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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 12, 1963 

NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. 271 

MEMORANDUM FOR. 

The Administrator, National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration 

SUBJECT: Cooperation with the USSR on' Outer Space Mattera 

I would like you to assume personally the initiative and central . 
responsibility within the Government for the development of a 
program of substantive cooperation with the Soviet Union in the 
field of outer space', including the development of specific tech­
nical proposals. I assume that you will work q.osely with the 
Department of State and other agencies as appropriate • 

. These proposals should be developed with a view to their, poa- . 
sible discussion with the Soviet Union as a direct outcome of 
my September 20 proposal for broader cooperation between 
the United States and the USSR in outer space, including .co­
operation in lunar landing progra.ttis. .All proposals or sug- . 
gestions originating within the Government relating to this 
general subject will be referred to you for your consideration 
and evaluation. 

In addition to developing substantive proposals, I expect that 
you Will assist the Secretary of' State in exploring problems of · 
procedure and timing connected with holding discussions with 
the . Soviet Union and in proposing for my consideration the 
channels which would be most desirable from our point of 
view • . In this connection the channel of contact developed 
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by· .. Dr .• :;·· Dryden between NASA and.the Soviet .Academy .of'Sclence11 : 
has b'eu. quite effective, ·and I believe that we should continue io .~ 
u.tiliz«9 ,it' as appr·opriate as a means of continuing the dialogue · 
between· the scientists of both countries. 

I would like ari interim report ·em the progress .of·our -planning 
by December 15. · · .. .. 

·Information c.opies ·to: 

.Chairman, 'National Aeronautic• and Space Council 
· Secr'etary of State 
Secretary of Defense . 
Director of Central .Intelligence 
Chairman, Atomic Energy Commission 
Director, National Science Foundation 
Special Assistant to the President 

for · Science and Technology . 
Director, Bureau of the B'udget 
·Director, u.s. Information Agency 
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see. 
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. COJjEIDOOIAl ·. 
NAT_IONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE AQMINISTRATION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20546 

OFFICE OF THE ADMl_NIS"fRATOR 

The Pre·sident 
The Whfte House 

Dear Mr. President: 

The attached r~port on possible proj .ects for substantive co­
operation with the Soviet Un~on in .the field of outer space 
is provided to _you in accordance with Nati6nal Security Action 
Memorandurn271, dated November 12, 1963, and my . interim report 
to you of December 13, 1963. It has been coordinated with 
the Dep~rtment of State, the Department of Defense, the 
Executive Secretary of the Space Council, the Central 
Intelligence Agency, the Office of the Science Adviser, and 
White House staff. 

Since space technology is closely related to and in some 
measure interchangeable with technology of military interest, 

· bare f ul exa mination of the attached report is desirable in 
connection with further initiativ~ in this field. 

1. An appendix to the report reviews the status of 
a greements already reached between NASA and the Soviet Academy 
of Sciences for cooperation in three areas: (1) coordinated 
meteorological satellite pro pram; _(2) passive communica tions 
satellite experiments with the ECHO II satellite launched this 
~onth; and (3) geomagnetic sateliite data excha n ge. _The 
appendix also reviews Soviet rejection of .numerous specific 
o f fers _ of space coope~ation made in the past by the US. At 
this writing, the Soviet Academy, while in communication with 
NASA in re gard to the -a greements between us, has failed to 
meet time limits on · most agreed a ction items but has ~onducted 
optical observations of th~ ECrlO II satellite as aereed and · 
a~parently intends to proceed witl1 communications ~xperiments 
bet~een the USSR and the Jodrell Bank Observatory. · other 
tests of So~iet intentions under these agreements will 
materialize sho~tly. ·· 

2. The report focuses upon possible cooperation in 
manned and related unmanned lunar prbgrams. {Possibilities 
for cooperation in other spa ce programs have been and will 
continue to be advanced in the channel between NASA and the 
_Soviet Academy,) · 
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3. The repqrt recommends these guidelines . to gov~rrt 
foreseeable negotiations with the Soviet Union in the space 
field: substantive rather. than propaganda objectives ·,alone; 
well-defined and comparable obligations for both sides·; 
freedom to take .independent action; protection of national 

2 

and military security interests; opportunity 'for part~cipation 
by friendly nations; and open disse~ination of scientific 
results. · 

4. The repo~t reco~nizes that cooperation ~ith the Soviet 
Union must .ultimately rest on specific projects~ However, . the 
advantages and disadvantages of specific proposals are not . . 
absolute. They may vary significantly, depending upon Soviet 
objectives, techniques, procedures, and schedules relative to 
durs. Lacking sufficient information of these factors, w~ 
remain uncertain of t 'he securi 1=Y and tactical aspects · of 
specific proposals which might be advanced tb the Soviets. 

5. Accordingly, the report outlines a preferred struc­
tured approach calculated to determine a · level of confiden~e 
in any Soviet response, to gain information on basic elements 
of the Soviet program, and to merit c6nfidence and support 
by the p~blic · and the Congress. 

Briefly, this approach p~ovides for maximum ex6hange 
of past results (generally subject to verification from other 
US sources), proceeds then to sufficient disclosure of the 
future planning of both sides to identify areas favorable for 
cooperation, and concludes with the joint definition of 
specific projects. Examples of specific projects would be 
put forwara in the initial presentation of this approach to 
lend credibility and substance to it. 

6. The report recop:nizes that the Soviet Union is un­
likely to be amenable to such an approach. In that case, it 
would be possible to proceed directly to specific proposals. 
Some . 15 examples of possible projects are described in the 
report and evaluated · in such terms as our current knowledge 
of the Soviet program permits. 

However, limitations (described in the report) attach 
to virtually all these proposals. These . limitations reflect 
the general climate of US-Soviet relations and are therefore 
subject to change--which might bring any of the proposals 
within the range of realistic negotiation. ' At present, a . 
change in sentiment ~ppears necessary even for small steps in 
cooperation; for example, in the exchange qf purely scientific 
data relating to solar radiation and micrometeorites, the 
Soviet Union has within the past year decliried to ~rovide 
details of instrumentation and calibration r~quired for their 
understanding. Given a change in sentiment, however, such 

CllFIDERl IAt-
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· exchanges ~ould be ~seful ~nd some cooperati~n might be pro­
posed and deve~oped in several areas including those listed 
below and, in addition, mutual tracking support and the re­
covery and return cif manned ~apsules ·after -their return to 
earth • 

. 7 • . · On · balance ·, the most ·reall.stic and constructive 
g~oup of prop6sals ·which might be advanced to the Soviet Union, 
with due . regard for · the uncertainties and limitationa dis­
cussed above and detailed in the r~port, relates to a joint 
program of unmanned flight projects to support a manned lunar . 
landing. These projects should be linked so :far as possible 

. to a step-by-~tep _ approach, rangine from exchange ~f data 
already 6btaine~ to joint planning of -future flight missions. 
They include projects for the- determino.tion. of: 

. . 

(a) Micrometeoroid density in space b~tween 
earth and moon. 

(b) Th~ radiation and ~nerpetic particle en­
vironment between ·earth . and mo;n. 

(c) The character of the lunar . surface. 

(d) The selection of lunar landing sites. 

