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What 1s_happening? 'Wha; is it doing for the general |

m‘_EZéffHKrdu//

écdnoﬁf?  What is it'yielﬁin§ in thé“way of.important new
pharmaceutical prodﬁcfs, tﬁe“ﬁréﬁendoﬁs canéer investmenf,
for example? Therbig dollars in energy R&D, are they reélly '
paying off,.or‘ndt?

When you have a budget in total of %1/2 £rii1ion, wﬁich
is where we are now in qurrent dollafs, and where 75 percent'
of that budget it relatively uncontrollable, and where the
remaining 25.percent, which is_maréinally'contxollable, has
a;component of $30 billion charged tg research_and development;
one of these days when the crunch geté_tight, there are going
té be a lot of questions asked about;ﬁhat,we are.getting for

the R&D.

I think that is the blind side of the RsD budget. We =~
don't do*that’very well. I think we should be doing it better{
Senator Stevenson. How could we do it better?

Mr. Carey. I think that is apparently a matter of more

effort down on the_Executive Branch to really jﬁs;ify'nof'ﬁhé
input sideothéb'éoliérs _~ ‘which is wheré thé éﬁ§hési$€F _
and jﬁs£ifiﬁé£ion now stands -- but on the éﬁéﬁﬁt.side. i‘{
thlnk‘thls 15.5 fespon51b111ty that the Pré51aent.s senior
advisoxr, w1th ﬁls puny.little-StaLf, oééht to be leadlng with
the performing aﬁd.fﬁndingnagéncieé.

But I also think that it is a matter of the oversight
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.or less with maybe a one percent difference by the time Congress

10| gets through with it, and that is the end of it until the next

12

process. I think that a hearing such as yéu are.conducting
herg todéy.begins to get ihtd that,‘.I think that if these
héérings could be caf;iéd onrboth %h'the Senate and the House,
focusing on the beﬁefits, 6n the outpuis; making the Executive
Branch more sensitive to these guestions, we wbﬁia‘ﬁegin, I
think, to understand R&D as a federél function and:a federal
‘cost a lot better_thén.we unde:stand'it today.

We budget the dollars, we appropriate the dollars more

round. And the next round comes in a big hurry.

But we don't monitor the output. We don't questién the
end use, the benefit. Meanwhile, thg budget chtinues to go
up;.TI think that we could do a lot better,.butliﬁ i§-a func#iof
of.Congress stimulating through the oversight pfégé§$;ﬂana if f__.
think it is a fuhction of the Executive Branch to'ﬁe‘ﬁ%aéﬁi€ :T
aware:of the importance of justifying thé délivery'on i£é oﬁf§ﬁt
side.

‘As far as we are today with the.preéent state.of:iéfbgﬁé—
tion about what is in the bﬁdéet,.it is probabi?';ﬁ:é:%éaié of
one tohten,'probaﬁly'aboﬁﬁ'a .7 péfcéntlaécuiac§; 7

Senator Schmitit? -
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Senator Schmitt. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Carey, you 1nd1cated a8 greatl concern about our patent -

'polwcy. 1 also indicated tnat concern for many years. More

‘recently in the Senate. I think it is atrocious.

If you add patent policy to:regulation, excessive regu-

latlon and excesslve LBXES that inhibit the accumulation and

'.use of rlsk Captla haven’t we. pretty well stymled the
.-broad appllcatlon of much of Lhe technology that has been

_created over the last 20 years?2 Obviously, there are

examples.'ePacemakers, windmills, things like that, which

are very impressive examples, but compared to the'tbtal

investment haven’t we hardly begun w1th LhOSE three areas

in patent policy, exce551ve regulatlon and 1nappropr1ate

tax agencies? Haven’t we contlnued to stymle the output ;55f”

side? I am afraid if we started to get 1nto 1t,‘we mlght

prove to ourselves there isn’t a great deal of outputﬂtompared_

to the investment.

.Would you care to glve me a SDElelC summary of what

type of patent policy you thlnk is approprlate?_f

- Mr Carey. 'Patent pollc1es 15 an arcane field to get'

“into. .

