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NARA, Date_______

7/19/71 - Memo from Mr. Haldeman to Mr. Whitehead advising

that the President had asked him to send the attached

7/16/71 - Background briefing on Dr. Henry Kissinger's trip

to Peking 7/9-11/71, and the President's proposed

trip to visit the People's Republic of China.

10/16/71 - Memo for Dr. Henry Kissinger re communication services

and the trip to Peking; at a later date when the President

visits Peking he might consider the following initiatives:

(1) encouraging China to seek membership in the International
Telecommunications Union and in the International Satellite

CommunicationsOr ganization;

(2) creating condition'- nec:ssar- for U.S. private companies

to seek- V sell TT. S. communicitisrins eqpt. in China;

Will have a paper upon his return; will also want to consult

re appropriate timing of Mr. Whitehead' s planned visit to

several Pacific countries to discuss communications issues;

WHCA and Press Secretary have information on readiness of

several U.S. firms to use the Intelsat system by setting up

temporary air transportable earth stations in or near China ,

which could demonstrate that adequate communications services

can be easily established, economically and expeditiously, by

using existing satellite capacity, and possibly leaving the

temporary station in China at no cost to the Chinese after

the President leaves -- and even to permit their initial use

of the Intelsat system before joining the UN.

10/25/71 - Memo from Alexander Haig acknowledging
 Mr. Whitehead's thoughtfi 1

memo of 10/16/71 to Dr. Kissinger re the President's 
Pe7dng

trip; will look forward to receiving further paper.

11/3/71 - Memo for Peter Flanigan attaching an 11/2 memo from Arthur C. Beckei

revaluation of the yen in Japan.

12/9/71 - Memo for Dr. Henry Kissinger attaching a paper on current

telecommunications issues with France for the President's

briefing book for his meeting with President Pompidou;

recommending the President avoid firm commitments on both

the cable landing and proposed Aerosat program by offering to
send the Director of Telecommunications Policy to France for
substantive discussions.

12/16/71 - Memo from Mr. Flanigan advising that with regard to
cancelling the grard tour, the President's previous statement

bad been taken into effect; it was decided that some of the plant
probes can be taken care of by more modest initiatives than the
grand tour.

N
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12/23/71 - Memo for Dr. Henry Kissinger re U.S. telecommunications
relations with the Federal Republic of Germany for use in
preparing the President's briefing material for discussion
with Chancellor Brandt; recommending the President should
avoid any firm commitments concerning either the Symphonie
Program or the Aerosat proposal until details and implications
of both plans are further clairified by both governments.

12/23
/71 
Memo for General Haig attaching a memo of 12/23/71 to
Dr. Kissinger re recommended communications initiatives
toward Mainland China: Services and Markets, in connection
with the President's forthcoming visit to Peking.
(Further paper prepared re the October 16 memo to Dr. Kissinger
and 10/25/71 memo from Alexander Haig)

1/28/72 - Memo for Dr. Kissinger re NATO Secretary General's
visit to the White House on 1/31/72, attaching a paper

describing the new NATO Integrated Communications System
which consists of two segments -- a satellite network
providing coverage to the European Continent and the Atlantic
Ocean, and a terrestrial network which relies heavily on
European commercial communications systems for transmission
with special and dedicated equipment for switching and local
distribution.

2/24/72 - Memo from Bromley Smith re Chinese Communications
Officials involved in the President's visit to Peking.

4/18/72 - Memo from Steve Doyle for the file re report of the AT&T
advance man for arrangements in connection with the President's
trip and future US/USSR telephone iv-r "services.

5/4/72 - Memo for Mr. Kissinger/Mr. Flanigan attaching an information
memorandum summarizing our relations with the USSR in the fieldof electronic communications -- for use in preparation of
a briefing book for the President's forthcoming trip to Moscow.

5/18/72 - Memorandum from Mr. Flanigan thanking him for his 5/4/72
memo summarizing relations with USSR in electronic
communications; will include it in briefing book for the Moscow summ.4

5/18/72 - Memo for Mr. Flanigan wanted to get four points to him before he
leaves for Russia: (1) EIA and Commerce Dept. indicate they may
jointly ask that Mr.Whitehead head a U.S. trade mission to the USSR,Poland, and Czechoslovakia in mid-September discussing the sale of
U.S. electronic and communications equipment; (2) Hughes awa-tingguidance re the sale of a U.S.-launched domestic communication
satellite system for the PRC; (3) Have been trying to find a negotiating
plan for Aerosat acceptable to DOT and have delayed too long in getting

back to the Europeans but felt the benefits of getting DOT agreementwere worth the delay; if that is not possible, will have to proceedmuch on the course laid out in last memo to Flanigan and Kissinger;"(4) Cabinet Cmte. on cable has suspended work for three monthsto avoid even a minute risk of unsettling the compromise agreement',now that the rules are firmly in effect and the copyright issue
settled, the work of the committee will proceed but will be rather
time-eonsuming and deliberate giving ample opportunity to
review the timing of the report vis-a-vis th,-: election.
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Sensitive memo.