8. I believ~ this affords flexibility for positive action, 
utilizing either a variant of the structured approach (para­
graph 5) or, with necessarily greater caution, selected specific 
proposals without -reference to the structured approach (para­
graph 7). 

9. With regard to the timing and form of further US in­
itiatives toward the Soviet Union, the report recommends the 
following: 

(a) Continuing interest should be expressed through 
the existing NASA-Soviet Academy channel, in a positiye Soviet 
response to the proposals for cooperation already made by 
President Kennedy and by you. 

(b) No new high-level US initiative is recommended 
until the Soviet Union . has had a fur-ther opportunity (possibly 
·three months) to discharge its current obligations under the 
existing NASA-USSR Academy agreement, or, in the alternative, 
until the Soviets respond affirmatively to the proposal you 
hqve already made in the UN. 

(c) If Soviet performance . under the existing agree­
ment is unsatisfactory, a high-leve~ initiative on a non-



public basis would seem desirable to prod the s·oviet Union to 
better · performance; additional public steps might be con·­
sidered if this proves unavailing. 

(d) If Soviet performance under the existing agree­
ment proves satisfactory, personal initiative by yo.u would 
still be required to extend this success to cooperation in 
manned lunar programs. Because the scope of initiative by 
Soviet Academy representatives seems limited, Mr. Khrushche~'s 
personal interest and ~~pport would also seem tci be req~ired 
for any significant extension of joint activity. It is be­
lieved that your initiative will be more effective if taken 
privately in the first instance. 

(e) A US initiative should establish our in~erest in 
the preferred structured approach described above. If it then 
becomes feasible to proceed with technical riegotiations, the 
NASA-Soviet Academy channel should continue to be the vehicle 
used; as in the past, technical proposals to be considered in 
such negotiations should be · made available for prior inter­
departmental comment. (It may become appropriate to consider 
an effort to induce the Soviet Union t6 make personnel avail­
able who are ·closer to their technical program.) 

(f) Agreements reached rn technical negotiations 
should be embodi~d in memoranda of understanding, explicitly 
s~bject to review and confirmation by governments. 

(g) To demonstrate the serious intentions of the 
US with regard to international cooperation in space and to 
maintain some pressur~ upon the Soviet Union to follow suit, 
we should continue to exoand our current and successful joint 
projects with other nati~ns to the degree possible. 

This report will be kept under continuing review in NASA in 
concert with other interested offices and agencies, and we 
shall keep you advised of our progress with the Soviet Academy 
under the current agreement between us. I believe we a~e 
well prepared to support whatever initiative you determ~rie to 
be appropriate in light of this report and stand ready ~o pro­
vide such additional information and judgment as you may re­
quire. 

Respectfully yours, 

Enclosure 

CONFIBENTI~ 



US-USSR COOPERATION IN SPACE RESEARCH PROGRAMS 

President Kennedy and President Johnson have affirmed 

and reaffirmed the desirability of exploring further joint 

efforts with the Soviet Union and other countries in co-

operative space activities, including manned lun~r programs. 

(See Appendix I.) In support of these initiatives and in 

anticipation of possible discussions with the Soviet Union, 

this report examines technical proposals which m~ght be put 

forw.ard by the United States, as well as other considerations 

appropriate to such discussions. 

For two reasons, this report concentrates upon possible 

coope~ation in lunar programs: (l) cooperation in lunar 

programs was the focus of President Kennedy's September 1963 

initiative and of President Johnson's confirmation of that 

initiative and, in particular, of his State-of-the-Union 

reference to the subject; (2) cooperation in other areas of 

space research and exploration was covered in the Kennedy~ 

Khrushchev correspondence of February-March 1962 in both 

specific and general terms, has progressed to the point of 

firm agreement on three projects, and is the subject of an 

apparently continuing relationship pursuant to that corres-

pondence and agreement. At issue now is an extension· of 

this relationship to the only major field effectively ex-

eluded from it, i.e., manned lunar pr~grams and related 

unmanned efforts. (A brief review of the current relation-.. . 
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ship appears in Appendix II.) 

This report necessarily assumes that the Soviet Union 

is engaged td some degree in a program looking toward eventual 
. 'i 

manned lunar landings. Soviet statements on this point have 

been ambiguous as to timing and status but clearly positive 

on balance. If there is not a Soviet program, the Soviet 

Union will probably confuse the issue for an indefinite 

period. (In that case, it has been suggested that US pressure 

for cooperation might even induce the Soviet to undertake 

manned lunar efforts not now planned. Viewed positively, this 
I 

could divert Soviet resources from less desirable preoccupa-. 

tions; eseen negatively, it could lead the Soviet Union into 

new technology. We believe that the safest assumption is 

that the Soviet Union does not exclude a manned lunar program 

and that no significant danger to us is involved if this as­

sumption is incorrect.) 

I. 

Guidelines which have been applied in the preparation 

of this report follow: 

(1) The central objective is to bring about continuing 

cooperation with the Soviet Union, rather than to achieve 

propaganda gains as such. (In his September 20 speech at 

the UN, President Kennedy stated, " ••• we must not put 

forward proposals merely for propaganda purposes;"). 

(2) In order to achieve real gains, we should press for 

- euNfi9ENTiAl ­
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substantive rather.than token cooperation. 

(3) Cooperation with the Soviet Union should be well 

defined and the obligations of' both sides made clear and 

comparable. · (This will facilitate implementation as well 

as clarify responsibility in the event of failure and with­

drawal.) 

(4) In the present state of US-Soviet relations, we 

~hould undertake no project or other arrangement which might 

make us dependent upon Soviet performance, thereby impairing 

or ~ limiting our independent capability in space. 

(5) National security interests and military potential 

must be fully protected. No exchanges impinging upon 

security should be considered : in the absence of certain, 

co~parable, and verifiable information from the Soviet side. 

(6) Opportunity for participation by other countries 

should be preserved and all results made available to them. 

II. 

Ultimately, any program of substantive cooperation with 

the Soviet Union must rest upon positive proposals of specific 

character~ Such specific proposals can be defined almost 

without limit, and numerous examples of different modes of 

cooperation with the Soviet Union are provided in this 

report. However, the advantages and disadvantages of 

specific proposals are not fix~d by the· terms of those pro­

posals in an absolute sense. The positive and negative 



values to us may vary markedly, depending upon Soviet 

objectives, techniques, procedures, and schedules relative 

to ours. It is therefore most desirable that we seek in­

formation on these aspects · of the Soviet program so that we 
I 

can. evaluate and shape our own proposals effectively and 

prudently. Lacking such information, we would inevitably 

r~main uncertain in matters of security, ~actics, and bona 

fides. 

Accordingly, we should define, and attempt to hold to, 

an approach to the Soviet Uni.on which is calculated to 

(1) determine the level of confidence which we can place in 

the Soviet Union in this subject area, ( 2). provide informa­

~· of the basic elements of the Soviet pr~gram, and (3) 

merit the confidence and support of the public and the 

Congress. 

An approach ·structured to achieve the~e ends is spelled 


out in the next section of this report. If such a structured 


approach is not acceptable in whole or in part to ~he Soviet 


.t,Jnion, 	the President and the Department of State may; never­

theless, depending upon the circumstances ·and apparent attitude 

of the Soviet Union, determine that technical negotiators 

should proceed to the direct presentation of specific 

proposals. Such flexibility is desirable--but with clear 

recognition that different considerations will apply to the 

same proposals, depending upon whether they are offered with 
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or without some confidence and knowledge of Soviet plans. 