Senator Schmitt, You don’t have to get into it too

”:Mr. Carey; For probably 30 years, to my knowledg ‘the

government has been struggling with this prob?em of what an
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‘appropriate patent poliey'ié,ih_terhs'of the government.

interest. The'issoes and outcomes in the patent policy
field have been oominated by the views of the Departﬁeht of.
Justice in terms of concern for menopoly o05Efioh. for
industry, firm domlnatlon w1th1n 1ndustry._;.a. |

It has also been domlnated by an almoet theologlcal
fieﬁ, Senator Schmltt Lhat'uhere is somethlng 1mmoral in
maklng a proflt from research and development whlch has been
funded 1n1tlally at Lhe xpayers’ exoense. The current
situation, as I understand it, there are some 23 dliferent
agenc1es, each w1th its own kind of paeenu pOlle, operatlng
in this field. | | ' ‘

- In- 1963, Pre51dent Kennedy issued a Pre51dent1al

Statement of Pollcy relative to patents. The general glst of e

it was thct 1nventlons from governnent ;unds ought to be

converted into practlcal uses by inventors and that the

inventors .ought to have title, within reason, to the

“invention, provided the government also received free use

of the invention. _ § I S |

oWeli. the way 1t works 1s that out51de of the Defense'g;e.
Department 7Wh1Ch has a relatlvely what we mlght call h |
ullberal pollcy“ of allow1ng inventors to hold tltle and to.xrb
the

basis that the governnent should retaln the tltle unlﬁss.

on a casewby—case basis,it looks as though no great harnm w1ll
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be done if the inventor had some'rights to exploit - But a .

.fraction — dyme are some 30, 000 government owned patents 5,~”

sitting around in government that are not and have not beeni

taken up and exploited. That is sort of'bedtnews.

There are some 8000 new inventions being created every
year, on the average, out of this federal R&D. Perhaps 3

percent'of those, one way or another, get into the market.

The rest of them don’t. The agencies 1ike the National

'Institutes of Health, for example, some years ago worked out

what we will call 1nst1tutlonal patent agreements W1Lh
universities, whlch was Tunded by NIH, and the way that was
supposed to work was tnat each part1c1pat1ng unlver51ty would
set up a spec1al patent coordlnator,_lnventlon coordlnator,
whose respon51b111ty it would be,'w1th the consent of NIH

to go out and find a deve10per for a drug or therapeutlc_‘

.dev1ce

That worked reasonably well., In?entions actually began

to get into the market, though not dizzy in scale. ;However,

that has all been .stopped now. The General Serv1ces :
Admlnlstraelon a COUple of months &Q0, flnally go; around to
codlfylng government patent pollcy, 1nclud1ng theflnoustrlal
patent agreements, 1nc1ud1ng ‘the lnstltutlonal patent | |
agreement procedure, pat 1t in the Federal Reglster, and
trouble developed 1mmediately. |

There was intervention by a public'interest group. They
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30 years, and 1 thlnk that 1f we look at the 1ssue in terms
of the research and deveIOpmant and 1nnovat10n, then I think -}f

we have LO get up the courage to take this moratorlum off and
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_sald thls wes agaznst the oubllc 1nteresr. 1here was

1nterventlon by one of the commlttees of Lhe Unlted States
Senate. The Office of‘Manag ement and Budget stopped the _
GSA policy, put a freeze on it Jor, I thnk 120 days, and allﬁnu
patent action involving the release of government o |
inventions to the ;nventor had been stopped. We are in:wnat
I thnk is an extremely absurd sltuatlon. S

1 have worked in government for 26 years and have aonetjd
sense oflwhere the public interest lies.- We are in an abadfdl-

situation where we are pumping $30 million & year into

" research and development spendlng, and we have goit the doof"jt_

'barred SO that the invention can’t get out.

I can“/t make any sense out of it, Senator. 1 thlnk that

olt is a contradlctlon 1n terms to the pre51dent1al pollcy

ntentlons that federal R&D must become one of the 1nstruments

- far stimulating what he refers fo as a new surge of

technological innovation for purposes of a growing economy,
jobs, tfade_competitiveness and productivity.

1 really'think'that it is a serious flaw. It is a very

-nasty polltlcal questlon. It has been 1n that category for

to leglslate a clear 1ntent10n, preserv1ng rights to the

government, to place the inventor with the opportunity for aff.
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reasonable tlme at leést.to brlng that invention into
commercial use w1th benefltsruo the economy that the
taxpayers ought to have. That is about as far as I can go L
with this.

Senator Schmitﬁ. Thénk you, Mr. Carey.
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'”tDr;“Garwih. I would like to support what Bill Carey
said. It is extremely complicated, the fact that there are
B0,00d unused.govérnment catents around shows no lack of
invantibn. Gi?ing the inventor rights to exploit wodldn’t"
nécassafily help if we aretzying to facilitate exploitatioh"
of government-owned 1nventlons, exc1u51ve llcen51ng or ‘sale.
to the hlghest bidder would Dresumably Lake care of that.

In addition there is athhar problem of stlmulatlng

inventions. A completely separate problem. That would

certainly be aided if the inventor received full rights.