f

2/17/73 - Memo for the President re the FCC inquiry into
networks' dominance of programming; memo of'samejdate
on the rerun problem and FCC's prime-time rules does not
cover the FCC inquiry into the network domination of the
TV programming, which the President earlier agreed we
should seek at the same time we urge recision of the
prime-time rule; following approval, have already
privately urged this inquiry upon FCC; John Ehrlichman and
Ron Ziegler are concerned that we weigh carefully the
benefits of such an inquiry and the press attention it is
bound to generate; given this concern and given the fact
that the FCC must somehbw address the problems of network
dominance of prime-time which the rule was intended to deal
with, we should conAider the follOwing options:
(1) take no public position on the inquiry, and leave the
FCC to its own devices, as to the matters to be investigated
and the future course of the proceeding; (2) take a low-key
public position on the need for the inquiry, if asked, but
make no attempt to shape its direction; (3) same public
posture as Option 2, but actively work tith the FCC to shape
the direction of the inquiry; (4) take a strong public
position pushing for a vigorous inquiry, and actively work with
the FCC on its direction. Mr.Whitehead recommends that
effective and vigorous pursuit of the inquiry on network
dominance is a prerequisite to any lasting change in TV
networking, at least until cable arrives. Even if we begin
now, it will take the better part of yourEecond term to
achieve such change. Moving forward with the inquiry preserves
our options for future action and keeps heat on the networks
at a critical time, but does not commit us to any immediate
action. On balance, urges that we follow Option 3. Prior to
initiation of FCC action, we should take no position on the
need for such an inquiry in order to minimize any appearance
that we arebehind it. After the FCC announces the inquiry,
our position should be that we support the inquiry as an
appropriate means of reducing retwork dominance of
programming, and providing more competition in nationwide
TV programming. (Channeled through Bruce Kehrli; copies
to Ziegler and Tod Hullin)

3/27/73 - Memo for the Record from Mr.Whitehead advising that the
White House says the President still sees serious dangers
in the existence of a Federally funded broadcasting network;
he is strongly opposed to control of the interconnect and its
scheduling anywhere other than with CPB since that is the
entity responsible to the Congress by law for the use of
Federal funds; the effort Mr.Curtis is making to seek more
involvement by the boards of local public broadcast stations
and a more active partnership with them in funding programs has
much good in it. But the President would have to oppose that
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plan and Mr. Curtis personally, both strongly and openly,
unless the principles of board responsibility and of safe-
guarding against excessive control by private organizations
are clearly incorporated.

6/7/73 - Memo for the Record from Mr.Whitehead advising that he has
withdrawn in its entirety the memo to the President of 2/17/73
re FCC inquiry into networks, dominance of programming.

1/31/74 - Testimony of The Network Project on the matter of
Domestic communications satellites bebre the Crate. on
Government Operations of the House of Representatives.
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February Z8, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. EHRLICHMAN

e —

,* • v. $19",

P*1' • 1

Attached i2 a somewhat long discussion of the PSAC nominees problem

Load tue more fundamental Underlying issues.

The short-run situation is that we have pushed DuBridge about as far

at we can go on including "our kind" of people in science positions over

the nominees of the long-established community of scientists in and

about government. If we decide to push further, we should recognize

that we may be provokirI3 a showdown with DuBridge. In any event.

I doubt we will now want to refuse the five names because of the political

backlash that could result.

Recommendation

•714,24 you,. and Petg Flanigan (a) discuss this issue with the president.

• -aria •(b) send Duhiridge• a themorandum• requeetilig a review of PSAC

and National Science Board membership criteria to be carried out

Jointly by Du.Bridge and Ilanigan. If you agree, I will draft such a

rnenio for your signature.

Attachment

cc: Mr. Flanigan
Mr. Whitehead

Gerifral

CTWhitehio.d:jm

Clay T. 1,.4hiteheati

Staff Assistant

- is •

DETERMINED TO BE AN
ADMINISTRATIVE MARKING

NOT NATIONAL SECURITY INFORMATION



February 28. 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. EHRLICHMAN

Regarding the President's Science Advisory Committee names:

now we got here:

1. DuBridge consulted with the well-established science policy
groups to get suggested names in accord with long-established traditions;
these groups have been somewhat self-perpetuating on government science
boards, of which PSAC is the pinnacle.

2. 1 pressured DuBridge to (a) reduce the dominance of academic
physicists on PSAC in the direction of environmental and domestic policy
related sciences and (b) favor those scientists who would be more com-
patible with the thinking of this Administration recognizing that these
would not necessarily all be Republicans given the nature of the science
world. .

3. DuBridge resisted vigorously, defending his choices, and we
compromised.

4. Given Flemming 's clearance and DuBridge's attitude,
I recommended to Flanigan we not push DuBridge further unless we
wanted to risk pushing him over the brink. (PSAC i5 the keystone of
his world and is really more his committee than the President's.)