III. 

The preferred approach to negotiations with the Soviet 

Union entails· the discharge o.f outstanding obligations, 

followed by an escalating series of exchanges which are, in ~ 

the initial stages, subject to verification. It is thus 

calculated 'to build a level of confidence upon which pro­

gressively significant cooperative activities may be based. 

Since negotiation on manned lunar programs necessarily 

presages significant new relationships with the Soviet Union, 

~equiring evidencei of good faith, the first steps should be 

directed to clearing the slate as much as possible. 

A most desirable first step would be material progress 

on both sides to implement the existing bilateral (Dryden-

Blagonravov) space agreement in which the Soviets remain, at 

this writing, delinquent (althoµgh they have r~sumed com­

munication). 

A second step more directly following_ upon the US 

overtures in the UN would be the detailed exchange of data 

and information of the two countries' manned space programs 

to date. (This should include past flight, biomedical, and 

training data and could extend to early spacecraft tech­

nology.) The virtues of this step would be that it would 

represent a clean start, requiring from us little new 

information yet obliging the Soviet Union to present con­
.• 
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~iderable information not pre.viously made available publicly. 

Since elements of the USSR contribution at this stage would 

be subject to verification through independent sources, a 

practical and useful test of Soviet intentions would be 
' 

available at the earliest contact, and a first confidence 

level could be established. 

If this step should prove a significant obstacle to 

further progress, it might, in the interests of flexib~lity, 

be downgraded, as it were, and subsumed quite naturally 

under the third step (below). It should, in any event, be 

~~sted since other means of determining the degree of .Soviet 

good faith are not readily apparent. Opportunities for 

establishing a confidence level for dealing further with 

the Soviets would be diminished in proportion to de-emphasis 

of this second .step. 

The third step would be the exchange of gross descrip­

tions of our respective manned lunar programs. Again, this 

$tep would not place an undue burden upon us because of the 

publicity. already given to our own intentions, but it would 

for the first time require the Soviet Union to describe its 

conceptual approach to the lunar landing problem. This step 

appears virtually indispensable for it is hardly possible to 

proceed intelligently or safely to coordinated, cooperative, 

or joint effort without some over-view ·of the proposed 

Soviet program. 

The fourth step would seek, through more precise 

descriptions of our respective lunar programs, to isolate 
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elements of conflict or duplication and to discover opportu~ 

nities for trade-off, complementary procedure, or joint 

action. Significant security considerations do not arise 

until this step · is reached. 

* 


Examp.les of cooperative relationships that might develop 

· at various stages of the above procedure follow: 

Conflict between the two programs·could arise, as 

a crude illustration, through plans to use the same "window" 

for independent lunar missions on the same radio frequencies. 

It would be of mutual interest to eliminate any such conflicts. 

~- Unnecessary duplication, illustrated by independent 

but adequate programs for exploration of the lunar surface, 

would offer opportunities for thinning out or otherwise ad­

justing our respective programs so as to provide, together, 

only required information--the ·exact degree of thinning out 

depending upon the confidence level established at the time. 

-- In other cases, a desirable redundancy of effort 

might be recognized and specific provisions for data ex­

cnange made to increase reliability and confidence. 

-- Discovery that both sides planned to apply limited 

resources to the same facet ·of a broader problem (e.g., 

examination of the lunar surface in a relatively narrow 

region) would permit a reordering of efforts to cover 

additional facets of the problem on· a shared-effort basis, 

with subsequent exchange of the results. 
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-- Some trade-offs can be visualized, arising from 

differentials in schedules and capability in the two pro• 

grams; e.g., the possibility that the Soviet Union might 

aQquire a sample · of the luna~ surface before the United 
I 

States, taken together with our twenty-four hour deep space 

tracking capability, suggests a trade-off between the two; 

medical dat~ obtained in the Vostok flights might be traded 

{or radiation or micrometeorite data obtained in our 

scientific program. 

If an improved confidence level is achieved through the 

modest but meaningful arrangements suggested above, progress 

toward more advanced, integrated relationships could be made. 

IV. 

At various steps in the above procedure, specific 

projects should be put forward as appropriate to lend con­

crete substance to the negotiat~ons. A relatively detailed 

description of such projects follows: 

(Negative or uncertain values reflected in this 

description follow from our current lack of knowledge of 

~oviet plans; a more positive evaluation should be possible 

in each case if serious intentions on the part of the Soviet 

Union motivate a sufficient exchange of the necessary back­

ground information. A negative assessment of Soviet in­

terest or desire in a given case does not necessarily mean 

that the proposal should not be put forward; it is intended 
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solely to reflect realistically the present prospects for a 

~µbstantive advance of our purpose. These apparent pros­

pects may well change in light of any information forth­

coming from the, Soviet side relative to their program and 

interests. Close examination of the comments provided in 

each case will show that the framing of proposals with 

positive appeal to both sides requires knowledge of the 

objectives, modes of attack, and relevant schedules of both 

sides. The same knowledge is necessary to determine what 

critical tactical or security advantages may be conferred 

or lost in a given project. These defects grow in direct 

proportion to the significance of the proposal contemplated.) 

A. Data Exchange 

1. On Micrometeoroid Flux -- Both the US and the 

USSR could profit from a full exchange of information on 

the temporal and spatial distribution, mass penet~ation 

characteristics, and shielding of micrometeorites in earth­

to-moon space. The security aspects are minimal, and pre­

sent indications are that information obtained will not 

present radical problems of an unexpected nature. However, 

as recently as June 1963, Soviet scientists, in precisely 

$UCh an exchange relating to their Mars a~d our Venus 

flights, declined to give us instrumentation and programming 

information necessary for meaningful interpretation of 

their data. Also, the USSR must be expected to be quite 
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reluqtant to provide data on shielding materials·and results 

2. On Radiation and Solar Events -- Both sides 

seek greater knowledge of radiation and particle fluxes in 

cislunar space, ·particularly that associated with solar 

proton events. Such information is necessary to improve the 

predictability of proton showers so as to fix manned flight 

schedules ~afely and permit the design of optimum shielding. 

This is likely to be a long-range program requiring constant 

monitoring and predisposes both sides to welcome an exchange 

of information • . We could advance a proposal to define a 

project of investigation and exchange on this subject to be 

carpied forward by a joint working group consisting of 

designated representatives of both sides. There is some 

question, however, whether the Soviets are yet on a par with 

us in this work. Also, we anticipate that the USSR will 

continue reluctant to discuss the detailed inter~elation-

ships of data, instrumentation, and programming in adequate 

depth. Nor could we be sanguine about exchange relating 

to shielding or other countermeasures. 

3. Lunar Surface Characteristics Both sides 

require information on the characteristics of the lunar 

surface for final design of spacecraft to land on the 

moon. Whether there is the basis for an exchange rela­

tionship depends in part on the relative schedules of the 

two programs; if the Soviets are ahead of us, as is possible 

at this early stage, they will have acquired intelligence 
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of the lunar surface before we do and have little interest in 

any contribution we can make on this point. On the other 

hand, if we are on similar schedules and the lunar surface 

1Q di~oovarGd to :havQ radicul gharacteriQticg not anticipat9d 1 

such information could become critical to equipment design 

and even mission success. It could thus become an important 

element in the space race itself, with critical tactical and 

even security value. Either side might well wish to with­

hold knowledge of this kind. 

