
THE PRESIDENT'S SCIENCE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
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WASHINGTON, D.C. 20506

June 2, 1972

USSKE
MEMORANDUM FOR

President's Science Advisory Committee

At the June PSAC meeting, it is planne" to have presentations
and discussions of the recent Agreements between the U.S. and
U.S.S.R. involving science and technology. Enclosed are copies
of those Agreements and press remarks that are now available.
Additional materials will be sent as soon as received.

The purpose of the PSAC discussion will be to inform the
Committee of the nature, background and implications of the

Agreements and to elicit views and sugcstions with regard to

specific opportunities for future cooper ation under the Agree-
ments, In particular, Dr. David would like to have you give
attention to the Science and Technology Agreeiment, for which
he is responsible He would welcome not only your_comments
and suggestions with regard to the implementation of the Agree-
ment, but also your support, within and outside of government,
of its importance and potential for strengthening U.S. -U.S.S.R.
relationships.

$avid Z. Beckler
Executive Officer
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May 26, 1972

PROTOCOL

TO THE INTERIM AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE UNION OF SOVIET
SOCIALIST REPUBLICS ON CERTAIN MEASURES WITH RESPECT

TO THE LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Having agreed on certain limitations relating to submarine-launched
ballistic missile launchers and modern ballistic missile submarines,
and to replacement procedures, in the Interim Agreement,

Have agreed as follows:

The Parties understand that, under Article III of the Interim Agreement,
for the period during which that Agreement remains in force:

The US may have no more than 710 ballistic missile launchers on sub-
marines (SLBMs) and no more than 44 modern ballistic missile submarines.
The Soviet Union may have no more than 950 ballistic missile launchers
on submarines and no more than 62 modern ballistic missile submarines.

Additional ballistic missile launchers on submarines up to the above-
mentioned levels, in the U.S. - over 656 ballistic missile launchers on
nuclear-powered submarines, and in the U.S.S.R. - over 740 ballistic
missile launchers on nuclear-powered submarines, operational and
under construction, may become operational as replacements for equal
numbers of ballistic missile launchers of older types deployed prior to
1964 or of ballistic missile launchers on older submarines.

The deployment of modern SLBMs on any submarine, regardless of type,
will be counted against the total level of SLBMs permitted for the U. S.
and the U.S.S.R.
This Protocol shall be considered an integral part of the Interim Agreement.

FOR THE UNITED STATES FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET

# # #

OF AMERICA SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
RICHARD NIXON LEONID I. BREZHNEV

The President of the United The General Secretary of the
States of America Central Committee of the CPSU



May 26, 1972

BETWEEN THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
AND

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
ON CERTAIN MEASURES WITH RESPECT TO THE
LIMITATION OF STRATEGIC OFFENSIVE ARMS

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the United States of Qmerica
hereinafter referred to as the Parties,

Convinced that the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile
Systems and this Interim Agreement on Certain Measures with Respect
to the Limitation of Strategic Offensive Arms will contribute to the creation
of more favorable conditions for active negotiations on limiting strategic
arms as well as to the relaxation of international tension and the strengthen-
ing of trust between States, :

Taking into account the Yelationship between strategic offensive and defen-
., sive arms,

Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons,

Have agreed as follows:

Article 1

The Parties undertake not to start construction of additional fixed land -based
intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM) launchers after July 1, 1972.

Article 11

or for ICBMs of rsolder types deployed prior to 1964, into land -based launchers
for heavy ICBMs of types deployed after that time.

Article 111

The Parties undertake to limit submarine launched ballistic missile (SLBM)
launchers and'modern ballistic missile submarines to the numbers opera-
tional and under construction on the date of signature of this Interim
Agreement, and in addition launchers and submarines constructed under

procedures established by the Parties as replacements for an equal number
of ICBM aunchers of older types deployed prior to 1964 or for. ]launchers
on older submarines.

Article IV

by this Interim Agreement may be undertaken.

more

INTERIM AGREEMENT

: :

The Parties undertake not to convert land-based launcherg for light ICBMs,

Subject to the provisions of this Interim Agreement, modernization and

placement of strategic offensive ballistic missiles and launchers covered

:
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Article V
1. For the purpose of assurance of compliance with the provisions
of this Interim Agreement, each Party shall use national technical means of

principles of international law.
verification at its disposal ina mannex consistent with generally d

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical means
of verification of the other Party operating in accordance with paragraph 1
of this Article.
3. Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures which
impede verification by national technical means of compliance with the pro-visions df this Interim Agreement. This obligation shall not require changes
in current construction, assembly, conversion, or overhaul practices.

Article VI
To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of this
Interim Agreement, the Parties shall use the Standing Consultative Commis -

sion established under Article XIII of the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-
Ballistic Missile Systems in accordance with the provisions of that Article.

Article VII
The Parties undertake to continue active negotiations for limitations on

Agreement shall not prejudice the scope or terms of the limitations on
strategic offensive arms The obligations provided for in this Interim

strategic offensive arms which may be worked out in the course of further
negotiations.

Article VIL
1. This Interim Agreement shall enter into force upon exchange of writtennotices of acceptance by each Party, which exchange shall take place simul-
the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems.
taneously with the exchange of instruments of ratification of the Treaty on

2. This Interim Agreement shall remain in force for a period of five yearsunless replaced earlier by an agreement on more complete measures limitingstrategic offensive arms. It is the objective of the Parties to conduct activefollow-on negotiations with the aim of concluding such an agreement as soonas possible.

3. Each Party shall, exercising its national sovereignty, have the right towithdraw from this Interim Agreement if it decides that extraordinary events
supreme interests. It shall give notice of its decision to the other Party six
include a statement of the extraordinary events the notifying Party regards ashaving jeopardized its supreme interests.

related. to the subject matter of this Interim Agreement have jeopardized its
months prior to withdrawal from this Interim Agreement. Such notice shall

Done at Moscow on May 26 1972, in two copies, each in the Russian andEnglish languages, both texts being equally authentic.

FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET FOR THE UNITED STATESSOCIALIST REPUBLICS OF AMERICA
LZONID I. BREZHNEV RICHARD NIXON

President oft e
General Secretary of the CentralCommittee of the CPSU Unite States

# # # #
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Office of the White House Press Secretary
(Moscow, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics)

ene - -

THE WHITE HOUSE

FACT SHEET

STRATEGIC ARMS LIMITATION
AGREEMENT

The Current Agreements

The ABM Treaty
ow Limits each side to one ABM site for defense of their national

capital (Moscow and Washington) and one site for each side for
the defense of an ICBM field.

There will be a total of 200 ABM interceptors permitted each
side, 100 at each site.

-- Radars will be limited to Modern ABM Radar Complexes (called
MARCs) sixfor each side within a circle of 150 km radius around
the national capitals; (MARCs are a circle of 3 km diameter,
in which radars can be deployed; in practice they can accommodate
about one large radar or a few smaller ones).

-- For the ICBM defense fields there will be a total of twenty radars
permitted; two of them can be about the size of the two larger
radars deployed at Grand Forks; the other eighteen radars will
be much smaller.

Moscow. Our comparable site will be at Grand Forks, North
Dakota.

The Soviet ICBM protection site will be at least 1300 km from

be restricted to space tracking or early warning and limited in
size so as not to create a clandestine ABM potential.

Other large non-ABM radars that may be built in the future will

if supreme interests are jeopardized, and on six months notice.
The treaty will be of unlimited duration with withdrawal rights

The Interim Offensive Agreement.

-- Limits ICBMs to those under construction or deployed at the time

for the USSR and 1054 for us.) The USSR will field about 300 large
SS-9s, but they will be prohibited from converting other ICBM
silos to accommodate the large SS-9 types. Other silos can be
modified, but not to a significant degree. Moder nization is
permitted.

of signing the treaty or July l. (This will mean about 1618 ICBMs

submarines will be frozen at current levels. The further construc-
tion of SLBMs on either side, can only be accomplished by is-
mantling of an equal number of older land based ICBMs or older

Constfuction of submarine launched ballisticmissles on all nuclear

submarine launchers.

MORE
(OVER )
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The Interim Agreement will run for five years (compared to the
original Soviet proposal of 18 months), and both sides are
committed to negotiating a permanent and more comprehensive
agreement.

Both sides will abide by the obligations of the agreem ent once
it is signed, though formal implementation will await ratification
of the ABM treaty.

864
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May 26, 1972

TREATY
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

AND
THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

ON THE LIMITATIONS OF ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEMS

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
hereinafter referred to as the Parties, .
Proceeding from the premise that nuclear war would have devastating con-
sequences for all mankind,

Considering that effective measures to limit anti-ballistic missile systems
would be a substantial factor in curbing the race in stra tegic 0ffensive arms
and would lead to a decrease in the risk of outbreak of war involving nuclear
weapons

Proceeding from the premise that the limitation of anti-ballistic mis sile
systems, as well as certain agreed measures with respect to the limitation
of strategic offensive arms, would contribute to the creation of more favor-
able conditions for further negotiations on limiting strategic arms,

the Non-Pro-Mindful of their obligations under Article vi of the Treaty on
liferation of Nuclear Weapons,

Declaring their intention to achieve at the earliest possible date the
cessation of the nuclear arms race and to take effective measures toward
reductions in strategic arms, nuclear disarmament, and general and com-
plete disarmament,

Desiring to contribute to the relaxation of international tenaion and the
strengthening of trust between States,
Have agreed as foblows:

Article 1

nti-ballistic missile (ABM) systemsi. Each Party undertakes to Hmit a
and to adopt other measures in accordance with the provisions of this
Treaty.
2. Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems for a defense of the

territory of its country and not to provide a base for such a defense, and

not to deploy ABM systems for defense of an individual region except
as provided for in Article Ill of this Treaty.

Article uw

1, For the purpose of this Treaty an ABM system is a system to counter

strategic ballistic missiles ortheir elementa in flight trajectory,
currently consisting of:

(a) ABM interceptor missiles, which are interceptor missiles
or of a type tested in anconstructed and deployed for an ARM role,

ABM mode:

more
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(b) ABM launchers, which are launchers constructed and deployed
for launching ABM interceptor missiles; and

(c) ABM radars, which are radars constructed and deployed for
an ABM role, or of a type tested in an ABM mode.

2.
include those which are:

The ABM system components listed in paragraph 1 of this Article

(a) operational;
(b) under construction;
(c) undergoing testing;
(d) undergoing overhaul, repair or conversion; or
(e) mothballed,

Article Ii
Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems or their components
except that:

(a) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one
hundred and fifty kilometers and centered on the Party's national
capital, a Party may deploy: (1) no more than one hundred ABM
launchers and no more than one hundred ABM interceptor missiles
at launch sites, and (2) ABM radars within no more than six ABM
radar complexes, the area of each complex being circular and
having a diameter of no more than three kilometers; and

(b) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundred
and fifty kilometers and containing ICBM silo launchers, a Party may
deploy: (1) no more than one hundred ABM launchers and no more than

phased-array ABM radars comparable in potential to correspondingABM radars operational or under construction on the date of signatureof the Treaty in an ABM system deployment area containing ICBM silo
launchers, and (3) no more than eighteen ABM radars each having a
potential less than the potential of the smaller of the above-mentionedtwo large phased-array ABM radars,

+ hundred ABM interceptor missiles at launch sites. (2) two large

Article IV
The limitations provided for in Article I hall not apply to ABM systemsor their components use
current or additionally agreed te st ranges. Each Party may have no

for development or testing , and located within
more than a total of fifteen ABM launchers at test ranges,

Article V
1. Each Party undertakes not to develop, test, or deploy ABMwhich are sea-based air-based, space-based, ormobile

systems or
land-based,

2. Party undertakes not t develop, test, or deploy ABM launcherstor
launcher, nor to modify deployed launchers to provide them with such a

8 more than one ABM interceptor missile at a time from each

capability, nor to develop, test, or deploy automatic or semi-automatic orother similar systems for rapid reload of ABM launchers,

more
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Article VI
To enhance assurance of the effectiveness of the limitations on ABM
systems and their components provided by this Treaty, each Party

(a) not to give missiles, launchers, or radars, other than ABM inter-
ceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars, capabilities to
counter. strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight
trajectery, and not to test them in an ABM mode; and

ballistic missile attack except at locations along the periphery of its
national territory and oriented outward.

Article VII

Subject to the provisions of this Treaty, modernization and replacement of
ABM systems or their components may be carried out.

Article VII
ABM systems or their components in excess of the numbers or outside
the areas specified in this Treaty, as well as ABM systems or their
components prohibited by this Treaty, shall be destroyed or dismantled
under agreed procedures within the shortest possible agreed period of
time.

Article IX

To assure the viability and effectiveness of this Treaty, each Party
undertakes not to transfer to other States, and not to deploy outside its
mational territory, ABM systems or their components limited by this

Article X
Each Party undertakes not to assume any international obligations which
would conflict with this Treaty.

Article XI

The Parties undertake th continue active negotiations for limitations. on
strategic offensive arms.

Article XII

1, For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the
provisions of this Treaty, each Party shall use national technical means
of verification at its disposal in a manner consistent with generally
recognized principles ef international law.

means of verification of the other Party operating in accordance with
paragraph 1 of this Article.

which impede verification by national technical means of compliance with
the provisions of this Treaty. This obligation shall not require changes
in current construction, assembly, conversion, or overhaul practices.

more >

undertakes: :

(b) not to deploy in the future radars for early warning of strategic

Treaty.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical

3, Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures
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Article XIII

1. To promote the objectives and implementation of the provisions of
this Treaty, the Parties shall establish promptly a Standing Consultative
Commission, within the framework of which they will:

(a) consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations
assumed and related situations which may be considered ambiguous;

(b) provide on a voluntary.basis such information as either Party
considers necessary to assure confidence in compliance with the
obligations assumed;

(c) consider questions involving unintended interference with
national technical means of verification;

(d) consider possible changes in the strategic situation which have
a*bearing on the provisiona. of this Treaty;

(e) agree upon procedures and dates for destruction or dismantlingof ABM systems or their components in cases provided for by the
provisions of this Treaty;

(f) consider, as appropriate, possible proposals for further
increasing the viability of this Treaty, including pr2pesals for
amendments in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty;

(g) consider, as appropriate, proposals for further measures
aimed at limiting strategic arms.
2.
appropriate, Regulations for the Standing Consultative Commission
governing procedures, composition and other relevant matters.

The Parties through consultation shall establish and may.amend as
:

:

Article XIV
1.
amendments shall enter into force in accordance with the proceduresgoverning the entry into ferce of this Treaty.

Each Party may propose amendments to this Treaty. Agreed

2.
intervals thereafter, the Parties shall together conduct a review of

Five years after entry into force of this Treaty, and at five-year
athis Treaty.

Article XV
1, This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.
2.° Each Party shall, in exercising its national sovereignty, have theright to withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary events
interests. It shall give notice of its decision to the other Party six
related tothe bject matter of this Treaty have jeopardized its supreme
months prior to withdrawal from the Treaty. Such notice shall includea statement of the extraordinary events the notifying Party regards ashaving jeopardized its supreme interests.

Article XVI

constitutional procedures of each Party. The Treaty shall enter intoforce on the day of the exchange of instruments of ratification,

accordance with the
1, This Treaty shall be subject to rat{fication in

More
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2. This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the Charterof the United Nations.

Done at Moscow on May 26, 1972, in two copies, each in the Englishand Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

FOR THE UNITED STATES OF FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET
AMERICA SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

RICHARD NIXON LEONID I, BREZHNEV
President of the United States General Secretary of the Central
of America Committee of the CPSU

# # # #
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May 26, 1972

TREATY
BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

AND
THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

ON THE LIMITATIONS OF ANTI-BALLISTIC MISSILE SYSTEMS

The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
hereinafter referred to as the Parties,.

Proceeding from the premise that nuclear war would have devastating con-
sequences for all mankind,

Considering that effective measures to limit anti-ballistic missile systems
would be a substantial factor in curbing the race in strategic offensive arms
and would lead to a decrease in the risk of outbreak of war involving nuclear
weapons

Proceeding from the premise that the limitation of anti-ballistic missile
systems, as well as certain agreed measures with respect to the limitation
of strategic offensive arms, would contribute to the creation of more favor-
able conditions for further negotiations on limiting strategic arms,

Mindful of their obligations under Article VI of the Treaty on the Non-Pro-
liferation of Nuclear Weapons,

reductions in strategic arms, nuclear disarmament, and genera1 and com -

plete disarmament,

Desiring to contribute to the relaxation of international tension and the

strengthening of trust between States,

Have agreed as foblows:

Article 1

and to adopt other measures in accordance with the provisions of this

Treaty.

territory of its country and not to provide a base for sucha defense, and

not to deploy ABM systems for defense of an individual region
as provided for in Article Ill of this Treaty.

Article If

1, For the purpose Treaty an ABM system isof this system to counter s

currently consisting of:
missile 8

(a) ABM interceptor missiles, which are interceptor
constructed and deployed for an ARM role, or of a type tested in an

ABM mode:

more

cessation of the nuclear arms race and to take effective measures towardDeclaring their intention to achieve at the earliest ossible date the

1. Each Party undertakes to limit anti-ballistic missile (ABM) systems

2. Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems for a defense of the

except

trategic ballistic missiles ortheir ents in flight trajectory,
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(b) ABM launchers, which are launchers constructed and deployedfor launching ABM interceptor missiles; and

(c) ABM radars, which are radars conatructed and deployed for
an ABM role, or of a type tested in an ABM mode.

include those which are:
2. The ABM system componets listed in paragraph of this Article

+

(a) operational;
(b) under construction;
(c) undergoing testing;
(d) undergoing overhaul, repair or conversion; or
(e) mothballed.

Article 1
Each Party undertakes not to deploy ABM systems or their components
except that:

(a) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one
hundred and fifty kilometers and centered on the Party's national
capital, a Party may deploy: (1) no more than one hundred ABM
launchers and no more than one hundred ABM interceptor missilesat launch sites, and (2) ABM radars within no more than six ABMradar complexes, the area of each complex being circular and
having a diameter of no more than three kilometers; and
(b) within one ABM system deployment area having a radius of one hundredand fifty kilometers and containing ICBM silo launchers, a Party maydeploy: (1) no more than one hundred ABM launchers and no more than

phased-array ABM radars comparable in potential to correspondingABM radars operational or under construction on the date of signatureof the Treaty in an ABM system deployment area containing ICBM silo
launchers, and (3) ne more than eighteen ABM radars each having apotential less than the potential of the smaller of the above-mentioned

hundred ABM interceptor missiles at launch sites. (2) two large

two large phased array ABM radars.

Article IV
The limitations provided for in Article II shall not apply to ABM systemsor their components used for development or testing, and located withincurrent or additionally agreed test ranges. Each Party may have nomore than a total of fisteen ABM launchers at test ranges.

Article V
1. Each Party undertakesnot to develop, test, or deploy ABM systems orcomponents which are sea-based, air-based, space-based, ormobileland-based,

2. Each Party undertakes not o develop, test, or deploy ABM launchersfor launching mor than one ABM interceptor missile at alauncher, nor to modify deployed launchers to provide them with such a
from each

capability, nor to develop, test, or deploy automatic or semi-automatic orother similar systems for rapid reload of ABM launchers.

more
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Article VI
To enhance assurance of the effectiveness of the limitations on ABMsystems and their components provided by this Treaty, each Partyundertakes: :

(a) not to give missiles, launchers, or radars, other than ABM inter-ceptor missiles, ABM launchers, or ABM radars, capabilities tocounter strategic ballistic missiles or their elements in flight

ballistic missile attack except at locations along the periphery of itsnational territory and oriented outward,

Article VII
Subject to the provisions of this Treaty, modernization and replacement ofABM systems or their compcnents may be carried out.

Article VII
ABM systems or their components in excess of the numbers or outsidethe areas specified in this Treaty, as well as ABM systems or theircomponents prohibited by this Treaty, shall be destroyed or dismantledunder agreed procedures within the shortest possible agreed period oftime,

Article IX
To assure the viability and effectiveness of this Treaty, each Partyundertakes not to transfer to other States, and not to deploy outside itsnational territory, ABM systems or their components limited by thisTreaty.

Article X
Each Party undertakes not to assume any international obligations whichwould conflict with this Treaty.

Article XI

trajectery, and not to test them in an ABM mode; and.
(b) not to deploy in the future radars for early warning of strategic

The Parties undertake th continue active negotiations for limitations on
strategic offensive arms.

Article XII
1, For the purpose of providing assurance of compliance with the
provisions of this Treaty, each Party shall use national technical means
of verification at its disposal in a manner consistent with generallyrecognized principles of international law.

2. Each Party undertakes not to interfere with the national technical
means of verification of the other Party operating in accordance with
paragraph 1 of this Article.
3, Each Party undertakes not to use deliberate concealment measures
which impede verification by national technical means of compliance with
the provisions of thisTreaty. This obligation shall not require changes
in current construction, assembly, conversion, or overhaul practices.

more
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Article XII

this Treaty, the Parties shall establish promptly a Standing Consultative
Commission, within the framework of which they will:

assumed and related situations which may be considered ambiguous;

(b) provide on a voluntary-basis such information as either Partyconsiders necessary to as sure confidence in compliance with the
obligations a 8 sumed;

(c) consider questions involving unintended interference with
national technical means of verification;

a bearing on thé provisions of this Treaty;
(e) agree upon procedures and dates for destruction or dismantlingof ABM systems or their components in cases provided for by the

(f) consider, as appropriate, possible proposals for furtherincreasing the viability of this Treaty, including proposals for
amendments in accordance with the provisions of this Treaty;

(g) consider, as appropriate, proposals for further measuresaimed at limiting strategic arms,
2. The Parties through consultation shall establish, and may amend agappropriate, Regulations for the Standing Consultative Commission
governing procedures, composition and other relevant matters,

Article XIV
1. Each Party may Propose amendments to this Treaty. Agreedamendments shall enter into force in accordance with the procedures.governing the entry into ferce of this Treaty.
2. Five years after entry into force of this Treaty, and at five-yearintervals thereafter, the Parties shall together conduct a review of.this Treaty.

Article XV
1, This Treaty shall be of unlimited duration.
2 Each Party shall, in exércising its national sovereignty, have theright to withdraw from this Treaty if it decides that extraordinary eventsrelated to the sub
interests, ject matter of this Treaty have jeopardized its supremeIt shall give notice of its decision to the other Party sixmonths prior to withdrawal from the Treaty, Such notice shall includea statement of the extraordinary events the notifying Party regards aahaving jeopardized its supreme interests,

Article XVI
1, This Treaty shall be subject to 'ratification in accordance with theconstitutional procedures of each Party. The Treaty shall enter intoforce on the day of the axchange of instruments of ratification,

More

1. To promote the objectives d implementation of the provisions

(a) consider questions concerning compliance with the obligations

(d) consider possible changes in the strategic situation which have

previsions of this Treaty;
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2.
of the United Nations.

This Treaty shall be registered pursuant to Article 102 of the Charter

Done at Moscow on May 26, 1972, in two copies, each in the Englishand Russian languages, both texts being equally authentic.

FOR THE UNITED STATES OF FOR THE UNION OF SOVIET
AMERICA SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

RICHARD NIXON LEONID I, BREZHNEV
President of the United States General Secretary of the Central
of America Committee of the CPSU

# # # #
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Remarks by Dr. Edward E. David, Jr., Science Adviser to the President,on the U. S. - U. S. S. R. Agreement on Cooperation inthe Fields of Science and Technology

Today, Secretary of State Rogers and the Chairman of the State
Committee of the U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers for Science and Technology,
signed an agreement on scientific and technological cooperation. The
agreement will enable Soviet and American specialists to solve major
common problems to benefit both the U. S. and the U.S.S.R. The
operation of the agreement will be based on mutual benefit and reciprocity.

By working together, we will accelerate scientific and technological
progress. An important effect will be more vigorous activity here in
the U. S. in such research as: new sources of energy, management and

systems science, wise use of natural rcsources, weather modification,
superconductivity, high energy physics, and basic science. Another
domestic effect is likely to be more commercial activity based on new
technology and pointed toward world-wide needs and desires for a

higher living standard and life quality. While it is too early to say
exactly what activities will be undertaken jointly, the number of opportunities
is large and the Commission which will establish these new activities
will begin its work within a matter of weeks.
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For the past 14 years, the U.S. and U. S.S.R. have engaged in
limited cooperation as part of our Exchanges Agreement. Under this
Agreement, individuals and groups were exchanged between both public
and private institutions, but there have been few joint research activities.
This new agreement sets up for the first time a high-level Commission to
establish cooperative projects and to see that they are carried out

satisfactorily for both countries, This agreement complements the separate
Agreements signed ye sterday on Cooperation in health and the evironment.

Scientific and technical cooperation may take the form of:

~-joint programs and projects in basic and applied sciences;
--exchange of research results and technica] information;
~-joint conferences and symposia;

~-exchanges of scientists and engineers;
--contacts between U. S. firms and Soviet enterprises.

These various mechanisms will be used as appropriate in individual cases.
Implementation of Agreement and Timing

The Agreement calls for setting up a U.S. -U.S.S.R. Joint
Commission on Scientific and Technical Cooperation. The Executive
Agent on the U. S. side will be my office--the Office of Science and

Technology in the Executive Office of the President--and on the Soviet

side, the State Committee of the U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers for

Science and Technology . The Joint Commission will explore, identify
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and establish cooperative programs in science and technology.

Furthermore, it will monitor the execution of agreed programs and

seek to assure their proper implementation.

I expect to meet in the near future with my Soviet counterpart
Chairman to agree on guidelines and procedures for the Commission.

Iexpect the U. S. side to have some 4-5 core members with an

additional 3-4 members selected for specific meetings depending on

agenda. U. S. members will come from government, industry, universities,
and private foundations as appropriate.

The Commission will meet at least once a year in the U.S.S.R.
and U. S. alternately. Secretariats vill be established on both sides

to maintain contacts between sessions. For each cooperative program

direct contacts will be established between the responsible U. S. agency

and its Soviet counterpart. The Joint Commission will, in turn, follow

closely the progress of the cooperation.

