fact, their creation
sparked the establishment of line offices in charge of
scientific research and development in all of the
operating Departments of the Federal government.



Through the early and middle 1960s, the Office of

Science and Technology enjoyed a fairly prominent

position in the White House, as the space and defense

programs dominated the national scene. As the
-national focus shifted to the economic and social

problems of the late Sixties, however, the role of

the Office of Science and Technology in national policy

formulation became less clear and its influence in

the White House less substantial.

President Nixon

During the late Sixties and the early Seventies, the
Office of Science and Technology became more and more
of a "special pleader" for its science constituency --
advocating positions and ideologies.not always _
consistent with Administration policy. Instead of
serving to advise the President, the Office of Science
and Technology often became his critic.

Finally, in July 1973, President Nixon abolished the
position of Science Adviser, the Office of Science and
Technology and the President's Science Advisory Committee.
The functions of the Science Adviser were given to the
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of the Office of Science and Technology and the
President's Science Advisory Committee transferred to
the National Science Foundation in civilian areas and
‘the National Security Council in military areas.

Although many scientists viewed the dissolution of
the science advisory structure in the White House as
purely politically motivated, there were several good
reasons for making some kind of change.

1. By the early 1970s, virtually all Federal
Departments had developed their own scientific
and technical arms. This significantly
lessened the need for a large scientific and
technical staff in the White House (which,
after all, had no line functions).



The failure of the Office of Science and
Technology's staff to relate to the White
House policy formulating procedure made it
difficult to integrate that Office's
recommendations with those of other advisory
functions in the White House. Therefore, as
emerging national problems began to include
components other than "hard" technology,

the Office of Science and Technology became
less effective and useful in contributing
to Presidential-level decision-making.

As the Office of Science and Technology's
allegiance to its constituency grew, its
effectiveness in serving the President
diminished. .



TAB C.

FUNCTIONS

The scientific community is now generally united in the belief
that the President should have available to him an independent
source of scientific and technological judgment on a wide range
of areas, including:

-- social and behavioral sciences;

-- physical and life sciences;

-- medicine;

-- engineering;

-~ international aspects of science and technology;
-- science and technology in the private sector;

-- education and training of scientific manpower, .
They have pointed out that a White House science and technology
advisory apparatus could perform the following vital functions:

1. Advising the President in the formulation and review
of national policies in areas involving science and
technology development. Energy, transportation,
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supply are examples of these.

2. Providing technical advice for the President and his
staff, including the Domestic Council, the Council of
Economic Advisers, and the Office of Management
and Budget, on specific issues and questions dealing L
with science and technology. "

3. Working with the Federal Council on Science and L
Technology in coordinating the large existing in-house
capability of the Federal government in scientific
and technological research and development. There
are approximately 100,000 pcople employed in Federal
research and development establishments, and it is
important to see that this large and sophisticated
work force is properly and effectively employed.



Identifying and reporting on gaps in scientific
research and technological developments in the
public and private sector and initiating studies
where appropriate.

Providing the President with "early warning'' of
problems, opportunities or developments that have
a scientific or technological component, including
some longer-range forecasting of such problems,
opportunities and developments.

Consulting with the President on the appointments
of various scientific and technical off1c1a1= in the
Federal agencies.

Moreover, the scientific community is now in full agreement
that the proper function of such an advisory apparatus is to
advise and service the President -- not.to be public advocates.




STRUCTURE

OPTION 1. CREATION OF A COUNCIL OF TECHNOLOGY

AND SCIENCE ADVISERS

The President could propose legislation creating a 3-member
Council of Technology and Science Advisers in the Executive
Office of the President. The Council would be similar in
function to the Council of Economic Advisers. The members
of the Council would be appointed by the President from among
the different disciplines in the science and technology fields,

The Chairman of the Council would also serve as the President's

Technology and Science Adviser.

(VARIATION: Some have proposed creation of a 7-member
Council, composed of four Presidential appointees and the
Presidents of the National Academy of Science, the National
Academy of Engineering and the Institute of Medicine serving
ex officio. ) |

STAFFING: The Council's staff would consist of an Executive
Assistant to the Chairman and a number of professional assist-
ants (15-20) and supporting clerical staff. The Council would
also be authorized to establish ad hoc committees composed of
governmental and/or non-governmental experts to do in-depth
analyses of selected problems and issues.