5. Flanigan agreed and I sent you my judgment that we should
approve the names, but that we could only certify that they would not
embarrass the President politically.

6. DuBridge. claiming to go on past precedent, had the
nominees attend the February PSAC meeting even though his office
knew we were awaiting the President's final approval via your office.

r robleun m

In all fairness to DuEricige, he has his problems:

1. There is something of a Washington science club that has
evolved out of the wartime MIT- Caltech axis. It is as much a lobby
for academic science research funding as a conduit for science advise
to the Government.

PERSONAL AND °MIME-1\1'77AM



Z. 1 would not want to guess what the Republican/Democrat
ratio is among scientists, but there is a clear liberal orientation
among academic scientists. They are somewhat schizophrenic in that
they reject any partisan political "contamination" of the science ideal,
but then use their forum of expertise to further basically liberal ideals.
Like a or not, the best scientists are found in academia and academia
is heavily liberal Inlts orientation; this cauees 123 problems the
Democrats don't have.

3. Dui ridge has spent his life in that community. Loyal as
he may want to be to the President, his current position requires him
to go against many of the slogans and coalitions he has bean a part of
creating; on the whole, ho has not been too successful in making the
transition.

4. A strict partisan test for professional science positions
is inappropriate, but a test for loyalty and general compatibility is
equally clearly appropriate at the .1:-'3ACii\ational Science Board level.
,The to 4nd th.e. ralherlineclia4 bet:kyeela the two.witheu4. .
causing the kind of political zeaction A:ve had in the• Long incident.

5. On the whole, the Flemming-style check will not achieve
this since the distinctions are relatively subtle, and the scientists are
relatively inactive in partisan politics. (Flemming 's check on the
PSAC names was apparently quite cursory because he believed,
drawing on the Long incident, that we only wanted to screen the "rock-
throwers " in science slots.)

6. Any Science Adviser will have to make the judgments
implied by the above considerations necessary to get the best possible
mix for the President of professional quality and loyalty/compatibility
with the Administration. I clearly feel the criteria are currently too
biased toward not offending the academic science community rather
than toward attracting good scientists more willing to work with us
than against us.

Short.. run solutions

1. We have "been had" but we can live with the five nominees.
However, make sure DuB ridge knows how we feel, and let the
President know the situations
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Z. Ask DuBridge for a one-month analysis
 of PSAC member-

ship, activities, and plans; advise him w
e think he should be more

hard-nosed in looking out for the President's
 interests.

3. In a month or two add a few scientists t
o PSAC of our

choice without prior clearance with the "c
lub. "

4. lasist on a thorough -review• of nominees 
to the National

Science Board with Flanigan-Dubridge.

Lonc.jer run 1:1412ra

1. Find a new Science Adviser who is not so mu
ch a part of

the "club. " I would stress independence fr
om the pure science

academic world as strongly as political compati
bility and loyalty.

Z. Consider a reorganization of the Science 
Adviser/OST

activities as we are now discussing with the Ash 
Council.

• • • . •
• •.• ••.4.$.4.1• .; • • : • , wA I..... f;t: •h.;;.•.. k. *p.'y P..

cc: Mr. Flanigan

Mr. Whitehead

CTWhitehead:jm

Clay T. Whitehad

Staff Assistant

. •
e e.; • ;•:••-;•-0. " . . .
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MEMORANDUM

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

FEBRU.ARY 23, 1970

FOR TOM WHITEHEAD

I have Dr,, DuBridge's five nominees to the President's Science
Advisory Committee.

I'd like to give you my ideas on criteria.

This Committee, as I understand it, is designed to give scientific
advice to the President. As in so many of these things, the President
should be entitled to assume that the advice that he is getting is based
upon established loyalty. Obviously, an advisor to the President holds
a unique, feduciary relationship that other scientists of various kinds
might not hold with the President.

Accordingly, I think we have a right to require that each. of these people

In looking at the clearance sheets I find political affiliation to be unknown
in virtually all cases.

I don't think this is enough of a showing on the question of loyalty.

Accordingly, I would not be willing to recommend these names on the basis
now provided.

John D. Virlichman
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OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY

WASHINGTON

2/13/73

To: Chuck Colson

From: Tom Whitehead

As requested.

• .

• •• .; • • • • r.. •t•
••:• 
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2/12/73

MEMORANDUM FOR THE RECORD

SUBJECT: Meeting with the President, February
 5, 1973,

H. R. Haldeman, Charles Colson, C
lay T. Whitehead

The President opened the meeting b
y saying how much he admired

and appreciated the way Mr. Whit
ehead had been handling his job,

particularly with respect to the probl
em of the networks and broadcasting.

He indicated that this was a most 
serious problem that had to be pursued

vigorously, but one in which we were up
 against formidable adversaries.