The potential of this Agreement for promoting scientific and

technological problem-solving is augmented by an equally important

contribution; namely, the establishment of tangible links between our

nations and their citizens. will provide one more element in

moving toward the President's goal of achicving a world of peace and

cooperation. I firmly believe we in science and technology can make a

very positive contribution to this goal through our common language

This

and our respect based upon mutually -recognized accomplishment.
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE GOVERNMENT

OF THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
ON COOPERATION IN THE FIELDS OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

The Government of the United States of America and the

Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics;

Recognizing that benefits can accrue to both countries

from the development of cooperation in the fields of science

and technology;

Wishing to assist in establishing closer and more regular

cooperation between scientific and technical organizations of

both countries;

Taking into consideration that such cooperation will serve

to strengthen friendly relations between both countries;

In accordance with the Agreement between the United States

of America and the Union of Sovict Socialist Republics on Exchanges

and Cooperation in Scientific, Technical, Educational, Cultural,

and Other Fields, signed April 11, 1972, and in order to develop

x

further the mutually beneficial cooperation between the two countries;

Have agreed as follows:



ARTICLE 1

Both Parties pledge themselves to assist and develop

scientific and technical cooperation between both countries on

the basis of mutual benefit, equality and reciprocity.

ARTICLE 2

The main objective of this cooperation is to provide broad

opportunities for both Parties to combine the efforts of their

scientists and specialists in working on major problems, whose

solution will promote the progress of science and technology for

the benefit of both countries and of mankind.

ARTICLE 3

The forms of cooperation in science and technology may

include the following:

a. Exchange of scientists and specialists;

b. Exchange of scientific and technical information

and documentation;

c. Joint development and implementation of programs

and projects in the fields of basic and applied sciences;

d. Joint research, development and testing, and exchange

of research results and experience between scientific research insti-

tutions and organizations;

e. Organization of joint courses, conferences and symposia;



f. Rendering of help, as appropriate, on both sides in

establishing contacts and arrangements between United States firms

and Soviet enterprises where a mutual interest develops; and

g. Other forms of scientific and technical cooperation

as may be mutually agreed.

ARTICLE 4

1. Pursuant to the aims of this Agreement, both Parties

will, as appropriate, encourage and facilitate the establishment

and development of direct contacts and cooperation between agencies,

organizations and firms of both countries and the conclusion, as

appropriate, of implementing agreements for particular cooperative

activities engaged in under this Agreement.

2. Such agreements between agencies, organizations and

enterprises will be concluded in accordance with the laws of both

countries. Such agreements may cover the subjects of cooperation,

organizations engaged in the implementation of projects and programs,

the procedures which should be followed, and any other appropriate

details.

ARTICLE 5

Unless otherwise provided in an implementing agreement,

each Party or participating agency, organization or enterprise shall

bear the costs of its participation and that of its personnel in



cooperative activities engaged in under this Agreement, in accordance

with existing laws in both countries,

ARTICLE 6

Nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted to prejudice

other agreements in the fields of science and technology concluded

between the Parties.

ARTICLE 7

1, For the implementation of this Agreement there shall be

established a U.S.-U.S.S.R. Joint Commission on Scientific and

Technical Cooperation. Meetings will be convened not less than

once a year in Washington and Moscow, alternately.

2. The Commission shall consider proposals for the development

of cooperation in specific areas; prepare suggestions and recommenda-

tions, as appropriate, for the two Parties; develop and approve

measures and programs for implementation of this Agreement;

designate, as appropriate, the agencies, organizations or enterprises

responsible for carrying out cooperative activities; and seek to

assure their proper implementation,

3. The Executive Agent, which will be responsible for

assuring the carrying out on its side of the Agreement, shall be,

for the United States of America, the Office of Science and

Technology in the Executive Office of the President and, for the

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the State Committee of the



U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers for Science and Technology. The

Joint Commission will consist of United States and Soviet delegations

established on an equal basis, of which the chairmen and members

are to be designated by the respective Executive Agents with

approval by the respective Parties. Regulations regarding the

operation of the Commission shall be agreed by the chairmen.

4, To carry out its functions the Commission may create

temporary or permanent joint subcommittees, councils or working

groups.

5. During the period between meetings of the Commission

additions or amendments may be made to already approved coopera-

tive activities, as may be mutually agreed.

ARTICLE 8

1. This Agreement shall enter into force upon signature

and shall remain in force for five years. It may be modified or

extended by mutual agreement of the Parties.

2. The termination of this Agreement shall not affect the

validity of agreements made hereunder between agencies, organizations

and enterprises of both countries.

DONE at Moscow this 24 day of May, 1972, in duplicate,

in the English and Russian languages, both equally authentic.

FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF THE FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF THE

REPUBLICS:UNITED STATES OF AMERICA: NION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST



EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
OFFICE OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

Washington, D.C. 20506

FACT SHEET

Briefing on U.S.-U.S.S.R. Cooperation in Science & Technology Agreement

The new U.S. -Soviet Agreement on Science and Technology establishes -- at the
top levels of the two governments -- a new basis for future cooperative efforts.

Significance of the agreement lies in the following:

That cooperation will help both countries by finding solutions to
common problems,

That mutual benefit, benefits to both parties, is to be the primary
basis for all joint efforts carried out under the agreement.

That the President's commitment of earlier this year to turn science
and technology to the service of man can now be carried out more
expeditiously on the international front.

That research and development aimed at goals such as new sources
of energy; management and systems science; use of natural resources;
weather modification; high energy physics and other scientific ventures
will be more vigorously pursued in the United States; and,

That commercial activitv based on new technology and addressed to
world-wide needs and desires will be stimulated here in the U.S.

Previous U.S.-Soviet contacts in science and technology have been largely based on

exchange agreements going back to 1958. They have taken place on agency-to-agency,
institution-to- institution and person-to-person levels. Now, for the first time, new

joint activities will be developed, evaluated and coordinated at the executive levels
of government.

The agreement establishes a U.S.-U.S.S.R. Joint Commission on Scientific and

Technical Cooperation. The responsible agency for the United States is the Office

of Science and Technology in the Executive Office of the President. The Soviet lead

agency is the State Committee of the U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers for Science and

Technology.

The Commission's framework will be developed in the near future. The first meeting

will take place sometime thereafter at a time to be agreed upon. The agreement
itself will have a lifetime of five years and may be renewed.

Though specific areas of mutually beneficial effort will not be identified until the

Commission becomes functional, there are many possibilities. As examples, these

could include:

Energy research -- in which each country has specific areas of expertise.

Arctic research -- in which both the Soviet Union and the U.S. are expanding

their knowledge; or,
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Management science --in which the United States has made significant
strides of value to other nations.

Other possibilities include atmospheric sciences, including weather modification;
superconductivity; mining technology; marine resources; and many other areas of
both fundamental and applied sciences.

The Science and Technology Agreement will augment more specific and separate
agreements in the areas of health and environment which were signed yesterday
(Tuesday).

Excluded from the Agreement are joint activities in areas deemed sensitive by
either country for national security reasons.

Both nations will endeavor to facilitate such ventures as:

o Exchanges of scientists and technologists;

Exchanges of scientific and technical information;

O The development and implementation of programs and projects in
both basic and applied fields of science;

Joint efforts and exchanges between their research institutions and
organizations;

O The development of courses, symposia, and conferences;

Establishing contacts between American firms and Soviet State
Enterprises where a mutual interest develops.

And, other cooperation such as a continuing review of those efforts
which may develop in the future.

The new Agreement is one more step ina gradual move from a period of confrontation
to one of negotiation and cooperation between the two s cientific and technological
giants. By placing primary emphasis on ''the mutual benefits'' to be gained from
cooperation, it minimizes the effects of otherwise conflicting demands in the different
social, economic and political value systems.

One direct benefit is that of accomplishing jointly that which neither is likely to

undertake alone. Another is the liklihood of synergistic relationships in which the

combined efforts of the two parties will produce greater results than either could

expect from unilateral efforts.

The procedures of the Commission will be agreed to at a meeting between Dr. Edward E.
David, Jr., Director of the Office of Science and Technology and President Nixon's
Science Adviser, and his still-to-tbe-named counterpart in the U.S.S.R.

Meetings will be held at least once a year and will alternate between Washington and

Moscow.
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MAY 24, 1972

FACT SHEET

AGREEMENT ON COOPERATION IM
THEME OF SCIENCE AND

TECHNOLOGY :

Today's Agreement on Cooperation in the Fields of Science and Technology
augments and exnands by formal agreement United States and USSR
cooperation on the and development af scientific and techroiogicalinformation. The Agreement became effective immediately upon signature
by Secretary of State Rogers and Chairman of the State for
Science end Technology, V.A. Hirillin, and remains in force for five years,

:

Although some exchange of eckholars and information was provided for wader
the 1971-8972 Agreement on Exchanges and Cooperation in Scientific,
Educat=onal, Cultural and Other Fields (signed April 11, 1972), today's
action wili brazden both particination by U.S. and Soviet citizens, and
the range of areas in which cooperation may ensue. The Exchanges and
Cooperation Agreemant provides for visits of three to four weeks by 21

(consisting fourto six persone each) from
exchange is designated for 18 areas exch as irrigation projects,
conservation of water resources, cozl mine safety, highway safoty.

:

Today's agreement allows for delegation exchanges in number sufficient

double those permissable under the and Ccooneration Agreement.
Any area of non-sensitive, basic or applied reecarch -- including manage-
ment science ~- may be considered by the Commicaion for cooperative

to.mat the of a designated ares,

efforts the agreement.

Tre possibility cf a formal agreement in this area by the two countries
was discussed by Secretary Stans during hig November 20 - December I
visit last year. Since then, Dr. David, Science Adviser to the
President and Director of the Office of Science and Techrelogy, has been
in consultations with the USSR. He plans to visit the Soviet Union in
the near future to resume discussions on the implementation of the
agreement.

Outline of the agreement:

The agreement provides for cooperative exchange through:

-- Exchange of scientists and specialists;
-- Exchange of scientific and technical information and documertation;

Joint developnient and implementation of programs and projects
inthe fields of basic and applied sciencas;

Joint research, development and testing, and exchange of research
and between research and

OTR in. cations;

SEOUL,



Organization of jaint courses, conferences and nymposia;
Rendoring of help, as appropriata, on beth sidan in establishinycontacts and arrangemente between United States firma and Soviet
enterprises where a mutual intorest develops; and

-- Other forms of sciontific and technical cooperation az may be mutuallyagreed,

A Joint Commission of Bix to eight members (the exact number will beworked out between the partiea) will be established, chaired on the U.S.side by Dr. Edward David. fernbers from the U.S. will be selected bythe Office of Science and Technology, and drawn from srovernrnent,academic, and industry resources, Meetings will be convened not Jessthan once a year in Wa chington and Moscow alternately. The CommissionWill make judgernents on areas in which cocperation is recommended,and designate the appropriate agencies and firms to implement theagreements.

The government agencies responsible for supervising the implementationof the agreement are the Office of Science and Technvlogy in the U.S,amd the R of
and Technology in the Soviet Union.

Minisr
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a FOR IMMEDIATI RELCASE MAY 24, 1972

PRESS CONFERENCE
OF

DR. EDWARD E. DAVID, JR.
SCIENCE ADVISOR TO THE PRESIDENT

EXECUTIVE OFFICE BUILDING

AT 2:00 P.M. EDT

MR. CLANSON: As you know, there was an agreement
signed on science and technology today in Moscow. I have
with me Dr. Edward David, Jr., Science Advisor to the
President, who will make a short statement and then go to
guestions and answers.

DR. DAVID: I want to apologize for setting the
beginning of this at 1:45, but I was in conference with
the Vice President and couldn't get here exactly at that time.

As you have heard, there has been this signing and
you have information on it in your packets of information there.
There are, I think, four documents. The only possible confusion,
I think, is the fact there are two fact sheets, one for
Washington and one that was handed out in Moscow. They are
somewhat different. (Laughter). So two sets of facts, hopefully
not inconsistent.

This Agreement which we hold great store in will
enable Soviet and American specialists to solve some major
common problems which can benefit both the United States and
the Soviet Union. The oneration of the Agreement will be
based strictly on a mutual benefit and reciprocity.

By working together, by our two countries working
together, I think we can accelerate scientific and technological
projects. An important effect of this cooperation will be a
good deal more vigorous activities here in the United States
on research, management and systems science, wide use of
natural resources, weather modification, superconductivity,
high energy physics and basic science. That is a sample list,
not necessarily an exclusive list.

Another domestic effect is likely to be more commercial
activity based on new technology and pointing toward world-wide
needs and desires for a higher living standard and a better
life quality.

While it is too early to tell exactly what activities
will be undertaken jointly between our scientists and engineers,
the number of opvortunities we see is very large indeed and
the Commission which will establish these new activities will
begin its work within a matter of weeks.

MORE
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I expect to mect in the very near future with my
Soviet counternart chairman to aqree on guidelines and
vrocedures for this Commission and for its work and I exnect
the U.S. side to have four or five core members with an
additional four or five members selected according to the
agenda for the particular meeting and the subject of that
meeting of course. We have not selected members as yet,
but we would expect they would come from qovernment, industry,
universities and vrivate foundations, as appropriate.

The Commission will meet once a year in the USSR
and in the United States alternatively. Secretariats will
be established on both sides to maintain contact between
sessions.

For each cooperative program that we establish, direct
contacts will be established between the responsible U.S.
agency and its Soviet countervart. The Joint Commission will,
in turn, follow closely the progress of the cooperation.

The potential of this Agreement for promoting scientific
and technological problem-solving, which is what I have
talked about up to now, I think, will be augmented by an
equally important contribution, namely, the estabiishment of
tangible links between our nations and their citizens.

This will provide one more element in moving toward
tie President's goal of achiev.ng a world of peace and
cooperation. I firmly believe that we in science and technology
can make a very positive contribution to this goal through
our common language and our respect based on mutually recognized
accomplishment.

I will be glad to answer your questions.

Q
Agreement on Health in which a bilateral commission was to be
formed, an Agreement on the Environment, for which a bilateral
commission was to be formed. Now you have one on science
and technology with a bilateral committee. You have one on
space and so forth. Isn't there a certain amount of
duplication and overlapping here?

Dr. David, yesterday there was announced an

DR. DAVID: No, I think what we will find is that these
various activities compliment each other rather well and while
we expect the interface to be smooth, there will be some
minimal amount of overlap, but they are independent agreements
and will be onerated independently. You can be sure we will
exchange information on a very intimate basis so that the
amount of overlan will be very minimal indeed.

I think if you look at Chairman Train's conference
yesterday and Secretary Richardson's, you will find the
subject matter they mention is disjointed from the subject
matter mentioned here.

and applied sciences would embrace both ervironm ntal consider-
ations and m Jical considerations.

I don't know. Joint programs and projects in basic

MORE
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DP. DAVID: Twas thinking about the specifics
I mentioned here, such as high energy nhysics, superconductivity,
wide use of natural resources, systems science, management
science, all of those things fall clearly under this
Agreement and it is clear, too, there are things that fall
very definitely under the Environmental Agreement and
others under the Health Agreement. So we will see some

overlap, but very minimal overlap. I think it is a good
arrangement to have these committees and Agreements which
augment each other.

Q In your contact over the past months, have you
seen any direct henefits to the U.S. or USSR in snecific
fields of technology, for example, fusion, sav? Have you
had contact in that field?

DR. DAVID: Yes, I have. As you probably know
the Tokamak principle in the fusion area was first
demonstrated in the Soviet Union. That was transferred to
the western countries. We have a number of experiments which
are going on as a result of that work which was begun in the
Soviet Union.

So we already see a field in which there has been
a major augmentation of world-wide work on a very important
topic for the world as a whole, namely, an almost unlimited
supply of energy through the fusion process. That is a very
good <xammle the one you bring up.

Q Since there has already been a good deal of
cooperation on fusion, what more can you get out of what
you are going to do now?

DR. DAVID: There are many other areas of cooperation
that are possible other than just fusion, for example, there
is work in high energy physics. The large Soviet accelerated
Serpuxhov and our accelerators here in the United States,
including the large one at Western Illinois, that is a good
candidate. We already have some cooperation there. We might
see that cooperation expanded if it is appropriate.

We will have to decide exactly what we do from here
on on the basis of joint decisions with our Soviet counterparts.
I have mentioned some other areas. Wide use of natural
resources and techniques for the use of resources wisely is
an important area where they have interesting activities
which we think we can benefit from and they can
some of ours.

The whole management and systems science area is
one I think is right. Weather modification is another and

sunercoi.ductivity. The ones I mentioned here I think are
the ones I thought of almost spontaneously and I think
they vrovide a good sample list As I say, we will have to
decide talking to our Soviet counterparts exactly which
fields are ripe at the present time.

What is different about this agreement as opposed
to the present agreements, is it basically that you are talking
about joint research efforts rather than just exchange of
personnel?

MORE



DR. DAVIN That is a very good point. There are
some other distinctions, too, but let me reemphasize your
point, namely, in the past we have looked upon international
science and technology as based primarily on the camaraderie
of scientists and engineers and I can attest that that is very
effective, because I have a number of professional colleagues
in the Soviet Union who are in my own field of research
and with whom, over the years, I have had close personal
and professional contacts.

That is an important element and we don't intend
to allow that to lie fallow. But, on the other hand, there
have been relatively few attempts to try to solve common

problems th ough common research efforts. And what we would
hope is that this Agreement will enable us to exnand in that
area and to find real effective areas of cooperation.

Q Some Soviet scientists have had a great deal
of difficulty traveling outside the Soviet Union to meetings
of an international nature. D> you think this Agreement
will facilitate that?

DR. DAVID: This is a good point. This committee
will be a very high level committee. It is not a committee,
rather a commission, and it will have access to the highest
levels of governments on both sides. This is something we

a..d the Soviets both felt was extremely important, because
just factors of that sort have to be considered at the highest
level of government if we are going to push agreements like
this through and if they are going to be effective.

I hope and expect we will see much freer interchange
of information and people.

Q You hope it will facilitate traveling?

DR. DAVID: That is what I hope.

You said one thing, common problems for common

research. You are suggesting two things. Some problems
are so big we don't have the money to do it and perhaps
both countries should get together to put in money on each

side to solve these problems. Is that what you are suggesting?

DR. DAVID: That is one possible way of implementing
these things. Another possible way is for us to take the
amount of research that needs to be done and divide it up,
allow the Soviets to do part of it and we will do part
of it and we will pool the results.

It wouldn't necessarily result in any exchnge
of money or it wouldn't be because we couldn't do something,

but just that it would be more economical for us to cooperate.

Is that what you think will happen?

DR. DAVID: That is the kind of thing we hope will
happen. There can be joint facilities set up, too, where

both parties would take an active role in it. I think
several things can happen. The one I mentioned first seems

to me to be a prime contender.

MORE



~ 5 -

9 Would this be limited to an exchanae of
information when working together of federal Americanscientists anc federal Soviet scientists or could there be
private interest people such as people from your alma mater?

DR. DAVID: No, we would look at this very broadlyand say we are not putting any restrictions on it at all a priori.
Whatever Seems to be appropriate for the work we want to do
we will take scicntists anda engineers and talented veoplefrom wherever we can find them to accomplish these purposesand I think the Soviets look at it that way, too.

out the prospect of more domestic commercial activitybased on this?
Can you elaborate on what you mean by holding

DR. DAVID: If you just take the fact that we expectto see some problems solved more rapidly through collaborativeeffort, you can see there might very well be large amountsof industrial activity stimulated by the results of these
problem-solving efforts and I merely go back to the fusion
area, if we solve it a good deal more rapidly, this means
we will see more activity on a commercial level in the fusion
generators much earlier than we would otherwise.

So we will see a stimulation of that kind. What
we would expect is to see results of research and developmentsfeed into commercial products sooner and perhaps more readily.
The market will be different and the market may be bigger.

Q Going back over the last decade there is a
problem with the cooperation of the Soviets primarily on
matters of security, in other words, people here are afraid
we would disclose information that would give information
to the Russians in a military sense. Has the situation
changed any in that regard?

DR. DAVID: I think we have to examine closely our
national interests and all of our international science and
technological activities. I think we take a quid pro quo
attitude. We want to be certain it is a give and take
proposition and not a take and take proposition on either side.

That doesn't mean when we give up one blue chip they
give up a blue chiv that looks exactly the same. It means
we can trade a blue chip for a red one that is just as
valuable to us.

I say quid pro guo, but not necessarily quid pro
quo in kind. We take a slightly broader view, I think, than
the question implies.

Dr. David, two or three times you have mentioned
the fusion research as being very significant. Do you
anticipate the U.S. and Soviet cooperation in fusion research
might accelerate the day this would be practical?

DR. DAVID: I would hope so.

Q Row much?

MORE
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DR. DAVID: That is hard to judge. Scientists
you know never like to predict when something is going to
come out of the laboratory full blown as a commercial product.
And we have not yet demonstrated the break-even experimentin fusion, but I would hope it would accelerate the break-even.
experiment in fusion by a considerable time.

This emphasis on fusion cooperation, does this
mean or indicate that the United States and the Soviet Union
now will both zero in on the Tokamak principle at the exclusion
of all other possibilities?

DR. DAVID: No, I doubt that. I don't want to give
the impression this Agreement is set up for the purpose, the
sole purpose of increasing our activity and our cocperation
in fusicn. There are many other areas. I picked that one
because that is an area in which we have already derived some
benefit from what has been done there.

There are many other areas even in the power field, for
exemple, where they are doing trings of interest to us. For
example, in the magneto hydrodynamic area, the breeder
reactor area and in the solar energy area, we are doing things
in each of these areas that are of interest to the soviet Union.

But the energy area is a prime one. We have also heard
and I know you have read about weather modification experiments
that have been done in the Soviet Union and we are doing
weather modification experiments in the Naticnal Science
Foundation and other areas. There will be some cooperation
there perhaps.

Again I say I don't want to predict these things. I
want to make it clear that I am giving examples of things that
appear plausible to me, subjects that appear plausible to
me for joint work. We have to agree with our counterparts
over there before any of this becomes a reality.

As I said in my statement, that will begin soon.

Q This management and systems science reference,
does that mean computer systems?

DR. DAVID: It has more to do with trying to solve
problems of allocation of resources of trying to predict
the behavior of complicated systems than it does with computers
per se. Computers are often a tool in management science
and systems science. But this is not referring to cooperation
on the vroduction of computers necessarily or on the usage
of computers directly. Management and systems science are
both disciplines in their own right and computers are merely
a tool in these.

Q Do you foresee the possibility of any joint
ventures between the U.S. and USSR in say, Southeast Asia
or Latin America, the develoning world?

MORE
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DR. DAVID: 'Ie have not looked at the auestion of
what cooperative efforts there might be in other parts of
the world, other than the Soviet. Union and the United
States. On the other hand, I would certainly not rule
out joint efforts to help other countries. I wouldn't rule
out join' efforts located in ohter countries. But neither
have we particularly talked about those in our negotiations.

Q What implication does this Agreoment have for
U.S. corporate involvement, industry involvements, if any?

DR. DAVID: I think to the degree industry here
feels there are enterprises in the Soviet Union from which
they feel they have something to learn and something to contri-
bute, we can help implement those through this Agreement.

Q This would be a factory-to~factory arrangement?

DR. DAVID: As I said, we would hope to identify
areas and then assign the agency responsible or allow the
industry that is on our side interested to make the arrange-
ments and carry through the program and the job of the Commission
would be to watch what goes on and be sure it is carried out
expeditiously and to the advantage of both parties. -

Q Isn't this roughly what the science attaches
of embassies are already doing?

DR. DAVID: Science attaches are more information
gathering, easing the way for visitors, keeping us informed
about what is going on in science in other countries, rather
than implementing of actual joint vrojects and agreements.

Q You mean the Cormission would have a supervisory
role?

DR. DAVID: It would certainly be able to take
action if the carrying out of an agreement or the carrying
out of a joint project were not going well or if it were
going too slowly, if we wanted to accelerate or make it
more effective, this Commission would watch what is going
on, if it is not going satisfactory to either side, we would
bring that up to the Commission anc could presumably cause
the right thing to happen from there on.

It is not supervisory in the sense that it would
supervise the day to day work or set the program ina
specific detailed way, but it certainly is going to watch
what hapnens and to be certain that the outcome is acceptable
to both sides and is moving along at a pace which is
acceptable to both sides.

Q Any technology assessments associated with
this?

DR. .D: We have not talked about technology
assessments. I have talked about systems science and management
science and technology assessment and the analysis techniques
that go with that are certainly related. I wouldn't think it
impossible by any manner or means technoloay assessments
would be one of the subjects we could talk about and coonerate
in, the methodologies and anything on a world-wide scale that
affects both countrics.
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like this?
Do we have an agreement with any other country

DR. DAVID: That is a good question. I am not sure
I know the answer. No, we do not my good advisor says. This
is the only one.

0 Is the current program, space program, totally
dependent on fossil fuel?

DR. DAVID: Would you reveat the question?

Q Is our svace program totally dependent on
fossil fuel?

DR. DAVID: I don't think it is, no. The auestion
of where the power comes from, the manufacture of rocket
fuels and things of that sort, I am sure it is somewhat
amorphous. You can't really say, but to the extent nucleer
power does supply part of the power needs in this country,
we do make use of nuclear power.

If you are referring to the direct launch of rockets
and whether chemical fuels are the only fuels we use at
the present time in terms of actual launch vehicles, the
answer is yes.

Gn the other hand, in some of our satellites we
do have small power supplies called snaps, which are nuclear
in character.

Are the Russians equally supplied with oil
reserves as the U.S. or do they have more?

DR. DAVID: The Soviets have very large supplies
of fossil fuels, narticularly qas and oi1 and I believe these
supplies, if I recall my figures correctly, are larger than
our reserves.

Q Do you have any evidence of feelings about
whether or not the Sovicts are experiencing large unemployment
among their scientists and engineers, anything on their
counterparts?

DR. DAVID: No, I do not think there is an
unemployment problem in the Soviet Union among their
scientists and engineers according to the information we get.

Q Do you know how much breeder reactors the Soviets have
in operation now?