FISCAL IMPLICATIONS: $2.5 - $5 million annually.

ARGUMENTS FOR: .

-- In essence, this is the approach embodied in the
"Kennedy bill" passed by the Senate last ycar. It
incorporates the reconmendation of the National
Academy of Science's special comimittee, and is
fully responsive to the sc:entxhc commumty s

‘ﬁ‘demands.

TAB D.
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This assures greater depth in the science and
technology advisory apparatus and greater repre-
sentation and input from the various disciplines in
the science and technology field.

This would ensure an ongoing structure in the
Executive Office of the President fully capable of
rendering scientific and technological advice or
performing such other related responsibilities as
the President may assign to it.

The authority to create ad hoc groups permits
tapping of the resources of the scientific community,

ARGUMENTS AGAINST:

This structure might be difficult to integrate into
the existing White House operation.

It is more susceptible to "politization" both as to
its internal operation (with each of the three members
representing the views of his own constituency) and

- as to its relationship with the Administration (because

of the structural autonomy of a council).

It would result in a visible increase in the size and
budget of the White House.

This structure is larger than is necessary to meet
the problem and is also unwieldy.



OPTION 2. CREATION OF AN OFFICE OF TECHNOLOGY
AND SCIENCE

The President could propose legislation creating an Office of
Technology and Science in the Executive Office of the President.
The Director of the office would be a highly qualified scientist
appointed by the President, who would serve also as the
President's Technology and Science Adviser.

STAFFING: In addition to the Director, the office would have
a2 Deputy Director (for administration) and, as is required

-~ up to five Assistant Directors (for various specialties);
-- up to twelve professional assistants; and
-- supporting clerical staff.

The Director would also be empowered to establish ad hoc
committees composed of governmental and/or nongovernmental
experts to do in-depth analyses of selected problems and issues.

FISCAL IMPLICATIONS: $1 - $1,5 million annually.

ARGUMENTS FOR:

-- This islargely responsive to the legitimate demands
of the scientific community and could, therefore, be
expected to satisfy the Congress.

-- It assures to the President and his staff the avail-
ability of a broad range of scientific and technical
expertise. This would be tremendously useful to
the Domestic Council, the Council of Economic
Advisers, the Office of Management and Budget,
et al. ' :
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-- This structure will help to assure the development
of an ongoing scientific and technological capacity
in the Executive Office of the President.

-- The authority to create ad hoc groups permits tapping
of the resources of the scientific community.

-- This structure is sufficiently flexible to permit
growth of in-house capacity when and as necessary.

ARGUMENTS AGAINST:

-~ This would involve Congressional action to impiement
(and, of course, to undo).

-- There are those who feel that this would unduly
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€ size of the Presideni's siailf.
-- 'Some contend that the need for a science and
technology capacity in the White House does not

justify the creation of an office.



OPTION 3. APPOINTMENT OF A SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
ADVISER TO THE PRESIDENT

The President could, by administrative action, appoint a full-time
Science and Technology Adviser to the President to serve on the
White House staff,

STAFFING: The Science and Technology Adviser would be author-
ized a few (1-3) professional assistants and supporting clerical
staff, but would otherwise have to rely on National Science Founda-
tion professional staff for support.

FISCAL IMPLICATIONS: $100,000 - $200,000 énnually.

ARGUMENTS FOR:

-~ This could be accomplished by admmlstratwe act of the’
President.

-~ It would relieve some of the pressure for Congressional
action on this issue.

L4

-~ This would make available to the President and his staff
at least some independent scientific and technological
experiise,

-- This would be relatively inexpensive and would not
significantly increase the size of the President's staff,

ARGUMENTS AGAINST:

-- This approach would satisfy neither the scientific
community nor the Congress and, therefore, it could
not be expected to avert independent Congressional
action on the issue.