He stated that.som...e in the White House
. did not share his view of the

. • ... . • . .
. .• •—• • •-•••••••11.-,..tr : % z: :1st; v••.: • • . • •,.t .4- • $. A...,

priority of this problem and that he 
wanted a clear staffing pattern

established, so that once decisions were 
made everyone in the

Administration would be on board. He di
d not want conflicting public

statements because we could not afford to
 appear indecisive to the outside

world.

The President requested Mr. Halde
man to hold an immediate.

meeting with Messrs. Colson, Shultz
, Ehrlichman, and Whitehead to

agree on coordination arrangements, t
o be followed by a meeting

including Messrs. Klein, Ziegler, B
uchanan, Moore, and Garment to

discuss the directions being taken and ma
ke sure everyone was on board.



The OTP broadcasting license renewa
l bill was discussed, and

the President indicated he fa
vored that general approach to deal with

problems with the current licensing 
scheme. He agreed with

Mr. Whitehead's strategy that we shou
ld insist on broadcast industry

.support in improving network news in re
turn for our vigorous pursuit

of this bill. He also expressed agreemen
t with the strategy of both

seeking and professing First Amendment goa
ls in broadcasting, while at

the same time working vigorously in privat
e to get more exercise of

local broadcast responsibility and a wider ran
ge of points of view of

TV news.

. , Cable television was discussed as the most lik
ely long-run

•• • . . , . .
- • al. 'MA-, ;*". • 4'r• 

. •

• solution to many Of the 'pi' obrerii

dominance of broadcasting. Messrs. White
head, Colson, and Haldeman

all felt this should be encouraged by Federal po
licies and should come

as soon as possible. The President generally
 agreed. He asked that

the report of the Cabinet committee on cable telev
ision be forwarded

as soon as possible.

The prime-time rule was discussed briefly, 
along with the

reasons behind the President's recent approval 
that we seek repeal of

the rule.

The President reaffirmed his view on pu
blic television and that

we should oppose the funding of controversia
l public affairs programming
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with tax dollars. Mr. Whitehead expressed conc
ern that the various parts

of the public television field were feuding over future
 directions and

Federal dollars. He feels that the strong proclivity of pub
lic TV to

produce one-sided political affairs programming as an i
nstrument of

social change and the danger of CPB becoming a mouthpi
ece for a

future,less restrained Administration may make it necessary in the

future to eliminate the use of Federal tax monies to fund p
ublic television.

The President recognized that such steps might become necessary.

The meeting closed with the President reaffirming his concern

•that the Administration speak with one voice in these areas
 and stressing

•.. •to dsta.blis.li 'a. coordination metchanim to -make sure that. .

t :7 4.4 .1! 4".? • • 7‘.%or• FAi:" .

everyone in the White House "got the word" on broadcasting matters

and to assure that all of OTP' s communications program proposals

received prompt White House staffing.



May 8, 1972

To: Tom
From: Eva

Checked with Ed Harper's

office.

FYI -

William Baroody, Sr., is
the top man at the American

Enterprise Institute locally.

Phone number 296-5616

4?-



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

May 5, 1972

MEMORANDUM FOR TOM WHITEHEAD

FROM: ED HARPER

SUBSECT: '1..:31:2R2sao ram Eva/ua.tion and Reform 

John Ehrlichman has asked me to reply to your memorandum to

him of April 26th which transmitted a proposal from the Public
Research Institute Division of the Center for Naval Analysis.

The goals of Mr. Feldman's proposals--finding better ways to

evaluate and reform Federal programs--are as you know wholly

in concert with the goals of this Administration.

Although we have had some modest  successes in reforming and
re.stru4uring programs., there is still much. to be done. .

Although I personally know of no immediate funarng sources

which could be used to assist the Public Research Institute to

achieve these goals, I have brought Mr. Feldman's proposal to

the attention of Larry Lynn, Cap Weinberger, and Bill Baroody.

Bill said that he would like very much for Mr. Feldman to give
him a call.

If you feel it is appropriate, would you please ask Mr. Feldman

to call Mr. Baroody so that they can explore their mutual interests?

I will keep you apprised of any subsequent developments.

Thank you for sending us a copy of Mr. Feldman's proposal.

ELH:ppd



4/25/72

To: Ed Harper

From: Tom Whitehead

I suppose this will very likely be bounced
to you. If John has not focused on this

–problem, I really -thirik he ought to.

IL)

Attachment — Memo to Ehrlichman re Paul Feldman letter

cc; Mr. Whitehead

CTWhitehead:jm 4/25/72
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APR u 1912,

MDIORMIGUM FOR

Mr. Ehrlichman
The White House

I attach a letter from a friend that may interest you because
it illustrates a very important problem.