4. Selection of Lunar Landing Sites -- The same 

cons~derations discussed immediately above apply to exchange 

9f information in the survey and selection of lunar landing 

sites. Assuming a Soviet lunar landing program, both sides 

are faced with the same gross requirement, and thus there 

sho~ld be in principle a basis for cooperation. However, 

the actual degree of interest and potential for cooperation 

would depend in good part upon technical requirements and 

r~lqtive time schedules; if the latter are not close, the 

leading side could be expected to be relatively disinterested, 

whereas if they are close, information on a suitable site 

could become critical in a closely competitive situation. 

~. Astronaut Training and Experience -- Each side 

must be assumed in principle to have interest in the other's 

astrona~t training techniques, flight experience, space 

medicine results, and spacecraft technology. The US has 

already b~en quite open in publishing its material along 
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these lines, and has not yet had comparable periods in 

orbit. The Soviet .Union must th~refore be presumed to have 

less interest than we. Indeed, . a Soviet representative 

to a very recent . International Academy of Astronautics 

m~eting declined to participate in a second conference on 

manned flight, asserting that there was little new to be 

expected from the American program in the next year or so. 

(No ~dditional manned flights can be expected in the US pro­

g~am fo~ upwards of a year.) In sum, it would appear that 

we cannot offer mutuality for a considerable time in flight 

results and space medicine. Indeed, we would appear to be 
. 

l~ading from weakness if we pushed for ex~hanges in these 

fields, Exchanges in the related areas of astronaut train­

ing and spacecraft technology would, if they were to be 

meaningful, impinge upon flight systems, security considera­

tions, and simulator techniques, and must 1 be ~~garded as 

most difficult to approach in tne initial instance with the 

S9viet Union. 

B. Operational cooperation. 

1. Mutual tracking support -- Several modes of 

cooperation in tracking and data acquisition have been 

explored from time to time with the Soviet Union: the USSR 

was offered the support of the Mercury network for any manned 

flight of their own, with no strings attached (Glennan); 

it was asked to c6nsider an exchange of tracking stations,. 

each $ide to place a station in the other country, each~to 

operate its own station (Kennedy); and the USSR itself 
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suggested cooperatio_n .in t~e tra.cking of deep space probes 

(Khrushchev), but late·r -retracte.d this offer, privately 

implying security c:on$i~erat~ons. Despite seeming Soviet 

disinterest in this area and the ·fact that lunar missions 

~re conducted at particular times (windows) when both sides 

may launch missions -O·f their own, .. it seems probable that 

both could _gain from mutuc'll tracking arrangements. Since 

windows are a functio·n of la\.frich . sit-e and tracking station 

locations, mission profile .and objectives, and payload 

capabilities, the two sides wo·uld probably utilize somewhat 

different windows. We might then provide twenty-four hour 

ground coverage (lacked .by the USSR) in exchange for greater 

flexibility afforded by use of th~ir land and ship-based 

nets. 

2. Cap.s4·1e Recpvery (earth) .-- Both sides face 
. . . 

the possibility of spacec.raft rert:.urns to earth in areas 

not pl~nned. Accordingly, they might both have an interest 

in exchanging ·the sl.gn.als and recovery pro·cedures to be 

~tilized in emergency . recoveries. · Either side could then 

proceed to the rescue of astronauts in areas under their 

control. The exchange of such signals could in principle 

~lso permit either side, 'somewhat more readily than now, 

to interfere with r _ecovery ·operations by the other. How­

ever, this appears ~ ye·ry small risk and one which might 

very well be t~ken. Such ~ project would appear to have 

few negative aspects, _little pros·p.e'ct for wide implementa­

tion, but possil:>ly considerable pub~ic value. 
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3. Capsule ·r~covery Cspa.ce)-- It is pos·sible to 

f rc?.me a proposal that b~pth si4:es :agree upon common docking 

hardware so as· to permi~ ·~itber . to "res·cue" the spacecraft 

of the other in. distress. :In f aot ,. it is not known whether 

hardware common . to .th~ two competing systems would be 

feasible, but asswning .it i :s, res~ue operations of this 

kind, given currentlimits to spacecraft maneuverability, 

would requi;'e compa~ible tr.aj·ect,o.:ries .and orbits, compatible 

Qxygen supply arrangem~mts t · an agreed communications, 

·rendezvous, and docking proe.edure, common training, and 

possibly compatible aerodynamic configurations for re-entry 

purposes. At a minimum, guidance syst_ems, docking hardware, 

and rehdezvous and dQcking techniques, capabilities and 

limitations would all appear, at early stages, to be of 

security concern. A, pr.opes.al of this sor~ would, therefore, 

not be attractive to e.itner · side • ..· 

4. Lunc:ir .19.gis.tics .... .Following the first _manned 

lunar landings, it wou-ld appear possible to define a pro­

posal for sharing .iogi~tic s·upport for more ambitious lunar 

exploration. Such a proposal could be shaped in terms of 

a division of the logistic responsibilities or a division 

of responsibility as b~twe·en logistics a·nd personnel. A 

proposal of this ,type would have some appeal if the two 
. . . . 

sides were on .rou'g~ly similar .·s .ched.µle·s and. sha~ed ambitious 

plans for lunar stations or exp.loration-, something not 

known to be p·lannea·. i .n either c~·~e, · . ·. If one were we·11· ahead 

. ' ; . . . . . . . 

GiU&HDQUll\i.. - . ·' ~ ' ,, . '. ' . . 

http:pr.opes.al
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of the other or had no current plan$ for ambitious follow­
. 	 . 

on lunar projects~ - it would have ~elatively little appeal. 


A p~oposal of this type ~ould hav~ th• dis~dvantage of sub­


jecting us to r•liance on the honorable and competent dis­
. . . 

charge ·by the USSR of its· responsibilities . over a period of 

years • . In any case, the proposal· would not appear to promise 

early realization and should be deferred ior subsequent con­

sideration in the course ~f a progressive and sati~factory 

development of · more immediate· projects, 

5, 	 Trade.Offs -- Where mutual benefits cannot be 

established in symmetrical projects, it may be possible to 
I 

relate dissimilar activities to a single balanced coopera­

tive. effort. For example, we could offer the Soviets the 

support of our twenty-four hour deep space tracking 
. . . 

capability (in .periods when it is not directed to our own 

· use) in exchang·e for data (or sample~) of the lunar surface, 

which the Soviets might acquire befo~e the US. 

c. 	 Integrated Projects · 

Substantial integration of major elements of 
. 	 . 

flight configurations is ci.rcumscribed by two factors: 

(1) virtually all major contracts for accomplishment of 


project APOLL.O have already been placed, establishing a 


heavy and costly commitm~nt in design and development; 


(2) the placement of ·responsibility in the Soviet Uni~n 


for integral elements of · our own program would enable the 


~oviet to obstruct our progress ~hile proceeding 
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clandestinely on·~~·:· 1.own. . NevqtJ1'6le.ea, certain coopera­

tive proj acts req.u£d1t&' ;C:.lr.ese U..tegra.'fj.on are widely 

entertained and:: $onw ·co-.4\t ~• .,...ptt.opriate. More important, 

there may be SQ"1•· .ifi~tt'a;t,~d- ef;fort which is, nevertheless, 

possible at a re1at.i,.,.~::~ •a.2"]N . ~a·t.a~--J··:, at least one proposal , 

of this type is not• below~ 

1. USSR booster/US ·spacec%'aft -- It has been 

widely proposed th·at ··we suggest to the Soviet Union a manned 

lunar effort based U,.Qll ' the use of their greater boosting 

capability and the ·mQtt , advance(\ sp,qcecraft of the US. The 

Soviet Union is nQt _npw known to pOS'ses.s a booster capable 

.of manned lunar l -aadi.Ag and ret~ .although they are develop­

ing engines which, if clus:tereci·,,,· .~~l.Q provide this capability. 