The government cauld perhaps request 50 percént_of the:
royalties or 20 pefcent. Hany'simpla solutions to this exist
but in thls proolcm, as in many, thétbaat ia?thatéhamy'bf

the good._ It is somethlng whlch would certainly b;aafit the

country, the 1nventor, 1ndustry and 5c1ence, but 1t is not

done because-somebody can point out an aspect in: which there

might be a superior solution, so we do nothing.

I.thihk that improving the government patent policy is .
_extramely important. Certainly nobady is in favor of exce551ve'
régulation. Too often we have-a”Bﬁréaﬁcracy whlch 15'::;ff_

self- serv1ng without regard to the 1mpact on the end purpose'"'.

" of research and development or whatevor the bureaucracy was

created for.

Similarly with taxes. If one can show a cercaln tax

structure TESUILS in less taxatlon. less growth, Lhan anoLher
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! tax structure which perhaps forooes taking at a certain
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2 level of the economy but results in more proflt and more

ot
"

taxes altogether and more growth for the economy, Lhe second

! 4 is to be preafarred.
% 5 Buf too often, one tends to tax'aﬁay esSentieliy
? 6 everything by some person’s assessment ano.feducee'ﬁhe
% 7 incentife or at least the beneficial=effé¢t of incentives. i
é 8 | :However, in thé'inventioo and patent field there is a f
i @ -.further problem that patenis only aid the exploitation and i
% 10 | creatlon of things that can be patented, thlngs that can be %
% 11 embodled and denled to somebody elsa by being wrltuen down. é
é 12 — There are ﬂany eeremely valuable pleces of 1nformat10n %
% .13 or knowledge which can’t bequhus prOLECLEd and whlch then are g
14 not worked on at all by 1nd1v1duals or 1ndustry from a proflt: 3
15 mot;ve,
16 For instance, the knowledge that eating rice and beans -
17 :tooether is nutritionally a lot better than eating-fnen_
18 separately. That-is.of tremendous valoe. Yet if you eet.
19  out to tell your company you wanted to work on that because it
20 would beneflt soc1euy, Lhey would say1 let sonebody else work
21 . on Lhat. - : . S L »
22 . =:H;He can’t make a nickel out of it. After we have tolo ‘the —;“
.3. 23 WOfld Lhat,:where'cre we’I Hhy should we spend the money?
% 24 :Sonehow there. has‘go be a way,”whether it is a_system of
| 25 prices ——'espec1ally for those discoVeriesjwhich cath be
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embodied in hardware and sold — or something.else which I

haven’t thought of.

I don’t know, but sonething.must be done to suooort. : -
and to reward research and development simple effort

popularization of knowledge which 1is valuGble to the consumer-——

,whether that consuner be an ind1v1dual or a company or the

government — but canft be 1ncorporated 1n a product whlch is
sold or in- a patent. t _
Mr. Carey. Let me _add one other thing.  We have a

situation where thse patent practices and policies

are giving us another kind of trouble. If you take the

situation in the NIH Cancer Institute, where government—
supported research on the so- called cancer scanner, a very
advancedoplece of technology, and the research as I'recall
it, was suoported by 1ndustry, but because the 1nventlon was.
tied to government funding, the inventor and 1ndustry was

not given the right-to exploita;dghpaay —% the company
concern, as I understand it, would be to.gotout of buSiness

and the so-called CAT scanner is now being developed and sold

"in the U.S. by a Brltlsh rlrm.

' I _am ail for the BrlLISh — they have thelr own Problems——

but tn;s_ls a2 strange.klnd of foreign ald. It certalnly

labor force, JOOS tnat we could’ have,'earnlngs that could be__

generated and taxed. Thls is sort of & mlcrocosm, some
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itiustretionaof the policy contredictions in.which we
find‘oureelves. _“
..Senator Schmitt; .I'think that is sn'exceilent

exémple. one with which I am familiar. There are_many others
where the'seme kind of thing happened where we ended up
importing our own technology, whlch is very unfortunate. when
we could have been exporting it as well as do;ng 1t |
internally.

Just as a comment, as you continue to look at the

federal R&D budget, I detect some of your comments —— I detect

_that in my colleagues and others also — this is not necesr'

sarily a crltlclsm, I'realize.some of it is necesearyF—é“h'
but we tend to compare our budget w1th the R&D budgets of the
past. oD ne e T
' We tend to neglect the questlon of what is the need of the'
present versus the need in the past°- I believe you,
Dr. Garwin, mentioned the budget in 1968 as being in real |
dollars comparable to what we have today.. I think our nesds
today'are maybe even an order of megnitUde greater for.
research and development; eoparent1y because we haven’t done
enough 1n the last 10 years._t;e .