Here is someone very much dedicated to most of the principles
of this Administration, trying to do some innovative but practical
analyses in the area of public policy. His premise is that it
is relatively easy to identify Government programs that are too
large, outmoded, or just plain bad--but very difficult to find
responsible and politically acceptable ways of altering those
programs. Since the thrust of his efforts are devoted to cutting
back and restructuring Government programs, he finds no support
from foundations or Government bureaucracies who tend to be
liberal and more interested in expanding than contracting

-• s • %•, • -.*; •• '• • .• • r • . ' • 4- s•r• i• • • • • • • t• ••'•• t • • • ' • •
• •1•4% •• ft • • • . • • • •*- ••• • • • • — '• • • - • ••- •.‘t • • 1..4* • .r."•;..1,44

we are ser ous atout our pnliosophies, we reaiTy'ouoht to • •

be encouraging support for those who want to do this type of
research. If we do not encourage this kind of thinking and
have it available to us, it seems to me we are always going
to be behind and responding to erlocratic initiatives and
philosophies.

I thought you ought to be aware of the despondency that is not
uncommon among public policy researchers of our political
persuasion. If you have any interest in encouragin9 this
specific proposal or if you would like to discuss the broader
problem it illustrates, I would be pleased to help.

cc: Ed Harper
Mr. Whitehead

/Eva

Clay T. Ilhitehead

CTWhitehead:slr:4/25/72

zec.
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The Public
• Research

lnstitute
1401 Wilson Boulevard Arlington, Virginia 22209 703/524-9400

Mr. C. T. Whitehead
Office of Telecommunications Policy

1800 G Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C.

Dear Torn,

A Division of CNA.
an affiliate of the

University of Rochester

3 March 1972

I'm sure that you are too busy these days to worry about the

pathology of government, but I thought that you might be interested

to see that I'm still trying to find support for research that can

help make desired policy changes politically acceptable.

That prior administrations had no enthusiasm for change was

no surprise to me; their own original lack of judgment was at

issue. It is really discouraging, however, to find old errors being

perpetuated. Only a president with a fresh approach can hope to

• undo the tangle of controls and subsidies built up over the past

40 years. Yet, if the administration has recognized that their

problem is to disengage honorably from the commitments embodied •
in.:pica.. pro graras.,-. • • . . • . , •
about it.

The enclosed note is our latest (and last) attempt to find a

sponsor for this kind of work. Although the NSF has made a great

to-do about focusing its efforts on policy research, they are under

the thumbs of both government and science bureaucracies and won't

touch anything that even faintly smacks of policy. The Ford

Foundation politely suggested that we "try again in September."

The universities are altogether other-worldly.

In short, budgeting is going on as usual; everyone, including

the administration acts as if the anachronistic old programs are

perfectly normal, apparently in the vain hope that problems will go

away. They won't go away, though, unless someone does the necessary

work s and the prospects for that don't look good.

If you can suggest anything we should do to make this proposal

more convincing to sponsors, please let me kmcw. I'd like to be sure

that if our last attempt fails, it is because people aren't interested,

not because we haven't presented the case properly.

Sincerely,

ae-Z,

PAUL FELDMAN



-

1401 Wilson Boulevard

Dear

Arlington. Virginia 22209 703/524-9400

The Public
Research
nstitute
A Divoston of CNA.
anaffitiareofthe

University of Rochester

The Public Research Institute of the Center for Naval Analyses

is seeking financial support for a new type of research into matters

of public policy. Our objectives are to identify impediments

preventing government from changing programs that are widely

recognized to be inefficient or outdated, and to show how these

impediments can be overcome..

Agreement cannot always be reached about whether oarticular
•• .. • . • .•-• • • ..•
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policies should

increase competition in the economy

increase reliance on individual rather than collective

choice in production and consumption

allow price mechanisms to ration use of government

facilities and services

place reliance on local governments to deal with local

problems

substitute cash transfers of income for transfers of

particular goods and services.

But people are quick to agree that some programs are bad.

Neither an expert nor a study is required to reveal their undesira-

bility. Despite this, however, recognition and even proof that



these programs are undesirable has not served to change them.

In the face of clear evidence that better alternatives are

available, programs persist that are inefficient, perverse, a
nd

even pernicious.

For good reason's, government programs should not be c
hanged

whenever an improvement can be made. Once the private sector

has adjusted to a program, any "change in the rules" wi
ll be

detrimental to those affected, and even where improvements are

much desired, the political process. must take these detriment
al

effects into consideration. Where a program can he changed, however,

and the private sector protected, it should be easier to introd
uce

changes than it is now. The research we propose can help to soften

the impact of change and make policy more flexible. By finding

ways to mitigate the problems associated with "changing the 
rules,"

policies that now appear politically impossible can be made

politically .possible... To .our. knoweldge, this kind of research

has not been done befOre and is nof noW'underw4 anIrwhete.-

Policy Analysis 

Most research on government policy seeks to answer the

familiar questions, "what new programs should we undertake" and

"what changes should we make to increase the efficiency of

existing programs?" For policymakers, however, the more important

question is not "what" but "how": How can we change our programs

without hurting people? The difficulty in making changes often

is that some group in society has come to rely on government

programs; they have based personal and business decisions on an

expectation that the programs will be continued.