The US is builcil.,ng such -·a l>()Oste~,. ' -It is not consistent with-
the US objective of achi.ew1l~& , -a leading .space.capability to 

delegate the dev·e:lopm•a~:.:; of. ·"'ry ·ade~uate booster to the Soviet 

Union. A rever~•l ··•f. t}le p~~p-~_-·wo~ld .not appear .to be 

in the national i!l~~s~ ,s.i;.n.ce \it would employ an advanced 

US capability to place a Soviet sr>aeecraft first on the 

moon. It would a·l.$0 .entail Soviet ac:cess to US launching 

sites and techniques wl.the>ut th• possibility of access to 

USSR sites under compat'able c_ircun.uitances. 

The heart ot ~h~ fi>rcb].:tW,. p.C1;1ed :by a proposal of 

this type lies in the very elC~e.naive exchange of technology 

·required to inte;gr.atf;·"the lpa.f4e~ft ·:of one side with the 

i:Xohange applies to all = 

http:s.i;.n.ce
http:NevqtJ1'6le.ea
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$ignificant characteristics of the booster system in design 

and performance, including guidance, and requires the launch­

ing authority to have full ·information of . the spacecraft 

s ys t em. A continuing and extensive mutual interplay on 

technical terms is known (through experience in domestic as 

well as international s~tellite programs with friendly 

nations) to· be required for spacecraft-bo6ster integration 

if success and avoidance of recrimination are to be achieved. 

Extensive access would be required by both sides to the launch 

site, and, by reason of the unsymm~trical basis for the pro­

jec~, such access would be one-sided. No experience with 

the Soviet Union in areas with (or, indeed, without) military . 

implications suggests that even a ~mall fraction of the 

interchange required would be forthcoming from them. 

2. Turner proposal -- A Republic Aviation engineer, 

Thomas Turner, has proposed in Life (October 11, 1963) a 

cooperative effort to . circumvent (some of) the difficulties 

noted immediately above. According to his proposal, the US 

would for~go the development of a large booster and con­

c~ntrate simply on placing its lunar excursion module (LEM) 

in earth orbit. The Soviet Union would at the same time 

place a very large and powerful spacecraft in earth orbit. 

The two would rendezvous, then utilize the Soviet's space­

craft propulsion to transfer to a lunar orbit, at which time 

the LEM would separate and descend to the lunar surface 

with both a Soviet and an American aboard. It would then 
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return to lunar orbit, the occupants would transfer to the 

Soviet spacecraft, abandoning the LEM, and return to earth. 

According to Turner, the sole requirements are conunon 

docking hard~are and a communications agreement. The pro­

posal is an ingenious one but implies that neither side 

would develop the total resources to conduct a manned lunar 

program by .itself. We regard this, at this time and in the 

present context, as an unacceptable interdependence, pre­

judicing .seriously our ability to proceed with our own 

program in the event that th~ Soviets tjo not live up to 

their agreement over the extended period of years required 

to implement it. The US ~equires a major booster for its 

own ·posture and broad national interest. Thus, no real 

saving would be effected by the Turner proposal. The notion 

that the necessary lunar orbit docking could be conducted 

without conunon training and practice procedures on earth is 
. . 

not tenable. In addition, this raises most of the questions 

which are specified in item B.(3) above. Our coriclusion ~s 

that the Turner proposal is neither practicable nor desirable 

at this stage in US/USSR relationships. It could be held 

in abeyance until a progressive improvement in the discharge 

of cooperative obligations by the USSR warrants its con­

$ide-ration at a later date. 

3. Interchange of astronauts -- The US could 

propose a reciprocal· arrangement under which astronauts 

of each side are accepted by the other for extended periods 
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of training leading to participation in flight missions. It 

is apparent that such an exchange would entail long-term and 

extensive access to training facilities and programs, flight 

hardware and systems, launching sites, and so forth, as well 

as language preparation; however, reciprocity might be assured 

through synchronized phasing of the program in both countries. 

The US wou~d have far more to gain than to lose from such 

reciprocity in view of the relative secrecy of the Soviet 

program to date. T~e prospect is particularly attractive 

because of its implications .for opening up Soviet operations. 

We are informed, however, that it may be politically premature. 

As always in dealing with the Soviet Union, it may be 

fearea that comparable access, information, and training will 

not be afforded the American astronaut(s) exchanged with the 

Soviet Union. The concept of synchronized phasing of the 

training of the two would go a long way to correct this, since 

the two astronauts would move from one phase to another of the 

two countries' programs on a par and we could withdraw our man 

if we were dissatisfied. The prospects of such dissatisfaction 

must be regarded as rather high, given experience with exchange 

programs with the Soviets in the past. It may be, therefore, 

that greater success could be had with this same project if, 

again, it were developed in the course of a progressively 

improving relationship with Soviet space authorities. It 

remains, in any case, one of the more attractive possibilities. 
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In fact, early instruction of selected astronauts in the 

Russian language has been s~ggested to r~move at least orie 

obstacle to its realization. 

v 

• 4' . 

Questions of initiative, timihg, ~nd procedure for nego­

tiations with the Soviet Union have been considered, (The 

pertinent background and status of past negotiations with the 

USSR is briefly summarized in Appendix II.) 

1. As contacts continue at the agency (Dryden-Blagonravov) 

level, we should clearly express our continuing interest in a 

response from the Soviet Union on the question of extending 

cooperation to lunar programming and other subjects. 

2•. No new top-level action (by the President, Secretary 

of State, or Ambassador) is recommended until:..­

(a) the Soviet Union is given a further opportunity 

to evidence the discharge of its obligations under . the 

existing NASA-USSR Academy ·space agreement,~ 

{b) the Soviets respond to US initiatives already 

taken in the UN. 

3. After the Soviet Union has had a further opportunity 

to deliver or default on the existing agreement, a further top 

level initiative· would seem appropriate. 

The nature of such a us initiative might be along the 

ff ol~owing lines:.. 

(a) In the event of continued failure of the Soviet 

Uniori to discharge existing obligations in the Dryden·­
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Blagonravov agreeme~t, a top level US/USSR initiative 


would seem desirable, privately in the first instance. 


If Sovie'\t :intransigence .persists, it may then .become 

·, 


appropri~te to tax the Soviet Union publicly with their 

1 

failure ip matters of cooperation. 