In defense, our domestlc needstln terme of envtronmental
technOlogy,:energy technology, the nxport economy 1s lagging,
largely, I belleve, beceuse of a lack of technologlcal

innovation. 1 just would suggest that, wherever you cé&n, you
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analee'the need as well aSIWhet it was in'the past.. In that

reoerd' I would like you to comment very brlefly on the

questlon of R&D for problem solving versus R&D for synptoms

treatment

The classic exanple. or course, is the Question of

-cancer.- ‘The scanner, as 1mportant as 1t was, is stlll a

means of determinlng what to do about cancer once 1t occurs.‘Fc“
The baslc research, the biomedlcal and blochemlcel reseerch
to get_to the bu51ness of how do you prevent it from
occorring is lagging, I believe, greatly behlnd what we could
conceirebly use and, of course, would be of much greater
beneflt to 1nd1V1duals since cost is less. :

“. Once you prevent somethlng from happenlng you don’t have
to pay the cost of treatlng 1t after it occurred There 1s‘

a very strong tendency.. POllthS is one of the drlvers

to fund those thlngs that treat dlsease, that treat env1ron— |

‘mental pollutlon, that treat the symptoms of problems versus

those very lundamental research and engineering areas that

will ectually solve the problem whlch is crcatlng the symptoms..3*

Again, I.thlnk our ressarch budget, even though we

-pOint to real dollar growth in sone areas, 1s wholly 1nade— _"

quate when you get down to where is the DBSlC concentratlon'ij-

of the research dollar.
:Dr.nGerWin. 1 entirely'agree.

If you think back about polio what was visible in the
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#3005 was tne’treatnent of'vietims. That had a lot of
money and.a lot of public sympathy. Nhat really solved LhE'
problem_was basic work in biology. |
Unfortdnetely for the SUpport,.as.I tndicatedaintmy:s

testimony, you Can’t say that e given plece of work inﬂtiSSUe
cul ture or whatover is going to result in curlng or preventlng.
a.glven dlseese. The 1act that 1t nay prevent ‘some other
disease, Lhouoh _Lhen the one you have 1n mlnd shouldn’t
keep you from suoportlng 1t i‘ _“ _

| But_lt does show the problem of 1oentrfying the outcome
of this:very basic kind of work. The result is that 1t is .

underfunded.

The answer is that we ought to support people eff1c1ently,

-conpetltlvely, who will work on these problems for which

'there is no conpetltlve — for. whlch there is no 1ndustr1a1

'_profltmaklng motivation.

© For instance, we are in a perilous state on immunization.

With the'development of new agents for immunizing against

‘diseases, even those we know aboUt, it is-not one of the high

prlorltles of the pnarmaceutlcal 1ndustry.ﬁ In fact, they see

very llttle but problems 1n d01ng that. Thls w1ll lag unless'

_ the federal government does. it 1n the interests of the

Afb“f all, the federal government is,'ln my oplnlon,

the world’s largest volunteer organlzatlon. ‘We all got
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together at the time of the revolution and the Constitution

2 and organized'this.goverhﬁeatffo serve us in thosé things

3 ‘whlch we can’t do - 1od1v1dually. 1t should Cobtinpe_to do those
, _ : : . y

that 1+Acan do 81fiCient1Y¢

5 _'_ Senator Schmitt. Ihank you.

o} ) For our record; if you Have informatioa'that is pertinent,
7 that results from your aniﬁeis of the budget, would yoU'

g orovide the'ooomittee'with your analysis of the effectfoffr.

9 zero-basad budgetiné on this budget? The.reaéon I ask thafnln
10 queation ia that in several examples I have ruh:across it
31 seems:as if iéro*based budgeting works very well for big

12 I.prOJectsithat cost a lot of mOney and works Very poorly for

13 :f_llttle prOJacts that cost very llttle money but stlll are very
14.':feff1c1ent-; : R B R ' |

15 -ﬁ:f. It has to do wlth the SlZe of the 1obby w1th1n an organ—

16 -ization for that particular budget, I may be.wrong 1n.this
_57 .analysis,_butII‘have Seen some very. what I.fhink, pennywise/
18 pound-foolish decisions based on 288. I would'appféciate you
19 comments. - - 7.. , R S _ - -

.20 Dr .iGarwin. Thls has always boen a problem under

21 'whatever system of budgetlng"and d°c1sionnak1ng and is

22 i” thle1rst.1uam on the part of . ny testlmony which I didn“t rea
.23'r:}1'wOnft7réad'it now.;; The headlng is “Small Programs May Be
24 V°ry Important.= Blg Programs May Be The Place to Save.

25 | For prec1sely that reason, lf a program ‘does not exist
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52
or is at a fefytlow'leﬁel,'thefe are,very few.people in the -
governﬁent who canlspeék for it, Who knouiabout it. There
is very little constituent.pfessure_to suppoft it. _Iﬁdustry
does not know which Company is doing to.get the contracts.
They don”’t want to spend thelr ﬂoney in lobbylng.