As with a drug addict whose maintenance dose, though expensive,

produces no sense of exhileration, the maintenance of a government

expenditure program may be expensive without producing significant
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benefits for the addicted group. Yet while the maintenance of

the program may produce little benefit, its termination would

cause socially disruptive and politically painful withdrawal

problems. This point can best be explained with a concrete example.

•
Agricultural price supports are costly. Direct govern-

ment outlays on the program are hard to pin down, because

of accounting.difficulties, but they are in the neighbor-

hood of $5 billion per year. The additional burden of

higher prices borne by consumers has been estimated at

$7 billion.

Aside from the financial burden they impose, price

support operations create severe social strains. The

cotton support program initiated in 1966 was responsible

for displacing as many as 200,000 Southern agricultural

workers from cotton production, literally forcing them to

migrate north. By so doing, the support program probably

made a significant contribution to the riots in northern

cities in the late 1960's. Foreign relations, too, have

suffered; our surplus disposal operations abroad have

,anterfere.d -with.t4e.agxlcultural.,sectors.gf,developing .

Moreover, agricultural price supports per se do not help

our farmers. Each increase in support level is matched

by stricter controls on the acreage devoted to production.

On land that remains in production, the greater return is

reflected by an increase in land value, which in turn is

used as collateral for increased borrowing by farmers.

Once farmers have gone into debt on the basis of the

higher land value, the higher proce support has been con-

verted into an interest cost, and the farmer is left in

essentially the same net income position as before the

increase in the support level.

Administrations of both parties have for years been

advised to phase out price supports. Outright termination,

however, would be unfair to farmers, many of whom have

never really benefited from the program. As price

supports are reduced, both the cash returns to farming and

land prices will fall. Farmers will be unable to make

payments on their debts, and banks will have to foreclose.

At lower land prices, foreclosure sales will probably not

cover the loan principal, and some banks will fail. In

other words, the withdrawal symptoms associated with

removing agricultural price supports would consist of a

crisis in agriculture and in the banking industry.
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To predict such a result is to identify real problems that

prevent a desirable policy from being undertaken. It also

identifies an opportunity for analysis to be useful, for if we

identify the groups that would be hurt, estimate the losses they

would incur, and devise a way of compensating them, it may be

possible to strike a bargain between farmers and taxpayers that

would leave both groups better off then they are at present.

That is the farm problem. It is not a matter of prices and

quantities, it is a problem of government rigidity, and it promises

to get worse in the near future. Legislative action limiting the

size of support payments and recent pressure on prices in worl
d

markets arising from the development of highly productive varieties

of wheat and rice should be read as warning signs. The legislative

requirement for a new farm bill in 1973 may well prove an embarrass-

ment to both major parties, for it promises a major conflict in

which either farmers or urban dwellers, or both, will be serio
usly

hurt.. The conflict may be utavcidable, but thel.hurt.:Can be xna,e

tolerable if the dimensions of the problem are spelled out before-

hand. At the very least, the legislative and executive branches

can be given the information they need to measure the effects of

the alternative policies they will consider.

The farm price support program is by no means the only one

that both parties would like to change if they could manage it.

Many government activities have generated conditions of economic

addiction with a maintenance cost that exceeds the benefits they

generate. Government has grown, not only because it must perform

necessary functions, but also because it is locked into increasingly

costly mistakes of the past. It would be irrational to wait for

those mistakes to accumulate until crisis conditions force action,

for actions taken in a crisis frequently lead to further crises.

Realistic research, designed to identify impediments to change,

could make it a great deal easier to recover from past mistakes

and to avoid crises in the future.
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Our Proposal 

We propose to assemble a research group that will concentrate

on policy problems such as those discussed above. PRI, in association

with the University of Rochester, has the nucleus of a technical

staff capable of handling most studies such as those outlined

above. To perform this work, it will be necessary to expand our

staff by hiring policy-oriented professionals with practical

experience in the legislative and executive branches of government.

As the occasion warrants, we will also need to call upon outside

consultants experienced in the substantive areas of our research.

The research involved would not require development of new

theory or new methodology. History, political science, economics,

sociology, law, and other academic disciplines have, for a long

time, dealt with these problems. Individuals who have worked in

policy positions in the executive and legislative branches have

performed, their own • informal, analyses in the past and. continue .

to ao so as part of the everyday buSiness of government. What is

lacking is a focused research effort that can provide a better

basis for policy decisions than the informal estimates we rely

on at present.

We are seeking support to organize such an effort. If your

organization is interested in participating in support of our

proposed program, we will be pleased to meet with you to discuss

1 it further and prepare a detailed proposal outlining a set of

studies. Inquiries should be directed to:

PAUL FELDMAN, Acting Director
Public Research Institute
Center for Naval Analyses
1401 Wilson Boulevard
Arlington, Virginia 22209

-5-
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June 12, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. EFIRLICHMAN

Since George Shultz is to be the head of OMB, I have somewhat
different feelings about the memo 1 wrote you Last week on policy
analysis. George is outstandingly capable of getting for you and
the President what I was talking about. It is possible that he will
get hold of the old BOB machinery fast enough to be useful in the
next few months; he certainly should be urged to do so. There
is a real danger, however, that this kind of analysis will continue
to fall between the cracks between the concerned offices: OMB,
CEA, NSC, and the Domestic Council etaff.