(b) ]f the prospects for an extension of existing 


agreements', to the manned lunar landing area become 


promising--either because of performance in the existing 


agreement or because of a response from the Soviet Union 


to our UN initiative--a further top level US action 


should be taken, privately in the first instance. Fo~ · 


·example, 	the President may wish to inform Khrushchev 

that we propose an orderly, structured approach toward 

a developing cooperation, beginning with the maximum 

exchange of past results, proceeding to sufficient 

description of future planning to permit identification 

of possible areas of cooperation, and concluding with the 

definition of specific projects. (Examples of possible 

projects would be included in the presentation of this 

structured approach to lend it credibility.) Again, if 

the Soviets are intransigent, consideration might be given 

to stating our position publicly in order to increase 

pressure on the Soviet Union. In such a public statement, 

the US approach. coul~ be openly described to domestic and 

foreign advantage. 
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4. Whether a further US initiative is taken or a specific 

Soviet response to the President's UN offer received, in either 

case making nf!g~tiations possible, it is then our considered 

view that our -action should. be for t _he express purpose of pre­

paring the way for technical discussions. The NASA-Soviet 

Academy channe~, which has been successfully opened by Dr. Dry­
1. 

den, should continue to be the vehicle for technical exploratio~· 

and negotiation of the possibilities for cooperation with the 

Soviet Union. (If it should prove technically desirable or 

necessary, consideration should be given to requesting the 
I 

Soviets to assign to the negotiations personnel closer to the 

technology of their pro.gram.) As in the past, proposals to be 

considered in such negotiations should be made available for 

p~ior inter-departmental consideration. 

5. Any agreements .reached at this technical level should 


be embodied in ~emoranda of understanding, explicitly subject 


to review and confirmation by governments. 


6. As a tactical device, ·calculated to put pressure upon 


the Soviet Union, demonstrate our serious intentions, and gain 

·, 

good will from certain nations, consideration should be given 

to means by which "other countries" than the Soviet Union might 

be further identified with our lunar programs. (See Appendix 

. III.) 

-- COHFIBENTIAL 




US-USSR COOPERATION IN SPACE RESEARCH PROGRAMS 

APPENDIX I ~c.. 
· ~ 

(A) President Kennedy made the following statement regarding 

United States-Soviet cooperation in outer space in his address 

before the United Nations G~neral Assembly on September 20, 1963: 

"Finally, in a field where . the United States and 

the Soviet Union have a special capacity~-the field 

of space-~there is room . for new cooperation, for 

further joint efforts in the regulation and explora-

tion of space. I include among these_p-0ssibilities 

a joint expedition to the moon. 

S,pace offe·rs no problem of ·sovereignty; by resolution 

of this ·Assembly, the members of the United Nations 

have foresworn any claims to territorial rights in 
.,,. 

outer space or on celestial bodies, and declared that 

international law and the U. N. charter will apply. 

Why should the United States and the Soviet Union, 

in preparing for such expeditions, b~come involved 

in immens~ duplications of research, construction . 

and expenditure? Surely we should explor~ whether 

the scientists and astronauts of our two countries 

--indeed, of all the world--cannot work together 

in the conq.uest of space, sending some · day in this 

decade ·to the moon, not the. representatives of a .. 

single -. nation, but the representatives . of· all humanity." 

DECJ.ASm11BD 
. E.O. 12356, Sec. 3.4 

NLJ ga -m or, t! 
By~, NARA, Datc~-9.1 



2 


(B) President Johnsqn reaffirmed the above statement thr014gh 

Ambassador Adlai E. Stevenson who .made . the following remarks in 
Committee I of the Uniteq Nations General Assembly during . debate. 

on internationa.;i. ·. coopera tion on outer space, on December 2, 196 3 f 

"As Y.ou also ·know~ Presic:ient Kennedy proposed 

before the General Assembly last .September to 

explore with the Soviet Union opportunities for 

working together in the conquest of space, ·including 

the sending of men to the moon as representatives 

of all our countries. President Johnson has 

instructed me to reaffirm that offer today. If 

giant strides cannot be ~aken at _once, we hope that 

shorter steps can. We believe there are areas of 

work--short of integrating the two national programs 

--from which all could ~ benefit. We should explore 

the opportunities for practical cooperation, 

beginning with small steps· and hopefully leading to ­

larger ones. 

"ln any event, our policy of engaging in mutually 

beneficial and mutually supporiting cooperation in 

out~r space--with the Soviet Unioh as with all 

nations--does not begin or .end with a manned moon 

landing. There is plenty · of · work yet to come be­

fore that--and ·there will be even more afterward." 
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Cc> · 	 In his ·St.ate.-.of-the~Union address to the .Congres·S on 

Ja.nua:ry 	8, l96f.I.; President J:ohnson said, 1
·
1 

"Fourth, we must assure our ·preeminence in th& 

peaceful exploration ot outer space, focusi~g 

on a.n expedition .to the moon in this decade•­

.in cooperation with otherpowersif possible, 

alone if ·necessary~'' 



APPENDIX II 

The background of experience in negotiations with the USSR 

is briefly summarized: Progress at all levels has almost in-
< . ~ 

variably requ~red US initiative. It appears that new initia­

tives are succ~ssful only if the way is paved at the very highest 

levels. Negotiations are seriously hampered by the fact that 

Soviet represen~atives are drawn from the Academy complex which 

seems to be once removed from the actual conduct of the Soviet 

space program. (Soviet scientists do not often appear well 

informed of flight conditions or hardware.) Soviet reaction 
I 

time to US initiatives and correspondence has been extremely· 

slow. ~The USSR is currently delinquent on most action items 

scheduled in the Dryden-Blagonravov agreements; however, cor -

respondence has been resumed by Blagonravov after mor~ than 

t~ree months of silence and agreed optical observations of the 

ECHO II satellite have now been performed by the Soviet Union. 

The basic Soviet line for the past four years has been 

that significant cooperation cannot pre~ede major improvements 

in the political atmosphere, including disarmament. (The US 

proposals which led to the Dryden-Blagonravov agreement were 

apparently regarded as sufficiently modest to permit some 

departure from this line--though at least one of the agreed 

projects could lead to a joint global meteorological satel-

lite system.) 

~ONFIBENTIAI: 
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At various times the Soviet Union has rejected US offers 

of tracking suppQ:t't for manned flights, an interchange of 

overseas tracking stations for .earth satellites or deep space 
. . 

probes, formal pa~X'tic:ipa.tion with NASA and other countries 

in experiment.al . c<»nroutiiC?ation satellite tests, exchanges on · 

standards .and techniques to preclude contamination of the lunar · 

and Martian envi:nonment_p, .arid repeated open-end offers to 

explore any i terns · of; interest t .o the Soviet Union. . •: ·• 

With regard to S~viet plans for a manned lunar program, 

Khrushchev has said little more than that the USSR will not 

proceed until they are ready and that they are working on 
I . . 

the problem, but· ~t is not ·known whether they .are developing 

a large enough booster alt.hough engines suitable for clus­

tering for that purpo·s·e are reportedly under developraent. 

Khrushchev has spokef;t. <ml.y ambiguously about cooperation and 

has actually seemed tb accept competition as desirable. 