-- It is doubtful whether, under this structure, the Science
and Technology Adviser could ""cover the waterfront."

Therefore, pressure to increase the size and scope of
this apparatus will continue.

-- This structure is not suitable for the development of an
. on-going scientific and technological capacity in the
'~ White House.

== This structure is not suitable for tapping the resources
" -of the scientific community on an interim basis since '
" the Science and Technoloygy Adviser would not be »
empowered to create ad hoc pancls for special rescarch
- purposes,
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON April 18, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
FROM: JIM CANNO

SUBJECT: ContributVdns of Science Advisers to
Previous Presidents

SUMMARY :

The Presidential scientific apparatus was a
splendid tool in the early days under President Eisenhower.
It met a visible need to catch up with the Russians, and
was an important political plus for the President.

But in time, the scientists corrected the specific
weaknesses that had at first made them necessary. Then
their proposals became more diffuse, and seemed directed at
preventing ills that had not yet materialized e.g., food
and cnergy. Thuc they loct out to greater demands within
the White House for solutions to problems that were
immediate and pressing. To make matters worse, the
scientific community became politicized during the Vietnam
war, and was perceived as critical and unfriendly.

The 15-year record of the office indicates that
when a Presidential science adviser supported the .
President's goals, broadened his range of solutions,
and kept his ego and ambitions in check, he made great
contributions to government and was a major political asset.

EISENHOWER ADMINISTRATION

James Killian of MIT became science adviser to
President Eisenhower in 1957 and was later succeeded by
George Kistiakowski, a Harvard chemist. This was
probably the most effective and influential period
for science advisers.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

1. Following SPUTNIK, helped assure the
U. S. public that the country's missile
and.space program was in.good hands and
moving ahead. I ’

2. rompted creation of National Aeronautics
and Space Administration.



3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

’5\

8%

9.

PROBLEMS:

Provided the scientific basis for
President Eiserhower's proposal which
ultimately resulted in the 1963 test ban
treaty.

Made a major impact on the ICBM program,
including emphasis on solid fuel rockets.

Accelerated the development of a ballistic
missile early warning system and anti-
submarine capabilities.

Assisted in advancing photo reconnaissance
by satellite.

Helped make available scientific and
technical information for dealing with
such problems as food additives and
environmental health.

Helped strengthen proérams for the
education of U. S. scientists and
ngineers.

Through the respect -and prestige they

- commanded, Killian and George Kistiakowski,

helped reassure a shaken public that the

U. S. ballistic missile and space programs
would close the "technological gap" between
the U. S. and Soviet Union.

No major problems other than some criticism of
their focus on defense and space-related questions.

KENNEDY ADMINISTRATION

Dr. Jerry Wiesner of MIT was President Kennedy's
science adviser. Some of the successes and most of
the problems of this period were a product of Wiesner's
personal and his assertive attempts to seek a bigger and
bigger role in government decision making.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS :

»»l.

Provided valuable guidance leading to

-the rejection of a number of Pentagon .

proposals which subsequent research
has shown would have indeed been mistakes.
e.g. the Dynasoar space plane.



2. Introduced interests beyond space and
defense and focused on many other areas
of government scientific research such
as health.

PROBLEMS:

1. Bitter public debates with NASA over
techniques to be used in moon landing, which
became a personal struggle between Wiesner
and Wernher von Braun.

2. Alienated the scientific community by high-
handed attitude and suspicion that he was
ambitious to become ‘the "Czar" of American
science.

3. Criticism of the Defense Department. For
example, he boasted that he could make a better
evaluation of defense development projects than
Secretary McNamara.

4. Expanded his authority to the point that
he was attempting simuitaneously to be an
unbiased and impartial staff adviser as well
as director of a scientific operations unit
advocating specific programs.

JOHNSON ADMINISTRATION:

President Johnson's adviser was Donald Hornig, a
chemist from Princeton. Hornig has a stormy and unfriendly -
relationship with the President and therefore appears to -’
have had very little influence on policy. .

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

1. Instituted many siginificant long-range
. studies, e.g. the potential of the
oceans; the world food problem; restoring
the environment.

