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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY,
Washington, DC, May 29, 1959.

To the Members of the Committee:

We transmit herewith for your information and review the first
of a series of draft chapters based on the hearings and studies car-
ried out by the Committee’s Science Policy Task Force.

This draft chapter covers the system of reports submitted to the
Congress by the Executive branch of the government in the fields
of science and science policy. The many reports submitted to the
Congress in these areas constitute an important source of informa-
tion and oversight of the Federal government’'s science activities.
This draft chapter reviews those reports, and includes proposed
conclusions and recommendations for the further improvement in
their preparation by the Executive departments and their use by
the Congress.

The draft chapter was developed by the staff of the Science
Policy Task Force. As such it does not necessarily reflect the views
of the Committee or its Members. We invite Members of the Com-
mittee to review this draft chapter and advise us of any suggestions
for additions, changes, or deletions. As recommended by the Task
Force when it began its work, we expect that hearings will be held
to obtain further comments when most or all the draft chapters
have been completed.

This draft chapter is also being made available to interested offi-
cers and individuals in the departments and agencies of the Execu-
tive branch of the government, and in industry and the academic
world. We invite any such individuals to advise us of any improve-
ments to the draft report chapter they would like to recommend,
be they factual, methodological or policy in nature. Such comments
should be addressed to: Chairman, Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology, U.S. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C.
20515, Attn: Science Policy Task Force.

American science has long been one of the important corner-
stones in the nation’s cultural, technological, educational, and
international affairs. Our Science Policy Study is aimed at further
strengthening the nation’s scientific enterprise for the decades
ahead. In doing so we must preserve those aspects that will insure
the continued strength of that enterprise. But at the same time we
must not hesitate to examine with an open mind all policies and
practices now in effect, and adopt new approaches in those cases
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PREFACE

(This Preface is intended for the fina rt which will in-
clude all the chapters now being dmfteﬁt is being includ-
ed here, and with each draft chapter, for the information
of the reader.)

Over the last 45 years, since World War II ended, the Federal
Government has come to play a mai]m r role in the financial support
of American science. What should that role be in the future? In the
next 45 years, as we look ahead to the year 2035, how will Ameri-
can science develop, and what should the Federal role be in provid-
ing support to that development? Which of our Federal science
policies that have brought us to where we are today should be con-
tinued, and which must be changed to take into account new condi-
tions and changed circumstances?

In January 1985, as the 99th Congress began its work, the House
Committee on Science and Technology established an 18-member
Task Force on Science Policy to address those questions. The need
to address those questions arose from a number of factors. In the
Congress there was a growing feeling among many Members that
they were devoting large amounts of time to careful reviews of
eaci year’s budget proposals, the increases and decreases they en-
tailed, and the initiatives they included. But there was not a corre-
sponding degree of attention to the underlying policies and longer-
term trends in which those annual changes should be viewed if
Federal science policy was to be successful.

Another factor was the emergence in the late seventies and early
eighties of a series of problems and policy dilemmas affecting indi-
vidual parts of Federal science policy. They included concerns
about the adequacy of research instrumentation and facilities, pro-

for the start-up of a number of costly “Big Science” facili-
ties, predictions of s rhaga of scientists and engineers in the
early and mid-nineties, and a broad-gaged concern about the com-
petitiveness of American technology, especially science-based high-
technology.

And, finally, overshadowing all these issues, was the massive
growth of the Federal deficit. This was accompanied by an effort,
both in the Congress and in the Executive Branch, to balance the
Federal budget, efforts that necessarily ran counter to the propos-
als for increases in the funding of science and science education.

All of those factors came together to suggest that an in-depth
review of U.S. science policy would be timely. Such a review would
enable the Committee to look beyond the annual budget process
and the individual science programs to achieve a broader perspec-
tive on the needs and opportunities as well as the limits and con-
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straints on which Federal science policy should be based. Such a
review would, it was felt, enable the Committee to place its weight
behind those past and current policies which will contribute to con-
tinued success; it would also enable the Committee to propose and
enact changes in policies and practices which are neeged to meet
present and future circumstances in which American science will
find itself in the coming decades.

The last major review of American science policy was conducted
in the mid-sixties. That review was also done in the Congress,
under the auspices of the House Select Committee on Government
Research. Known as the “Elliott Committee” after its Chairman,
Congressman Carl A. Elliott of Alabama, that Committee produced
a series of 12 special studies and held a series of hearings. It helped
provide a perspective on the nation’s total research effort as the
build-up following Sputnik gathered strength. In the mid-seventies,
the Congress sought to have a comparable, in-depth review con-
ducted in the Executive Branch. The Science Policy Act of 1976,
which established the OSTP and the President’s Committee on Sci-
ence and Technology, provided, in Title III of the Act, that a “Fed-
eral Science, Engineering, and Technology Survey’’ be conducted in
the first two years of the life of that White House Committee. To-
wards the end of the Ford Administration such a study was initiat-
ed by the Committee established according to the Act and co-
chaired by Dr. Simon Ramo, the Chairman of TRW, Inc., and Dr.
William O. Baker, the President of Bell Laboratories. However, the
Carter Administration elected not to reappoint the Committee, and
the Survey was not performed.

When the agenda for the present Science Policy Study was ini-
tially formulated, much attention was given to the manner in
which such a study could best be carried out. It was concluded that
two particular approaches, which often are not part of studies of
science policy, should be given particular emphasis. One is the his-
torical dimension—the evolution of the policies and institutions
that constitute the substance and framework of science policy; the
other is the quantitative dimension—the numbers of scientists, dol-
lars, research papers, research institutions, etc. that constitute the
inputs and output in U.S. science policy now and in the past, and
about which decisions in future years must be made.

