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Last minute surprises. On November
3, Deputy White House Counsel Bruce
Lindsey was deposed by the special
committee. Not until the eve of his
deposition did Lindsey supply the com-
mittee with Whitewater documents,
and then, 12 days later, discovered an-
other 80 pages of information.

with this new information, the spe-
cial committee decided to depose Mr.
Lindsey again, when, surprise, he once
again provided additional documents
on the eve of a deposition.

And just a few weeks ago, when we
least expected it, boom—more docu-
ments from Bruce Lindsey.

Missing and redacted notes. On Feb-
ruary 7 of this year, the White House
released a redacted version of notes
taken by then-White House Commu-
nications Director Mark Gearan from
Whitewater response team meetings
led in 1994 by White House Deputy
Chief of Staff Harold Ickes.

But only on the day of Gearans’ depo-
sition was the unredacted version re-
leased—3 days before Gearan was
scheduled to testify. When questioned,
Gearan gave little explanation for why
these, shall we say, colorful notes were
not turned over in response to a com-
mittee subpoena for Whitewhater docu-
ments issued over 3 months ago.

Overlooked documents. Upon receiv-
ing confirmation from the Gearan
notes about Ickes’ role in Whitewater,
the committee requested any addi-
tional notes that might have been
taken by Ickes.

Sure enough, less than 48 hours be-
fore Ickes was scheduled to testify,
over 100 pages of notes and documents
appeared on our doorstep, accompanied
by the dubious explanation that the
documents were mistakenly over-
looked.

To top if off, how can one forget the
long delayed discovery of Mrs. Clin-
ton’s billing records in the White
House book room. Coincidences?
Hardley.

The White House knows exactly what
it is doing, Make no mistake about it.

Publicly, they claim to be the most
forthcoming administration in history.
And they point to the tens of thou-
sands of pages of documents they have
turned over as evidence.

Only after you leaf through the piles,
and see first hand the fragments, the
redactions, and the irrelevant informa-
tion the White House has provided do
the pieces of the puzzle begin to fit to-
gether in the image of a stone wall.

I've often compared it to looking for
a needle in a haystack—the trouble is,
when we ask for the needle, the White
House gives us the haystack. And now,
they want to say ‘“‘Times up. We win.”

Mr. President, when we started this
investigation, our purpose was to ex-
amine the reasons for the taxpayer-fi-
nanced $60 million failure of one Ar-
kansas savings and loan. But what we
have uncovered, in Washington and in
Arkansas, is enough to make any eth-
ical person cringe—and still, many
questions remain.
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It is these findings and unresolved
questions which lead me to wonder why
our Democratic colleagues have chosen
to filibuster this investigation, rather
than let us gather the facts and com-
plete our job.

There has already been a great deal
of speculation in the public’s eye over
issues related to Whitewater and the
death of Vince Foster. We cannot af-
ford to leave these questions—or to
give the American people reason to
doubt the integrity of our efforts.

Mr. President, we have a choice. We
can either continue our investigation
and get to the bottom of this whole af-
fair or we can give up. We can begin
dismantling the White House’s stone
wall piece by piece or we can throw our
hands up in the air and allow the Sen-
ate to become just another part of a
potential Whitewater coverup.

Mr. President, we cannot allow that
to happen.

We have a responsibility to uncover
the truth to every taxpayer whose
hard-earned dollars bailed out Madison
Guaranty, to every citizen who ques-
tions the honesty and integrity of their
Government, to every American who
believes in the saying, long forgotten
in Washington, about ‘‘the truth, the
whole truth, and nothing but the
truth.”

If it takes us days, weeks, or months
to wipe the Government clean from the
tarnish of Whitewater, then that is
what we must do. The Senate cannot
continue to wash its hands of this re-
sponsibility. The investigation must
continue. If it takes us days, weeks, or
months to wipe the Government clean
from the tarnished Whitewater, then
that is what we must do. The Senate
cannot continue to wash its hands of
this responsibility. The investigation
must continue.