DR. DAVID: I don't know hos many they have in operation.
There are two, I have been informed, under construction. One

is very near operation, if it is not started already.

Q Would is head of the US-USSR Committee for
Science and Technology?

DR. DAVID: It is Mr. Kirillin.

MORE
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might have on private American research grant possibilities?
What kind of effect do you think this Agreement

DR. DAVID: That is a little hard to say, but
I do think that as the scone of science expands through
a cooperative arrangement of this kind, we can see areas
in which new work in this country would be recuired so that
I would expect to see at least diversions of resources
into new work which might be stimulated by this Agreement.

In fact, I guess I can't mention the actual proposal,
we have had one pronosal already of this variety.

How about research monies into the Soviet
Union?

DR. DAVID: It is hard to say exactly, but I would
not expect to see us investing in Soviet research. I would
exvect to see each side sunrort that contribution the
country is making on its own and essentially no transfers
of funds.

Q Would the funding come both from industry
and various denartments here?

DR. DAVID: It certainly could. It will undoubtedly
: with federal funding of our own and piggybacking

on the research and activities we have already ongoing.

Q Is this an additional outlay from preliminary
talks with your counternart what range of financing you
already run into both in setting up the Commission and

preliminary research?

DR. DAVID: We don't think stting up the Commission
is going to be a very costly thing. We don't see any
difficulty about financing that at all. The question of
large new joint projects we have not yet approached, so
it is hard to tell what those words really mean in terms
of money. I think we will start with what exists and try
to build on it.

Q What other areas of American research do

you think the Pussians would be particularly interested
in, things like computers, electronics, or what?

DR. DAVID: Certainly they have evident interest
in a great deal of our technology, commuters is certainly
an area in which they are quite interested and I think that
is a very good one. Electronics, solid state electronics
and integrated circuits is another. I think they are quite
interested also in what I would call less strategic areas,
such as -~ have I got time?

MR. CLAVISON: Sure, go ahead.

DR. DAVID: Such as high energy physics, for
example.

MR. CLANSON: I think our other briefers have

arrived.
END
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PRESS CONFERENCE
Or

DR. JAMES C. FLETCHER, ADMTNISTPATOR, NASA
GLYNN S. LUNNEY, ASSISTANT TO THE MANAGER POR OPERATIONAL,

AND GOVEPPMENT FURNISHED EQUIPMENT, NASA
AND

DR. EDWARD &. DAVID, JR.,
SCIENCE ADVISOR TO THE PRESIDENT

THE VICE PPRSIDENT

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Please be seated.

Of the Soviet Union, some important agreements concerning
our space and their space program. Discussions on
this subject have been under way Since the fall of 1970
and one of the most interesting of these agreements concerns
itself with a joint docking mission, a rendezvous and
docking mission which is scheduled to take nlace in 1975.

+

Today the President signed, with Premier Kosygin

These mattcrs of the veaceful useand exploration
of outer sovace are extremely critical to both our nations
and we have here with us today, in addition to General
McDivitt, Dr. Fletcher, the Administrator of NASA, who
will brief you thoroughly on these matters and then answer
your questions.

Jim.
DR. FLETCHER: Thank you, Mr. Vice President.

I do have here with me, as the Vice President
mentioned, General Jim McDivitt, who is an astronaut and
former project manager for the APOLLO program and I also
have with me Glynn Lunney, who is. the Program Director for
the international rendezvous and docking mission.

We, needless to say, are very pleased that the
President has heen able to meet with the officials of
the Soviet Union and to provide what we think is by far
the most meaningful cooperation in space achieved ever
by these two nations.

We have been discussing the possibilities of
cooperation of this sort for some years, particularly
intensively for the last two years and as the President has

announced, we have jointly agreed to firm many of these
tentative commitments into a definitized program and have
becun to set uy a timetable with the Soviet Union for carrying
out some of these events.

Perhans the most dramatic of these events will be

a rendezvous and docking of the APOLLO command service
module. This is the same module that orhits the moon when

the limb descends to the moon and returns. This module

then is used to return the astronauts back to earth. The

vehicle we will he docking with will he the Soyuz spacecraft,
which is the primary manned spacecraft used by the Soviet
Unicn.

MORE



These two vehicles at the time are not
Compatible. They are not comnatible hecause they don't have
the docking mechanism. They are not compatihle because they
have ifferent atmospheres. Theirs is a normal atmosphere,
Ours 1s a low pressure oxygen, almost pure oxygen atmosphere

incorr atibilities,
and there are certain communications and electronics

In order to make these compatible, we found that
the U.S. had to construct what we call a docking module,
which is this little device that sits in between the two
and the docked device will look something like this. The
sequence will be first we will launch on a Saturn 1B, which
is an older version of the Saturn missile, both the
command service module and the docking adaptor. Then we
will make a maneuver at 199 miles or so altitude, much the
same as we do with the lunar excursion model, go in and
pick out the cocking adaptor from the Saturn and then continue
on in orbit.

Meanvhile, the Soviets will launch their Soyuz
Spacecraft and rendezvous or at least move their altitude
to something like 150 milas. Ta won't be at the sane altitude,
but hopefully we will be far enough north so too much maneuvering
wiil not b recuired.

We will then have to perform thvy rendezvous mission
which will he primarily carried out, I susnect, with the

develoned in the United States. This is guidance
and nstrumentation designed to bring these two close together.
And then they will dock with a new kind of a docking mechanism
we call androgynous, hecause it doesn't consist of a prop
and a drogue, a noint and a whole. It is an inverse
mechanism so they can dock with us or we can dock with them
either way. It is a universal docking system which Glynn
Lunney may want to show you afterwards which will apply not
only to this particular docking mission, but all succeeding
spacecraft that we develop and rresumably the Soviets develop,
so that we do have the capability, over a long period, of
rendezvousing and docking with each other's snacecraft.

You may wonder why we would proceed that way. There
has been concern for many years that we did not have a
rescue capability in case something went wrong in space, that
we each would have the ontion of rescuing the other. Future
spacecraft beyond 1975, which is the planned date for this
mission, will all have the capability.

There are some fringe benefits from this program. It
does have the impact of reauiring 4,400 people to be emnloyed
that would not otherwise he enployed, primarily from the
aerospace incustry, partly to prenare the command service
model and the Saturn 1B launch device, but also to construct
the news docking adaptor.

In addition to that, it will keep the APOLLO team

together, which, as you know, has done rather spectacularly
well over the last several years, keep it together on

through 1975 in preparation for the first launch of the
shuttle which occurs in 1978,

MORSE
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It will have the major impact in employment in the
acrospac industry.

It vill alse have the implied commitment that
missions of this sort will continue in the future and, if
we are successful, we can avoid duplication between the
Soviet Union and ourselves in their carrying out one aspect
of a progrem and we carrying out another and presumably both
countries will be much more efficient thereby.

All of us at are very optimistic this new

cooperative effort in the exploration of space may lead to
greatly increased cooperation on still other programs. In my

mind it will be the most visible, Soviet used cooperative
effort of any kind in history since it will involve cosmonauts
and astronauts working together on a very complex mission
in space while the whole world is watching, presumably
on television via satellite relay.

Thank you very much.

Now we have Mr. Lunney and General McDivitt and
Dr. David, all whom are capable of answering questions or
I will be glad to field them myself.

Q Dr. Fletcher, could you answer one question.
You said the Soyuz and APOLLO will come together. I thought
there was a Salyut in between.

DR. FLETCHER: There is no Salyut involved in this
mission. This is an APOLLO CSM with a Soyuz with a docking
a@aptor in between.

Q That is a rather recent change, isn't it,
the elimination of the Salyut?

DR. FLETCHER: Yes. Several months ago we had

the thought that after the Soviets had launched their
first Salyut we would try to rendezvous with their Salyut.
In fact, they made the suggestion, but they went back to
the drawing boards and they found that was a very comolicated
mission because it involved not just the two launches,
their Soyuz and our APOLLO, but a third of their Salyuts.
So that is three separate launches that had to be coordinated.

Their Salyut then would have had to dock with their
own spacecraft, their Soyuz, plus our own, so it would have

had two docking mechanisms aid then the electronics began
to get more and more complicated. This seemed like the
first thing to try.

9 How can vou work together? There is not

much room in the Soyuz and the APOLLO for six men.

DR. FLETCHER: It is not clear that it will be six
men. It is quite possible we will only use four, two in
each. It is likely -- we have not worked out the mission

details -- but it is likely two men will move from the

APOLLO CSM into the adaptor, wait for the pressure to be

equalized and then move on into the Soyuz.

MORE
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After thy nerform various missions and tests
primarily cesiqned to approve the docking system, but also
to prove that rescue is possible, then one or more Soviets,
we don't know how many cosmonauts will come back through
the docking adantor into the CSM and there is just barely
room for four people in the CSM. "Shether that will take
place or not is still subject to some question.

Q How about training of the crews?

DR. FLETCHER: There is a young lady that spoke up.

C What are the astronauts and cosmonauts going
to do up there besides this mechanical type of thing? Is
there going to be any science at all involved?

DR. FLETCHER: The primary mission will be to prove
out the docking system and to prove out the rescue capability.
There will be some experiments done by the U.S. We have
not defined what these will be, but we feel
as long as we are un in orbit and there are many useful
things to do, that we ought to do some of these experiments.
We have not defined the experiment package yet, we don't
know what experiments the Soviets have in mind.

riments

Q It has been planned, Dr. Fletcher, for the
American end of this mission to continue for several days,
12 or 14 days perhaps, as an earth resources experiment.
Is that still in the picture?

DR. FLETCHER: That was never plani.ed, but it
was in the picture, Bill. The plan is still to do
experiments after we complete the rendezvous and prove
out the rescue, to spend maybe another seven to 10 days
Going cxperiments and earth resources experiments are
very good candidates for that.

0 At least a of this $259 million
be justified to Congress on the basis of earth resources
rather than on the basis of the bilateral rendezvous.

DR. FLETCHER: It might be, but I would say that is
a secondary mis.ion. The primary mission is the docking
and the rescue demonstration.

Q Could you break down the $250 million for us?

Russians -- dron the Salyut out of this program, because as
recently as February when North american was studying this,
they never even considered it to --

0 What point did -- I presume it was the

DR. FLETCHER: I think the first time we were
vretty sure that they had decided not to go with the Salyut
was in April of this year when they propesed that the Soyuz
be substituted and Glynn Lunney was involved in the
discussions and it was quite apparent to us, after they
showed us the pictures, that it would have been a much more

difficult job for them to do the Salyut than the Soyuz.
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9) You said after 1975 all snacecraft committed
by this country would be eguipre? with this?

DR. FLETCHER: With the docking adaptor, yes.

Q Doc this presume then each shuttle that flies
will have a docking module aboard?

DR. Yes.

How much does a docking module cost?

DR. FLETCHER: It won't have a docking module, it
will have the adaptor aboard, the adaptor itself, just the
end of the docking module. I don't know what the cost is.
It is nominal. Glynn, would you want to guess?

MR. LUNNEY: The development costs of the docking
mechanism itself would have to be done in the program, in the
shuttle program, so that what we are coing here is really a
little bit of early development. The actual size, that is
the scale that we find the shuttle will probably be a little
larger than the scale we are flving here, but we, at the
present time, are planning that the shuttle will have such
a doc: ing mechanism module.

Q As you prohably are aware, Dr. Charles Sheldon
sent a report tc Congress this week stating that he believed
the Soviet Union had three new military space projects
under way. Could you tell us, (a) what they are in your
judgment and (b) if the military uses of space and military
space programs have been on the agenda in Moscow and have
been discussed?

DR. FLETCHER: I don't want to avoid the answer
to the question, but I think we in this country have made a

sharp division between the military space program and
the civilian space program. Actually, I am very honest about
this. I don't know what the plans are in the Defenre
Department for such meetings. All of our meetings, I can say
this unequivocally, all of our meetings with the Soviets
have been on the civilian aspects of space. This includes
the manned space plus the various joint working groups on
the unmanned svace programs.

Q Nave there been any military discussions whatsoever
in Moscow?

DR. FLETCHER: I can't answer that, but none that
involved NASA.

off in the APOLLO or three or two Soviets in the other ship
and then how will they ~- will they break off and go back in
their own ships?

9 Will two Americans or three Americans take

DR. FLETCHER: Yes, there wiil be two or three,
probably only two, because it gets a little crowded with
four people in the CSM, will take off from our side and two
from their side. Our two will move over into their
and then one or two of them will come back through the docking
ada; tor and spend sone time in our spacecraft, will do these
experiments, which means really checking out cach other's
equinment in space and then they will return to their own

spacecraft. MOED



We will then return with our astronauts and they
will return with their cosmonauts and land in the normal
fashion. That is the present program. I hope we are not
committed to that program. We have still got a lot of
Cetails to work out.

Marx brothers' stateroom scene, you know, with all those people
walking back and forth? Somebody said before there is really
not much room in one of these mocules for the number of people
you contemplate being up there. low is it going to work?

0 Isn't that going to look a whole lot like the

DR. FLETCHER: I can't give the details. Glynn,
would you like to respond?

MR. LUNNEY: When we were in Moscow we went in the
simulator that the Soviet cosmonauts train in, the simulator
for the Soyuz spacecraft. In front of the Soyuz spacecraft
they have a module which they call an orbital module which is
designed for work and rest area. It is a sphere that is on
the order of 7-1/2 feet in diameter and the way they are going
to equip their particular spacecraft, it looks like they are
trying to keep that volume as clear as possible.

They also indicate that they think they will fly
two cosmonauts.

On that basis and from being in that particular
module, it looks like it is roomy enough to bring two of our
men over. We may well decide that one of our men will stay
in that area and take one of their cosmonauts over to the APOLLO,
which would, at that time, have only three men in the APOLLO.

We think we can work out a reasonable sequence of
transferring people.

DR. DAVID: I might add one other thing. Our CSM's

fly right now with three people in them with pressure suits
on because we do a lot of work with pressure suits. It is not
inconceivable if you fly with one person less or two U.S.
astronauts that you could certainly put another one in and

it would not be any more crowded than it is now.

And if you make a few modifications, you could put
two more in and it wouldn't be too crowded. We have a

relatively large spacecraft.
DR. FLETCHER: Just to give you the picture, Bill,

this is the docking adaptor itself and I don't know whether
that is an average man or whatever, but it gives you some idea
even in the docking adaptor, there is room for a couple of
people without too much trouble, and probably three. Of course,
the CSM is much larger.

Q Would a man have to be biligual?

DR. FLETCHER: Yes, we are planning that that be the

case. Both the astronauts and the cosmonauts will have to be

bilingual. We are not sure of the exact procedures, but they

have to be extremely bilingual in terms of the various parts
and pieces of each other's svacecraft.

MODE
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The normal conversation might be carried out with
the astronauts talking in their own langu ge and the cosmonauts
talking in their own language, hut listening in the other's
language.

Q That presumes a communication linkup, too.
DR. FLEVCHER: Yes, very much so. That is one of

the very important aspects of the various negotiations that
we have been going through, the coramunications

This very recent change on the nart of the
Soviet Union to go from the space station to the Soyuz space~craft, did they also not explain that this is really not
a practical solution to try to dock two manne" spacecraftto the Salyut?

0

DR. FLETCHER: I will have to defer to Glynn Lunney
on that one.

MR. LUNNEY: Let me give a little bit longer answer
to that question.

Over the period of about a vear and a half or two
years, a number of possibilities have been considered for whatis now being called a test mission. Early enough it would
have been possible that we could have entertained the idea
of a Soyuz visiting the Skylab, but time went by and that
really wasn't a possibility and really was not proposed.

Early in the discussions we thought about the
possibility of docking the two spacecraft together, the APOLLO
and command service module. Then in June of 1971, after
the Salyut had flown, the Soviets proposed that as a
possibility for study. At the time we discussed it, it was
very clear that bot! sides had to consider both the technical
feasibilities of it and secondly, the economic feasibility of it.

In the winter of last year, we discussed with the
Soviets how we could technically, that is, how we could
technically and mechanically perform a mission with the APOLLO
and the Salyut and we agreed we were very close to the
answers on that question.

However, we parted with the understanding we still
had to evaluate the economic feasibility.

In the spring of this year, the members of the Academy
of Sciences that we are dealing with in the Soviet Union,
indicated that their studies showed that both technical
problems and economic problems for them in adapting the
Salyut to handle two spacecraft, one on either end, would
have been very difficult, would have been difficult to do
technically because they would have had to move all the
propulsion modules which are presently in what I will call
the back end of the Salyut. They would have had to move those
somewhere else and it would have been into a major redesign.
They also indicated there would have been some problem with
the control of that large a mass of vehicles stacked together.
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So in their judement they decided and recommended
to us that they would nrcfer to use the Soyuz spacecraft
rather than go into this kind of a modification program.

Q They reached this decision in April, just
a few weeks ago?

DR. FLETCHER : Yes, in April.
0 On this docking adaptor you have, Dr. Fletcher,

is the Soviet Union also going to develop one of these,
otherwise how could we rescue them or they rescue us?

DR. FLETCHER: This, as I mentioned, is only a
demonstration device. They will build, presumably, on
all of their future spacecraft the docking mechanism.

is the so-called androgynous system and so will we.

So we have the capability of meeting physically.
The only other problems are the communications and the
compatibility of the two atmospheres. I would imagine we

We don'twill have to play that on a case by case basis.
have firm ideas on how that will be done on future spacecraft.

Q Doctor, could you comment on the deep space
capability of this rescue effort or are you talking strictly
in terms of earth orbit?

DR. FLETCHER s I think strictly now in terms of
earth orbit. There is no talk now of either rescuins the
other from anything beyond that because, at the present time,
the Soviets have no missions on the boards that we have
seen beyond earth orbit.

9 You brought up two things that I would like
to direct to General McDivitt, if I might. These questions
which probably fall in this realm. First, assuming a problem

s beingin outer space and one of the two prime functions i
rescued, is it possible for one man to fly an APOLLO spacecraft,
launch it and pick un the two cosmonauts who are in distress
and bring back the three men?

DR. DAVID: Yes, it is possible. When we go to the
moon and land two men on the lunar surface there is always
that vossibility, no matter how small it is, there is always

and we have to have the capability that the remaining man

can fly that spacecraft back home.

In the concept of how you would rescue from a

Skylab mission, we would send a two-man crew and bring
back three men. We can get five people in there, but you

Yes,have got to make some modifications to the spacecraft.
one man can fly it.

The reason we fly a crew of three on APOLLO is
Also, it isbecause we have the lunar module along with it.

But if everythingeasier. You can split up the work load.
blem at all.

goes wrong, one man can fly it without any pro

MORE
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0 In references to the incompatibility of the
atmospheric pressurization within the two capsules, could
you outline what the differential is starting with the
basis of how we cabin pressurize our fighters, do we do
the same in the space modules?

DR. FLETCHER: Airplanes are pressurized with air
at some pressure less than atmospheric. The Soviets use
a pressurization system which is akin to what we have on
the ground ere. It is almost air at sea level pressure, 15
psi. We use 5 psi, 199 percent oxygen when we are in flight.

So you have cot to get from 15 nsi to 5 psi without
getting the bends. As you know, when you go up very quickly
in airplanes, if you don't denitrogenate, vou can get the bends.
So you have got to get into this airlock which is a lock like
you have between different levels of water and you have got
to get the peonle denitrogenated and the pressure decreased
if you are going from the high level nitrogen atmosphere
or nitrogen-oxygen atmosphere, you have to bring the pressure
down gradually and vou have got to get them denitrogenated and
if you are going the other wav, you have got to bring the
pressure up gradvally and get some nitrogen in the atmosphere
because 100 percent oxygen at 15 psi is very flamable.

It is very difficult to make a safe spacecraft that
way, so we have got to get from these two levels, one high
pressure anc one low pressure and one high oxygen content and the
other low oxygen content.

Would that take several hours or can that be
done quickly?

DR. FLETCHER: Normally when you are going from -~ before
launch when we get ready to fly we usually pre-breathe for
a couvle of hours.

Q Does that pressurization system you described
in ours, isn't that quite similar within certain limits
and with some refinements to what is now used in a high
performance fighter today? The psi differential up to
a certain altitude?

DR. FLETCHER: Yes, but in an airplane it is air
and in our svacecraft it is 100 percent oxygen.

0 I think General McDivitt may be able to answer
this question, having to do with amane change. If the
Russians launch from Tyuratam and we launch from the Cape
somebody is going to have to make a rather heftv plane
change before this rendezvous can take place and it sounds
like from Dr. Fletcher's description of the launch sequence
of events that it will be the Russians doing it. Is this correct?

MR. LUNNGY: No, you have the problem right. You
didn't get the richt solution. The problem is in orcer to
effect a rendezvous, the Soviets would have to launch their
spacecraft in the same plane as ours. That is, we would have
to launch into a higher inclination than we normally use.
Ye are planning to launch into an inclination around 51.6
which is the operating inclination of the Soyuz.

MORE
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Perhaps everyone doesn't know what that means.Iam talking about the inclination of the orhital plane to
the equator. "e would launch into a plane which wus 51.6
degrees inclined un from the equator which twice a day,or really one opportunity a day, that plane would pass over
the launch site of the Soviet Union at which time they
would launch.

0 You would launch northeast or southeast from
the Cape.

MR. LUNNEY: We would launch northeast.

Q Would the Soviets have to dogleg on that?

MR. LUNNEY: The dogleg that is being talked about,I was asked if the Soviets would have dogleg. Our launch
would be in a straight azimuth into that particular orbit.
The orbital mechanics are such that if one wants to have
a longer launch within one can do some doglegging, which
real y amounts to steering into the plane, so that you have
a fe.) more minutes than you would normally have. Whether
the Soviets will do that or not, I don't know yet.

What about recovery, does that put any constraints
on recovery?

MR. LUNNEY: No, because the 51.6 degree inclination
at that time will not be too new to us because we will
fly Skylab at 50 degrees and we are making all the preparations
to take care of recovery from orbit at that inclination.

Q In the Atlantic or Pacific?
MR. LUNNEY: In the Atlantic.
O Doesn't our spacecraft end uo being more or

less the control ship in that case?

MR. LUNNEY: What?

Q The control ship that is doing most of the
work?

MR, LUNNEY: We have to go through a process of
rationally arriving at conclusions which derive from the
facts and the situation that we have on hand and not one,
as perhaps you have sugaested, of appearance. We think that
we will launch the APOLLO svacecraft first because it will
have a longer earth orbital life time than the particular
configuration the Soviets have chosen to use.

Secondly, once we are launched we can probably
provide a daily launch window, a daily launch opportunity
for the Soyuz. Once they launch and establish their spacecraft
in an orbit, we will proceed to rendezvous with the
techniques we have developed in the APOLLO, along with some
new radio equipment we have developed for this flight and for
future flighis with the TPOTTO being the active vehicle.
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When we dock, as you will wrobably hear later,
the docking mechanisms can be orerated with either ship being
active. Richt now we plan to deck and stay docked and I believe
we will have subseauent testing of the docking mechanism after
the visiting veriod. So we would probably redock several
more times to get a complete test of the docking mechanism.

Q How much money do you need in the fiscal 73
budget to carry this out? Would you have to get a
supplemental or can you squeeze it out?

DR. FLETCHER: The total cost of the project is $250
million. We are not sure at this time that we will need
additional money in fiscal 73 because most of fiscal 73 will
be in volume in design work and not fabrication. We are not
sure of that, however.

But, at the present time, we have no plans for asking
for supplementary increases for fiscal 73. The big increase,
of course, will come in fiscal 74 and fiscal 75. That is where
most of the money will be necessarily snent.

Q How much for each year?
DR. FLETCHER: I don't have the exact dollar amount

for each year. In fact, this has not been scrubbed as we say
in NASA, as well as some other projects. I ama a little
uneasy about even the $259 million. This is our best guess
with only a few people being involved. Roughly speaking,
though, I would guess something of the order of $100 million
in fiscal 74 and another $100 million in '75 and don't ask
me where the other $50 million goes.

Q What can you say about Russian~American
flights beyond this one? Is this an open ended program on
which some more may be added or is this a discrete one-shot
operation with nothing heyond it?

DR. FLETCHER: Thank you for the question. I should
have mentioned that this is the first in a series of programs
with the later flights not Cesigned. The wording of the
Agreement is such that it is open ended, that we allow
for new agreements, not just on docking, but other cooperative
space agreements as time goes on.

additional effort will be parceled out to industry or will it
be entirely NASA, inhouse and also those 4,400 jobs you
retain, are those exclusively NASA positions or are any of
those in private industry?

DR. FLETCHER: I am sorry, I should have said that.
The 4,400 jobs are private industry and the $250 million is
private industry. That is what we call the R&D part of our
budget. There will be additional jobs -- I think I mentioned
that -~ that will he retained in NASA, particularly from
the APOLLO launch crew and also some dollars to go with that.

Q Is there a second mission in '76 on which you
mig t do some manufacturing and that sort of thing?

MOR]
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DP. F + "We have no commitments for another
mission in 197 at the present time.

9) Dr. Fletcher, are you or Mr. Lunney, realizing
you haven't worked out a flight plan, could you give us some
idea of what you are thinking about in terms of the time
elements involved here from the time of the launch of the
APOLLO on through the end of the Soyuz-APOLLO trin?

DR. FLETCHER: Yes, I think Glynn can go through
that sequence.

MR, LUNNEY: Starting with the launch of the APOLLO
we will try to establish an orbit and a set of conditions
which will permit from, on appro:timately 24-houx cycles
thereafter, launch opportunities from the Soviet Union.
It won't be exactly 24 hours, but once it gets started, it
will be every 24 hours. From that time on with that opportunity
we then have to select a nominal day on which to launch.

We may choose to nominally launch the first
opportunity. The Soviets may choose to nominally launch
the first ooportunity or for some reason we may decide that
perhaps the second one is the first to try to use. We will
then have that kind of opportunity each day and once the
Soyuz is launched and established in an orbit and the people
that have worked on this envision a rendezvous sequence
which will tale on the order of one day, approximately one
day.

Once docke, we are working on a time limit with
a duration of up to two days. The exact number of hours
would derend on the activities that are defined for the
crew, the experiments they would have to conduct, any
subsequent testing we would do on the docking mechanism,
et cetera. This APOLLO launch, at least one day. The next
day before the Soyuz launch and perhaps more.