2. In 1965 conducted the first major assessment
of the U. €. energy situation.



PROBLEMS:

1. Despite the predictive merit of his
proposals, Hornig had little impact because
he had no access to the President and little
standing within the White House staff.

2. 2As the Viet Nam war expanded, the scientific
communitie's mounting opposition to the war
made it even more difficult for Hornig to
serve as an adviser. ‘

NIXON ADMINISTRATION:

Lee DuBridge was President Nixon's first science
adviser and was succeeded by Ed David of Bell Laboratories
in 1970. The decline of influence which began during the
Johnson Administration accelerated until 1972, when President
Nixon abolished the science adviser.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS:

.

1. Attempted to develop practical applications
of science research.

PROBLEMS:

1. Presidential Science Advisory Committee
strongly and publicly opposed SST
proposal at a time when the Administration
was actively seeking support for the SST.

2. Acquired a reputation within the White
House for generating proposals to spend
more Federal money.

3.. Scientific community regarded Ed David
as lacking credentials because of his
background as an engineer. :
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James RUKiLLiax, Jr.

77 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE
CAMBRIDGE, MASSACHUSETTS 02139

March 20, 1975

The Honorable Nelson A. Rockefeller
Vice President of the United States
The White House

Washington, D. C.

My dear Mr. Vice President:

In response to your request, I have
prepared the attached list of some of the contributions
to Presidential policy-making in the Eisenhower
administration made by the Special Assistant for
Science and Technology and the President's Science
Advisory Committee. At the beginning of this list,

I have summarized the longer statement which
follows. In listing these contributions made during
the period when I was a participant, may I express
come personal views bearing on the study you are
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_ I fully recognize that present circumstances
differ from those of the Eisenhower years both in the
organization of the Presidential staff machinery and in
the diversity and complexity of the issues faced by the
President. o ~

~ President Eisenhower looked to his science

advisory mechanism for assistance in the national
defense area and for supporting the work of the
National Security Council. I am aware that the
National Security Council now has staff competence
and consultant panels which are providing 2 tech-

. nological dimension to the examination of national
security issues. These did not exist in the Eisenhower
period. This arrangement appears to be working
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effectively and to have the confidence of the Special
Assistant for National Security Affairs. I personally
do not recommend that these arrangements be
supplanted by a new science and technology advisory
mechanism but I do feel that the proposals for the
new mechanism are no less essential because these
NSC panrels exist. The existing NSC arrangements
have a national security policy focus on a very limited
numper of problems, ard I am convinced that there
are important issues involved in assuring a healthy
scientific and technological foundation for military
research and development, and the preposals of the
National Academy Committeé are directed toward
providing this foundation.

I am also convinced that the scientific and
technical feasibility and soundness of major weapons
systems developments evaluated by objective panels
of the proposed advisory mechanism could serve the
anode of the President and the Office of Management
and Budget as well as the National Security Council
oo the NSC might reanest. In my view it would be a
mistake to exclude the Science Adviser from the
national security area and from the deliberations and
studies of the National Security Council because of the
inseparability of policy and program considerations
and the special perspective and judgments that a
science advisory group could contribute to Presidential-
level discussion of national security issues.

In the Domestic Council area there is, of

course, muth greater emphasis on probiems in the
civilian sector, where developments in science and
technology in many instances cffer the best hope of
long-term solutions. The existence of the

Domestic Council means that there is a focus for
scientific and technological assessments of domestic
problems and an opportunity to couple scientific and
technological considerations with economic, sociological,
- institutional, and political factors, all of which must




be brought to bear in developing options for Presi-
dential consideration. The effectiveness of the
Special Assistant for Science and Technology in

the national security area in past years was in no
small measure attributable to the existence of the
National Security Council as a mechanism for
assuring serious consideration of scientific studies.

" In the latter days of the Special Assistants
and the President's Science Advisory Committee
many of the excellent, farseeing studies which were
made by the advisory setup were not systematically
considered and followed up because there was no
mechanism such as the Domestic Council and its
staff to receive and assess them. During the
Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon administrations
there were numerous important studies made by
- PSAC and its panels which dealt with environmental
matters, energy policy, and the world food problem
whirh could have been of great vaiue ta the. adminia-
tration in the formulation of policy and the taking
of initiative in areas that later came to be of great
national concern. There was a national loss in the
fact that these farseeing studies did not receive
the necessary follow-through attention.