Now, I know my colleagues argue
many points, but I believe they ignore
the merits. They argue time and
money, but they ignore the facts. They
say, ‘““What is the big deal about White-
water?” But, again, they ignore the
fact that nearly two dozen friends and
associates of the Clintons have become
casualties of Whitewater being sent
back home in disgrace, charged or con-
victed of crimes related to Whitewater,
Oor even worse.

And, also, they charge that the inves-
tigation is political, but they ignore
the fact that it would be more political
to end this investigation without get-
ting the answers. It is political, but the
politics are being played by the White
House and our Democratic colleagues
in not allowing this investigation to
continue. If there is nothing to fear,
why not get the job done and put it be-
hind us?

Thank you very much, Mr. President.
I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.
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BALANCED BUDGET
DOWNPAYMENT ACT, II

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 3473

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I com-
mend the distinguished Senator from
Iowa and the distinguished Senator
from Pennsylvania for their work in
bringing us to this point on one of the
most important aspects of this omni-
bus appropriations bill, the education
amendment. Yesterday we offered an
amendment with an expectation that
we could restore full funding to the
1995 level. This legislation does that.
There was some miscalculation as to
the funding level required to bring us
to fiscal 1995 levels for title I. As I un-
derstand it, the question relating to
how much funding would be required to
do just that has been resolved.

I am satisfied that this does restore
the fiscal 1995 level for title I, as well
as for the other educational priorities
identified in the underlying amend-
ment. So, clearly, this agreement is a
very significant development. It ought
to enjoy the support of both sides of
the aisle. I hope we can get unanimous
support for it. It removes what I con-
sider to be one of the most important
impediments to bringing us to a point
where we can get broad bipartisan sup-
port for final passage of this bill.

So, again, I thank the leadership of
the Senator from Iowa, and certainly
the Senator from Pennsylvania. I hope
that all of our colleagues can support
it. I hope we can work together on a bi-
partisan basis to reach similar agree-
ments on other outstanding differences
related to this legislation, including
funding levels for the environment,
crime, and technology. We also need to
remove the contentious riders the
House included in their version of the
bill. I believe that if we did that this
afternoon, we could put this bill on the
President’s desk before the end of the
week and, at long last, resolve the
many problems we have had with these
appropriations bills.

I yield the floor, and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Penn-
sylvania. On this question, the yeas
and nays have been ordered, and the
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 84,
nays 16, as follows:
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[Rollcall Vote No. 27 Leg.]

YEAS—84
Abraham Exon Mack
Akaka Feingold McConnell
Baucus Feinstein Mikulski
Bennett Ford Moseley-Braun
Biden Frist Moynihan
Bingaman Glenn Murray
Bond Gorton Nickles
Boxer Graham Nunn
Bradley Grassley Pell
Breaux Harkin Pressler
Brown Hatfield Pryor
Bryan Heflin Reid
Bumpers Hollings Robb
Burns Hutchison Rockefeller
Byrd Inouye Roth
Campbell Jeffords Santorum
Chafee Johnston Sarbanes
Cochran Kassebaum Shelby
Cohen Kennedy Simon
Conrad Kerrey Simpson
Coverdell Kerry Snowe
D’Amato Kohl Specter
Daschle Lautenberg Stevens
DeWine Leahy Thomas
Dodd Levin Thurmond
Dole Lieberman Warner
Domenici Lott Wellstone
Dorgan Lugar Wyden

NAYS—16
Ashcroft Gregg McCain
Coats Hatch Murkowski
Craig Helms Smith
Faircloth Inhofe Thompson
Gramm Kempthorne
Grams Kyl

So, the amendment (No. 3473) was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 3467

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the Daschle
amendment No. 3467, as amended.