After the Soyuz launch, it will be at least another
day before the docking and once docked it will he on the
order of up to two days.

9 What about the visit duration back and forth?

MR. LUNNEY: Within the two days duration docked,
we will have to find the right length of time for each
party to spend in the other party's ship and what the exact
sequence is. We really have not worked that out yet.

tremendous differences in the instrumentation in the two
cockpits? A few years back you could go into any airplane
in the world and not find a great deal of difference in
the way the altimiter looked with vertical tapes and things
like this. I am wondering will an astronaut have a tremendous
orientation problem? I know he will do it before he ever
goes up, but is there a real difference?
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MR. LUIVIEY: Is there a difference? Yes, I think I
would say the cockpits of the two shins look reasonablydifferent. On the other hand, much of the information that
is on them is the sane and part of the discussions that we
have had and the agreement that we have is the necessary
training and fami! srization that would have to he conducted
so both crews were comfortable in the environment and, secondly,
and absolutely, so they would know how to perform any emergencyor even normal actions that would be required of them while
in the other ship.

Q Are you saying we would have a Soyuz simulator
here and they would have an APOLLO simulator there?

MR. LUNNEY: No, I think we will provide the training,
but I think that will be done by sending, if necessary, and
we think it will be, our crews to the Soviet Union and vice
versa.

DR. FLETCHER: There may be a moch-up, mightn't
there, Glynn, sent fror the to our own Mouston
facilities and then vice versa. A mock-up is not the same as
a simulator.

Q Regarding the 4,409 jobs, would all those be at
North American ockwell and all the $250 million going
to North American Rockwell?

DR. FLETCHER: I can't answer that question, but I
think it is likely a major fraction would go to North
American Rockwell.

Q Earlier today there was an announcement that at
four o'clock there would be a briefing at NASA. Does this
supercede that?

DR. FLETCHER: No.

Q What is that going to be about?

DR. FLETCHER: There will be other technical people
involved in that and it will involve some of the same material,
but somewhat different.

Q How much are the Soviets putting up in this
joint project?

DR. FLETCHER: We have not discussed dollars with the
Soviet Union at all. Presumably what it would cost them would
be the price of modifying their Soyuz spacecraft and the
cost of an additional Soyuz spacecraft. How much that is
we have no idea.

Q How much will the docking module cost and is
the United States footing the bill for the entire project?

DR. FLETCHER: The docking module is not split out
of that $250 million. It is perhans half of that. Glynn?

MR. LUNNEY: I think it is going to be considerably
less than that.
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Let me make this point to you. In the future we
intend to operate our spacecraft at one atmosphere as the
Soviets are doing today. That is to say when we get to the
age of the shuttle we will both be operating at the same
pressures. Presently the Sovicts are operating at that pressure
while we are operating at the low. x pressure.

In order to perform such a mission, it is our
conclusion and my conviction the proper way to do it is for
us to design and build the docking module in order to assure,
one, that we can safely transfcr our men back and forth and
that coming down to the lower atrosphere, which takes the
time, that we hiv. put the design into it that we would be
satisfied with it.

So the docking modulo was never a question of
bilaterally sharing a cost of solution. We see the doching
module as an integral part, our United States part of being
able to do this mission and operate safely with the two
different cabin pressures.

approach, Glynn, that you maybe wouldn't like the Russians
to build this thing because their standards might not be the
same as ours?

MR. LUNN + No.

I think that in orde to bring our people across and

bring them back, that we need some way to modulate the pressure,
let them pre-breathe. We are the ones who have to bring our
men back to the lower pressure environment and in that sense,
it is entirely logical to me that we provide the system that
provides that safety in that return of our astronauts.

Q Isn't that going to be a problem in going through
into the two gas system?

DR. FLETCHFR: You mean to modify the APOLLO itself?

Yes.

DR. FLETCHER: That is simply a more expensive
proposition.

By the way, I want to correct one thing I said. I said
this is approximately half. Glynn assures me it is much less
than half of the total cost.

What is the cost?

MR. LUNNEY: I would guess it is about 15 to 20

percent of the $250 million.

Q Could you break down the $250 million for us?

DR. FLETCHER: I don't think we better. We are at
a very early stage in the process of negotiating with a contractor
to do this and I think it is entirely too premature to break
down that dollar figure.
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Doos that moan vou hava selected them?
DR. 2 It means we have a pretty good ideawho it will be. Tt will y 7 ly bo North American Rockwellwho builds the cs".
Q It won't be a bid job?
DR. FLETCHER: Probably not, not in this case.

for this mission so American astro-auts could in anemergency land a Soyuz and the Soviet cosmonatts could inan emergency land an APOLLO?

Do you anticipate there will be enough training

DR. FLETCHER: I don't think the thinking has goneon that far. Glynn, you can guess on that if you want.
MR. LUNNEY: So far we have taken the approach that boththe design of the equinment and the training of the men wouldonly be required in the sense we are trying to solve therendezvous and docking problem. 'Ye are not training to know howto fly their ship through its entire of phases,nor are they trying to learn how to fly ours.

Are you shooting at a specific month or quarterof the year?
DR. FLETCHER: No, there is no snecific date. Even1975 is "iffy". It is avoproximately 1975.

This is literally a brief rendezvous between themanned space flight programs of the United States and theSoviet Union. Do you have any indications it might really broadenout, if, for instance, you get an invitation to Saykonuror some place like that. I mean the people of our space program?
DR. FLETCHER: I want to correct one thing you saidat the beginning. This is not just a cooperative program betweenour manned space program and theirs.
Q I meant this particular mission.
DR. FLETCHER: This varticular mission is. I would

guess it would be broadening in other areas, yes, as time wenton, but no commitment at the present time.
Q Following that, is any American finally goingto get to visit Sayonur?
DR. FLETCHER: I can't guarantee that. Do you wantto guess on that one?

MR. LUNNEY: "Finally" is such a long word.

Q During this mission?

MR. LUNNEY: We don't know.

Q Repeat the guestion again?
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DR. FLETCHER: "ould an American be invited to
vaykonur, which is the place they put together these
Soyuz spacecraft and I think Glynn's answer is we just
don't know.

Q Have the Russians expressed any reservations
about full media coverage of this mission?

DR. FLETCHER: No, except in this sense. We agreed
to abide by the policies of each other's known policy with
recard to media coverage.

Q Does that mean we won't find out when they
are going to launch?

DR. FLETCHER: No, we agreed to abide by ours and
they agreed to abide by theirs. So when we release things,
we will do it in our normal way and when they release things,
they will do it in their normal way. Obviously there are
some loose ends that have to be worked out.

Q In the depressed aerospace industry, what is
the rationale for going sole source to North American for,
say, $50 million worth of a docking module, rather than going
out on bid?

DR. FLETCHER: I think the rationale will have to he
Geveloned and we have not coripletely made that commitment.
(Laughter).

2 How co you reach the point of negotiation?

DR. FLETCHER: Basically I am quessing that it will
have to go to North American because any other contractor
would cost much, much more. They know how to do it.

Q Are you negotiating with North American now for
this?

DR. FLETCHER: We are not actively negotiating, but
I would guess the thinking will begin right after this
meeting.

THE PRESS: Thank you.

END (AT 2:50 P.M. EDT)
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MAY 23, 1972

AGREEMENT ON COOPERATION
IN THE FIELD OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION BETWEEN

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND
THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS

The Government of the United States of Ame rica and the 'Government of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics:

Attaching great importance to the problems of environmental protection;

Proceeding on the assumption that the proper untilization of contemporary
scientific, technical and managerial achievements can, with appropriate
control of their undesirable consequences, make possible the improvement
of the interrelationship between man and nature;

Considering that the development of mutual cooperation in the field of
environmental protection, taking into account the experience of countries
with different social and economic systems, will be beneficial to the United
States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, as well as
to other countries;

Considering that economic and social development for the benefit of future
generations requires the protection and enhancement of the human environ-
ment today; :

Desiring to facilitate the establishment of closer and long-term cooperation
between interested organizations of the two countries in this field.

In accordance with the Agreement between the United States of.America and
the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Exchanges and Cooperation in
Scientific, Technical, Educational, Cultural, and Other Fields in 1972-1973,
signed April ll, 1972, and developing further the principles of mutually
beneficial cooperation between the two countries}

Have agreed as follows:

ARTICLE I

The Parties will develop cooperation in the field of environmental protection
on the basis of equality, reciprocity, and mutual benefit.

ARTICLE 2

This cooperation will be aimed at achieving the most important aspects of the

to develop the basis for controlling the.impact of human.ectivities on nature.
problems of the environment and will be devoted to working out measures s

on the environment, andto prevent pollution, to study pollution and its.

It will be implemented, in particular, in the following areas:

air pollution;

water pollution;

environmental pollution associated with agricultural production;

enhancement of the urban environment;
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- preservation of nature and the organization of preserves;
ine

marine pollution;

- biological and genetic consequences of environmental pollution;

- influence of environmental changes on climate;

- earthquake prediction;

:

= arctic and subarctic ecological systems;
- legal and administrative measures for protecting environmental

quality,

In the course of this cooperation the Parties will devote special attention to
joint efforts improving existing technologies and developing new technologies
which do not pollute the environment, to the introduction of these new, technolo -
gies into everyday use, and to the study of their economic aspects.
The Parties declare that, upon mutual agreement, they will share the
results 'of such coope ration with other countries.

:

ARTICLE 3

The Parties will conduct cooperative activities in the field of environmental
protection by the following means: 1

:

- exehange of scientists, experts and research scholars;
- organization of bilateral conferences, symposia and meetings

of experts;
- exchange of scientific and technical information and documentation,

and the results of research on environment;
- joint development and implementation of programs and projects in

the field of basic and applied sciences;
other forms of coope ration which may be agreed upon in the
course of the implemégtat jon' of this Agreement,

om :

ARTICLF 47

iif oye :
:

: r:
:

Proceeding from thé aims of this Agreement the Parties wit1 ducourageand facilitate, as appropriate, the establishment anddevélopment of directcontacts and coope*fation between institations and organizations, governmental,public and private, of the two countries, and the conclusion, where appropriate,of separate agreements and contracts,

ARTICLE 5

For the implementation'of this Agreement a US-USSR Joint Committee on
Coope ration in the Field of Environmental Protection shall be established.As a rule this Joint Committee shall meet once a year in Washington andMoscow, alternately. The Joint Committee shall approve concrete measuresand programs of cooperation, designate the participating organizationsresponsible for the realization of these programs and make recommendations,&8 appropriate, to the two Governments.
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Each Party shall designate a coordinator, These coordinators, between
sessions of the Joint Committee, shall maintain contact between the United
States and Soviet parts, supervise the implementation of the pe rtinent
cooperative programs, specify the individual sections d these programs
and coordinate the activities of organizations participating in environmental
cooperation in accordance with this Agreement,

ARTICLE 6

Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to prejudice other agreements
concluded between the two Parties.

ARTICLE 7

This Agreement shall enter into force upon signature and shall remain in
force for five years after which it will be extended for successive five
year periods unless one Party notifies the other of the te rmination thereof
not less than six months prior to its expiration.

The termination of this Agreement shall not affect the validity of agreements
and contracts between inte rested institutions and organizations of the two
countries concluded on the basis of this Agreement.

DONE on May 23, 1972 at Moscow in duplicate, in the English and Russian
languages, both texts being equally authentic.

FOR THE UNITED STATES FOR THE UNION CF SOVIET
OF AMERICA: SOCIALIST REPUBLICS:

# # #



FOR IMMEDE MAY 23, 1972

PRESS CONFERENCE
OF

RUSSELL E. TRAIN, CHAIRMAN
AND DR. GORDON MacDONALD

COUNCIL ON ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY
AT THE WHITE HOUSE
AT 3:16 P.M. EDT

MR. BALL: Our briefing is on the record and will be
in two parts, covering two agreements reached in the Soviet
Union today between that country and the United States. They
are the Environmental Agreement and the Agreement on Health.

The Agreement on Environment was signed today,
in the Kremlin, by the President and by airan of
the Presidium of the USSR, Supreme Soviet Podgorny. And
we are going to have some comments on this and to take
your questions, the Chairman of the Council on Environmental
Quality, Russell Train.

And you have both some copies of his remarks and
a fact sheet on the Agreement.

Q Is that the Agreement being handed out there?

MR. BALL: No, this is not. We will have it for you
after it is transmitted.

Q Is anyone briefing over there?

MR. BALL: There has been a briefing there by the
Soviets and by Ron Ziegler on the Agreement, but you are
geing to hear additional comments on the developments
of this which were not covered over there.

MR. TRAIN: Gentlemen, I understand that the text
of the Agreement is not yet ready and probably will not be

ready until tomorrow morning. Is that correct?

MR. BALL: Yes, at the latest.

MR. TRAIN: And at that time I think it will be
available at the Council on Environmental Quality, 722
Jackson Place.

The United States-Soviet Environmental Agreement
signed today in Moscow by President Nixon and President
Podgorny is an historic event in several respects:

First it represents the first comprehensive environ-
mental agreement between major world powers.
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It covers an extraordinarily broad number of subjects.
The Agreement calls for joint programs and actualcooperative effects on projects and thus is significantlydifferent from the usual and traditional cultural and scientific

exchange kind of relationship.
The Agreement specifies that our two nations will

work together on the development of non-polluting technologies,on their introduction into regular use, and on studies of
the economic implications of such technologies.

Now, I emphasize this Agreement is not simply aratification of some kind of an existing program. We do not
have such a program today. This is a whole new ball gamewith the Soviet Union.

The Environmental Agreement represents a major effort
by two world powers to work together on matters of everydayconcern to our peoples, and, thus, heralds a new era of
international relationships. From the outset of his
Administration, the President has given a high priority to
international environmental cooperation. The U.S. has assumed
a leadership role in this regard, and, while today's Agreementwith the USSR is unquestionably the most significant element
to date in the furtherance of this policy, it is part of a
consistent pattern of international environmental cooperation
which we have been pursuing, as evidenced most recently by
the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement signed in Ottawa
in April by President Nixon and Prime Minister Trudeau.

As you know, the President has recently named me
as Chairman of the U.S. Delegation to the United Nations
Conference on the Human Environment, starting in Stockholm
on the fifth of June and the United States is committed to
making that conference a success.

The Agreement which has been siqned today provides
for long-term cooperation in 11 specific areas of mutual
interest. These are: air pollution, water pollution, environmental
pollution associated with agricultural production, enhancement
of the urban environment, preservation of nature and the
organization of preserves, marine pollution, biological
and genetic consequences of environmental pollution, influence
of environmental changes on climate, earthquake prediction,
arctic and subarctic ecological systems, legal and administrative
measures for protecting environmental quality.

And I think in a number of these areas this will
be the first such cooperative effort entered into by the
Soviet Union with another nation.

Implementation of the Agreement will be through a
joint U.S.-Soviet Committee which will meet once a year,
alternately in Washington and Moscow. The Committee will
include representation on the U.S. side of the various
agencies involved in the different subject areas. It would
be my expectation that these arrangements and active imple-
mentation of the Agreement will get under way very rapidly.

MORE



~ 3-
Now the background for today's signing I think is ofinterest. There have been informal indications for some timeof possible Soviet interest in extended environmental cooperationwith the United States. Last fall, our Council recommendedthat the possibilities of such an Agreement be activelyexplored and in November the President designated me tochair an inter-agency task force to go into this matter

actively.
This group met periodically at the Council over the

ensuing weeks, and a large number of possible subjects for
cooperative effort were examined. Tentative agreement was
reached on the different subject areas and in March, I was
authorized, in cooperation with the State Department, to opendiscussions with the Soviet Government.

I then met several times with Ambassador Dobrynin
and found a very positive interest. He asked at that time
that the United States provide at least a tentative draft
of a possible environmental agreement for transmittal to his
government.

This was done in mid-April and shortly thereafter,
Ambassador Dobrynin conveyed to me the favorable reaction of
his government. And he indicated that the Soviet Government
was generally agreeable to the draft we had supplied and
extended an invitation to us to send a small team to Moscow
to work out the details of an agreement.

We accented this invitation and on May 4th through
6th, a four-man team, headed by Pr. Gordon MacDonald, a member
of the Council on Environmental Quality, met in Moscow with
Soviet representatives. Dr. MacDonald, who is here with me
and will be happy to answer questions along with me from you,
was accompanied hy three exverts from the staff of the Council
and also from the State Department. The negotiators on the
Soviet side were Mr. Gvishiana, Deputy Chairman, State Committee
on Science and Technology and K.V. Ananichev, Section Chief,
Department of International Economic and Scientific-technological
Organizations, State Committee on Science and Technology. Agreement
was reached at that time and approval given by our respective
governments.

Gentlemen, that concludes my onening remarks.

Q Who were the threc Americans?

MR. TRAIN: Mr. Willian Hayne on the Council on
Environmental Quality, Mr. William Salmon of the State Department
and Mr. Gayle Richmond of the State Department.

Was this announced at the time?

MR. TRAIN: No, this trip was conducted without
public announcement.

Q Why?

MR. TRAIN: I think the main reason was that we weren't
sure how the negotiations would come out and whether it would
be possible for the President to announce an agreement at
the discussions in Moscow. And any final release of that
information had to wait until the actual signing, which was
this morning.
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0
differences promise to be an obstruction at the Stockholm
conference or at least a problem. Do you have any indication
from your conversations with the Soviet representatives that
they may be stalling on that point as well?

Mr. Train, as you know very well, East-West

MR. TRAIN: The development of the Environmental
Agreement between the United States and the Soviet Union has
been conducted completely separate from any talks about the
Stockholm conference. And they are not tied together. The
negotiations for this Agreement started long before that
particular problem arose. I think it is quite plain and we
are very hopeful that the conclusion of this Agreement signals
the existence of a very positive climate in terms of East-
West relationships on environmental matters generally. And
I would certainly hope that this would extend to the Stockholm
meeting. We are still hopeful that the Eastern bloc and
the Soviet Union will be present at Stockholm.

Q Are we changing our position on accepting
East Germany as a full member with voting rights in Stockholm?

MR. TRAIN: There has been no change to my knowledge
of the U.S. position on this. We are simply supporting the
position of the U.N. General Assembly that voted to extend
invitations only to those countries that are members of the
U.N. or of specialized agencies of the U.N.

You mentioned joint programs and specific projects,
can you give us some idea in what areas this committee might
be working?

MR. TRAIN: Well, I mentioned some 11 subject. areas.

Q Any specific plans?
MR. TRAIN: For examnle, in the field of urban

environment and urban planning, we feel that here is an area
where the U.S. may benefit from a positive cooperative program
dealing with comprehensive city planning and the entire
environmental picture, including mass transit, open space,
prevention of urban sorawl, things of this sort. And I think
this kind of project can be very possible for us, as well
as for the other side.

I would expect that there would be joint economic
studies, which I think will be exceedingly interesting.
think this is the first occasion of this kind that I know of
at least where the U.S. and the Soviet Union will cooperate
jointly in a social-science area such as we have described.
The discussion of the legal institutions, for examole, involved
in both countries, both with very different institutional
bases, is part of the kind of project that will be under way.
Likewise, of course, joint efforts in research, technology
research and development and things of this sort.

actually a joint program or just sharing of information?Q By joint efforts in research, do you mean
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MR. TRAIN: Both. This Agreement very definitelyenvisages not only sharing of information, but a very strongstep beyond that into actual joint work on joint projects.
Q Can you give us some specific examples of what

you are talking about?

MR. TRAIN: Gordon, would you pick up with some of
these. that you might have in mind.

DR. MacDONALD: Well, there are a number of areasthat are possibilities. At the present time, we have onlydefined the general subject matter, but for a specific example,let's take the question of climate modification. This is an
area in which we have developed some experience with regardto what cities do to climatic conditions. The Soviets are
very much interested in what large water resource projects
do to climate. And I think this is a specific example where
there would be joint research, not just an exchange of information.

I think you can go down the list of all 11 subjects
and find similar specific examples. None of these has been
agreed upon in detail. This will await the first meeting of
the Joint Commission where the specific details will be worked
out.

Q Mr. Train, what first step will you take to
implement the terms of this Agreement?

MR. TRAIN: Well, the first step will be a decision
presumably by the President as to who will chair the Joint
Committee on the U.S. side and the anvointment of a coordinator
and these will be the essential first steps to getting the
cooperative efforts under way.

As I said, we are hopeful this will get under way
very soon, this summer, or certainly early in the autumn.

Q Mr. Train, did the question at all of Soviet
gas, natural gas supplies, and our need for clean energy
come up at all?

DR. MacDONALD - No, that auestion was not discussed
specifically other than in the context that the Soviet problems
with respect to air pollution differ from those of the U.S.
in that in many of their major cities, both industry and
residentisi and commercial heating is done through natural
gas. They face different problems.

Q We could use the gas.
DR. MacDONALD: That was not included in the

discussion.
MR. TRAIN: We do see this Agreement as having

trade ramifications obviously, as technology is shared
between our different countries, it is quite possible
that there will be markets opening up for the sale or
licensing of U.S. technology in the anti-pollution area.

9 Do you have any examples of that?
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MR. TRAIN: Now you are trying to anticipate what18 going to be happening under the Agreement, which is alittle hard to do.

Q We are trying to find out what is importantabout it.
MR. TRAIN: What is important about it?
Q What will it do.

MR. TRAIN: I think from the Soviet side it will be
exceedingly helpful to them in improving their entire national
approach to both air and water pollution, particularly inthe application of technology.

On our side, I think that we will benefit fromjoint cooperation in the areas particularly of land use,land use planning, urban environments, where they have a
good deal of experience. We will benefit also in terms ofarctic research, arctic and subarctic ecological research.
Problems, for example, of viveline construction in arctic
environments, a field in which they have a lot more
exverience than we have.

Q Pipeline?
MR. TRAIN: I said pipeline.
Likewise, they have done, as I understand it, quite

a bit of research on the human pathology of air pollutants
and water pollutants, and here is an area where we feel
we can also benefit from their experience.

O Why is it that the text of this will not be
ready until tomorrow morning?

MR. BALL: We have now learned that it is being
cabled and we will have it Xeroxed and available,hovefullywith an hour or an hour and a half.

Q Do we know if the Russians have any oil pipelines
running across arctic tundra and do we know, if they do,
what effect on the environment they have?

MR. TRAIN: I don't know that we have very clear
information on this. They do have, not a 48-inch pipeline,
but I think a smaller hot oil pipeline, that has been
giving them some problems. And I believe that the Agreement
which was signed today certainly opens up the possibility
of a far better exchange of information on this sort of
problem.

Q Was there a briefing in Moscow today about this?
MR. TRAIN: I believe that Ron Ziegler is giving a

briefing. He has given a briefing.
MORE



7

Mr. Train, how is it possible to derive a mutualbenefit in the economic studies when you are dealing with
two diverse systems?

MR. TRAIN: Well, this is prohably the interesting
aspect of the problem. It is quite clear that despite the fact
that we have differing systems, their a socialist system and
ours a capitalist system, that there are forces at work, market
forces at work under both systems which result in maximizing
production at the exvense of the environment. This seems to
occur under both economic systems. And I think we can both
learn by an analysis of these economic phenomena.

Likewise, the Soviet of course have a tax system. I
think they will probably be interested on their side in the
possible use of tax devices in other ways of aporoachingtheir pollution problens.

What kind of tax?

MR. TRAIN: I don't want to anticipate what they might
do, but this kind of thing certainly would be discussed.

Q Would wildlife issues possibly be included under
the umbrella of voreservation of nature?

MR. TRAIN: Very definitely wildlife is very definitely
a part of the concerns covered by this Agreement. As you know,
we have been having discussions on polar bears and other things
of this sort and I would be very hopeful that this will spur
on effective agreements in areas such as that.

Will the United States be willing to instigate
large-scale research on zero economic growth policies?

MR. TRAIN: I certainly believe that -- I don't knov
that this subject has come up with the Soviets. My own personal
view is that this is a very appropriate area for discussion
and economic analysis, both nationally and among nations.

9) In the wildlife issue, did the subject of whaling
come up, a major industry there and the fact that we are
trying to preserve the whale?

MR. TRAIN: I don't believe the subject of whaling
was a subject of specific discussion in Moscow. As you know,
there is a meeting of the International Whaling Commission in
London in the last week of June, the week after the Stockholm
conference, and I am attending that as a Snecial Representative
of the President. The Soviets will be there at that meeting.
They are one, as you know, of the two major whaling nations,
the Soviets and Japan.

the Soviet Union knows something about hot oil pipeline
construction in the arctic that we don't that ought to be
cranked into the Trans~Alaska plan?
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DR. MacDONALD: No, we don't know snecifically. I thinkall that we can say right now is that they have had someexverience with the transport of oil under arctic conditionsand that an exchange or receipt of that experience would bevaluable in the continued planning of the Alaskan pipeline.
0 Mr. Train, is this Agreement, or is the understandingof what it will be, is this limited essentially to the developmentand exchange of information or does it entail possibly moreconcrete cooperation, such as attempting to coordinate environmentalpolicies, regulations and so forth which might apply to inter-national trade?

MR. TRAIN: It very definitely qoes heyond exchangeof information. I think this is a crucial point to get across.
The Agreement is directed in many instances to actual problem-
solving, mutual cooperation on specific projects. Now these
projects have not yet been designed. The Commission or Committeethat the Agreement calls for has not yet been established.
So I can't tell you just what those projects are going to be.

But the whole thrust of this Agreement is to go beyond
mere exchanges of information and mere exchanges of experts
and government research. We have, as you know, an exchange
agreement, at the present time, a sciontific and cultural exchange
agreement and the basic nature of that is simply that kind
of exchange, back and forth, between the two nations.

This is intended to go substantially beyond that into
specific concrete joint cooperative projects.

Q If you can't give us specific examples of what
the two countries will do, can you give us an example of
the kinds of things they could do that go beyond exchangeof information?