On the other hancl:,. some· softening of the Soviet . line may 

be indicated, not onl.y by the Dry-.den-Blagonravov agreement, 

but also by the rec~nt willingness of the Soviet Union to 

reach . agreement ·on :Legal -principles to apply to space activity 

and on radio frequencies.,·to. be used in space communications 

and research. The requirements for these agreements, however, 

are far from compar.ab-le · to ' those applicable to cooperation in 

manned lunar program~· 

A brief sumnr~tl : <1ii~· ; ~v~luatton ot" . the status and content 
. . 

of the Dryde:p-Bliis.q:t;rr~,a.:yov :'. agreeme·nt fallows: 
. . ~ ' . . ' . ~. ? _· ·. .. ' .. ' . : - . . . . \ 

http:experiment.al
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A first US-USSR Bilateral Space Ag~eement was · reacihed on 

June a, 1962 ~nd was then supplemented by an implementing 

Memorandum of Understanding which became effective August 1, 

1963. Together~ ·these agreements set forth the technical 

details and arrangements for cooperation in three areas: 

1. 	 Coordinated Meteorological Satellite Program 

~xchange of cloud cover photographs and weather 

situation analyses gained· from each country's 

experimental meteorological .satellites; 

Establishment of a full-time, conventional, 

facsimile quality communications link between 

Washington and Moscow for two-way transmission 

of these data; 

Coordinated launchings of 1uture experimental 

weather ~atellites, and ultimately, of 

operational weather satellites. 

2. 	 Communications Satellite Experiments 

Experimental .transmissions at 162 mc/s between 

the USSR and the Jodrell Bank Observatory in 

England using the US passive reflector satellite 

ECHO II; 

USSR to consider experiments at higher fre­

quencies ;. 
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USS.R to consider radar and optical observation 

of ECHO I .I; 

-- Fu.tu.re neg<:>tiatiens on possible joint expel"i.1Jlents 

with ..active eommunications satellites. 

3. Geomagnetic Satellite Data 

-- Launching by each cou.ntry of' a satellite 

equipped to measure.the ea.rth!s magnetic field 

as part of resea·rch planned fe.r- the Int.ernationa.l 

Year of the Quiet Sun in 1965; 

-- .Exchange of results of satellite.. measurements; 

-- Exchange of data from m"Agnet.ic sur-veys of other 

types. 

·:or. Dryden wrote Bl.a.gonravov in mid-August listip.g·action 

items requi.ring early completion if the agreed deadlines fer 

jo~nt ac,tion were to :be met, and conveying the United States 

position· on each-. This communication went unanswe.red until 

December when ilagonravov acknowledgeci·the letter, apologized 

for delay, indicated substantive replies were bei~g prepat"ed, 

and asked for the l~unch date fer ECHO II. Dr~- )),ryden 

re.plied. immediately l:>y calz>le ,..giving the launch window and 

nominal orbital elements for the ECHO II satellite, and 

reiter.ating ·NAS~'s request for ·Soviet radar· cros.s-section and 

optical ·observation of the satellite. during the inflation 

stage (which. occurs in p~rt ever the USSR on the fil"st orbit). 

http:m"Agnet.ic
http:Fu.tu.re
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This cable was im~ediately acknowledged by Bl~gonravov; 

as of this .writing, he ha~ provided a · statement of in­

tention to discharge at least the minimum requirements 

upon the Soviet -.;union for observation of ECHO II and · 

conununications tests with that satellite. He remains 

delinquent in other outstanding 
. ' 

matters. 

Altho~gh all joint.action has slipped several months 

because of Soviet dilatoriness, this need not affect any 

of the proposed cooperative efforts substantively but may 

only delay their implementation. At this time, it seems 

l ikely that ·Soviet performance will continu.e raf!ged, with 

litt~e re~ard for deadlines. The remotene~~ of the 

relationship maintained by the USSR detracts in some 

de gree from the positive value of the cooperative 

association established; nevertheless, satisfactory com­

pletion of any of the steps prescribed in the agreements . 
should provide . the best basis· for .improved relationships 

and further pr~gress. 



APPENDIX III 
'.') ' ' .. 
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~ 

Besides inviting · the Soviet Union to cooperate in the 

lun~r program \iri his recent UN speech, the P~~sident expre$sed 

a desi~e to bring other countries in as well. 

li ties include the following: . 

The oossibi'"'" . ... . 

l~ Track~~g and data acquisition--We alrecidy enjoy 

the cooperation of a number of countries in the accommodation 

and operation of manned flight tracking and data acquisition 

~t~tions and should publicize this fact alorig with our 

inter~st in extending the present level of participation. 

2. S6ientific experiments--We now give foreign 

scientists a chance to compete for space for their experiments 

in our observatory satellites. We should consider extending 

this practice to Gemini and Apollo, noting -Chat these 

opporttinities may b~ very limited even for our own scientists. 

(In addition to space and weight limitations, there could b~ 

difficulties growing out of Air Force participation in 

Gemini). 

3.~ Contracts--If they materialize in sufficient 

numper, publicity can be given to certain subcontracts 

entered into with foreign contractors (e~g., Cana~ian com­

panies are developing and providing extensible antennae for 

the Gemini and Apollo missions, includi!lg the antenna.to ·be 

used for rendezvous missions.) In addition, cons.ideration 

DE~IFIED· 
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could be given to foreign governments the ·opportunity 

to take on the development and producti6n of subsystems and 

parts, on a· coo12er.atiii.ve basis ;(i.e.·, at their own expense), · 
' . 

to ~~et our' design~ standard' and schedule requiremerrt:s ·. 


The technical and contracting lirrtitations would, ho.wever, be 


severe and the takers few. 


4. Astronaut orientation--A program m~ght be 


organized uncier which foreign high performance . pilots might 


be bro.ugh~ together for observation · of, ·and limited pat'tici ­


. pati'on in, ·NASA astronaut ·training (only) programs as a 

familiariiation and orientation eff ort oh a continuing basis 

{e.g., ·succes.sive ·three-month class es). 

5. Astronaut tra~ning and flight--The numerous · and 


valid objections heretofore raised against .including foreign 


pil~ts in our astronaut program are rec~gnized. 


The negative aspects are these: rivalry among 


interested foreign nations; further pressure upon our 

~ 

limited flight opportuni~ies; · resentment by current US . 


astronauts; difficulties in appl;ication of commercial. bene­


fits to astronauts; se.curity questions; pres'sures fors flig~t 


-pri'orities; feminist and congr~ssional criticism; absence of 


practical application abroad for the· training given here. 


The positive aspects are these: Few other single 

. actions could more . dl"amatically express the President's 'deep 

desire for cooperation; few other single actions could equal 

http:coo12er.atiii.ve
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the · boost giVeri bY thi~ o~e to US ~~lations with· Latin 

America or ·Asia, if. pilots from th'ose regions (many already 

trained here) were -ch6seri; _few · other'-actions ·could do more · 

in the next few years to eclipse Soviet propaganda in this · 

area--or pro-:t:ectus more . ~ffectively against a similar · soviet 

move. 

On balance, te6~~ical arid politicial consideratioris 

suggest ~ negative conclus·ion on an ·offer of this kind and 

preference .for the pro.posal reflected iri i .tem 4 abov~. 

~·: :,': 

Perhaps the most acceptable position. to meet the · i~sue 

of third country participation is represented by the. recent 

statement of Senator Clinton P. Anderson before . the AIAA, 

january ·1s, 1964: 

" ••.•• we- can give validity to ·this nation's policy 

to· 'internatl.onalize space by asserting that the . 