So the amendment (No. 3467), as
amended, was agreed to.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HATFIELD. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. JEFFORDS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of Senator HATFIELD’S
proposal in the omnibus bill before us
to remove restrictions on U.S. funding
of international family planning. These
restrictions are part of the foreign op-
erations bill which was folded into the
last CR. Senator HATFIELD’s initiative
is a necessary and welcome step: nec-
essary because the restrictions risk the
lives and health of women and children
in the developing world; welcome be-
cause the United States should not be
forced by these ill-conceived restric-
tions to abdicate its proven leadership
in international family planning.

Voluntary efforts to limit population
growth must remain a principal pri-
ority of U.S. foreign assistance. The
failure to fund adequately inter-
national family planning efforts in the
developing world has dire con-
sequences. The restrictions currently
on the books will result in 4 million
unwanted pregnancies in developing
countries. Of these unwanted preg-
nancies, an estimated 1.6 million will
end in abortions. Thus, these restric-
tions have as a direct and alarming
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consequence a result contrary to their
purported purpose of trying to mini-
mize abortions. The restrictions do not
decrease abortions, they increase them.
Other statistics speak for themselves.
In Russia, a lack of family planning
services has made abortion the chief
method of birth control. The average
Russian woman has four abortions over
her lifetime. In countries with effective
family planning, though, such as Hun-
gary, abortion rates have dropped dra-
matically.

But this debate is not just about
abortion. A lack of adequate family
planning and population efforts leads
directly to a severe degradation of the
lives and health of mothers and chil-
dren. U.S.-funded programs, rather
than promote abortion, seek to pro-
mote safe contraception, thus allowing
women to space their pregnancies, a
step crucial to the health of the moth-
er and the survival of the child. If the
CR funding restrictions are left in
place, 8,000 more women will die in
pregnancy and childbirth, including
from unsafe abortions, and 134,000 more
infant deaths will occur. Inadequate
family planning also contributes to
dangerous strains on already heavily
taxed environments, while unbridled
population growth has a serious impact
on education efforts in countries where
money for such programs is scarce.
Such a strain on education is an indi-
rect cost of these restrictions, but one
with dire long-term consequences.

It is worth emphasizing that prohibi-
tions on U.S. funding for abortions
have been on the books since 1973.

USAID has consistently sought to
prevent abortions by offering viable al-
ternatives, alternatives available only
through adequate education. AID’s pro-
grams are widely recognized as the
most efficient and effective population
planning programs in the world.

These shortsighted restrictions en-
danger the long-term goals of improv-
ing the lot of women and children in
the developing world, with potentially
catastrophic results.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD an
article from the Christian Science
Monitor of February 9, 1996.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONGRESSIONAL EFFORT TO CURB GLOBAL

ABORTION MAY BACKFIRE
(By George Moffett)

WASHINGTON.—A CONGRESSIONAL move to
limit abortion and family planning may have
a dramatic unintended consequence: It could
actually cause the global abortion rate to
rise.

Encouraged by the Christian Coalition and
anti-abortion groups, Congress last month
made deep cuts in United States funds for
family-planning programs abroad. But de-
mographers, and even some anti-abortion ac-
tivists, are warning that the cuts for family
planning will lead to more unintended preg-
nancies—and that more, not fewer, abortions
are likely to result.

“We embraced the probability of at least 4
million more abortions that could have been
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averted if access to voluntary family-plan-
ning services had been maintained,” Sen.
Mark Hatfield (R) of Oregon told his Senate
colleagues this week. ‘“These numbers are as
disturbing as they are astounding, particu-
larly to those of us who are faithfully and as-
sertively pro-life.”

The US has been barred from funding abor-
tion services overseas since 1973. But anti-
abortion activists in the US urged Congress
to cut support for family-planning programs
concerned that such programs indirectly pro-
mote abortion.