MR. TRAIN: Well, we have, for example, with the
United Kingdom, at the present time, a joint project on the
chemical treatment of municipal sewage and we are working with
the U.K. in England on the development of a vilot plant,
utilizing some of our expertise and some of their money in
a joint effort to see if there are some promising new approaches
to the more economical and effecient treatment of municipal
waste. And the Federal Republic of Germany is also cooperating
with us on that particular project, but from a different
standpoint. from the oxygenzation standpoint, rather than
chemical treatment.

And this is the kind of example, actual jointeffort on a particular project.

the Congress, one of the arguments used by the proponents of
an American SST was it didn't do any good for us not to build
it, because other nations, including the Soviet Union, were
building a supersonic transport. Can you foresee. this

this is a bad thing for the total world environment and
therefore neither the United States nor Russia would build
them and they will use their influence to stop other nations,
such as England and France. Can this happen?
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MM. TRAIN: Yes. I certainly believe this Agreementis an important stev in furthering effective exchange of
information, effective research, as I have said, among nations
and very specifically in promoting far more effective
technology assessment of new technology of international
importance before it is introduced into general use.

I certainly would expect that subjects such as the
upper atmosnhereeffects of aircraft operation are well within
the ambit of this Agreement.

DR. MacDONALD: I would like to add that in the
discussions in Moscow the subject did come up and it was agreed
that this was one of the subjects appropriate to discuss
under the question of changes of foreign climate.

MR, TRAIN: I think this will give you an indication
of the wide ranging nature of this Agreement. It is not a
limited kind of thing. It is really quite open ended. And
while there are 11 specified areas where we want to particularly
@evelop, work with the Soviets and they with us, as you see
them, they are quite broad. And there is a very real onportunity
as new needs develon to, at the same time, work together in
a very positive and productive fashion.

THE PRESS: Thank vou, Mr. Train.

END
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MR. BALL: The second agreement signed today in
Moscow was an agreement on health. The Secretary of HEW
is here, Secretary Richardson, to comment on the Agreement
and again take questions that you have.

Mr. Secretary.
SECRETARY RICHARDSON: Thank you, y Neal

I would like to ask Dr. Duval Assistant Secretary
of Health for Scientific Affairs and Dr. Roger Egeberg,
Special Consultant to the President,to stand here with me

so that they will be pre-positioned to respond to the questions
that I can't answer.

I am glad to note that aside from a few of us
bureaucrats, there are also a few journalists that are still
in Washington.

We are very proud of the signature today of the
Agreement on which I believe you have both the text and
the fact sheet. This Agreement essentially builds on and
elevates the status of previous agreements in the health field.
It also supplements those agreements by covering some new

and important ground.

The most significant things to be noted as the
resvects in which this Agreement goes beyond, the exchange
of letters between Minister Venedictov and myself on

February 11 of this vear, are first that the Agreement
provides for direct and reqular contact between U.S. and
Soviet medical institutions and organizations.

Second, it facilitates the exchange of equipment,
pharmaceutical products and technological developments.

Third, it affords international organizations,
specifically the World Health Organization, the opportunity
to draw on the knowledge gained by the parties in the course
of their joint effort.

And finally, and I think at least as important, it
provides by its terms for its automatic extension for
further five-year periods unless either party terminates it.
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I think with this preliminary characterization of what
we think is its significance for regular long-range cooperation
between the United States and the Soviet Union in the field of
health, I would only add that it represents a very deep interest
and commitment on the part of the President.

I remember that back many months ago when we were
discussing in the Oval Office the legislation on cancer that
was then being considered by the Congress, the President urged
specifically that we seek opvortunities for international exchange
in that field. And you note that this Agreement by its terms
does refer to oncological diseases, which I understand to be
the medical term. for all the forms of cancer.

I will he glad to answer any questions.
Q Mr. Secretary, are the Russians particularly

expert in any one of these three initial focal fields?
SECRETARY RICHARDSON: Yes, they do have verySignificant work. Dr. Egeberg and the Director of the National

Institutes of Health, Dr. Marston: the Director of the
National Heart and Lung Institute, Dr. Cooper, were amongthe members of the U.S. delegation who met with the Soviet
scientists, their counterparts, and who worked out the
basic terms of this Agreement, as well as the specific
opportunities for collaborative effort, have explored
the areas in which there is the opportunity for profitable
exchange in the field. We recognize that they are engaged in
areas of investigation from which we can learn and that there
are corresponding areas in which they can benefit from us.

Russians are generally conceded, I believe, to be ahead of
us and that is in the general delivery of health care to thetotal population. And I don't see that listed in here as oneof the subjects. Might we not benefit from some of their
experiences and why is that not included here in the listof topics that you are going to stress?

SECRETARY RICHARDSON: It is a subject that canbe included in future discussions. It certainly is an areain which our members of the delegation took a great dealof interest while they were there. Dr. Egeberg has spent quitea lot of time visiting Soviet medical services and one of thethings that we are particularly interested in and which theyhave developed, it is fair to say, greater capacity than wehave, is the ability to reach remote areas through reliance
upon trained subprofessionals and this certainly is a directionin which we are going to need to move in the United States,tying these subprofessionals into medical centers, or toclinics where they can maintain cormunication with doctorsvia television and radio.

Was that meeting in Moscow kept secret?
SECRETARY RICHARDSON: No, the meeting in Moscow hasnot resulted in specific announcement yet of the areas orthe details of cooperative arrangement. This is only becausethe formulation of those agreements are still to be workedout in final forn.
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Q Was the fact of the meeting announced at the
time?

SECRETARY RICHARDSON: VYes,we had a briefing here
announcing the delegation anc on February 11, we issued
a release which announced the terms.

Q Was the meeting from March 27 to 31 in 'Moscow
announced at the time?

SECHETARY RICHARDSON: It was certainly announced
that the delegation was going. We had a briefing at
HEW with Ambassador Dobrynin and with all the members of
the U.S. delegation who resvonded to questions, at that time,
about what they expected to discuss.

9 If you have a copy of the fact sheet with you,
could you tell us whether Dr. Fgeberg's ovposite number's
name is spelled correctly, at the top of page two?

SECRETARY RICHARDSON: No, it isn't. I meant to
mention that. I am glad you caught it. It should be
V-e~-n-e-d--i-c-t-O-v.

Q I find it hard to see the difference hetween
the Agreement signed today in Moscow and the one signed here
and in Moscow on February llth. It seems to me in reading
the press releases issued February 11th, there is really
great similarity between the two.

SECRETARY RICHARDSON: There is. The differences
are first, whereas that was an exchance of letters between
Ministry, this is a government-to~government agreement. And
as I said earlier, one of the significant features is as
distinguished from the Laces~Arubin or the Cultural
Exchange Agreement, this, which has to be renegotiated
periodically, this qovernment-to~government agreement would
continue for successive five-year periods unless denounced
on either side in the meanwhile.

But it also covers, as I said earlier, some features
which significantly go beyond the letters. And just to
recapitulate, these include provisions for regular contacts
between U.S. and Soviet medical institutions and organizations
as distinguished from ad hoc arrangements directed specifically
to areas of disease.

Secondly, that it vrovides for exchanges of equipment,
armaccutical vroducts and technological developments, which

was not covered in the earlier letters. That it has svecific
reference to cooperation with and furnishing information to
international organizations and it specifies the World
Health Organization.

Those are the respects in which, as I said, in general,
I would characterize it as elevating the status of and

supplementing the February Lith letters.
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Russell Train discussed, are they subject to ratification
by the Senate or are they in force as of now?

Is this Agreement and also the one that
:

SECRETARY RICHARDSON: They are now in force. No,
they are what I call, I think, executive agreements.

mentioned pharmaceutical products, the exchange of pharmaceutical

provrietary considerations, patent rights and other thingslike that of the people who own these pharmaceutical products.
How is that going to be handled?

Q The other question has to do with you just
products. On the United States side at least we have some

SECRETARY RICHARDSON: I honestly can't tell you
the answer to that. I assume that where any royalty or
other similar arrangements are involved that they would be
respected.

I might just ask Dr. Egeberg, since the question
was raised about the discussions with the Soviet members
of the Joint Committee in March, to tel] you.a little bit
about that, with particular reference to the area of
occupational health, which was one not originally identifiedin the letters, but which it has been agreed would be an
area of mutual cooperation.

Dr. Egeberg.
DR. EGEBERG: We raised the question of severaladditional fields of cooperation. At first the Soviets

had felt that it would be safest to approach the basicsciences in the three areas you have heard of, but on ourlast visit there, we raised the question of working togetherin the field of occupational health and they were glad to accept. that one. We didn't have experts in that field along withus, SO we couldn't go as far in that as we have in theseother three.

They raised the question of the study of influenzaand other viral diseases. They raised that one and wantedto include it and we thought that would be good. And weraised the question, and they, too, of the basic biologicalor chemical research into schizophrenia. And then broadeningit out a little bit more along the lines that we coulddiscuss the question of delivery of health care. So thatis included in our plans for the future.
Q I would like to go back to my first question.What areas will this cover that the Soviets are expertsin? Don't we lead the world in research on heart diseaseand cancer? What are they going to come back at with us?
SECRETARY RICHARDSON: Well, if you were addingup an overall score, I think we might well feel that thetotality of our work in these very broad areas, cardio-vascular and oncological diseases and so on, is ahead ofthem, but this doesn't mean that there are not scientistsin institutes of research in the Soviet Union that havetaken a high degree of interest in particular areas inwhich that work is not making significant scientificcontributions from which we can benefit.
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The exchanges in areas of scientific investigationgenerally involve the opportunity for peonle to work togetherlines where one verson is working down a track in whichhis inquiries are developing information that can shedlight on what someone else is doing.
The most outstanding examples of excellence in Sovietresearch are in, for example, virology as it applies tocancer. I think this is one of the things that Dr. Marstanemphasized in our original briefing before the U.S. delegationwent there. Genetics, aqain, in the context of cancer andother diseases, medical instrumentation, are all examplesof reas in which we can learn from what the Russians aredOing.

Item 4, means of cooperation will include direct contactbetween individual scientists, scientific medical societiesand editorial hoards of medical journals. Doesn't this prettywell exist already? Isn't there a pretty free exchange of
information, scientific literature, between the two countries?And how will the situation be improved as a result?

SECRETARY RICHARDSON: Well, of course, the exchangeof journals and scientific papers is highly developed, butthe direct contact between individual scientists and societies,that is contemplated here, can build upon what is now a somewhat
sporadic kind of situation in which individual initiative
May play a large part.

What we are recording here really is a government~to-
government agreement that will make specific provisions for
governmental organizations and support of this kind of
exchange. You know that it is anticipated by the Agreementthat there will be some siqnificant expenditures involved
and it provides in Article 6 that the financing of any
arrangements ,undertaken vursuant to the Agreement, will
be carried out on a recivrocal basis, worked out by the Joint
Committee.

In other words, both governments now would get back
of and underwrite activities along these lines which have
not had that kind of top level governmental support.

0 Has the Joint Committee been appointed yet andif so, who are our representatives?
SECRETARY RICHARDSON: Yes, it has been. The Co-Chairmen

are Dr. Egeberg and Dr. Venedictov. The other members for
the United States you have, I think.

DR. EGEBERG: The members for the United States
specifically are so far Dr. Robert Marstan of the National
Institutes of Health, Dr. Theodore Coover, head of the
Heart and Lung Institute: Dr. Baker, head of the Cancer Institute
and Dr. David Rall,head of the Environmental Research
Institute down in the Golden Triangle of California.
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Then on their side, aside from Dr. Venedictov, is
the Deputy Minister of Health and Chairman of the Scientific
Council on Cardiology of their Academy of Medical Science:
and the Director of the Institute of Experimental and Clinical
Oncology of the USSR Academy of Medical Science and the
Director of the Institute of General and Communal Hygiene,
who is interested in the environmental part. Those are the
three or four basic people on each side.

These would probably be appointed to chair
a working group like Dr. Cooner on cardiology and like that?

DR. EGEBERG: Dr. Cooper met with his opposite
and they had probable a total of eight or ten people discussingit while they were there.

Are there any svecific proposals for this joint
development on new types of medical equipment and drugs?

SECRETARY RICHARDSON: I don't know of anything yet
on that front.

DR EGEBERG: Just in the chemotherapy of cancer.
Has there been any preliminary discussion on

how. the ownershin of any Of these developed equipments and
drugs might be scrted out? The Soviet Union, undoubtedly,would put it under government ownership. Do we have anymechanism to put it under?

SECRETARY RICHARDSON: Dr. Egeberg says that willbe dealt with at the thira meeting.
Q Do they have something we don't have?
DR. EGEBERG : They have something we don't haveand we have something they don't have. And the broaderyour ability to test, the better.
THE PRESS: Thank you.

END (AT 4:19 P.M. EDT)
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MR. BALL: Before leaving for Russia, the President
directed that a meeting of the Domestic Council be held
immediately following the Summit meetings. This was done
itoday at 11:00 a.m., in the Cabinet Room. The meeting,
which was chaired by the Vice President, wound up at about
12:10.

Its purpose was to discuss the domestic impact of
the Agreements reached with the USSR, and John Ehrlichman,
Assistant to the President for Domestic Affairs and also
Executive Director of the Council, the Domestic Council,is here with Secretary Peterson to brief you on that meeting
and take your questions.

MR. EHRLICHMAN: The principal thrust of the
briefings _ and perhaps, first, I better tell you who
briefed and then tell you what they said.

First of all, the Chairman of the Environmental
Quality Council, Russell Train, and also a member of that
Council, Gordon MacDonald, talked about the Environmental
Agreement. The Administrator of NASA, James Fletcher,briefed on the Space Agreement. Dr. Edward David, the
President's Science Advisor, talked about the Science and
Technology Agreement. Secretary Richardson briefed on
agreements in the health area and Secretary Peterson then.
talked about trade agreements.

I will talk about all but Secretary Peterson's
briefing and he can tell you what he had to say.

Virtually every one of these Agreements involvesthe creation of a bilateral commission, consisting ofrepresentatives of the Soviet Government and our government.To take as an example, the Commission on the Environment,representatives of virtually every domestic department ofthe United States Government will be involved or representedon that Commission in one way or another. The kinds of thingsthat will be considered and developed, the kinds of agreementsthat will be develoved by this Environmental Commission willtouch virtually every one of our domestic departments.
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800n as possible following the Russian visit, for theDomestic Council to meet and for every Cabinet officer,on the Domestic Council, to understand the implicationsof the Agreements and the participation that might be

So the President felt that it was important as

required by his respective department or agency in thiseffort.

history of the negotiations, a quick review of some of thesubjects that would be covered by the Commission on the
Environment, some idea of the scope of the matters that wouldbe covered. Dr. Fletcher did the same thing with regard tothe Space Agreement. Incidentally, I might mention in passingthat he and Under Secretary Silberman had a colloquy about

And so, Russ Train took them through a little

the employment impact of the Space Agreement, which was atleast new to me.

They said that the Space Agreement and particularlythe joint docking safety and rescue project would involveat its peak the creation of 4,400 jobs. The peak year being1974. It also involves the retention of about 1,500 employees,principally in the States of Florida and Alabama. The largestpercentage of the 4,400 new jobs would be in the State ofCalifornia.
The Agréément on Science and Technology will involve,as Dr. David pointed out, a number of joint activities and

.4.much broader exchange of information on a quid pro quobasis, on an exchange of information basis, on a broad
range of subjects. He used as his example to describe howthis work, the problems that both nations face in thearea Of energy supply and talked informatively about someof the Russian research and development projects that are
under way in that area, which will be of great interestto this country.

Secrétary Richardson, in the health area, discussed
the Joint Committee, which, incidentally, already exists
and had been created by an exchange of correspondencebetween Secretary Richardsom and the Soviet Minister of
Health back in February of this year. This Joint Committee's
Chairman on our side is Dr. Egeberg, Special Consultant
to the President on Health. As I think you know, they are
already in discussion of collaboration on problems of
health, disease and cancer and environmental health problems
and the scope of these joint activities in the health areawill be considerably expanded as a result of the Agreement
now consummated.

Then the Vice President called on Secretary Peterson,
who- talked about the implications of the Trade Agreement
and commented also on some of the comment that has been
made. recently in reaction to the: Trade Agreement. And I
would.like to yield to him, atthis time, so that he can
you directly what that discussion was.
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SECRETARY PETERSON: I mentioned to the Vice
President and the Domestic Council that it seemed to me

from reading reports on the progress of the trade talks
that there had been -- at least my reaction from having
participated very intensively with Minister Patolochev
before he left -- a sense of almost manufactured dis-
appointment and perhaps a certain inflation of expectation
over anything I think anyone had expected who had been
involved in the discussions.

I should give you some background here. Secretary
Stans, as you know, laid a good foundation, a very good
one indeed, on his trip in '71. By definition, his was
a exploratory trip, kind of a scouting trip and as such
had to deal in rather general terms. Minister Patolochev
came here and our meetings started, I believe, on May 8th
or 7th. All together we spent about 30 hours together
in very intensive discussion. He did not return to the
Soviet Union until Wednesday evening, May 17th, and obviously
there was very little time there between the time he got
there and the beginning of the Summit.

If you want to analogize to the SALT talks, it
is perhaps worth pointing out that the SALT talks were
2-1/2 years in preparation. They negotiated in exquisite
and I am sure at times excruciating detail. And it is
also true that some of the issues we are dealing with here,
on the trade and commercial front, are very complex issues.

The President called Sunday morning to review
progress. He indicated they had been through each of the
major issues, that he felt they had closed the gap on
some of the imrortant issues. It is also clear there is
some hard bargaining that lies ahead. I think he has
considerable hope that the joint U.S.-Soviet Commercial
Commission, that will have its first meeting in July, will
begin making significant progress.

I think just a little background would be useful
before we go into the joint U.S.-Soviet Commercial Commission.
Sometimes I think there is a natural tendency to build up
expectations of the large structure of trade and commerce,
without realizing that it is necessary first to build
a foundation and that many of the things that we take
for granted in our commercial relationships with many
countries simply do not obtain in the case of the Soviet
Union.

In short, there are certain fundamentals thatfirst have to be laid down.

I am sure you know at the present time, our
trade with the Soviet Union in '71 is on the order of
a couple of hundred million dollars. Compare that to our
total exports and imports, which in '72 will probably
be a number approaching $90 billion. Consider also that
we are dealing here with a non-market economy, and we, of
course, are market enterprise economy.
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Now such things, for example, as marketing and
marketing facilities. If we are greatly going to expandtrade, we have to- have facilities for doing it, businessfacilities of various kinds.

How do we handle arbitration procedures? Thingsthat we take for granted with countries-that have similartraditions and law. How are we going. to handle patents,licenses, copyrights, if we are going to exchange, ~ forexample, technology or know-how. It is very importantthat we have the terms well understood.

I am simply trying to convey to you what I beliéveto be the case and that is that while there are importantopportunities that lie ahead, there is some of this importantfoundation laying that simply has to take place. And weexpect to make major progress in the Joint Ccrercial
Commission meeting that meets in July. The hasasked me to chair that meeting and we will h : e the
.Commisgion a variety of representatives from our government.

I think I will go, John, just to the communiquevery briefly and just outline some of what it says aboutthe Commercial Commission, so that perhaps I can elaborateon a couple of points.
It says, for example, that this Commission will

negotiate an overall Trade Agreement, including reciprocalmost favored nation treatment.

Well, first the idea of the Trade Agreement isone that is rather new to our country, but it is certainlya tradition with the Soviet union. They have now over 90Trade Agreements with various countries in the world.think they consider it important as a way of ratifyingtheir position, ratifying a senae of movement toward
normalization of trade.

On most favored nation treatment and I think it is
very significant to document the fact that the gap has been
closed and that progress is being made, that we have here
the President of.the United States saying that there will be
negotiations on most favored nation treatment. This initself is evidence, I think, of significant progress.

You will remember, I believe, that most favored
nation treatment requires Congressional approval and I
discussed with the Domestic Council some of the considerations
that might be required there in order to get Congressional
approval.

We have met with various leaders, talked with leaders
of Congress and the Senate. They have a variety of concerns,
for example, about such issues as dumping of products in
this country and.it is important that we negotiate a most
favored nation agreement that meets some of the concerns
that some people have, since the approval of Congress is
a requirement. 7
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The second thing it indicates here in the
communique is arrangements for the reciprocal availability
of government credit.

Here it is important to indicate that the President
does have the authority to determine the eligibility of the
country for Ex-Im credits.. This does not require Congressional
approval, however, as I am sure you know, Congress does
approve the annual levels of authorization for Ex-Im credit
and we would expect that thev, too, would be interested
in what the circumstances were of the credits that were being
offered.

This in turn relates to the lend-lease issue, which
is being negotiated in a parallel way under the chairmanship
of Willis Armstrong, Assistant Secretary of the State
Department. But as you have surmised, it is our opinion
that before we extend new credits to the Soviet Union, itis only appropriate that we take care of the problem of old
credits, at least have made arrangements for the solution
of that problem.

It says also that we will make provisions for the
reciprocal establishment of business facilities to promote
trade.

As I indicated earlier, if one is really going to
foresee a substantial expansion in commerce, it will be
necessary for American companies to have access to offices
that are appropriate, to communications facilities, to
appropriate travel arrangements, to the ability to see
appropriate people in the Soviet Government, and we justthink it is important to settle some of those outstandingmatters as part of the process of normalization of trade.

told me who have been in the Soviet Union -- there is a
potential here for some frustration and for some problemsand for some tension and I think both sides agree it is
important to try to get some of these criterion arrangementslaid out for the expansion of facilities on both sides,both Soviet facilities here and our facilities there.

I am sure you know that -- a number of you have

The document also mentions that we will establisharbitration mechanisms. I think I have already covered that.
It then talks about monitoring the spectrum of

US-USSR commercial relations, resolving issues that may beof interest to both parties, such as patents and licensing.This is particularly important, obviously, as we move intoareas involving technology.
Finally,. and of considerable importance, is the

study of possible US-USSR participation and development ofresources and manufacture and the sale of raw materialsand other products.
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The Soviet Union, as you know, has very large resourcesand.reserves, a variety. of raw materials, large amounts ofgas, petroleum, timber, iron ore and a variety of otherprojects. One of the areas that this Commission will exploreis appropriate ways in which these interesting vrojectscould be financed and just what all the arrangements would

The sale of raw materials to the United States is anarea of which on the one hand, under appropriate conditions,could meet our growing need for raw material and energy and,on the other hand, could afford the Soviet Union an opportunityto earn more foreign exchange with which to buy other :products

be.

that they wish to buy from the United States.

complex. I think the example of energy is a good example ofsuch an issue. The President, some months ago, asked theDomestic Council to review this country's overall energypolicy. Under Mr. Ehrlichman's leadership, there are a varietyof task forces that are dealing with a variety of importantissue that deal with the energy question and it seemsappropriate, for example, that we relate any decisions that
integrated strategy with. regard to U.S. energy policy. Butwe certainly have indicated our willingness to explore, notonly energy joint venture arrangements of various kinds, butalso other products.

I mentioned earlier that some of these issues are

are made, vis a vis the Soviet Union, to some kind of an

:

i think that is about it. The first méetihg will beheld in July. We do not know yet the precise date. ButI hope that gives you some background, at least, on whathas been going on.

Q On lend-lease, what are the amounts? Whatare we asking for? And was there any closing of the gap
on: this in Moscow between what we say Russia should payand what Russia says sheis WwWilling to pay?

SECRETARY PETERSON: I have never felt that we
should conduct our negotiations in public.the public here.

I guess this is

Q The reports say that they have agreed on
one-half billion.

ECRTARY

SECRETARY PETERSON: I just cannot 'and will not
confirm or deny any specific number. I would just caution
you, however, to remember that an appropriate of the
lend=lease issue is not just a question of the total
principle that is involved and that is clearly one issue
upon which negotiations have taken place and in which, I
would say, there was a closing of gap at the Summit meeting.

But there are also very important aspects of the
total settlement that deal with interest rates and the
term of payment and that, in any event, until we had a
total settlement that was satisfactory, it would be most
premature to say that we had arrived at an agreement on
lend-lease, even if your speculated number were accurate.
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over after World War II, I don't think that is a negotiation
secret. At least as a framework to start with.

Q Could you start with the amount that was left

SECRETARY PETERSON: Since these negotiations are
being handled by State, I think that is. the appropriate
place to get that kind of detailed information. I would
only say that one guideline, of course, that would be used
in setting the number, is not only a definition of what
is meant by the kinds of goods that are involved, consumer
versus other kinds of goods, but what was the settlement
that was made with other countries. And that would be one
very important guideline, I think, in arriving at a settlement.

But since these negotiations are being handled by
Mr. Armstrong, I would suggest you talk to him about those
details.

Q How urgent is the Soviet need for grain? Is
that likely to be the first item on your trade agenda?

SECRETARY PETERSON: Well, they will have to comment
on their urgency. Their Agriculture Minister was over here.
Secretary Butz, as you know, returned the visit to the Soviet
Union. They do have a publicly announced program of a
very substantial increase in meat consumption at the present
time. I think Secretary Butz told us this morning that their
meat consumption is approximately a third of ours. There
is an objective, I believe, to increase that meat protein
consumption, publicly announced,about 25 percent. And due
to the fact there have been some problems, as I understand,
with weather and climate and due to the interesting fact,
incidentally, that feed grains, as Secretary Butz tells me,
have a unique requirement of periods of high temperature
and substantial amounts of humidity. And apparently, the
Soviet Union cannot depend on that kind of climate in
adequate amounts to make its sources completely dependable.

I think it is clear they have a need. It is clear
that this is an item that was discussed in the Soviet Union
and will continue to be discussed, I am sure. It is an item,
incidentally, that will again be negotiated by the Department
of Agriculture. The man there who has been heading those
negotiations, a man named Clarence Palmby. They will all
nowever be on our Commission, since obviously some of these
items relate one to another. But I would expect that to
be a very early item.

Q Can they wait until July for this?
SECRETARY PETERSON: Well, they will have to decide

how long they can wait. It is quite possible there will
be some negotiations pre-July on that subject.

Q Who will be on the Commission on this side?
SECRETARY PETERSON: That has not been fully decided

yet. There will be representative of a number of departments
who have an important role to play, but at the moment, we are
not ready to announce the composition of the group. It will
be a multi-agency commission within the U.S. Government.