The call for inclusion of a historical perspective in the Science
Policy Study took the following form in the Committee’s Agenda
for the Science Policy Study:

We recognize that science policy is dynamic, ever-chang-
ing, and has a past and a future. That past, although com-
paratively short, is replete with changes that range from
adjustments in the nuances of policy to major redirecti
in program orientation. Similarly, the future of science
Eolicy calls for sensitivity to important, but hardly detecta-

le, emerging developments as well as the anticipation of
major trends in the factors affecting science and science
policy. In the conduct of the Science Policy Study an
awareness of historical developments coupled with an
acute sensitivity to emerging future needs will be crucial
to the achievement of both wise judgements and sensible
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relevance. The Task Force recognizes that, in designing
and conducting the Science Policy Study, a balance should
be sought between attention to historical developments in
American science policy over the last forty years and
awareness of potential developments in science, in science
policy, and in society as a whole.

This injunction has been interpreted to mean chiefly that devel-
opments since 1945, when the Federal Government first entered
into the support of civilian science in a major way, should be in-
cluded. This recent 45-year period saw the evolution of most of the
policies and practices for the support of science on which today’s
science policy is based. A description of those developments does,
we believe, provide the dimension of understanding which is help-
ful in appreciating present-day policies, and which helps in devel-
oping realistic recommendations to meet tomorrow's needs.

The suggestion that data-based analysis be included in the Sci-
ence Policy Study was expressed as follows in the Task Force's
1985 agenda:

A prominent anomaly of past and current science policy-
making has been the very limited use of quantitative infor-
mation. In neither the evaluation of past programs nor in
the development of new initiatives has the arena of science
policy formulation seen the use, to any significant extent,
of hard data and quantitative analysis. In this respect sci-
ence policy differs in a noticeable way from policy-making
in such fields as defense policy, social security policy, and
many others.

The Task Force believes that in many areas of science
policy the data is available and the p-olicy making process
muld potentially benefit from its use in the associated

is. We recommend, therefore, that in the conduct of

ience Policy Study, particular attention be given to
the definition of the issues, the formulation of the ques-
tions, and the enunciation of the recommendations in a
manner which will permit quantitiative approaches to be
brought to bear when possible. Equally important, a con-
certed effort should be made to evaluate existing programs
E’h the prominent assistance of such quantitative meth-

We are conscious of the limitations of such quantifica-
tion, especially in a field of public policy which is charac-
terized by a high degree of uncertainty and a noticeable
degree reliance on individual insight and creativity.
Nevertheless, we believe that the time has come to supple-
ment, although certainly not replace, the traditional sci-
ence policy process with a strong component of quantita-
tive analysis, an approach which has proven so successful
in science itself.

In developing the report and its individual draft chapters, the
ysis uently includes a significant amount of quantltatwe
data. Reliance been placed on seeking out both existing quanti-
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tative data and, in some cases, on the development of new, addi-
tional data.

From the beginning of its work the Task Force was concerned
about how the end-product of its work would be effectively used.
There was concern that the main result of the Task Force's effort
could be limited to a set of hearing volumes and a lengthy report,
all of which might do little more than end up gathering dust on the
shelves of various libraries. To avoid this, it was agreed that the
report of the Task Force would be issued in the form of a draft.
This draft would contain the conclusions and recommendations de-
veloped following the studies and hearings conducted by the Task
Force. The draft would then be widely disseminated and be the
subject of hearings before the Committee adopted its final conclu-
sions and recommendations. This approach, which is being imple-
mented with the publication of an initial draft report (in the form
of a series of draft chapters), is aimed at insuring that a careful, in-
depth examination of the issues, involving all affected individuals
and institutions, is, in fact, performed.

As a result, the present report is a draft. The views it presents
and the recommendations it contains do not represent the views
and recommendations of the Committee on Science, Space, and
Technuloﬁ;y or any one of its Members. Rather, this draft report
was developed at our request by the staff of the Science Policy
Task Force. It is based on the background studies and the extensive
hearings conducted by the Task Force in the 99th Congress and on
the detailed perusal by the staff of the many previous science
policy reports, hearings, and special studies related to this subject.

In publishing initially this draft report, we have an illustrious
precedent. In 1985 the Senate Armed Services Committee conduct-
ed, through its Task Force on Defense Organization, an extensive,
in-depth review of the organization of the Department of Defense.
That review included, as did our own Science Policy Study, exten-
sive hearings and bac und studies. The reaulti.n%h report
was entitled, “Defense anization: The Need for Change,” and
was issued in October 1985. Although identified as a staff report, it
was known as the Goldwater-Nunn report after the Committee’s
chairman and ranking minority Member. In describing the report
on the Senate floor, Senator Goldwater noted:

The task force ... has not approved or endorsed the
study. It is a staff, not a committee product. But it is a
first step in the examination and debate on these

issues. . . . The recommendations of (the) study are those
of the staff only, and I must stress again that our Commit-
tee has reached no conclusions as to what ible ¢

in the Department (of Defense) need to be enacted.
staff study will be the starting point.

The Senate report led eventually, after further hearings in both
the Senate and the House, to the of Public Law 99-433, the
“Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense Reorganization Act of
1986.” It is our and tion that our own initial staff
draft which follows, will similarly contribute to a thorough consid-
eration of the many important issues in the nation’s science policy
which this draft report raises.



































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