The 51tuation is very dlfferent for programs which are -
imperlled because of a potentlal dec151on that they are no
longer desirable ¢f costfeffecp;ve,.where.ind;vlduals_and :“"5:
corporations.tend to put-uefy.lafée emouhts 5f“ﬁ$he§°éﬁd"”
effort into the preseryatioh.Hinto:self-pfesefvatioh.l |

I will respoud.: |

- Senaeor Schmltt Thank you. L
Mr. Carey. I mlght add a word Senator..;dégf._ .

When ZBB feared its head, some of us who.studled thiS‘ o
scene with rather apprehension because the hardest thlng
in the world to do is to quantlfy costs, benefits and
effectiveness in research, partlcularly in the area of basic
research. | ‘ .

As matters have turned out, I feel bound to say'that the .
Pre51denLJs budget ;or research ‘and development does a |
pretty good Job con51der1ng, I thlnk the COHSLTaLﬂtS on the
size of- the-budget the size of the deficit, and the 1mpact of
Zero- based budgetlng 1n general orhs; 1t has not been |

adverse. [ thlnk the science adv1sor, Dr. Press, and his

‘people have worked very well with OMB and have come up with
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reasonabln gereral answers and arrangnments. Better, I think,
than we havo seen for some tlme. It could very well be that
in particular 51tuat10ns, malnly in the oarulculcr ‘agencles and -

bureaUS of agencies where the rauloning problems are acute in

| llVlng w1th1n the budgot C°llln05, zero~based budg°t1ng may

have turned out the wrong way.

But certalnly ZBB has not damaged the gcneral budget out—

comes and strategies in the research and development area in

the 11979 budget.

Séhator Schmitt. Thank you.
i'Senatdr Stevenson. Thank you, gentlemén.
'I:have some more questOIns but I would prefer, 1f you
could, to hear the next three w1tnesses and then go to a

panel, if you can remain.
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To'get-more efficiency and reeovery-of-this loss of momemtum,
this production sctivity urge which ooes all thraugh the
R&D system from baslic research on up, I think we smould
WthOUt OELtlﬁg romantic and thnklng snail on some of these'

fantastlc and 51le writings that have come out now, we should

‘look hard at some of the huge projects in the besic research

area"some of the huge cancer investmemts before squeezed, -
a lot of funds avallable Tfor the creatlve 1nd1v1dual and
oreat big demonstrat1on progects,'as opposed to somethlnc for

smail bu51ness for the creatlve 1nd1v1dua1 is somethlng I

‘think we should look-hard at. And I hope you w1ll look hurd

at it.

Senator Stevenson. ~Thank you. Mr. Carey?

Mr "Carey. A few comments, gentlemen; I recentiy-was t;ﬁ"

1nvolved w1th the Natlonal Research Council in the Natlonal

Academy of Sc1ence in a study comm1551oned by the Energy :

Research and Development Agency, before it dlsapppeared. The:feV
problem was somewhat of &n odd one to throw at the Nat10na1 ﬁgf-“

.Academy o;.Sc1ence."

-:It-was the problem'04 how would ERDA could oet better ft

' adv1ce, better communlcatlon wlth industry 1n 1ts R&D plannlng
'and prlorltles._aSo; a group of us tackled the OUESLan|

1ooked ‘at 1t 1n Lhe framework of the new Department of Fnergy,

and generally,-came to the concluszon, 1or what it was worth,

Lhat Lhere Nasn’t any qu1ck wonderful, crestive

i TG 2 .
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organizational ihventien_that'woeld make tHis possible, :This
.is what'ERDA:hebed'we.would discOVer for them. The truth of
ii all was Lhere are S50 many barrlers, many of them lecal,
to the Jree 1nt°rcourse between a govnrnment agency llke
ERDA, DDt, cnd 1nduscry people, that the folks from 1ndustry
faced serious decerrencs in sharlng 1deas and thﬁnklng with
government in the energy fleld.- | |

These.are'cohflict of'infereet rules'in‘iaﬁsf'iﬁese are

sunshine lewsj these are limitations and inhibitions on the

use of advisory committees and how they behave. The list goes

on and on, and it is a dangerous business for a businessman or - .

person to try to'take his shoes off and talk openly fo the'

government because something un;ortunate nlght happen to hlm.fg;f“~f‘
'I thlnk that perhaps what 1t all sugge5cs 15 that we have;.a-':7

for very cood reasons, set up such a collecLlon system of

checks and balances in our T818L10n5h1p5 between oovernment
and 1ndustry, chat they all effectlve;y'cancel each other
out, and nothing can happen, and nothing can werk.