In view of this, you may wish to have Shultz undertake the direct
responsibility for this kind of analysis. nowever, I think you
would find it useful to have someone on your personal staff
following that activity and keeping you apprised so that it would be
directly reiponsive to Your needs. Alternatively, you could still
have prime responsibility in a small staff component of the Domestic
Council staff.

In any event, most of the basic analysis will have to be done in
OMB and CEA since that is where the data and technical expertise
is. (In my proposal to undertake that function with 4-6 professionals,

clearly anticipated most of the work being done in those office.)
The Domestic Council staff should be concerned primarily with the
kinds of information to be generated and the most useful format for
policy decisions.

mentioned this problem to Paul McCracken recently, and he agreed
that there was a large and urgent need to do better in this area. He
suggests you convene a meeting of yourself, McCracken, Ehultz,

and Kissinger In the very near future to discuss the possibilities
and problems.

cc: Mr. Flanigan
Mr. Cole
Mr. Whitehead

Central Files

Clay T. Whitehead
Special Assistant to the President
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pril 13, 1970

MEN_ORANDUM FOR MR. FLANIGAN

hero is a memorandum for the files I dictated as you

anlI.discuf;sezl. I have also attached a letter McElroy

sent at my request.

Also attached is a raernoro.ndam yo- t indicated you wanted

to send Sohn Thrlichman. It has attached a copy of my

merbornadurii for the files.

. Attachments

cc: Mr. Whitehead
Central Files

CTWhitehead:cd.

Clay T. Whitehead

Special Assictant to the President



THE WHITE HOUSE
•

WASHINGTON

April 23, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR THE FILES

1 In conversations with Bill McElroy and Lee DuBridge yesterday, the
following points came out:

1. I informed DuBridge that Peter Flanigan and I had. con
cerns

about the appointment of George Hammond to Deputy Director of
the

National Science Foundation. (I had previousdy mentioned this to

Frank Pa.gnotta.) I indicated that it .was our feeling that it was
 not

particularly desirable to have two Democrats in the top two 
jobs at

NSF, and that, while we recognized that NSF was not a 
partisan

organization,. certain criteria of p.hilosophical compatibilit
y and loyalty

to the Administration criteria should be applied in selecting 
people for

any Presidential appointment. I suggested that DuBridge, 
Flanigan,

McElroy, and myself might discuss this matter. DuBridge
 indicated

'.• ••••.• -that-he :re s.ented having: to: dis6.4.issf.su.elk

President had informed him last year that appointments to s
cience-.

related agencies would be made on a nonpartisan basi
s and that

partisan politics would not be a consideration; that, if t
his issue were

raised, he would want to talk to the President about
 it and ascertain -

that the President wanted to go back on his word. He 
also indicated

that it would cause a major flap if Hammond were not 
appointed in

view of the widespread knowledge that Hammond had
 been nominated

by McElroy and the National Science Board. I ind
icated that I thought

political loyalty and compatibility with the Adminis
tration were important

criteria along with the ability of Hammond to assist 
McElroy where he

needed it the most; and that; while McElroy would 
have to be the

primary judge of the latter, we should be concern
ed with the former

here. DuBridge indicated that it would still be 
very unfortunate to

block the Hammond appointment. I indicated that
 I would talk to

Flanigan and discuss bow we might proceed.

2. I informed McElroy that we had pr
oblems with Dr. Hammond,

. and he felt that to not send the appointment fo
rward would cause a major

flap comparable to the Long incident. He at
tested that Hammond was

outstandingly qualified for the job, was in no sen
se partisan,- would be

compatible with the kinds of directions we would
 generally like to see the

Foundation go, and was fully cognizant of the need for 
loyalty to the

-Administration.
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3. Dr. McElroy and I had a frank discussion about the
 problems

of dealing with Dr. DuBridge. We discussed
 the desirability of getting

political and philosophical criteria. for President
ial appointment

selections into the process earlier. McElroy. indicated his be
lief that

OST was the major source of leaks in the sci
ence appointment area,

citing an incident wherein he received a call about the
 selections from

scientis;t: outside the Government only one hour after 
he had communicated

to Dr. DuBridge the names he was to recomme
nd for Assistant Directors

• of the National Science Foundation.

4. McElroy and I discussed the need for better analysis to

support science policy formulation and the problems of
 trying to do this

with DuBridge so unresponsive and so difficult
 to work with. We agreed

that be and I would keep in closer touch, and t
hat he would begin to

think about organizing analytical efforts in this area witho
ut unduly

'offending DuBridge's prerogatives. He and I als
o agreed to wok more

'closely together in the future on the appointments
 before they are

forthally recommended to the White House.