In making these obserwvations, I am
mindful of the arguments that by strengthening the
scientific and technical capabilities of the National
Security Council, the Domestic Council, and the
Office of Management and Budget, there may be
less need for a separate White House level science
and technology mechanism and that a separate
mechanism might have difficulty in relating its
scientific and technological analyses to the issues
as they are perceived by those staff agencies.

These arguments were carefully examined by the
National Academy of Sciences Committee on Science
and Technology, which I chaired. The membership




of that Committee included a former Assistant
Director of the Office of Management and Budget
and a former member of the Council of Economic
Advisers, both of whom were experienced in the
operations of the White House staff. It was the
strongly held view of the Committee that the
scientific and technical capabilities of the National
Security Council, Domestic Council, and OMB
should be strengthened and by so doing there would
be a more effective interaction achieved and a two-
way coupling between those offices and a new
science and technology mechanism. The new
mechanism proposed can look at the totality of the
nation's scientific and technical resources in rela-
tion to national needs and by having this broader
view, can help to offset a fragmented approach
occasioned by the differing missions of the execu-
tive agencies, both at operating and FPresidential
staff levels.

The reasons supporting the establisn-
ment of a new science and technology mechanism
have been iniensively treated in the National
Academy and other excellent reports and articles
in the past year. My interest in making the for-
going observations is to emphasize a few points
arising out of the discussions which were prompted
by the Academy report. ) : :

1 am in full accord with the comments
made by President Handler of the National Academy
of Sciences when he wrote you recently emphasizing
that the mission of the new science and technology
advisory mechanism which has been proposed shoul d
be to serve the needs of the President. "1t should,"
as he wrote, ''not be a privileged means to represent

~ special interests of the scientific and technological
- communities. Nor should it be a privileged advocate



for science and technology per se. To be useful,
its anzlyses must recognize the essential inter--
dependence of science, technology and fiscal,
economic, social, political, and institutional
factors in developing policy alternatives."

. I am grateful for this opportunity to
provide supplemental information and to recall the
many ways in which the scientific mechanism
established by President Eisenhower served him
and successive Presidents and assisted greatly
in the formulation of sound national policies.

Yours respectfully,

-

N . Jc R‘ Kinian, JI‘.
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503
s AmT
MAR 7 i97&

MEMORANDUM FOR: JIM CANNON

FROM: Paul O'Neill

SUBJECT:  Science Advisory Options Memorandum from
the Vice President

I have reviewed the draft memorandum to the President con-
cerning the reestablishment of a science advisory apparatus
in the Executive Office of the President.

I am concerned that the problem statement does not seem to
be related to the arguments presented for the three options.
The only motivation given in the description of the problem
is one of the constituent pressure by the scientific com-
munity. If that is the only problem we are concerned with,
then it seems to me the options should be measured by that
criterion and by that criterion alone. If on the other hand,
we want to assert that there is a substantive problem as
well, we should specify the problem as clearly as possible
(Wilhh exauples, perhiaps) and siiow how each option would help
to solve the "problem."

Second, I believe the range of options in the draft could be
usefully expanded. Options 1 and 2 are virtually identical
except for the multi-~headed nature of the Council described
in option 1 and the difference in funding for contractor and
consultant support (i.e., $1.0-1.5 vs. $2.5-5 million). Be-
yond this, no options are presented which either strengthen
or build upon the present apparatus or which might seek to
integrate a science advisory apparatus into an existing
Executive Office organization (the Domestic Council).

Third, I am concerned about the way some of the arguments

for and against each of the options is presented. For ex-
ample, it seems to me, use of such descriptions as "tremendously
useful” and such judgmental terms as "anduly" belong in a
recommendation section of the paper so that, as nearly as
possible, we separate value judgments from facts.