‘““Population control that has to do with
education and the use of contraceptives was
not the issue,” says Rep. Sonny Callahan (R)
of Alabama, chairman of the House Appro-
priations subcommittee that deals with for-
eign aid. ‘““The issue is trying to stop the US
from providing any money that might be
used for abortions.”

“Our concern is that services for abortion
are being provided by family-planning agen-
cies,” adds a spokesman for the Christian
Coalition, based in Chesapeake, Va.

Lawmakers trimmed funding for popu-
lation assistance by 35 percent in a foreign-
aid bill that was incorporated into a ‘‘con-
tinuing resolution” to keep the federal gov-
ernment running until mid-March.

In addition to budget cuts, the legislation
imposes unprecedented restrictions on fam-
ily-planning programs funded by the US
Agency for International Development
(AID), AID is now barred from obligating any
money before July 1 and only small monthly
parcels thereafter process that leaves only 14
percent of the amount appropriated in 1995
available for use in fiscal year 1996, and
which, AID officials complain, will confound
the process of long-term planning.

Republican sources on Capitol Hill say cuts
in family-planning funds are part of an
across-the-board drive to reduce federal
spending. As for restrictions on how the
money is spent, says one House source, they
reflect the new balance of power in the 104th
Congress in favor of those who believe that
family-planning agencies promote abortion—
a charge family planning advocates hotly
deny.

Family-planning advocates cite evidence
indicating that cuts in family-planning serv-
ices will lead to sharp increases in abortion.
They point to Russia, where the absence of
family-planning services has made abortion
the chief method of birth control. The aver-
age Russian woman has at least four abor-
tions over a lifetime.

““The framers of the family-planning lan-
guage in [the continuing resolution] ensured,
perhaps unintentionally, that the gruesome
experience of Russian women and families
will be replicated throughout the world,
starting now,” Senator Hatfield says.

Conversely, where family-planning services
have been introduced, as in Hungary, the
abortion rate has dropped dramatically.

Some 50 million couples around the world
now use family-planning services paid for by
US government funds. The one-third budget
cut could mean one-third that number, or 17
million couples, will lose access to family
planning. If funds are not found from other
sources, according to projections by Popu-
lation Action International, a Washington-
based advocacy group.

‘““More than 10 million unintended preg-
nancies could result annually,” says Sally
Ethelston, a spokeswoman for the group.
“That could mean at least 3 million abor-
tions, at least half a million infant and child
deaths, and tens of thousands of maternal
deaths.”

Without family-planning services, more
pregnancies will occur among younger
women, older women, and women who have
not spaced pregnancies by at least two years,
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which is considered the minimum time need-
ed to protect the health of mother and child.

The US has taken the lead since the 1960s
in funding family-planning programs in poor
nations. Since then, global contraceptive use
has risen fivefold; fertility (the average num-
ber of children born to a woman during her
reproductive years) has dropped by one-
third; and the rate of global population
growth has begun to slow.

Even so, the world grows by 1 million peo-
ple every 96 hours, and the populations of
most poor nations are projected to double
within 20 to 30 years. AID officials say the
cuts will retard the incipient family-plan-
ning movement in Africa, where population
growth is fastest. “‘If this proves to be some-
thing that does increase abortion, we’d take
another look at our position,” says the
Christian Coalition spokesman.

Mr. JEFFORDS. I urge my colleagues
to support lifting these restrictions on
programs with vital U.S. interests. I
yield to the Senator from South Caro-
lina.

Mr. HOLLINGS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.

AMENDMENT NO. 3474 TO AMENDMENT NO. 3466
(Purpose: To provide funding for important
technology initiatives with an offset)

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I
have an amendment at the desk and
ask, on behalf of myself, Senator
DASCHLE, Senator KERRY, Senator
LIEBERMAN, Senator BINGAMAN, Sen-
ator ROCKEFELLER, Senator LEAHY,
Senator LAUTENBERG and Senator
KERREY, the clerk to please report it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
HoLLINGS] for himself, Mr. DASCHLE, Mr.
KERRY, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
LEAHY, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, and Mr. KERREY
proposes an amendment numbered 3474 to
amendment No. 3466.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in today’s RECORD under ‘‘Amend-
ments Submitted.”’)