MORE
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Q
your reaction to the talks in Moscow on trade. You mentionedalmost manufactured disappointment and possibly inflatedexpectations and said that President Nixon said it waspossible to close the gap On some more issues.

Could you characterize, in very general terms,

*
SECRETARY PETERSON would sa that the Summit has

expectations of what could be achieved there, given thenumber of issues and the complexity of the issues, TI thinkit is most significant, most significant, that the Presidentand the 'Soviet leaders did agreétoset up an officialnegotiating body, to negotiate issues that for 20 years ormore have, for all practical purposes, not been particularlynegotiable. And obviously, the very fact that they are willingto put them on an agenda marks a decision by the Presidentthat under the proper conditions, we truly can be enteringinto a new era in our commercial relationships.

indeed come very close and in some ways exceeded my own

So, . far -from being disappointed, I think real progresswas made there and I think and I have every expectation thatyou will see over the coming months continue progress to be

of 20 years of very, very limited commercial relationships.
.ou- are speaking "very cautiously about possibletrade agreements with the Soviets and you use the example oflong drawn out SALT talks. Are you saying that it could take2-1/2 to three years to have the kind of comparable tradeagreements with the Soviets that we have in nuclear arms.

:

made..in this commercial field:
But.please appraise any progress against the 'context

SECRETARY PETERSON: Well,I hate to pick a number.It would look like I am making an invidious comparison withsome of my colleaques. Businessmen, while we are known asimpatient -- that is probably a redundancy to refer to someoneas an impatient businessman -~ I would have to say that I wouldexpect substantial progress to be made before 2-1/2 yearsare out.

+
-On the other hand, I would not want to set up anexpectation that at our first meeting. in July we would havesolved all the problems that have not 'been resolved in 20years.

. So, I think I would'be thinking in the framework ofmonths, but not 2-1/2 years before substantial progress wouldbe made. I wouldn't want to be any more precise than that.
Q How often do you expect the Comission to meet?

When would you expect the next meeting in Washington to be?
SECRETARY PETERSON These are subjects of jointagreement, obviously, on both sides. Let's just talk about

the first meeting. I would expect the first meeting to berather similar in many ways to the meetings that we had here.
They were very intensive and I think very constructive and they
got very specific.

:

MORE



I would visualize meetings that might range over a
period of a week or two, for example, of very intensive
sessions. And I think the timing of the next session should
not be commented on at this time, both because it is a subject
that the Soviets should participate in, but that it is
obviously influenced by the problems that remain and the
progress that we have made there.

Frankly, at this point, I think the Soviets and
the United States understand each other's positions ina
fairly specific way and I wouldn't want to make any guesses
now as to how often the meetings are going to be held. The
first meeting will be an extended, intensive session.

Q Sir, you mentioned raw materials in Russia
and Russia might export to the United States and thereby
get credits that she might buy products from the United
States. Could you give some idea of your view of what
types of products Russia might be interested in pur <nasing
from us with these credits?

SECRETARY PETERSON: Aside from grains, of course, which
have already been commented on, some of the projects in which
they have a particular interest are certain kinds of machinery,certain kinds of machine tools, in particular, certain projectsthat have an early Starting date. For example, they have an
interested in something called the Kama River Truck Project,
where presumably credits might be made available, where the
Soviet Union, I am Sure, would like to meet their timetable
and their schedule.

I would say aside from grain in the initial period,
we would see a good deal of the balance on various kinds of
machinery and capital goods, which, of course, is a field in
which the United States typically does extraordinarily well.

Q Like capital goods. woulda that include trucks?
SECRETARY PETERSON: It might include trucks, but itwould include machinery, for example, that in turn could beused to make other equipment.
I would want to mentiondiscussions have been held in incidentally , that our

it has been commercial context and I
very clear that nothing that we are talking about

think
would affect theAll of these discussions are Progressing in

Security criteria or anything of this sort.
framework and not in the framework of changing any of the

normal commercial
criteria of how we define the securitycoun try. interests of each

SO we won't have inflatedmanufactured diSappointment can you give us some idea of the
expectation and

magni tude of expectation based onyour bargaining goes well Over the next one, two, five years.
things going smoothly. Supposing

we ta Ng about a one-fold, two-fold, ten-fold, 50-fold increase
Are

in trade?

MORE
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SECRETARY PETERSON: Well, the precise number: --it depends obviously a great deal on the amounts of credit'that are available, what projects they come up with, whether'they indeed meet our credit Standards, how good our marketingfacilities are, it is just an enormous number of. factors here.At the present time, as I Say, the trade going both waysis about $200 millions of dollars. It would be my own viewthat over the next several years, let us say, three years,
something of that sort, we would still likely be talkingin the range of hundreds of millions of dollars, increasingsubstantially from the current level, but still not at thelevel, at least in that time frame, of billions of dollarsof trade. And, still, incidentally, very important in termsnot only of our economic relationships, but our politicalrelationships.

Mr. Levine?

possibility of separate talks on feed grain if the Soviets
so desire. Are you indicating that a separate agreement

Mr. Secretary, You mentioned earlier. the

could be reached outside of the realm of the overall agreementthat the Joint Commission will be taking. up?
SECRETARY PETERSON: That is certainly possible that

a grain agreement could be negotiated separately. I did,at the same time, say that some of these issues, Mr. Levine,
are linked, some in our mind, some in their mind, and it is
possible,of course, that they wish to link the purchase of
grain to some other item. That is their prerogative.

But, as a matter of principle, I see no reason what-
soever that there couldn't be a separate grain agreement.

Q Has there already been a step up in activity
under the consular agreement that was signed a couple of
years ago, preparation for this. Are we setting up any
more consular offices?

«SECRETARY PETERSON: Well, I would say the major
factor that will cause the '72 number to be substantially
larger than the '71 number is this very large grain deal,
which, you recall, was about $135 million.

i

Other than that, while there has been some growth,it has hot been dramatic in the last few years.
Q Mr. Secretary, a senior Russian trade official

was quoted in the Times this morning as saying there was
an immense possibility, for example, of trade between the
two countries if we would rethink our concepts about
foreiin trade. For example, he said if we sold plant and
equipment for an auto manufacturing plant in the Soviet
Union, they would be happy to, as.I gather it, resell us
the finished product which we could then market in Europe.
How does that sort of arrangement strike you?

SECRETARY PETERSON: Don't interpret my comments to
suggest that over the longer term trade could not increase

policy to rely much more on trade than they have up to now.
very substantially, because that is the second largest

as a matter of topdecideeconomy 1n the world and they

MORE
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Up to now the policy has been, relatively speaking,
more self-sufficient. For example, the Soviet Union, I think,
in '71, their trade only involved about two percent of their
GNP. Their total exnorts to all western nations, I think,
was on the order of 2.5 or 2.7 billion.

So one of the major factors is under the Soviet
Union's control. If they decide to encourage projects with
the outside world, that could certainly cause an expansion.

Implicit, however, in your question is to me the
important question of how to finance this level of trade. I
think it would be useful for you to get some idea as to how
much credit this country has available through its various
facilities. The Ex-Im Bank, for example, I think its total
credit is in the range of about depending on how precisely
you want to measure it -- between $10 billion and $14 billion
So some of these projects, if they involved extraordinarily
large amounts of money, one would have to ask the question
where the financing was going to come from.

But in principle, we don't have any kind of barriers
or hangups that I am aware of on participating with the Soviet
Union in a variety of joint projects, both on the raw material
side and the manufactured side.

Q
to the SALT agreement and do you anticipate any substantial
opposition in the Senate?

Do you have a reading on the Senate reaction

MR. EHRLICHMAN: I just don't have any reading at
this time.

Q Do you anticipate any?
MR. EHRLICHMAN: Well, that is so far outside the

course and scope of my employment, I would hesitate to comment
on it.

Q Have you gone into the question of budget impactof any of these agreements.joint flight thing. Is this going to cost us more money because
we are going into a new one? Do we save money because weare not going to do it ourselves?

For examole let's take the

MR. EHRLICHMAN: No, as a matter of fact, that came
up this morning and Dr. Fletcher commented that it could bedone within the existing NASA budget.

How about any of the others?.
MR. HRLICHMAN: And by existing, I mean the one thatis on the books now. As far as out-years are concerned, hedidn't say and I don't know, but I gathered from the generalthrust of his comment, that no material increases in projectedNASA budgeting were going to be required by this proposal.
He described the docking module, this intermediatemodule, and it is obvious, at least from a hardware standpoint,it is a fairly modest undertaking. But he also described someof the training and coordinating aspects and there clearlyare going to be some rather novel training problems andcoordination problems involved, which he said could be handledwithin their existing budget.
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Q At times like this the White House sometimesgives out analyses of public opinion. Do you have anyreading yet on cables coming in?
MR. EHRLICHMAN No.

You mentioned some employment gains which yousaw resulting from the Summit developments. Can you makean assessment of the employment losses that will result fromthings like cutting down the ABM construction?
MR, EHRLICHMAN : No. I don't know if we read theSame papers, but I gathered it might be running the other way,

SECRETARY PETERSON: John, I might say I noticed aslight inflection in the gentleman's voice when he referredto my. use of the phrase "manufactured disappointment and

It might sound as though this is a comment to suggestsomebody has intentionally brought about that kind of result.I don't mean to suggest that at all. I think it is probablyonly natural that in an environment of the Summit, when thereare a lot of discussions going on, people might have assumedthat we expected a lot of these items to be resolved. I justwant to reaffirm the fact that prior to going to the Summit,after very extensive discussions within our Government, thePresident, Peter Flanigan, Henry Kissinger, the various StateDepartment people working here, I do not think that therewas any high expectations that these important issues wouldget resolved at the Summit.

They are simply too early in the negotiatingStage and too complex and too interlinked. I perhaps amdefensive, but that comment could have misinterpreted andI don't wish to have it misinterpreted.
Q Aside from what I would consider technicalproblems, such as the lend-lease I think is a technicalproblem, are the two real big things here the Sovietwillingness to abandon the theory of self-sufficiencyand to link itself to foreign trade and two, the availabilityof credit to the United States. Would you say those arethe two very major difficulties in a great leap forward

SECRETARY PETERSON: I wouldn't use the worddifficulties to describe at least one of them. I think theSoviet Union is indicating that in a world that is gettingmuch more complex, much more sophisticated, there areimportant know-howmd technologies around the world thatare very useful to expand its own domestic economy.
The meat thing that we referred to earlier is just oneof a variety of examples. I think there is ample evidencethat important leaders in the Soviet Union have decided thatimproving their standard of living, by enhancing their economicdevelopment, is moving up in their priority objectives. Oncethat determination is made, it is only natural that they lookto other industrialized countries as a source of productsand know-how. Much in the same way, incidentally, that allthe western industrialized countries have learned that thereis something to this notion of international specialization

and there are countries that do certain things better thanothers.
MORE

:but I am not informed on that.

inflation of expectation." Let me Clarify this.

in: trade?
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This is just speculation, but I would assume to
beensome extent that decision, that judgment, has already

made, that that kind of expansion is in the interests
of the Soviet Union. An important issue is the most-
favored nation issue, not only economically, but symbolically.

THE PRESS: Thank you.

END (AT 1:02 P.M. EDT)
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A WALL STREET JOURNAL News Row ndup

Occidental Petroleum Corp. is expected to
announce today the biggest transaction ever
negotiated between an American company and
the Soviet Union, it was learned from a Krem-
linologist source with Rudio Free Europe in
Munich.

Dr. Armand Hammer, chairman of Occi-
dental, will hold a press conference in London
today to unveil a 'truly major' development, a
spokesman for the company sald. Beyond that,
the company refused to comment on the re-
port.

The transaction involved is likely to be the
previously reported one in which Russia is
seeking foreign capital to help develop its vast
new Tyumen oil fields in Siberia and to build a
pipeline across Siberia to the Pacific Ocean,
where the oil would chiefly be exported to
Japan.

The project is expected to involve about $3
billion and to include Japanese companies in
the consortium undertaking it. Russia pre-:
viously asked the Japanese for about §1 billion
in loans for that project. Gulf Oil Corp. pre-
viously expressed interest in participating in
that project. But Gulf said in Pittsburgh that it:
wasn't in the Occidental transaction and it:
didn't know what the Occidental business en-

Biggest Soviet Contract With U.S. Firm,
$3 Billion, Slated by Occidental Petroleum

Dr. Hammer stayed in Russia for nine
vears. Part of the time he acted as sales repre-
sentative for 36 U.S. companies, including Ford
Motor Co. and the former Underwood Type-
writer Co. When he found Russia didn't make
pencils, he set up its first pencil factory, hiring
master pencil makers from Germany. Later he
sold this business to the Soviet government.

In Russia, Dr. Hammer also traded and
bought art treasures, including many formerly
belonging to the czars. This led to his establish-
ment of the Hammer Galleries in New York,
which is still a leading art gallery. In 1932, he
wrote a book on his Russian experiences, ''The
Quest of the Romunov Treasure.'"'

Dr. Hammer and Occidental have often
been noted for controversies that have shaken
up the oil industry. Once a rather tiny domestic
oil company, Occidental became the largest oil
producer in Libya, and it led the invasion of
foreign markéts by new independent compa-
nies challenging the traditional international
oil companies. This battle for markets caused
price-cutting havoc for about a decade. Re-
cently, however, Occidental has suffered sharp
production cutbacks ordered by the Libyan
government, and independents haven't fared as
well abroad.

Occidental also was the focus of a major
battie in the U.S. over oil import controls with

compassed.
The Soviet Union is the only major indus-

trial nation that is self-sufficient in oil and gas.
The U.S. recently became a net importer of
both key energy commodities. But the Rus-
sians are short of foreign exchange and trail in
some key areas of oil technology. There have
been predictions that they will become net im-
porters of oil by 1980.

Russia previously indicated it wanted mas-
sive amounts of U.S. capital to help develop its
Siberian oil and gas fields and would pay
through exports of oil and gas. Tenneco, Inc.,
,Texus Eastern Transmission Corp. and Halli-
burton Co. previously disclosed they were dis-
;cussing with the Russians a possible major

in Siberia.
It's expected that Occidental and its consor-

tium will provide the Soviet with the pipeline
pipe needed for the oil project and that they
will receive crude oil in payment.

Dr. Hammer isn't a stranger to Soviet Rus-
sia. On his graduation from the Columbia Uni-
versity medical school in 1921 and already a! supply.
millionaire, he read about the famine in Russia
and decided to practice medicine there. On ar-
rival, however, he learned the big need wasn't
for doctors but for food, so he made a deat with
the Russiar government to lease vessels and
import grains and other foodstuffs. In refi rn
he traded for caviar, furs, hides and
other Russian commodities.

its proposal to build a refinery in Maine that
would be exempt from such controls through
use of a so-called foreign trade zone. While that
project hasn't been approved, it triggered simi-
lar proposals by other companies and a lengthy
industry fight that hasn't ended.

About 90% of the Soviet Union's energy re-
sources are estimated to lie in inhospitable si-
beria, but about three-fourth's of the country's
population and four-fifths of its industry are in
the western part of the country. The Russians
have also become a bit nervous about the need
to accelerate Siberian development in the face
of possible designs by China on those vast
areas, many of which were seized from ancient

project to develop and export vast gas deposit Chinese regimes.
Russia claims the Tyumen area has the big-

gest oil field in the Soviet Union and the big-
gest gas field in the world. It has talked about
exporting up to 800,000 barrels of oil a day to
Japan from that area. Japan gets most of its
three million barrels of oil daily from the Mid-
dle East and wants to diversify its sources of

1
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porters of oil by 1980.

through exports of oil and gas. Tenneco, Inc.,

project to develop and export vast gas deposits
in Siberia.

Biggest Soviet Contract With U.S. Firm,
$3 Billion, Slated by Occidental Petroleum

AWALL STREET JouRNAL News Roundup
Occidental Petroleum Corp. is expected to)

amnounce today the biggest transaction cver
negotiated between an American company and
the Soviet Union, it was learned from a Krem-
hnologist source with Radio Free Europe in
Munich.

Dr. Armand Hammer, chairman of Occi-
dental. will hold # press conference in london
today to unveil a "truly major" development, a
spokesman for the company suid. Beyond that,
the company refused to comment on the re-
port.

The transaction involved is likely to be the
previously reported one in which Russia is
secking foreign capital to help develop its vast
new Tyumen oil fields in Siberia and to build a
pipeline across Siberia to the Pacific Ocean,
where the oil would chiefly be exported to
Japan.

The project is expected to involve about $3,
billion and to include Japanese companies in.
the consortium undertaking it. Russia pre-
viously asked the Japanese for about $1 billion
in loans for that project. Gulf Oil Corp. pre-
viously expressed interest in participating in
that project. But Gulf said in Pittsburgh that it
wasn't in the Occidental transaction and it
didn't know what the Occidental business en-
compussed.

The Soviet Union is the only major indus-
trial nation that is self-sufficient in oil and gas.
The U.S. recently became a net importer of
both key energy commodities. But the Rus-
gians are short of foreign exchange and trail in
some key areas of oil technology. There have
been predictions that they will become net im-

Russia previously indicated it wanted mas-
sive : amounts of U.S. capital to help develop its
Siberian oil and gas fields and would pay

Texas Eastern Transmission Corp. and Halh-
burton Co. previously disclosed they were dis- , of possible designs by China on those vast
cussing with the Russians a possible major } areas, many of which were seized from ancient

It's expected that Occidental and its consor-
tium will provide the Soviet with the pipeline
pipe needed for the oil project and that they
will receive crude oil in payment.

Dr. Hammer isn't a stranger to Soviet Rus-
sia. On his graduation from the Columbia Uni-
versity medical school in 1921 and already a
millionaire, he read about the famine in Russia
and decided to practice medicine there. On ar-
rival, however, he learned the big need wasn't
for doctors but for food, so he made a deal with
the Russian government to lease vessels and
import grains and other foodstfs. In return.
he traded for caviar, furs, tumber, hides and
other Russian commodities.

Dr. Hammer stayed in Russia for nine
years. Part of the time he acted as sales repre-
sentative for 36 U.S. companies, including Ford
Motor Co. and the former Underwood Type-
writer Co. When he found Russia didn't make
pencils, he set up its first pencil factory. hiring
master pencil makers from Germany. Later he
sold this business to the Soviet government.

In Russia, Dr. Hammer also traded and
bought art treasures, including many formerly
belonging to the czars. This led to his establish
ment of the Hammer Galleries in New York,
which is shill a leading art gallery. In 1932, he
wrote a book on his Russian experiences, ''The
Quest of the Romanov Treasure."

Dr. Hainmer and Occidental have often
been noted for controversies that have shaken
wp the oil industry. Once a rather tiny domestic
oil company, Occidental became the largest oil
producer in Libya, and it led the invasion of
foreign markets by new independent compa-
nies challenging the traditional international
oil companies. This battle for markets caused
price-cutting havoc for about a decade. Re-
cently, however, Occidental has suffered sharp
production cutbacks ordered by the Libyan
government, and independents haven't fared as
well abroad.

Occidental aiso was the focus of a major
battle in the U.S. over oil import controls with
its proposal to build a refinery in Maine that
would be exempt from such controls through
use of a so-called foreign trade zone. While that
project hasn't been approved, it triggered simi-
lar proposals by other companies and a lengthy
industry fight that hasn't ended.

About 90% of the Soviet Union's energy re-
sources ate estimated to lie in inhospitable si-
beria, but about three-fourth's of the country's
population and four-fifths of its industry are in
the western part of the country. The Russians
have also become a bit nervous about the need
to accelerate Siberian development in the face

Chinese regimes.
Russia claims the Tyumen area has the big-

gest oil field im the Soviet Union and the big-
gest gas field in the world. It has talked about
exporting up to 800,000 barrels of oil a day to
Japan from that area. Japan gets most of its
three million barrels of oil daily from the Mid-
dle East and wants to diversify its sources of
supply.
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A WALL STREET JOURNAL News Roundup
Occidental Petroleum Corp. is expected to

announce today the biggest transaction ever
negotiated between an American company and
the Soviet Union, it was learned from a Krem-
linologist source with Radio Free Europe in
Munich.

Dr. Armand Hammer, chairman of Occi-
dental, will hold a press conference in London
today to unveil a ''truly major" development, a
spokesman for the company said. Beyond that,
'the company refused to comment on the re-
port.

The transaction involved is likely to be the
previously reported one in which Russia is
seeking foreign capital to help develop its vast
new Tyumen fields in Siberia and to build a
pipeline across Siberia to the Pacific Océan,
where the oil would chiefly be exported to
Japan.

The project is expected to involve about $3,
billion and to include Japanese companies in
the consortium undertaking it. Russia pre-
viously asked the Japanese for about $1 billion
in loans for that project. Gulf Oi! Corp. pre-
viously expressed interest in participating in
that project. But Gulf said in Pittsburgh that it
wasn't in the Occidental transaction and it
didn't know what the Occidental business en-
compassed.

The Soviet Union is the only major indus-
trial nation that is self-sufficient in oil and gas.
The U.S. recently became a net importer of
both key energy commodities. But the Rus-
sians are short of foreign exchange and trail in
'some key areas of oil technology. There have
'been predictions that they will become net im-
porters of oil by 1980.

Russia previously indicated it wanted mas-
sive amounts of U.S. capital to help develop its
Siberian oil and gas fields and would pay
through exports of oil and gas. Tenneco, Inc.,
Texas Eastern Transmission Corp. and Halli-
burton Co. previously disclosed they were dis-
,cussing with the Russians a possible major
project to develop and export vast gas deposits
'in Siberia.

It's expected that Occidental and its consor-
tium will provide the Soviet with the pipeline
pipe needed for the oil project and that they
will receive crude oil in payment.

Dr. Hammer isn't a stranger to Soviet Rus-
sia. On his graduation from the Columbia Uni-
versity medical school in 1921 and already

and decided to practice medicine there. On ar-
rival, however, he learned the big need wasn't
for doctors but for food, so he made a deal with
the Russian government to lease vessels and

import grains and other foodstuffs, In return.
he traded for caviar, furs, lumber, hides and
tother Russian commodities.

Biggest Soviet Contract With U.S. Firm,
$3 Billion, Slated by Occidental Petroleum

Dr. Hammer stayed in Russia for nine
years. Part of the time he acted as sales repre-
sentative for 36 U.S. companies, including Ford
Motor Co. and the former Underwood Type-
writer Co. When he found Russia didn't make
pencils, he set up its first pencil factory, hiring
master pencil makers from Germany. Later he
sold this business to the Soviet government.

In Russia, Dr. Hammer also traded and
bought art treasures, including many formerly
belonging to the czars. This led to his establish-
ment of the Hammer Galleries in New York,
which is still a leading art gallery. In 1932, he
wrote a book on his Russian experiences, "'The
Quest of the Romanov Treasure."

Dr. Hammer and Occidental have often
been noted for controversies that have shaken
up the oil industry. Once a rather tiny domestic
oil company, Occidenta! became the largest oil
producer in Libya, anu it led the invasion of
foreign markets by new independent compa-
nies challenging the traditional international
oil companies. This battle for markets caused
price-cutting havoc for about a decade. Re-
cently, however, Occidental has suffered sharp
production cutbacks ordered by the Libyan
government, and independents haven't fared as
well abroad.

Occidental wlso was the focus of a major
battle in the U.S. over oil import controls with
its proposal to build a refinery in Maine that
would be exempt from such controls through
use of a so-called foreign trade zone. While that
project hasn't been approved, it triggered simi-
lar proposals by other companies and a lengthy
industry fight that hasn't ended.

About 90% of the Soviet Union's energy re-!
sources are estimated to lie in inhospitable si-
beria, but about three-fourth's of the country's
population and four-fifths of its industry are in
the western part of the country. The Russians
have also become a bit nervous about the need
to accelerate Siberian development in the face
of possible designs by China on those vast
areas, many of which were seized from ancient
Chinese regimes.

Russia claims the Tyumen area has the big-
gest oil field in the Soviet Union and the big-
gest gas field in the world. It has talked about
exporting up to 800,000 barrels of oil a day to
Japan from that area. Japan gets most of its
three million barrels of oil daily from the Mid-
dle East and wants to diversify its sources of
supply.

millionaire, he read about the famine in Russia
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Biggest Soviet Contract With U.S. Firm,
$3 Billion, Slated by Occidental Petroleum

AWALL STREET JOURNAL News Roundup
Occidental Petroleum Corp. is expected to

announce today the biggest transaction ever
negotiated between an American company and
the Soviet Union, it was learned from a Krem-
linologist source with Radio Free Europe in
Munich.

Dr. Armand Hammer, chairman of Occi-
dental, will hold a press conference in London
today to unveil a "truly major'? development, a

spokesman for the company said. Beyond that,
the company refused to comment on the re-
port.

The transaction involved is likely to be the
previously reported one in which Russia is
seeking foreign capital to help develop its vast
new Tyumen oil fields in Siberia and to build a
pipeline across Siberia to the Pacific Ocean,
where the oil would chiefly be exported to
Japan.

The project is expected to involve about $3
billion and to include Japanese companies in
the consortium undertaking it. Russia pre-
viously asked the Japanese for about $1 billion
in loans for that project. Gulf Oil Corp. pre-
viously expressed interest in participating in
that project. But Gulf said in Pittsburgh that it
wasn't in the Occidental transaction and it:

didn't know what the Occidental business en-
compassed.

The Soviet Union is the only major indus-
trial nation that is self-sufficient in oil and gas.
The U.S. recently became a net importer of
both key energy commodities. But the Rus-
sians are short of foreign exchange and trail in
some key areas of oil technology. There have
'been predictions that they will become net im-
'porters of oil by 1980.

Russia previously indicated it wanted mas-
sive amounts of U.S. capital to help develop its
Siberian oil and gas fields and would pay
through exports of oil and gas. Tenneco, Inc.,
texas Eastern Transmission Corp. and Halli-
burton Co. previously disclosed they were dis-
cussing with the Russians a possible major
project to develop and export vast gas deposits
in Siberia.

It's expected that Occidental and its consor-
tium will provide the Soviet with the pipeline
pipe needed for the oil project and that they
will receive crude oil in payment.