In the area of patents, that I alluded to in my testimony,
the evidence se=ms te be that whilz the Deeartment of Eneray,
for:example, can get somewhere in contractlng w1th |
medlum 51zed and small flrms, 1t is. very rare that they can
do this thOUgh grants or contracts, or 5;m1;er 5?T¢D&?m5“t5
with Signlflcantly large and hlgh'techﬁology.firma iﬁaibe

industry business.
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Really, the-indus{ry.bucks:o he R&D money, ail.of tnat
dazzling R&D money that DOE has, reslly can’  be oot.oot'to-'
work beczuse at the end of it sll, you can’t sey to the firm
that has taken it: “Weli,'okey: now you have dOD°'1L1: §§ﬁ_:
have found it. Now, go.with it;ﬂ | |
There are cnecks and balances. We have go en Lhe

51Luatlon eerrlbly confused. Tnis 11 le study we owd at the

'Acedemy Opens a w1ndow on the problem to whlch there really

aren’t any ava1lable 1mmed1ate answers, mUch less flashes of

Ansplraclon that there is an. nasy cure lor 1t

__.——F"‘_"”"__""—"—“'_—’

With all respect to Ellls Mottur, for whom I have oreat

regard and friendShip; I have lived long enough in-mashlngton -
to have a dlsmal v1ew of-greac, comprehen51ve naclonal

pOllClES. ;rom the top, down.. I thlnk I would have to apply_ _

that to the problems of 1nnovatlon 1n a Very large

market economy that is in real trouble. and is llkely to be 1n

a whole lot more before we see the ‘end of 1t.
I happened to be around in 772 or thereabouts when
President Nixon seized on the problems of laogino.

technologlcal 1nnovation and set about to invent a

comprehensive natlonal effort, led by government. I thlnk wecf

all remember Lhat it got exacLly nowhere. ran out of sLeam,
and_weseaibust. | _
-Now,*I'think 5as I look at Lhe general 51tuaclon, a good

half of the proolem 15 that government as you said, can’t

i+ e ot g
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seem to get iis act together. Again, government itself, if

you don’trlook beyond oovernmeht; it'still has the same

crosscurrénts of checks -and balances._ugf

There are agenc1es to prouact awd dnfend one " idea, and

other ggencies to prOLECt and defend DLhETS, or to advance

certain ideas. They all come into collision. It is

the

checks and bzlances again, and it reflects what we all,

tundamentally, beliesve about the way we ought to run

our

affairs, except it doesn’t work out too well, sometimes.

Senator Schmitt. Could I interrupt  a&gain in the

the oreat peucemaker°

'Mr. Carey. Have I contradicted myself’I

role of;Q [j'

Senatof Schmitt. No, but I don’t think you and Mr. Moitur

are in disagreement 1f he would allow me to substitute the

expression #national capacity" for "national policy."

The

reason 1 feel'comfortable in'doing that is because you threw

1t back to our committee rather than saylng it ought

to be

the Admlnlstratlon that esLabllsnes some Dollcy. That is why

I have been using the term in terms of our irade poli

a sirategic capacitye.

cyY

-~

1017

I don’t . think any of us are smart enough to establish

: natlonal pollcy on 1ssues of thls magnluud and this

complexlty. But if you start to lay the groundwork so the

capac1ty 15 there for 1n;errelat10n and cooperatlon,

I thlnk we have got something we can work w1th.

then
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A national policy, no. I would disagree-with you also, if

you mean a true national policy. If you meazn a national

“capacity, which is the way'I interoreteo what you finally

sald then I would very- much agree w1th that
n_ﬁrt MOtLUf- Could I COmment a second°-i
n{er. Carey.. I yield.
.'(Lauohter )
Mr. Mottur. I do mean .national caoac1ty.u I don’t thnk
there.ia disagreement, as I understand what Blll is saylng.

I think the.effort in #72 to come uo with a technology — I

think it was called hnew technology policy" or somethingylike

‘that —— was very much oriented toward very, yery.heavy;-y

government spending.

t;” The 1n1t1al PTOblem on that was many bllllons of dollars.a
) It Just was a huge, white elephant and Just collapsed.- What.

t_I am talklng about is an- attempt to free up the prlvate system |

to do the 1nnovat1ve process by trylng to untangle the

regulatory frameworﬁ, and to untangle a lot of the thlngs

'holdlng it back.

I agree, it is certainly nothlng the government can, in

and of ltSEllg do, but I don’t thlﬂk governmnnt can just sit

back and walt for the prlvate sector to. pull it tooether._ Itf:'

has to come 1n a way that — oovernment has a very, VEFY
key stlmulatlng role to play in thls. | e

l Mr. Carey.. I thlnk the capaclty 15 there. 'I'think we_
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have it. I .think the problem islthat'wé'are constraining it.