Furthermore, the arguments are not presented consistently
from one option to another. Specifically, all the arguments
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cited for and against option 1 are equally valid for option 2.
For example, the need for congressional action for implemen-
tation is cited as an argument against option 2 although it
is also true for option 1. Also, the argument of difficulty
of integration of science advice in broader pclicy issues

and the susceptibility to "politization," which are cited as

arguments against option 1, are equally valid arguments against
option 2.

In sum, it is my view that the options paper put together

a few weeks ago (see copy attached) was extremely well done
and balanced. I would recommend strongly that you replace
the options section of the present memorandum with something
close to that version. I would be happy to discuss.

Attachment



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

February 12, 1975

MEMORANDUM FOR  THE PRESIDENT
FROM: - 1m cavanauch
SUBJECT: , Science and Technology in the Executive

Office of the President_:

This memorandum (a) identifies arguments for and against the science
advisory arrangements recommended by the Vice President's staff,

(b) discusses and assesses other alternatives, -and (c) recommends an
alternative plan for assuring that adequate scientific and technical advice
is available for you and your advisers.

Background

The Vice President's staff recommendations (Tab A) call for the creation
by law of an Office of Technology and Science (OTS) in the Executive Office
of the President, with the head of the office also designated as the
President's science and technology adviser. In addition to the Director,
there would be a deputy, five assistant directors, up to 12 professional
staff, and additional supporting staff. The Director and office would be
assisted by ad hoc panels of experts from outside the government.

- The recommended arrangements are quite comparable to the science

advisory apparatus which was abolished in July 1973 -- which included the
Office of Science and Technology, with the Director designated as Science
Adviser, and the President's Science Advisory Committee which included
experts from outside the government. In 1973 the civilian functions were
transferred to the National Science Foundation and its Director has

~ served as Science Adviser.

Except for the single Director rather than a three member Council as the

leadership, the Vice President's staff recommendations are like those
recommended in June 1974 by a National Academy of Sciences Committee
chaired by James Killian and provided for in a bill passed last November
by the Senate {the Kennedy bill). There are a number of advantages and
disadvantages of this proposal, and there are other alternatives that

. warrant consideration.



Critical Considerations

Critical considerations that bear upon a decision on science advisory
arrangements include:

1.

Integration of staff advice. There are few problems and issues
requiring Presidential or Executive Office attention that involve only
scientific and technical considerations. A group limited primarily to
scientists and engineers is not jwvell equipped to deal with other perti-
nent considerations -- economic, social, legal, political, intergovern-
mental, etc. Thus, the output of a scientific and technical group, even
if it reports to the President, must be integrated with the work of others
to provide a full analysis of a problem or issue and a full range of
alternatives -- not limited to scientific and technical alternatives. -

Focus of special purpose offices. Past experience with special

purpose offices in the Executive Office indicates that they tend to
become ''special pleaders' or advocates for particular alternatives
or programs, thus making more difficult the job of reaching balanced
decisions among competing interests. For example, they advocate
programs which involve additional funding for their constituancy.

Scientific community views. Pressure is growing steadily from
scientific community leaders for action to restore some science
presence in the White House. Arguments are often more ernotional
than substantive. (If not resolved this year, the subject could even
be a campaign issue for scientists in 1976.})

Congressional action. There is a good chance that Congress will act
on its own initiative this year to create some new Executive Office
organization.

Alternatives

There are four principal alternatives that have been advanced for
organizing scientific and technical advice.

Alt. #1 Propose legislation to create an Office of Technology and Sc1ence

{as recommended in the Vice President's staff report, Tab A)

Arguments for:
. Would be fully responsive to the scientific and technical
community.
. Would defuse the pressul es in Congress to mandate their
«solutlon. :
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- Having independent scientific and technical advice immediately
available-could be useful on occasions.

Arguments against:

. As in the case of the arrangements existing prior to July 1973,
there will be problems of integrating the work of this single
purpose group with other elements of the Executive Office.

- Reestablishes the special interest problem.

- Would add substantially, to the White House staff and would
be costly.

- Would be viewed as Administration endorsement of Senator
Kennedy's bill. Establishes a permanent and rigid structure.