Dr. Hammer isn't a stranger to Soviet Rus-
sia. On his graduation from the Columbia Uni-
versity medical school in 1921 and already a
millionaire, he read about the famine in Russia

rival, however, he learned the big need wasn't
for doctors but for food, so he made a deal with
the Russian government to lease vessels and

import grains and other foodstuffs. In return.
he traded tor caviar, furs, lumber. hides and
other Russian commodities.

and decided to practice medicine there. On ar-|

Dr. Hammer stayed in Russia for nine
years. Part of the time he acted as sales repre-
sentative for 36 U.S. companies, including Ford
Motor Co. and the former Underwood Type-
writer Co. When he found Russia didn't make
pencils, he set up its first pencil factory, hiring
master pencil makers from Germany. Later he
sold this business to the Soviet government.

In Russia, Dr. Hammer also traded and:
bought art treasures, including many formeryy
belonging to the czars. This led to his establish-
ment of the Hammer Galleries in New York,
which is still a leading art gallery. In 1932, he
wrote a book on his Russian experiences, 'The
Quest of the Romanov Treasure."

Dr. Hammer and Occidental have often
been noted for controversies that have shaken
up the oil industry. Once a rather tiny domestic
oil company, Occidental became the largest oil
producer in Libya, and it led the invasion of
foreign markéts by new independent compa-
nies challenging the traditional international
oil companies. This battle for markets caused
price-cutting havoc for about a decade. Re-
cently, however, Occidental has suffered sharp
production cutbacks ordered by the Libyan
government, and independents haven't fared as
well abroad.

Occidental also was the focus of a major
battle in the U.S. over oil import controls with
its proposal to build a refinery in Maine that
-would be exempt from such controls through
use of a so-called foreign trade zone. While that
project hasn't been approved, it triggered simi-
lar proposals by other companies and a lengthy
industry fight that hasn't ended.

About 90% of the Soviet Union's energy re-!
sources are estimated to lie in inhospitable si-
beria, but about three-fourth's of the country's
population and four-fifths of its industry are in
the western part of the country. The Russians
have also become a bit nervous about the need
to accelerate Siberian development in the face
of possible designs by China on those vast
areas, many of which were seized from ancient
Chinese regimes.

Russia claims the Tyumen area has the big-
gest oil field in the Soviet Union and the big-
gest gas field in the world. It has talked about
exporting up to 800,000 barrels of oil a day to
Japan from that area. Japan gets most of its
three million barrels of oil daily from the Mid-
dle East and wants to diversify its sources of
supply.
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RECORD OF DISCUSSIONS

between Dr. Edward E. David, Jr., Science Adviser to the

President of the United States of America and Director of the

Office of Science and Technology in the Executive Office of

the President, and Academician V. A. Kirillin, Deputy

Chairman S.S.R. Council of Ministers and ChairmanU.

of the State teé of the U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers

for Science and Technology (July 2 - July 8, 1972).

Discussions were held between Dr. David and

Academician Kirillin concerning implementation of the

Agreement Between the Government of the United States of

America and the Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist

Republics on Cooperation in the Fields of Science and Technology,

signed on May 24, 1972, at the Moscow Summit meeting.

Also taking part in the discussions were, from the

U.S. side, Dr. James B. Fisk, President of Bell Telephone

Laboratories; Dr. Eugene G. Fubini, President of Fubini

Consultants, Ltd.; Dr. John V.N. Granger, Deputy Director,

Bureau of International Scientific and Technological Affairs,

Department of State; and other staff members of the Office

of Science and Technology and of the Department of State.



From the Soviet side participants included Academician

M.D. Millionshchikov, Vice President of the U.S. S.R. Academy

of Sciences; Academician V. A. Trapeznikov, First Deputy

Chairman of the State Committee of the U.S.S.R. Council of

Ministers for Science and Technology; Dr. S. M. Tikhomirov,

Deputy Chairman of the State Committee of the U.S.S.R. Council

of Ministers for Science and Technology; and other staff members

of the State Committee and the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the

U.S.S.R.
The two sides noted with satisfaction that the Agreement

of May 24, 1972, provides a good basis for the long-term

development and expansion of scientific and technological

cooperation between the two countries. For the purpose of

implementing this Agreement, they considered a number of

questions concerning the structure and organization of the U.S. -

U.S.S.R. Joint Commission, to be created in accordance with

Article 7 of the Agreement, as well as possible areas and forms

of cooperation.

The two sides reaffirmed the objectives of their proposed

scientific and technical cooperation, as set forth in the Agreement.

These are to assist and develop scientific and technical cooperation

between both countries on the basis of mutual benefit, equality

and to provide broad opportunities for both
and reciprocity,

sides to combine the efforts of their scientists and 8pecialists

in working on major problems, whose solution will promote the

progress of science and technology for the beefit of both countries

and of mankind.



Recognizing that the achievement of common goals in the

development of science and technology depends on a close working

relationship between scientists and specialists, the two sides will

encourage and facilitate the development of direct contacts between

qualified individuals and organizations of the two countries.

The two sides discussed procedural questions concerning

the work of the Joint Commission, the first meeting of which will

be held in Washington, D.C., in October, 1972.

The two sides also discussed a number of specific areas of

common interest which show promise for direct cooperation.

U.S.-U.S.S.R. ad hoc working groups will be established as soon

as possible in the following areas:

(1) Energy Research and Development, including:

(a) magnetohydrodynamics;

(b) fusion;

(c) atomic energy and nuclear reactors;

(d) solar energy;

(e) geothermal energy;

(f) energy transmission;

(g) utilization of waste heat; and

(h) increasing the efficiency of thermal power stations.

(Working groups in the energy area will be convened

only for topics not covered by the Memorandum on

Cooperation Between the U.S. Atomic Energy

Commission and the U.S.5.R. State Committee for

the Utilization of Atomic Energy.



(2) Application of Computers in Management;

(3) Agricultural Research;

(4) Production of substances employing microbiological means;

(5) Water Resources;

(6) Research in the Field of Chemical Catalysis.

These working groups will develop specific proposals for cooperative

programs. Their reports and recommendations will be submitted to

the Executive Agents in each country no later than two wecks before

the date of the first meeting of the Commission for its consideration,

Working groups in additional areas may be established by the

Commission at its meetings or by agreement between the Executive

Agents on both sides, in the period between meetings of the

Commission.

The Commission will monitor the progress of joint programs

established under the Agreement to assure that obstacles which may

arise are promptly and effectively dealt with.

Following an exchange of views between Dr. David and

Academician M. V. Keldysh, President of the U.S.S,R. Academy

of Sciences, on cooperation in oceanological research, it was

decided that the U.S. National Science Foundation and the U.S,S.R.

Academy of Sciences would designate representatives to mect in

the near future to discuss possible Soviet technical and financial

participation in the program of deep ocean drilling to be carried

out with the U.S, research vessel D/V GLOMAR CHALLENGER

operated by Scripps Institute of Oceanography.
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Desiring to achieve cooperation in the area of scientific

and technical information, the two sides decided asa first step

to convene in the near future a symposium on this subject between

the National Science Foundation and the All-Union Scientific

Research Institute for Scientific and Technical Information.

The two sides emphasized their desire to realize as

quickly as possible tangible results under the Agreement. In this

connection, they will render assistance in establishing closer and

more regular contacts between individual scientists and specialists,

and also research institutions and technical organizations of the

two countries.

The subjects discussed in the course of this meeting will be

reviewed by the Joint Commission in its first meeting.

Edward E. David, Jr. v. A, Kirillin

America Technology

Director, Office of Science and Chairman, State Committee
Technology, Executive Office of of the U.S.S.R. Council of
the President, United States of Ministers for Science and

Washington, July 28, 1972
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FOR IMMEDIATE For further information contact:
RELEASE John H. Lannan (202)395-3514
Friday, July 28, 1972

WASHINGTON---American and Soviet officials outlined today six scientific
and technological areas in which their nations will try to cooperate jointly in
an attempt to solve common problems.

They are energy, agriculture, chemistry, water resources, microbiology and

computer usage. All will be taken up by the U.S.-U.S.S.R. Joint Commission
on Scientific and Technical Cooperation which was called for in the Agreement
on Cooperation in the Fields of Science and Technology signed during
President Nixon's Moscow Summit, May 24,

The Commission will hold its first meeting in Washington in the latter part of
October.

The science and technology agreement marks the first time the two nations have

developed an intergovernmental mechanism by which they can jointly conduct a

broad range of scientific and technological efforts directed toward common goals.

A document establishing the framework for the new U.S.-U.S.S.R. Joint
Commission was signed here today. The document was a "Record of Discussions"

held between U.S. and Soviet delegations in Moscow July 2-8.

In addition to setting the framework for the Joint Commission, the discussions

also opened the door to possible Soviet participation in the U.S.-sponsored deep

sea drilling program, a vastly successful effort to study the makeup of the earth's

crust by boring into the bottoms of the world's oceans.

Dr. Edward E. David, Jr., President Nixon's Science Adviser and the leader of

the eight-man delegation which worked out the details in Moscow earlier this

month, signed for the United States. The ceremony took place at the White

House in the presence of President Nixon and Soviet Ambassador Anatoliy F.
Dobrynin.

V.A. Kirillin, Deputy Chairman of the U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers and

David's Soviet counterpart as Chairman of the State Committee for Science and

Technology (SCST), signed a similar document in Moscow with U.S. Ambassador

Jacob D. Beam in attendance
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Until now, interactions between American and Soviet scientists and technologistswere conducted under exchange agreements dating back to 1958. Primarily,
these have been exchanges of individuals or delegations.

"The new agreement does not supersede the current Exchanges Agreement, "'

Dr. David said. "In fact, it broadens the existing arrangements as well as
making possible new direct contacts between scientists, agencies within each
government and between American industrial firms and Soviet state enterprises, "'

He emphasized that the Commission will approve and monitor the present areas
proposed for cooperation and consider new possibilities. In all cases, he pointed
out, the cooperation "will be on the basis of mutual benefit, equality, and
reciprocity. "'

The Science and Technology Agreement and the Commission are designed to
"combine the efforts of...scientists and specialists" involved in major problems.
It is expected that solutions reached jointly will be achieved sooner and less
expensively than if each nation attacked its problems alone.

Working groups in all six areas have already been established on both sides.

Each group will develop specific proposals for cooperative work for consideration
at the Commission's first meeting.

Areas being considered in the energy field include magnetohydrodynamics (MHD),
fusion (thermonuclear), atomic, solar, geothermal and other forms of power
generation as well as power transmission and increased generation efficiency.

Agricultural research efforts will be drawn from a list of proposals already
exchanged.

Efforts in computer applications will be directed toward the use of computers
and cybernetic techniques for management purposes.

Water resources are of interest to both governments because of common concerns
in irrigation, recycling, flood control, ground water levels and other areas.

In microbiology, the production of protein through microbial techniques will
be looked at as a source of food for both human and animal consumption along
with the possible synthesis of other substances.
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The Commission's initial ventures into chemistry will be in the field of
chemical catalysis in both basic and applied research.

The governmental executive agencies responsible for the Commission are
David's Office of Science and Technology and Kirillin's State Committee on
Science and Technology.

Another outcome of the negotiations in Moscow will be a joint symposium on
scientific and technical information.

Named Joint Commission members on the American side were:

Dr. David, Chairman; Dr. James B.Fisk, President of the Bell
Telephone Laboratories; Dean Harvey Brooks, National Academy
of Sciences and Harvard University; Dr. H. Guyford Stever,
Director of the National Science Foundation; and Herman Pollack,
Director of the State Department's Bureau of International Scientific
and Technological Affairs.

Drs. David and Fisk were members of the U.S. delegation which went to
Moscow July 2-8, along with Dr. Eugene Fubini of the E.G. Fubini Consultants,
Ltd., of Arlington, Virginia, and Dr. John V. N. Granger of the State
Department.

The Soviet side was represented during the July negotiations by Kirillin;
M.D. Millionshchikov, Vice President of the U.S.S.R. Academy of Sciences;
V.A. Trapeznikov, First Deputy Chairman of the SCST; and S.M. Tikhomirov,
Deputy Chairman of the SCST.

Kirillin, Trapeznikov, Millionshchikov, First Deputy Minister of Higher and

Secondary Specialized Education N. F. Krasnov and D.N. Pronskiy, Director
of the SCST Department of Foreign Relations, were named as the Soviet
members of the Joint Commission.

HHT
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FACT SHEET
U.S.-U.S.S.R. JOINT COMMISSION ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

A record of discussions held in Moscow July 2-8 was signed here and in Moscow
today.

The signing sets the framework for the U.S.-U.S.S.R. Joint Commission on
Scientific and Technical Cooperation. The Commission will be the keystone of the
Agreement on Cooperation in the Fields of Science and Technology which was signed
May 24 at the Moscow Summit.

The record of discussions was the outcome of a weck of negotiations in Moscow by
an eight-man U.S. team and its Soviet counterpart. The sessions were a follow-up
to the original Summit talks on science and technology.

o The first meeting of the Commission will be in Washington in
the latter part of October.

Working groups have been established in both countries and will be
jointly preparing for the first Commission sessions.

The areas in which joint cooperative programs of mutual benefit
will be worked out are:

Energy, including nuclear, thermonuclear, magnetohydrodynamic,
solar, geothermal and other forms of power;

Agriculture, in which both nations have already proposed a number
of projects;

Computer applications, in the field of management;

Water resources, with special relevance to water supplies, flood
control, irrigation, recycling and ground water levels;

Microbiology, with special emphasis on production of protein and
other compounds by microbiological techniques;

Chemical catalysis on both basic and applied research levels.

Named to the Commission by the U.S. side were:

Dr. Edward E. David, Jr., Science Adviser to the President,
Chairman;

Dr. James B. Fisk, President of Bell Telephone Laboratories;
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Dean Harvey Brooks, Dean of the School of Fnvinecring, Narvard
University (representative of the National Acudcmy of Scicnces).

Dr. H. Guyford Stever, Director, National Science Foundation;

Herman Pollack, Director, State Department Bureau of International
and Scientific Technological Affairs.

The document signed today is in the spirit of the Summit agreement in that all
the projects and project arcas are to be "'on the basis of mutual benefit, equality
and reciprocity. "'

The new arrangements provide the first intergovernmental framework for the
conduct of mutually beneficial, broad-scale scientific and technological efforts
of value to both nations and the world at large.

Dr. David signed the document at the White House, with Soviet Ambassador
Anatoliy F. Dobrynin in attendance. V. A. Kirillin, Deputy Chairman of the
U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers and Chairman of the State Committee for
Science and Technology, signed in Moscow in the presence of U.S. Ambassador
Jacob D. Beam.

Hii
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AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE GOVERNMENT
OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA AND THE GOVERNMENT

OF THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS
ON COOPERATION IN THE FIELDS OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY

The Government of the United States of America and the

Government of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics;

Recognizing that benefits can accrue to both countries

from the development of cooperation in the fields of science

and technology;

Wishing to assist in establishing closer and more regular

cooperation between scientific and technical orgarizations of

both countries;

Taking into consideration that such cooperation will serve

to strengthen friendly relations between both countries;

In accordance with the Agreement between the United States

of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on Exchanges

and Cooperation in Scientific, Technical, Educational, Cultural,

and Other Fields, signed April 11, 1972, and in order to develop

further the mutually beneficial cooperation between the two countrics;

Have agreed as follows:
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ARTICLE 1

Both Parties pledge themselves to assist and develop

scientific and technical cooperation between both countries on

the basis of mutual benefit, equality and reciprocity.

ARTICLE 2

The main objective of this cooperation is to provide broad

opportunities for both Parties to combine the efforts of their

scientists and specialists in working on major problems, whose

solution will promote the progress of science and technology for

the benefit of both countries and of mankind.

ARTICLE 3

The forms of cooperation in science and technology may

include the following:

a. Exchange of scientists and specialists;

b. Exchange of scientific and technical information

and documentation;

c. Joint development and implementation of programs

and projects in the fields of basic and applied sciences;

d. Joint research, development and testing, and exchange

of research results and experience between scientific research insti-

tutions and organizations;

e. Organization of joint courses, conferences and symposia;



f. Rendering of help, as appropriate, on both sides in

establishing contacts and arrangements between United States firms

and Soviet enterprises where a mutual interest develops; and

g. Other forms of scientific and technical cooperation

as may be mutually agreed.

ARTICLE 4

1. Pursuant to the aims of this Agreement, both Parties

will, as appropriate, encourage and facilitate the establishment

and development of direct contacts and cooperation between agencies,

organizations and firms of both countries and the conclusion, as

appropriate, of implementing agreements for particular cooperative

activities engaged in under this Agreement.

2. Such agreements between agencies, organizations and

enterprises will be concluded in accordance with the laws of both

countries. Such agreements may cover the subjects of cooperation,

organizations engaged in the implementation of projects and programs,

the procedures which should be followed, and any other appropriate+

details.i

ARTICLE 5

Unless otherwise provided in an implementing agreement,

each Party or participating agency, organization or enterprise shall

bear the costs of its participation and that of its personnel in
i

:



cooperative activities engaged in under this Agreement, in accordance

with existing laws in both countries,

ARTICLE 6

Nothing in this Agreement shall be interpreted to prejudice

other agreements in the fields of science and technology concluded

between the Parties.

ARTICLE 7

1. For the implementation of this Agreement there shall be

established a U.S.-U.S.S.R. Joint Commission on Scientific and

Technical Cooperation. Meetings will be convened not less than

once a year in Washington and Moscow, alternately.

2. The Commission shall consider proposals for the development

of cooperation in specific areas; prepare sugge stions and recommenda-

tions, as appropriate, for the two Parties; develop and approve

measures and programs for implementation of this Agreement;

designate, as appropriate, the agencies, organizations or enterprises

responsible for carrying out cooperative activities; and seek to

assure their proper implementation,

3, The Executive Agent, which will be responsible for

assuring the carrying out on its side of the Agreement, shall be,

for the United States of America, the Office of Science and

Technology in the Executive Office of the President and, for the

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, the State Committee of the



U.S.S.R. Council of Ministers for Science and Technology. The

Joint Commission will consist of United States and Soviet delegations

established on an equal basis, of which the chairmen and members

are to be designated by the respective Executive Agents with

approval by the respective Parties. Regulations regarding the

operation of the Commission shall be agreed by the chairmen.

4, To carry out its functions the Commission may create

temporary or permanent joint subcommittees, councils or working

groups.

5. During the period between meetings of the Commission

additions or amendments may be made to already approved coopera-

tive activities, as may be mutually agreed.

ARTICLE 8

1. This Agreement shall enter into force upon signature

and shall remain in force for five years. It may be modified or

extended by mutual agreement of the Parties.

2. The termination of this Agreement shall not affect the

validity of agreements made hereunder between agencies, organizations

and enterprises of both countries.

DONE at Moscow this 24 day of May, 1972, in duplicate,

in the English and Russian languages, both equally authentic.

REPUBLICS:

1

THE FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF TE
U FOR THE GOVERNMENT OF

UNION SOVIET SOCIALISTOF
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA:
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CHAPTER 4

NATIONAL SECURITY

In the late '70's and early '80's, the security of the United States

and its allies will continue to depend strongly on advanced science and

technology. Our future national security requirements cannot be specified

with certainty, but adequate options to cover future threats can and must

be provided by a large scale, creative, well-managed research and

development program. To this end, we must preserve and enhance the

broad technological resources of the United States and to use them

efficiently in cooperation with our allies so as to provide the security

systems needed for our common defense.

Although national security requires strategic and tactical forces

whose weapons systems must be kept modern by technological advances,

its dependence on science and technology is much broader than this.

For example, we must have the technological means for surveillance

over the activities of potentially unfriendly nations, in order to know the

nature of the threats to our nation and to plan effectively to counter

them. We agreed to a limited ban on nuclear testing with confidence

that its terms could be monitored by our technical surveillance systems.

The current strategic arms limitation talks with the Soviet Union are

based on our own ability to verify Soviet compliance with the terms of

the agreement. National security also requires rapid communications.

Many Presidential decisions, for example, require timely information
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which can only be provided by secure and reliable communications to

many places throughout the world.

The sections that follow examine the changing role of science and

technology in national security, the future needs for substantial, well

managed R&D programs devoted to national security and the objectives

towards which these programs must strive. Finally, we consider the

principal policy problems and issues involved in the successful

implementation of the needed technical program and the policy directions

for the future.

@ Science and Technology in the Changing International
Politica'-Military Environment.

Since World War II, science and technology have profoundly affected

the distribution of relative military power and hence, to some extent, of

political power among the nations of the world. In fact, they have

changed the fundamental meaning of national security and the ways in

which it can be achieved.

The research and development program well-known as the

~
Manhattan Project resulted in the development of the world's first

atomic weapons. These weapons, though small in power in comparison

to those available today, were almost unbelievably strong in comparison

@
to previous weapons -- at least 15, 000 times as effective. The use of

two such weapons in long-range bombers brought the war with Japan

to a close and established the United States as the unchallenged military
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power in the world. Had such weapons been developed first by our

enemies in World War II, the subsequent history of the world would

have been vastly different,

The significance of atomic weapons was fully appreciated by

other nations and the United Kingdom, Russia and France acquired them

in a relatively short time (and in recent years, Red China), thereby

improving their political-military positions relative to that of the

U.S., but even more so relative to non-nuclear nations. Tremendous

resources were used, especially by the U.S. and the U.S.S.R., to

improve both the means of delivery and the weapons themselves,

hydrogen weapons, Long-range bombers were replaced by bombers

with intercontinental range. The latter were supplemented by intercontinental

ballistic missiles and then by submarines launching airborne and ballistic

Missiles in soft sites were replaced by missiles in hardened

sites. All of these changes occurred as one nation moved to achieve

a superior military posture with respect to another.

Technology produced such awesome strategic weapons that the

character of the needed defenses underwent a basic change. In earlier

eras, a defense that destroyed as little as one-tenth of an attacking

force was successful. But a city defense which destroys nine out of

Larger atomic weapons were produced, and these were replaced by

missiles,

10 nuclear weapons directed at the city fails catastrophically. Asa

consequence of limitations in defensive technologies, we have come to
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rely more on our ability to deter nuclear wars than on our ability to

fight them,

We and the U.S.S.R, continue to improve the accuracy with which

nuclear weapons can be delivered. For soft targets such as cities,
this change is unimportant. For fixed, hard targets such as missile

silos, improvements in accuracy are very significant and greatly

reduce the number of warheads needed to destroy a target. Both

countries are also increasing the number of targets attackable by a

single missile carrying multiple warheads which, as accuracy increases,

e will pose ever more severe threats to the security of fixed targets.

We and the Soviet Union are improving our strategic submarine forces,

increasing the number of warheads deliverable by them and increasing

the delivery ranges. Defenses against bombers and defenses against

missiles are also under development, being deployed, and being
"improved.

improved. There are major efforts in both countries devoted to anti-

submarine warfare, In each of these areas there are opportunities for significanttechnical improvement; we must strive to take full advantage of them.
There is little doubt that U. S. strategic forces are sufficiently

strong to withstand a first strike by the U.S.S,R. and then successfully

to perform the retaliatory functions assigned to them. In view of the

strong efforts being devoted to military research and development by

the Soviet Union, there is continuing need for a substantial strategic

research and development program so that our forces can have the

improved technical capabilities needed to carry out these functions in

the future.
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The future forces needed to do this will be somewhat different

from those which now exist. The combination of increased accuracy

and large multiple warheads such as might be deployed on the Soviet

SS-9 and later missiles will greatly increase the vulnerability of our

land-based Minuteman ICBM systems, We may either have to improve

the defenses of our ICBM's, improve their hardening, or increase

the strength of other components of our strategic forces, or perhaps

increase our capacity to fire on warning should other options prove

infeasible, The future "strategic'' research and development program

will encompass these and other options, as well as programs needed

to maintain the effectiveness of our submarine and aircraft systems.

Nonetheless, there are clear prospects for continued strategic balance,

so that an agreement in the strategic arms limitation talks would seem

to bein our joint interests.

With nuclear strategic stability in prospect, differences in

tactical military capabilities might well become more important.

In tactical armament, technology has also had a great impact. Some

tactical weapons systems, even highly advanced surface-to-air missiles,

have been made relatively ineffective through the development of

countermeasures. In Vietnam, for example, aircraft losses per sortie

to the SA-2 system were reduced by a factor of 50 when appropriate

electronic countermeasures were used by the U.S, Other systems

such as aircraft and surface-to-surface missiles have had their range
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greatly increased, their accuracy Significantly increased, and the

destructive effect of their warheads or bombs Significantly enlarged. A
substantial research and development program covering a number of

technical areas will be required to keep vital the U. S. general purpose
tactical forces,

The United States has a continuing need to assist its NATO allies

in providing tactical nuclear capabilities sufficient to deter tactical

nuclear conflicts, Here, too, technology is advancing. Crucial problems
in the conduct of tactical nuclear operations involve the adequacy of

communications systems and capabilities to destroy military targets

) with minimum damage to adjacent non-military areas, Implementation

of the new NATO Integrated Communications Systems will permit more

rapid and secure political consultation by all NATO leaders, and will

enable responsible officials to command and control nuclear forces with

greater assurance. Satellite communications technology has made this

possible at very modest costs.

It is now possible to develop systems to deliver tactical weapons with

greatly increased accuracy, and a consequent lowering of explosive yield

and collateral destruction where nuclear warheads are involved,

Some of the technology on which these systems might be based is

already being applied in the highly accurate tactical Walleye and

Laser Guided Bomb systems, which use non-nuclear explosives,
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Technologies such as these are becoming more productive while other

defense technologies are becoming less productive. The promising

technologies must be exploited by the U.S. and its allies, if we are to

be able to deter or conduct effective conventional military in the future.

Examples are: electronic countermeasures; microelectronics; terminal

homing systems; computers; digital communications; lasers; electro-

optical sensors; seismic, infrared and other sensors; and satellites

for communication relays, navigation, reconnaissance, etc, Technological

areas becoming less productive include manned vehicles of all types

(aircraft, armored vehicles, etc.), mass fire systems, slow-ship

systems and the like.