Some few years ago, in a room very much like this,:i_went

out on a limb with the obsefvaiion that if we haﬂ sUch a -
.thlng as an index of pOLenLlal Tor American technoiogicéi

1nnovatlon, and we took that index as 100 and gradéd our

then per;ormancD against that index, it would probably come

out at about the mwdpolnt of the poLentlal
I can’t prove that. I would stlll tend to make the same

renark however. The potentlal-ls there, and the capac1ty is

i
S R B ¢ B ¢ () TN W

there. Nhat is wfong,'l think, 'is‘that tnere=aréfblockag35‘
11 " and imbediménts. I ‘think if we can recocnzze ‘and 1dent1fy N
i2 those 1mped1ments to the release of this capacity and

13 gradually remove them through some politically acceptable

14 transition process, then, I thlnk the capac1ty will begln to z"
15 run, and exercise itself.
16 I feel that part of the proolem in government ~—'and we |

17 can’t Jjust say that 1t has to be. Congress who stralghtens it

18 out — I thlnk the Executive has to do its share-of_'

19 straightening the problem out.u Part'Of the problem iéztnat:
20 .nobody has been in charge of the guestion of tenhnblogy and.
21 its vitality. ' o
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Not long ago in an editorial.iota'magaéine I have
something to.ao with, I suggested that some of 4-he €00 people
who are down around the=Wh1ee hou5ekworklng on reotganlzatlon
matters might take a 1ook'at the idea of transforming the
Department_of Commerce into a;different'kind of departmeot;.
a Department of.indostry; Economics and'Technology{.aoa?give_-"

it a-iob to do, and give it a charge, and put somebody,

finally Y, in thelariver's seat, to attempt to hew out tﬁe'ofi.
stages of correction'in'our p:esent:policy muddle;'with fegéra_
toiinduetrial inhoﬁatioﬁ aﬁa'ieeh501¢giéa1taaﬁaaéﬁ£;_t S
That, in'a‘way; is a k1nd ot.oréanlzatlon le, andllt 1533
not a self-fulfilling proPheqy; but 1t Woaldebe a_beginoiao;;;:
I also see in the statements of'Preeident.éafteftthél:::
enootraging first steps toward a.polioy uhderstaﬁdihg thatL}ﬁ.e
we have problem.. I take that as a plus. I don't'know Qﬁatl'i
Fraok Press.is'goiné toc emerge with in his study"oflthe
ptoblems of ihnOVation,.which sounds to_me as if it is goiogt:'
back to zero.baSe”and trying to aocument the predicament

and examine its Various aspects.

I am glad to hear about 1t.' I suspece that it w111 land

in the han&s of the Commerce Department to do 1t because

Drj_Press doesn t have the trooos, and he is not about to be’
qiven'the troops.
_If”j;flnd myself belng too optlmlstlc about the prospects

of that Study, lt is only becatse a hard 11Ie has taugh

1093;a_
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. Wﬂﬁ,”.,=7  ;_.-: _ .E;ng_{,ﬁllpﬁ.iﬁ_
that interagency étudies are'ndt aiways too.frUithl; -But.
at least there would'5é é 5ééiﬁhiﬁg;

One of tﬁe_hats tha# I wear'4~ as you.can see, itfis
necessary for me to wgar a hat %—
_(Léggﬁter)

_;%;Tiéiﬁé;éhair the American side bf the déteﬁte.bu$iness
in'tﬁé %iéié $ffsciénce_and technoiogy policy. That has been
2 ‘mixed exbefiencé, but it is_inﬁerésﬁing:iﬁ a sense. |

'As yoﬁ have cited thé 3épé£§$¢.capé¢i#ylto_get their
act together and to get resulfs éhd 5eﬁ§fits that aré
scaring'ﬁs to-deafh;~so in an authoritarian sodiéty One
finds that the Soviets go through a very explicit longft¢rm
planning process stretching over nqt five years;.bﬁt:fifteéhf
and bﬁilt'into-those plaﬁﬁiﬁg'prdcgsses are sbme éSO ﬁéjéfz
national pr obiém'_'s. or headaches that they havegot o

: TheYibuild.through that lS—Year'proééss é#piici£'éffé;t#i
and.stﬁategies; including a'comprehensive R&D étraﬁegy, éﬁé?;..
they poﬁr théir resources in; and £hey.folioﬁ it througﬁ{  (

Now in'ﬁany ways they are no-luckier than ﬁé are in = a
getting from here to thére; but tﬁey héve_a éfocééé;{_fh;j ' .'
ask mé? ﬁo§.iﬁi§5PrsééieéfLWﬁiChladeé'$§'sﬁ£efbi§}wéii.i#; :
advaﬁcing.teéhﬂoiogylaﬁd iﬁ-ﬁéingfthe oﬁtpﬁ£5 Of féééérch,"
you #ust‘knqwlgpméthiﬁé;fﬁét:we don;t knoégivﬁda_ﬁﬁsf'ﬁave'
somé.afgéhééméﬁtéithéf-ﬁé.d5ﬁ‘t ﬂé;é;: ﬁé.Qdﬁid'like to hear

what they are.