Alt. #2 Continue the existing arrangements, wherein the Director of NSF
also serves as Science Adviser. Or strengthen it with a formal
Science Adviser to the President designation and involve him in
more issues, perhaps through Presidential assignment.

Arguments for: '

. White House scientific oversight is less important now than
in the 1950's and 1960's, because line agencies and NSF are
much better staffed to deal with technical considerations.
The Science Adviser can devote more staff and funding
resources to the function since he can draw upon all NSI°
resources,

. The Science Adviser has functioned principally as an adviser
to the OMB. His advice is integrated with other inputs --
avoiding the ''special pleader' problem. » '

Arguments against:
. The arrangement is not satisfactory to the scientific community
which has complained of three principal weaknesses:
- The Science Adviser is not involved in national defense
issues, thus there is essecntially no scientific and technical
- review from outside DOD. (In fact, NSC cstablished in 1973
~ a scientific advisory apparatus consisting of technical staff
and 25 technical consultants. ) ‘
- The Science Adviser is too far removed from the President.
- The Science Adviscer has a "conflict of interest! in that he
must scek and defend before OMB NSF's request for R&D
funds while also evaluating R&D requests of other agencies.
- FElements of the Executive Office other than OMB have received

relatively little help from the Science Adviser.
. -.The selection of this alternative will probably result in .. ..
. legislation such as the Kennedy bill. . .00 0 w0 g




Alt. #3
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Appoint a Science Adviser to the President on the White Tlouse

Alt, #4

staff. Provide him with a few (I to 3) professional assistants
and expect him to draw upon scientific and technical expertise
in agencies and from non-Federal ad hoc committees -- much

‘the way Bob Goldwin functions with the academic community.

The Science Adviser would continue to draw upon NSF for staff
support. NSC's existing staff and advisory group would be
continued and would work closely with the Science Adviser,

Arguments for:

- Provides a ""science presence' in the White House.

. Provides additional cxpertise for addressing critical issues
that involve scicntific and technical considerations.

. Avoids institutionalizing another large special purpose staff.

Argumehts against:

.« This limited arrangement may not be adequate to satisfy the

scientific community (e.g., it might not meet the criticism
-that the President nceds technical advice independent of NSC
and DOD on defense matters) or head off Congressional
action. "

-« Once created, pressure may still be strong to expand it to a

full-blown office or council,
. The Science Adviser may become a special interest advocate.

Expand significantly and restructure the policy analysis capability
of the Executive Office of the President by creating a more broadly
based analytical or planning group which includes scientific and
engineering cxperts,

Arguments for:
. The policy analysis and long range planning capabilities of the
. Executive Office are not adequate and should be expanded.
. Scientific and technical expertise should be integrated with
other parts of the policy analysis and decision making structure.

Arguments against:
. This would inyelve rethinking and restructuring the roles of
- OMB, NSC‘@ Domestic Council and has not been developed

adequately te peimit serious consideration at this time.

. " Such éxpan_ded White House-~Executive Office capability probably
would be opposed on the Hill and by line agencies.

- Probably would not be acceptable to the scientific community
which tends to view integration of its advice at some level below

© the President as de facto subordination of scientific advice.



Recommendation

From the standpoint of substantive contribution to improve decisions, I

do not belicve that it is necessary to provide new scientific and technical
capability in the White House or Executive Office. However, the growing
pressures from the scientific community and the Congress are compelling
reasons for some action. I believe Alternative #3 (Science Adviser with
small staff) is the best course of action and recommend that you direct that
further development of this alternative be undertaken. I also recommend
that you meet with leaders of the community before deciding a course of
action.,

Brent Scowcroft, J1m Lynn (Paul O'Neill), Phil Areeda and Phil Buchen
also recommend Alternative #3.

Decision

Proceed with the development of a detailed proposal to:
Create an Office of Technology and Science (Alt. #1)
Strfangthen existing arranémnents (Alt, #2)
Appoint ‘a Science Adviser:.with limited staff (Alt. #3)

. Explore further the development of a broad policy
analysis capability (Alt. #4)






