Technological trends such as those cited can change the character

of the forces we deploy, and determine their future effectiveness. If

-we fail to improve our general purpose forces by incorporating into

them the feasible technological advances or fail to deemphasize

technologies that are becoming relatively unproductive by failing to

seek further improvements to offset the rapid expansion and upgrading

of Soviet forces, U.S. general purpose forces could rapidly become

obsolete and relatively ineffective. Thus, the general purpose forces

also require the support of a substantial, well-managed R&D program.
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Issues in Providing Technical Support to National Security
The principal issues we foresee in continuing to provide adequate

scientific and technological support to our nation's security include:

-- Coordinating U.S. technical efforts with those of our allies.
-- Coordinating U.S. agency programs,
-- Choosing the expenditure level for defense R&D.

-- Balancing cost, risk, and system performance for defense
equipment,

-- Establishing priorities within the overall defense R&D
program,

-- Maintaining adequate research supporting national
defense,

-- Providing technical support for arms limitation and
arms control,

-- Preserving and strengthening the broad scientific and
technological base supporting national security.

- Coordinating Our Technical Efforts with Those of our Allies

President Nixon has stated three principles underlying our

foreign policy:
-- Peace requires partnership.

-- Peace requires strength.

-- Peace requires a willingness to negotiate.

As the President has said, ''We seek a sharing of responsibility

with our allies in our common defense and development, Our allies

now have the ability to contribute to their own defenses. . .
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Whereas the U.S, devotes at least $9 billion per year for

research and development in support of our common defense ($8.09

billion for the DOD and at least $1 billion out of the $1.5 billion AEC

program) our NATO allies and Japan devote about $1.25 billion to

their national security research and development efforts. Yet the

total industrial research budget for the U.S. of the order of $14

billion is not significantly different from the total industrial research

investment of our NATO allies and Japan, Clearly, the U.S. has been

shouldering the major burden of providing technological support for

@ the security of the free world.

We should attempt to make our combined efforts more productive

by: (1) encouraging our allies to devote more of their research and

development efforts to national security; (2) broadening the coordination

-and seeking to eliminate unnecessary duplication in defense research and

development efforts; and (3) seeking a wider sharing of technical

military information,

Coordination of U.S. Agency Programs

The policies established by the President determine the direction

and scale of the scientific and technological programs pursued by the

various agencies for national security purposes, Although the research

@ and development programs of several federal agencies contribute at

least tangentially to national defense, the most direct contributions are
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made by the Department of Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission,

NASA and the CIA. The technical programs of all these agencies are

coordinated within the Executive Office of the President by the National

Security Council, the Office of Management and Budget, and the Office

of Science and Technology. The OST has the task of providing the

NSC and the President with independent judgments on technical needs

and on the effectiveness of technical programs in the national security

area,

Allocation of Resources for National Security R&D

@ Problems in the allocation of resources for national security R&D

can be considered in four levels of analysis:

First, priorities are set by the agencies concerned with national

security to match the needs of their assigned missions. Priorities

-within the Defense Department's research and development program

tend to be based upon interpretations of the likelihood and significance

of various potential threats, or the probable importance of possessing

various capabilities, both in the short and long run. Within the AEC

budget, initial priorities reflect the nuclear warhead requirements

of the DOD and other applications of atomic energy. The NASA

budget reflects relative priorities between programs such as aeronautics,

@ communications, and propulsion technologies which have applications to

both military and non-military functions, and many components of the

space program which have no national security application. Within
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the CIA, priorities must be established between the needs for information

bearing directly on national defense and broader intelligence require-
ments in political and economic areas.

A second level of analysis concerns the broader issue of priorities

among the research and developmert efforts of all of the agencies whose

work relates to national security.

A third set of questions is concerned with trade-offs between

research and development and operational programs, i.e. the balance

among R&D expenditures, investments in standing forces and existing

national security systems, and the production of new systems. Much

of the trade-off between research and development and operational

programs is done within each of the military services and other national

security agencies,

The most complicated level of analysis concerns the question of

"how much is enough? T for all national security programs in relation

to other national needs. As the President said in his 1971 Foreign

Policy Message, "we have examined our defense problems within the

total context of the domestic and international political and economic

environments... . (and) our priorities must reflect our pressing

domestic problems ... defense expenditures will require a smaller

share... than in any year since 1950.'' The resulting shifts in

allocated resources can be expected to affect the relative investments

in research and development between national security and domestic

programs.
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At none of these levels of assessment can one be confidently

precise. There is no comprehensive, reliable formula for setting

goals and budgets for the research and development necessary for

our national security. Nevertheless, building upon many years of

work by many persons throughout the country, both in the Executive

and Legislative branches of government, alternative national policies

can now be formulated with somewhat greater clarity. The FY-1972

programs reflect such policies and contain the best judgments that

could be made in this difficult area; but the resource allocation

problems that remain are among the most pressing for the next year.



124

The Level of Defense R&D

There are many factors which must be taken into account in

determining an appropriate level of Defense research and develop-

ment. The Defense programs must provide for the modernization

of existing forces as well as the development of new options for the

deployment of future offensive and defensive forces. Such options are

necessary both to investigate promising approaches and to anticipate

technical choices yet to be made by potential enemies. The more

intense the military research and development efforts of such nations

@ might be, the broader the range of alternative systems we might have

to counter, Thus, the desired level of U.S. effort is. related to that

of potentially hostile nations. The level chosen for FY 1972 reflects

this dependence, as wel as other factors.

Congress has been requested to appropriate $8.47 billion in
"total

total obligational authority for Defense R&D (research, development,

test and evaluation) and related facilities in FY 1972, an increase of

$909 million compared with the funds appropriated for FY 1971.

Taking into account the rise in costs and the substantial planned

increase in military and civilian pay, the request will amount to a

net increase of about 6 per cent in actual new obligational authority.

The FY 1972 Defense research and development request is a

departure from a trend of roughly constant R&D funding over the past

several years, when measured in current dollars. Table I compares past
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appropriations for R&D (but not for facilities and special accounts) with

the FY-72 DOD request for new funds. The total DOD budget has risen
from $50.8 billion in 1964 to $75. 3 billion in 1971, or an increase of

approximately 50 per cent. Over the same period, the R&D budget has

grown from $7.05 billion to $7. 45 billion, and then receded to $7, 11

billion for an average current dollar increase of about 3 per cent. Thus,

the relative effort devoted to research and development has not kept pace

with increases in the total DOD budget over this time. Taking inflation

into account, the net effort devoted to research and development, in fact,

has declined by approximately 49 per cent over the seven-year period.

TABLE I

Obligations for Defense R&D*

Obligations for Total Obligations Per Cent of Total
Fiscal Year R&D (in billions) (in billions) Obligations/R&D

1964 7.05 50.8 14.0

1965 6. 43 50.7 12,7

1966 6.89 65.7 10.5

1967 7.24 72.5 10.0

1968 7.29 75.9 9.6

1969 7.75 79.1 10.0

1970 7.45 76.8 9.7

1971 7.14 75.3 9.5

1972 7.95 79.2 10.0

*These data include test and evaluation but do not include facilities and special
programs not normally included in the RDT&E appropriation request.



4 - 14

The projected FY 1972 increase was found to be necessary to provide

needed modernization of forces, reasonable flexibility for the deployment

of weapon systems in the future, and to increase the breadth and vigor of

the research and development program to offset the momentum of the

Soviet technological program.

Analyses by the intelligence community and by the DOD indicate

that the Soviet Union has been increasing its expenditures for military

and space research and development at the consistent rate of about

10 to 12 per cent per year for almost two decades. Because of Soviet

@ secrecy and because of the complexity of technological and economic

assessments, it is difficult to judge the actual Soviet investment or its

outcome, Nevertheless, there is reason to believe that the Soviet

Union apparently is devoting substantially more funds to military research

-and development than the U.S., even at our projected FY 1972 level. This is,

of course, a strategically important matter which continues to receive

intensive review.

We do not expect, nor do we necessarily require, technological

superiority in every area, nor do we necessarily need a larger number

of scientists and engineers. If the Soviet Union focuses its attention

on an area we judge to be relatively unimportant to us, their R&D

@ capability may produce excellent equipment in this area that will

likely outperform ours (such as in heavy lift helicopters), This and

other differences in national priorities are expected since the overall
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defense problems of the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. differ in fundamental

ways.

The DOD's increased effort in R&D in FY 1972 is designed to

maintain -- and, in some areas, regain -- the flexibility needed to

meet our security needs, Some of the increased effort will be devoted

to the maintenance of additional flexibility in our strategic deterrent

forces. For example, programs are proceeding for the development

of an improved strategic aircraft (B-1) to replace the aging B-52's,

and a new longer range strategic submarine system (ULMS). Part

of the added funds will be devoted to several new tasks to enable our

land and air forces to cope wit rapidly improving Soviet tactical

forces. For example, we shall improve our ability to penetrate and

destroy Soviet type air defenses, and improve the overall effectiveness

of the individual soldier inland combat. Another part of the increase

will be assigned to meeting our goal of controlling the seas against a

rapidly growing Soviet submarine threat. We shall expand our program

of ocean surveillance and control, and will accelerate programs for the

development of large high-speed surface-effect and hydrofoil craft.

Finally, some of the new effort will develop simplified, less expensive

equipment to assist our allies and to increase the efficiency of our

own soldiers. The Freedom Fighter is a case in point.
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Although choosing a proper overall level of funding is an important
and difficult problem in its own right, many of the individual programs

are highly controversial, The Congress, and hence the American

people must be convinced that these programs are needed and the

funds well used. In the past two years substantial cuts have been

made by the Congress in Administration requests for Defense research

and development funds. In view of the growth of the Soviet military
R&D efforts, continued cuts could endanger the long range security of

our country. Yet even if the needed funds are made available, difficult

@ problems remain in determining the relative emphasis to be given to

cost, risk, and performance, and in assessing the priorities among

the various research and development program elements.

Cost,Risk and Performance of DOD Equipment

A central issue affecting our future national security posture is

the increasing cost of defense-related equipment. Ina period in which

the nation wishes to devote less resources to the defense mission as-a-

whole and to increase its attention to civilian affairs, the cost of weapons

systems is greatly increasing. For example, each F-15 aircraft being

developed to counter the new Soviet tactical aircraft is expected to cost

between $9 and $10 million. This is about three times the cost of the

older aircraft the F-15 is replacing, and perhaps 10 times the cost of
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tactical aircraft of two generations before. The Mk-48 torpedo is

expected to cost perhaps six to eight times as much as the torpedo

which it will replace, Ships and submarines are becoming more

expensive, as are surface-to-air missile systems.

Important factors in increasing costs are the incorporation of

the new and advanced technology needed to match or exceed the

performance being built into potentially hostile military systems,

together with the tendency to develop systems capable of performing

many functions. To build the most effective weapons systems, we

@
must work in advanced technical areas in which knowledge is incomplete.

In some cases significant but unforeseen performance improvements

are made in the course of research and development, which would increase

estimated costs. In other cases, unforeseen problems will arise that

may also increase costs. Sometimes, cost reductions occur.

A trend in U.S. weapons system design has been toward providing

systems that are capable of performing as many different kinds of missions

as possible, Thus, we have aircraft that are designed to be simultaneously

capable of close air support, deep interdiction, reconnaissance, jamming,

and at the same time outclass each potential enemy aircraft in speed,

rate of climb, take-off length, etc.

The result has been substantial cost increases and thus smaller

numbers of items finally procured, In many weapons programs, the trade-off

between simplicity, low cost, and large numbers versus multifunction, high

cost and small numbers has not been adequately understood.
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Burdensome administrative procurement and review procedures also
contribute to the inflation of the number of personnel and overhead costs
associated with the management of U.S. weapons programs, Improvements

in management techniques (such as the "prototype before you buy'' principle)

should help reduce the possibility and scale of ]large cost overruns such as

have occurred in the past.

In addition to such cost considerations, it is desirable to seek entirely

new ways to do the military tasks at hand to avoid spiraling costs. Offensive

weapons systems, for example, are designed to overcome a known or expected

enemy defense. The next generation of enemy defense is designed with that

offensive weapon system in mind, and increasing technical sophistication is

added to overcome it in turn, Consequently, when the offensive weapon system

is redesigned, it must be made more complex and more sophisticated if it is to

overcome the more sophisticated defense.

This cycle of ever-increasing complexity is accompanied by a cycle of

ever-increasing cost, When, through R&D, new ways are found to perform the

same task, a new cost (and effectiveness) cycle may be started since the counters

to the new system generally are not yet developed. In this way, ballistic missiles

made obsolete our forward-based strategic aircraft and new costs and effective-

"ness cycles were started, Tactical aircraft and air defenses may provide good

illustrations of this process in the future, The development of surface-to-surface

missiles may be the best answer to the cost reduction problem in some areas of

present tactical aircraft applications.
Ultimately, of course, the spiral of cost escalation must be ended

through the international negotiation of arms limitation. We and the Soviet

Union have embarked on this course in respect to strategic arms.
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Ultimately, of course, the spiral of cost escalation could

possibly be ended through the international negotiation of arms

limitation. We and the Soviet Union have embarked on this cour se

in respect to strategic arms. Even with unqualified success in these

and other negotiations, however, we shall require, probably for many

years after, an increased rather than reduced budget for defense

research and development. Not only must we be prepared for abrogation

of any treaty by other nations, but we must also search for better means

-- usually technological means -- to determine whether the treaty is

being honored.
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Priorities in Defense R&D

The decision to increase funding for defense R&D in FY 1972 does

not imply that a decision has already been made that more military systems

are needed in the field, nor that any particular systems will be deployed

at some time in the future. It reflects an assessment of the country's

growing need to preserve the technological flexibility that might be

required in the future and an assessment of the implications of the Soviet

Union's continued large commitments to military R&D.

Between FY 1970 and FY 1972, the DOD funds devoted to the final

stage of operational systems development have declined by about $800

million. During the same period, DOD funds devoted to earlier stages

of development - exploratory, advanced, and engineering development ~

have increased by about $1.3 billion. It is expected that this trend will

continue with increasing emphasis on exploratory and prototyping work

"aimed at defining the elements of feasible weapons systems and shortening

the lag in responding to new Soviet capabilities.

There is another significant trend in the DOD funding priorities for

research and development: increasing emphasis on R&D related to tactical

forces, with Cca comparable decrease in strategic-related R&D. Although

strategic threats are by no means declining and could increase unless the

arms talks are successful, more of our limited resources are being

assigned to fulfilling the urgent needs of our tactical forces, and to meeting

the goals of the Nixon Doctrine. Hence, from FY 1970 to FY 1972, funds
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for strategic R&D have declined from 33 to 30 percent of the total R&D

effort, while the share of funds for tactical R&D increased from 35 to 39

percent.

Research Supporting National Defense

The role of research underlying development in supporting national

defense has been examined many times since the successful technological

efforts in World War II. Questions have been raised about this role in the

past few years, questions about policies, management, and funding levels.

The DOD and AEC (and, more recently, NASA) have for many years

been major sponsors of the nation's research in the physical and engineering

sciences. The essential reason for this sponsorship is clear. These agencies

have found that development programs become more effective if they are

closely associated with supporting research programs. Close contact with

the moving frontier of science makes development genuinely advanced and

fosters the rapid incorporation of new ideas and new technology into the

applied program.

In continuing its supporting research effort, the DOD will emphasize

many fields, including the oceanographic and meteorological sciences,

computer sciences, additional areas of sensor technology and of advanced

computer techniques, aircraft propulsion technologies, surface effect ship

technologies, and new materials for a variety of possible applications.

The budgetary priorities reflect the recommendations of the President's

Blue Ribbon Defense Panel for greater attention to these areas of research

underpinning the next generation of advanced technology.



4 - 21

Some observers believe that basic scientific research has no place

in the Defense Department's program, arguing that support for the basic

sciences should come only from civilian agencies. However, the pattern

of several mission-oriented agencies of the federal government supporting

basic research provides substantial benefits. It is more likely that the

existence and significance of the results of fundamental research will be

understood in the mission agency if the agency participated in the support

of the work. This assures an effective coupling between research and

practice, and provides the basis of a continuing input of new means to

improve the agency's capability to accomplish its mission. Mission agency

support of basic science--strengthened and balanced by the NSF--can also

provide the aggregate competitive vigor within which R&D serving all

agencies can thrive. The DOD should continue to be a participant in this

pluralistic pattern.

During the last two years the DOD thoroughly reviewed its basic

and applied research programs to make sure that its current programs

are relevant to its needs. Less than 5 percent of the total Defense

research and development funding is currently devoted to basic scientific

investigations. Further, the DOD share of the total federal support for

research at universities is now about 12.5 percent, while the DOD share

of the total federal support for all R&D is about 50 percent. The dollar

level of DOD support to universities was held constant in the FY 1972

budget.
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As a result of its review of its basic research projects in the face of

budgetary stringencies, the DOD decided to withdraw its support of a number

of projects which were not sufficiently coupled with immediate national security

needs to warrant continued DOD support. Some of these meritorious

projects have been continued under the sponsorship of the National Science

Foundation or other agencies. A notable example is the Material Science

Laboratories formerly supported by the DOD Advanced Research Projects

Agency and now largely supported by the National Science Foundation.

The role of the DOD in the support of research on university campuses

has been particularly controversial. In the case of unclassified work at

universities, the most direct argument in favor of sustaining DOD

sponsorship is simply that many university investigators are among the

most competent in their fields and are also interested in the challenging

technical problems relevant to defense missions. There appears to be no

reason why, as a matter of policy, the Defense Department should not

support the efforts of some of our most talented academic scientists and

their students. Classified work may be another matter. Some universities

as a matter of principle may not wish to participate in clas sified research

and development activities. This is a question for decision by each

institution.

The broad components of federal policy regarding basic and applied

research supporting national security are clear. Such research is needed

now and may be needed at increasing levels in the future. Wherever the
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research can be carried out most effectively, and where the institutions

approve, there should continue to be contractual arrangements to make that

work possible. The freedom of choice of each individual investigator and

institution must, of course, be respected. Within this framework, we can

insure the strength and vigor of the scientific base required for successful

national security programs.

Arms Limitation and Control

Preparations for the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT)

between the U.S. and USSR have already affected the technical programs

of many agencies of government, especially those of the Department of

Defense, the CIA, and the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency. But,

these effects are small compared with those that would occur if a broad

agreement to limit strategic arms is reached.

The United States support of strong research and development programs

in strategic weapons systems for many years has developed a thorough

understanding of which strategic systems now seem possible, which are

best suited to various strategic purposes, and, in general, which measures

and systems are available to the U. S. to counter available and projected

USSR strategic systems.

In preparing for SALT, the most important areas in which our under-

standing was incomplete were (1) net technical assessments of the relative

strengths of various U. S. and USSR postures and (2) the capability of the

U. S. to verify whether a given agreement was, in fact, being adhered to

by the USSR.
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Many of the difficulties associated with net technical assessments

were caused by the obvious assymetries in the U. S. and USSR posture

previously discussed: differences in geography, differences in chosen

weapons systems, differences in the nuclear capabilities of allies to the

major powers, and even differences in philosophies of defense.

Assessing the possibility of verifying various illustrative agreements

proved to be equally difficult. In some cases, the capability of current and

projected national intelligence systems to detect the existence and

capabilities of enemy forces was not known, especially if a concerted

effort to obscure activities were made. In other cases, the issue was to

consider what new systems could be devised to assist verification. We

have greatly strengthened our grasp of verification capabilities, and hence

our confidence regarding which types of agreements the U. S. might

safely negotiate.

Research and development can provide the potential for slowing the

arms race in several important ways. A vigorous R&D effort will decrease

the probability of a technological surprise, and thus decrease the

uncertainty with which we can assess the likely performance of weapons

systems now deployed or likely to be deployed. Furthermore, extensive

military R&D can lower the risks of an arms control treaty being abrogated

and decrease the danger should such an abrogation occur. Military R&D

can also help reduce the momentum of the arms race by providing options

for qualitative improvements in our capability instead of limiting our
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choices to merely increases in the levels of standing forces or in numbers

of weapons. Finally, a broad R&D program can promote effective arms

control by deepening our understanding of the many relationships between

defense and arms control activities. Merely because technology demon-

strates the feasibility of a specific weapon or system does not mean that

the weapon or system will, or should, be produced. Production decisions

are critical in an arms race and should be understood as such.

Sources of Strength ~ Our National Base

The scientific and technological strength of the U. S. to support our

security goals resides in the base of scientists and engineers working on

e defense-related matters in government, private industry and in the

universities, and in the institutions and institutional arrangements built

up to serve national security needs over the years. There are approximately

500, 000 technically trained civilian personnel currently in defense-related

activities. There is at present no shortage of the trained manpower needed

for the conduct of technical programs in the national security area. The

total civilian manpower utilized by the Department of Defense is expected

to be reduced by 22,000 in FY 1972, and the total defense-related

employment in industry is expected to decline by approximately 80, 000,

Thus, considerable specialized manpower trained in defense-related

employment will become available for unrelated non-defense activities.

e Part of this manpower, perhaps 15 percent, will be technically trained.
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Since World War II, a pattern of institutions and institutional

arrangements has been established to serve the country's needs for

research and development in national security. While there are some

reasons to modify this pattern, it has generally served the country

admirably.

The DOD has depended upon essentially private industry for much

of the technological and managerial competence to produce our aircraft,

ships, and electronics. This pattern has provided a flexibility and readiness

difficult to achieve in any other way. Contracting with industrial firms

allows the greatest capability to be brought to bear on a particular

problem, thus reducing overhead and regidity of organization.

In general:

-- Industrial groups tend to carry out practically all of the

final stages of development and engineering and all production

of systems required for national defense.

-- Academic and governmental laboratories as well as industrial

groups are involved in the applied research and initial stages

of development of systems needed for national security.

-- University groups have tended to be the major participants

in the earliest stages of research and development, although

industrial groups have made important contributions. A

number of Federal Contract Research Centers and independent

non-profit groups have also made significant contributions in

basic and applied research.
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It may be that, as many foreign observers have noted, the fundamental

strength of the American R&D community is the flexibility with which we

can combine resources as new problems emerge and new talents elect to

apply themselves to these problems. The technological base which supports

national security is an essential national asset which the country must

strive to preserve and strengthen.

Stability in Funding. Toa large extent, the continued excellence of

the R&D base depends on our ability to retain intact the skilled R&D teams

that have made major contributions to our overall security. They may have

worked for the DOD or for the AEC, or they may have engaged in high.

technology R&D sponsored by NASA. The continuity of these groups

depends strongly on stability in funding, and we must minimize the ''fits

and starts" of funding if we are to maintain the teams we shall need. On the

other hand, we must assure that research and development funds are used

nin the most effective way. To this end a new examination of the effectiveness

of the various Service laboratories in comparison with that of the industrial,

university, and federally financed research centers is indicated.

Conversion of Defense Resources to Civilian Use. Another issue in

the maintenance of the U. S. technological base concerns the many problems

to be faced in attempts to convert defense and space-oriented R&D

resources - including manpower and facilities - to other useful purposes

@ as our defense and space needs change. We have faced such problems



4 - 28

recently in transferring the NASA Electronics Record Center at Cambridge,

Mass., to the Department of Transportation, and in transferring the

biological facilities at the Pine Bluff Arsenal to the HEW. In both cases,

the tasks to be performed by the new agencies were sufficiently similar to

the previous defense or NASA oriented tasks that some of the personnel

could be retained and only modest modifications to facilities were required.

This will not always be the case. R&D priorities in individual agencies

may make transfer difficult or impossible even in situations where the

research tasks which might be performed by these agencies appear to be

very similar to those performed by Defense or NASA.

Some Policy Directions

We are in the midst of change and our national defense policies must

reflect new threats, new opportunities and new national priorities. Itis

hard to overestimate the effects of the changing events and changing

"attitudes of the last few years. On the one hand the massive Soviet deploy-

ment of strategic missiles has for the first time caused many to believe

that our strategic deterrence capability might be threatened and to urge that

we expand or otherwise strengthen the capability of our future forces. The

growing Chinese capability in nuclear weapons and missiles augments that

concern. On the other hand, there are strong pressures to put a greater

share of our national resources into the amelioration of social problems

leaving a smaller share to cope with what many believe to be an increasing

A recent reassessment of NATOmilitary capability aligned against us.
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suggests that additional conventional capability is needed if Western Europe
is to be defended against a non-nuclear attack.

The President has stated that in the future we will emphasize

military assistance that helps nations defend themselves rather than

providing direct U. S. manpower. To the extent that this posture requires

the provision of weapons, we are less well prepared than we could be. Our

own forces are configured to defend us in a large scale conflict against a

technologically sophisticated enemy and our weapons systems reflect

that posture. We do not have a variety of weapons capable of being

effectively used and maintained by relatively untrained and technologically

unsophisticated allies. Thus, to carry out the ''Nixon Doctrine" we must

devote some effort to the development of weapons specifically designed to

be effective when used by a less developed ally.

The Nixon Doctrine has changed our posture of support for nations

threatened by an internal attack organized and aided from outside. This

and other policy changes affect the scope, the internal priorities, and, in

fact, essentially all aspects of the national research and development as it

pertains to national security. Many issues arise that must be addressed

and settled soon. Only a few of these have been discussed in this report.

As it has in the past two decades, technology will probably dominate many

considerations of defense and arms control in the 1970's. What, then, shall

be our principal policies and aims?
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First, it seems clear that sustained effort must be devoted to national

security R&D - to avoid strategic inferiority, to provide effective tactical

forces, to achieve the purposes of SALT, to fulfill the Nixon Doctrine, and,

not least, to insure that no future President lacks the technical choices

and the insights that might be necessary to protect our security.

Second, the management of our defense research and development

programs must be improved to maximize the return from available funds,

with appropriate attention to program costs, risks, and performance.

Third, the broad technological base of the U. S. and our allies which

contributes so much to the security of our nation must be kept superior to

that of the Soviet Union and its allies.

Fourth, we must be prepared to convert some national security R&D

resources to civilian uses when opportunities arise, whether because of

success of arms control agreements or because of the needs of pressing

domestic problems.