United States will ciccept offers of support from 

any nation which can contribute to the space 

pr~gram.;" 

Such contributions should continue to be· organized and 

impleme~ted withiri thi poli~ies alr~ady applicable to existing 

(and uniformly successful) iniernational programs of NASA. 

http:position.to


Decelllber 16, 1963 

MEMORANDUM FOR MR. BUNDY 

Mac --

The attached interilll report to the President frolll 
NASA in response to NSAM 271 follows the line I suggested to 
NASA. It is intended to show that work .is actively progressing 

~. on the developlllent of a concrete· approach to the Soviets 
~ ~ ~~ ;following on the Kennedy-Johnson initiatives. l alll following 

f.> _o ~ the progress of this project and will try to ensure that it stays 
I"". ~ on the tillletable described by Dryden. 

~ 
" 

There has been an additional developlllent since the 
preparation of the interilll report. Our Eillbas·sy Moscow reports 
the receipt of a letter frolll Blaganravov to Dryden, the cable is 
attached. This is the first coil1Illunication frolll Blaganravov in 
eight Illonths. NASA still has its institutional fingers crossed as 
to whether this represents a substantive response o.n the pal"t of 
the Soviets. They are awaiting the final text (being p0:uched) 
before reacting to the letter. 

OOMP"IDEN l'tA:L 
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NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION 
WASHINGTON 25, D.C. 

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 

The President 
The White House 

Dear Mr. President: 

December 13, 1963 

This is an interim progress report as requested in National Security 
Action Memorandum No. 271, dated November 12, 1963, in which 
President Kennedy assigned responsibility to me for the development 
and coordination of a program of cooperation with the Soviet Union in 
the field of outer space. 

No reply has been received from the Soviet Union either to 
President Kennedy's original proposal for cooperation or your endorse• 
ment of it. 

Work up to this time has included an examination, in cooperation with 
other agencies concerned, of each of the areas which make up our own 
space program and that of the u.s.s.R. Each area has been examined to 
determine where cooper.ation might be possible and useful and to determine 
the technical feasibility in each case. A number of preliminary analyses 
and drafts of possible positions which we might take have been prepared 
and are under active examination by NASA, the Department of State, the 
Space Council, CIA, Office of the Science Advisor, and the White House 
staff. Other interested agencies such as the Department of Defense 
and USIA will also be consulted in preparation of the final paper. 

We have scheduled this work for completion before the last of January, 
and a final report should be in your hands by February 1st. In . the 
meantime should the Soviet Union respond, the Department of State, 
Mr. Bundy, and I will have in hand sufficient material to provide you 
immediately with appropriate recommendations for your consideration. 

DECLASSIFIED 
1.0. . 3.4 
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Respectfully yours, 

~;L~ 
~ ~ t;::-_:.t::: 

James E. Webb 
Administrator 
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LETTER DATED -DEC 2 FROM BLAGANRAVOV TO DRYDEN SENT EMB 
BY MFA .DEC.9 • . TRANSLATED TEXT FOLS CUNNECESSARY WORDS 
OMITTED>: 

"GLAD CONFIRM RECEIPT YOUR LAST' LETTER OCT 23 GIVEN 
ME FEW DAYS AGO UPON RETUl'tN MOSCOW· F°ROM "VACATION. 
CPRIOR VACATION 'I SPENT FEW WEEKS IN US AND YUGOSLAVIA>. 

·DURING MY LONG ABSENCE WE DELAYED ANSWER ·YOUR LETTER AND 
. ! .- ~ APOLOGIZE. AT PRESENT AM SPEND~NG MUCH TIME RESOLVING 
:QUESTIONS MENTIONED YOUR LETTERS. . I HOPE IN NEAR FUTURE 
·wE SHALL BE ABLE GIVE' ANSWER PREPARED BY COMPETENT 
SOVIET DEPTS YOUR PROPOSAL CONCERNING .TECHNICAL AND FINANCIAL, 
QUESTIONS ESTABLISHING COMMUNICATIONS .·CHANNEL FOR TRAN-

:SMITTING METEOROLOGICAL INFORMATION, AND AL~O WE SHALL 
' INFORM YOU OUR THOUGHTS CONCERNING CONDUCT ULTRA-HIGH 
:FREQUENCY EXPERIMENT WITH ECHO II. AWAITING INFORMATION 
'FROM ·YOU APPROXIMATE DATES LAUNCHING ECHO II. AT PRESENT 
CAN INFORM YOU ONE OF ·OUR PEOPLE RESPONSIBLE FOR CONDUCTING 
°ECHO II EXPERIEMENT WILL BE DK. G. G• GETMANTSEV WHO VISITED 
JODRELL BANK OBSERVATORY THIS YEAR . WHERE AS YOU KNOW 

, HE DISCUSSED DETAILS CONDUCTIN)G THIS EXPERIMENT. CON-
CERNING OUR AGREEMENT ABOUT· EXCHANG.ING' INFORMATION 
.FOR MAKING MAPS EARTH'S MAGNETIC FIELD, I H9PE THIS QUESTION 
COMPLE.TELY RESOLVED • AND NOT NECESSARY CONCLUDE ANY KIND 
ADDITIONAL AG1'tEEM'ENT • · PROFESSOR U. D •. KALIN INA SELECTED 

;CONTACT OUR SCIENTISTS CONCEl'tNING .QUESTIONS SECTION lV 
'AGREEMENT•" 

ORIGINAL ... TEXT .Wil:-L BE· POUCHED DEC l3• 
, ' 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

November 12; 1963 

NATIONAL SECURITY ACTION MEMORANDUM NO. 271 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

The Administrator, National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration 

SUBJECT: Cooperation with the USSR on' Outer Space Matters . 

· I would like you to assume personally the initiative and central 
responsibility within the Government for the d.evelopment of a 

. program of substantive cooperation with the Soviet Union in the 
field of outer space', including the development of specific tech- · 
nical proposals. I assume that you will work q.osely with the 
Department of State and other agencies as appropriate. · 

.These proposals should be developed with a view to their. pos­
sible discussion with the Soviet Union as a direct outcome of 
my September 20 proposal for broader cooperation between 
the United States and the USSR in outer space, including .co­
operation in lunar landing progra:lns. .All proposals or sug­
gestions originating within the Government relating to this 
general subject will be referred to you for your consideration 
and evaluation. 

In addition to developing substantive proposals, I expect that 
you will assist the Secretary 0£ State in exploring problems of . 
procedure and timing connected with holding discussions with 
the . Soviet Union and in proposing for my consideration the 
channels which would be most desirable from our point of 
view • . In this connection the channel of contact developed 
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by Dr. Dryden between NASA and the Soviet Academy of Sciences 
has been quite effective, and I believe that we should continue to 
utilize it.as appropriate as a means of continuing the dialogue 
between the scientists of both countries. 

I would like an interim report on the progress of our planning 
by December 15. · 

Information c.opies to: 

Chairman, ·National Aeronautics and Space Council 
Secr.etary of State 
Secretary of Defense 
Director of Central Intelligence 
Chairman, Atomic Energy Com.mission 
Director, National Science Foundation 
Special Assistant to the President 

for Science and Technology 

Director, Bureau of the :Budget 

Director, U.S. Information Agency 


GONFIDENTLA I... · 
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