1

• •

Clay T. Whitehead

Special Assistant to the President

•••;•••••



NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR •

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20550

'April 22, 1970

Dr. Clay T. Whitehead

Special Assistant to the President

The White House

Room 110

Executive Office Building

Washington, D. C. 20250

Dear Dr. Whitehead:

I write this letter to indicate my complete support for George S.

Hammond as Deputy Director of the National Science Foundation

and to indicate strong reasons why his nomination would be a

"major asset to the Nation and.Administration. Professor Hammond

is a first-class scientist, well-known and respected for the quality

of his ideas and his experimental results. He is, in fact, one of

the better known American chemists abroad. Professor Hammond's

interests and notable contributions to the field of chemistry

education, and science education in general, have earned him a

broad reputation in this aspect of higher education.

Hammond's basic strength is the quality of his ideas. He is not a

conventional thinker. He has not left unchallenged the conventional

wisdoms of scientific research or scientific education. He is

simply one of the scientific community's most original thinkers.

It is this capacity for generating ideas, for critically examining the

old ideas from a fresh point of view, that will make Hammond

invaluable in the process of changing the direction of the National

Science Foundation. As I have said before, without the infusion of
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new concepts and new programs, we cannot achieve Administration

and Foundation goals - and I would regard George S. Hammond as

the Foundation's critical leader in this transition. Few talents in

the scientific community are similar to his, and in my judgment

his particular combination of abilities will be of particular

assistance in evolving the Foundation's future programs.

There is no question in my mind that Professor Hammond will be

loyal to the Administration. He well understands the distinction

between desirable science policy and national policy. I have

personally talked to Dr. Hammond on this subject, explaining the

prevailing rules of the Washington arena as well as aspects of

attitude and identification with the Administration. Prsofessor

Hammond understands, agrees and will abide by the letter and the

spirit of the Administration's science policy determinations. He

is not unsophisticated in this area.

As you know, news of the submission of Dr. Hammond has already

reached the press - through sources other than the Science

Foundation I might add. Dr. Hammond's reputation is such that

.;4./. .W it.e I:louse...rwga.tion..rnay witlain.the.academi,e-•.:

community analogous to that of Professor Long. In the case of

Hammond, it would seem to me that the Administration's position

is much less tenable for Hammond (to the best of my knowledge)

has no record of public statements antithetical to the Administration's

policies. It is clear that Hammond has unconventional views on

science, but it is for this very reason that he will bring particular

strength to the Foundation.

I know Hammond is a registered Democrat, but apolitical on non-

scientific matters. I know, too, that the quality of his ideas is vital

to the future of the Foundation, and I believe this should be the
crucial point. If a man like Hammond is declined for appointment to

the Science Foundation, it will not be possible to recruit first-rate

people for these appointments. As you know, we have already

experienced considerable difficulty in this respect.
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I urge you to throw your full weight behind the nomination of George

S. Hammond. If there is anything I can do to assure this, please

let me know.

Sincerely yours,

W. D. McElroy

Director

•

tt;lt. • :
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASH I NGTON

April 23, 1970

MEMORANDUM FOR JOHN EHRLICHMAN

-Bob Haldeman agrees that we cannot let the fact that
Dr. George Hammond is a Democrat be the sole .criterion for
refusing his appointment as Deputy Director of the National
"Science Foundation. Tom Whitehead is convinced that Hammond
would be a good Deputy Director and that the question of .loyalty
has been thoroughly covered with him and is thoroughly under-
stood by both Hammond and Dr. McElroy, who is the Director of
NSF.. Tom feels, as do I, that Hammond would not be our first
choice, but that we should not block the appointment in view of
the wide dissemination in the scientific community that he has been
recommended.

enclose a copy of a memorandum for the files prepared by Tom
Whitehead that covers some of his recent discussions. with
DuBridge and McElroy. I believe you will find it of interest.

- • ;:••-• • .• •••• v e% a :

Peter Flanigan
Assistant Co the President

Atta.climent

cc: Mr. Flanigan
Mr. Whitehead
Central Files

CTWhitebead.:ed



L AEC

2. NASA

* 3. Maritime

Uranium enrichment; LMFBR
through December

STG at FY 71 budget
through December

through October/November

4. Cornmunications indefinite
organization

5. NCS indefinite

• 6. Domestic satellite through June;
through Aug. /Sept. if propose strong
executive branch role

through next Spring if approved

7. INTELSAT

* 8. CPB

9. Marine sciences

10. International science
projects

* IL Regulatory agency review through Oct. /Nov. or through May

through November

heavy through Oct. /Nov. ; on through May

Indefinite

indefinite

August * Domestic satellite

October * 144.6.aritirne
* CPB

November INT ELSAT
• Regulatory agency review

December AEC
NASA

Indefinite • Communications organization
NCS
Marine Sciences
International science projects