10
1
12
13
14
15

16
17

18

NE

21
22
23
24

- 25

20

¥
Re!.'-"Oruers, Inc.

Thef say to me, for example: Indﬁstry and goverﬁment
must coliaborate very, very closely all'the.time in.looking
at opportunities and in measuring resources.

I sey: No, that is not the case.

Then they say to meQ _Well, then% at the level ot_the.
industry sectors,'the firms do converge.their R&D goeisfehd.:
resources. . |

i_say:'tIf hey did, they would be put in prlsen;hfhtf”

'The_cenveisetlon goes nowhere. What I try to explaln
is that we haﬁe soﬁethlng called a merket system and competi;‘
tlen, end the function of entrepreneurshlp ena opéertunlty 3h
and all of these thlngs, when they come into - the rlght

comblnatlon, like the stars, produce 1nnovatlon.

They haven't got anything to match it. Their;eehCefh'—eh

their big problem is thatthey ean't'very_sﬁcééééfullj*integrate

research results.with fcllowéthrough,h Bﬁt'it'isﬁtbfféifﬁeteht
reasons than ours. So you get these cehttasts. -Thé§:éié7‘
instructive. | | . |

In terms of any exchange of ideas between theirhsystem
and our system, they-ere gothg to be.very much at the maréins.
Bet it seems to me that in llght of much that has been said’
here, thet my head sucgests that we try to 1dent1fy where
the prlnC1pal blockaaes are, whethet they are legal whether

they are institutlonal, whether they are traditional, whether

we have carried over into the very difficult economy of the
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"80s -- which.we'might as well céil;it -- arrangements that
workeﬁ-vefy well in aﬁéiﬁplerf'léSS‘congeéted, less high
température économy of the '20s énd '30s, when.it didn't
matterigo:ﬁuqh where we stood relative to tﬁe globai etohoﬁiés;
and'éée whether we have gotten ourselves into some trouble thét
we h&w.neea to deal with.

I think that I would réther éee us taékle'sﬁch érbblemé?f 
as the patent policy problem one'at a time, and try to‘déal.u'

with it, than to wait until we have an ideal formulation that

' will carry us for the indefinite futﬁré;_ I ddn‘t;thihthheg'

politics in government work that way. .

Thank you.

Senator Schmiti?

Senator Schmitt. Two or three'commeﬁtéffﬂihé hbﬁr  ff T

gréws late.

Mayor Horn, I.first of ail amvery.Sympathétié £g:§ou£  
teétimony and the thrust Qf it. I would, however,:saf'ﬁﬁééf:
I think you may have been a-littlé toé - had too finé é: 

filter on what was helping the cities and what was'not.reiated

to the cities, particularly in the service-delivery area.

I think over the last decade or decade and a haif, you

. look at the communication, use of computers, law enforcement

capabilities we have, air transportation, environmental

technblogy,energy technology, medical technology, there has
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%dsS 1 'been;a great spin-off -- indireét'ihfmost cases, but neverthe-
2 less a very direct spin—off —— into the problemns Qf the urban
3| areas.

4 .They have not solved those pfoblems, and that is why I

5 égree with yQu complétely théﬁ there are many éreas where

6| specific targeted applications of science ancflrtechnology‘j

71| would be appropraite.

8 But in the basic R&S base, Séienééﬁand technology base,
9l really, thaf wa create in this country, whether it is created
10} by the private sector or by govérnment, it is amazing how

11 often there is this épin—off into direcg'application, an

12 'almost inadvertent or unanticipated application, sometimes

]3 unrecognized application to the problems of the urban areas.
14 I do think it is very important what your group is

15 doing,land I will look forward to further information. from you.

16 I also, Professor Smith, would like to suggest that in
17| the ﬁext edition of”your book —-- which I look forward to
18 scanning -- on the state of academic science, that .you include

19l a chapter on earth science. It.is an area of someiinterest

20| to me, and also one which bears.véry, very closely'fo the

21 || major problems affecting the country: resourées:'availability,
é 22 | how do you f£ind them, how do you get at them when you dé find

23 || them; the prédictive technologies and pre&ictive $Ciences:

24 earthquakes and other pnxxﬁsesinvolved with solid earth and
ReDorters, Inc. o .
25 the gaseous/fluid spheres around it.‘ Nuclear material storage