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this
is the technology amendment. I ask
unanimous consent that I be able to
yield to the distinguished Senator from
California, who wishes to make a brief
statement as in morning business.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I thank the Chair,
and I particularly thank Senator HOL-
LINGS.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I be permitted to speak as in
morning business for up to 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mrs. FEINSTEIN per-
taining to the introduction of S. 1607
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

the
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Mr. HOLLINGS. I have been informed
by the Parliamentarian, since the
Daschle education amendment has
passed, that the present amendment on
technology needs to be conformed. I
ask unanimous consent the Parliamen-
tarian conform it in accordance with
the Daschle amendment in the bill as it
now appears.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. HOLLINGS. Mr. President, this
amendment restores funding for five
important technology programs that
are significant investments in our
country’s future. They focus on three
critical areas: Economic growth, edu-
cation, and cost-effective environ-
mental protection. The spending we
propose in this amendment is fully off-
set, and the Congressional Budget Of-
fice has scored that offset at providing
more than is needed for the programs
we restore.

The distinguished Senator from Iowa
has been the principal sponsor also of
the offset, which deals with accelerated
collection by the Federal Government.
We, as cosponsors, are indebted to him
for his leadership. Otherwise, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Maryland,
Senator MIKULSKI, has really led the
way for our Environmental Protection
Technology Program.

Specifically, the amendment invests
five important technology programs. It
restores funding for four of them: A
$300 million add-back for the Depart-
ment of Commerce’s Advance Tech-
nology Program, which contracts with
industry to speed the development of
new breakthrough technologies; $32
million more for the Telecommuni-
cations and Information Infrastructure
Assistance Program at the National
Telecommunication and Information
Administration; an additional $4.5 mil-
lion for the Technology Administration
at the Department of Commerce, in-
cluding $2.5 million to honor commit-
ments under the United States-Israel
Science and Technology Commission;
and a $62 million addition for the Envi-
ronmental Technology Initiative at the
Environmental Protection Agency, an
important effort to develop innovative
and cost-effective ways to protect the
environment. These add-backs total
$398.5 million.

In addition, the amendment specifies
that $23 million that is already in title
I of the committee amendment is to go
to the Education Department’s Tech-
nology Learning Challenge Program.
These five programs promote innova-
tive new technologies—technologies,
Mr. President, that can improve
schools, protect the environment at
lower cost, and create new industries
and jobs to replace employment lost
through never-ending downsizing and
layoffs. We must invest now to benefit
from those new technologies tomorrow.
This amendment does that job.

The amendment fully offsets these
add-backs through a provision that
would significantly improve the collec-
tion of delinquent Federal debts. It
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puts the squeeze on deadbeats who
have not repaid money owed to the
Federal Government. The Congres-
sional Budget Office has scored this
provision as raising $440 million in fis-
cal year 1996—more than enough to
cover the add-backs.

Mr. President, I want to turn first to
investment in new job-creating tech-
nologies. I particularly want to focus
on the Advanced Technology Program
at the Department of Commerce. The
Advanced Technology Program con-
tracts with companies on a cost-shared
basis to speed the development of new
breakthrough technologies that offer
great promise for the Nation but are
too untested for the regular market-
place to fully fund. Just as other Fed-
eral research and development pro-
grams work through companies to de-
velop the technologies needed for Gov-
ernment missions such as defense and
space, the Advanced Technology Pro-
gram works with companies in support
of the critical Federal mission of pro-
moting long-term economic growth and
job creation.

The amendment now before the Sen-
ate provides $300 million for the ATP.
The $300 million level is significantly
below the $341 million available for the
program just last year in 1995. Cur-
rently, H.R. 3019 provides no 1996 funds
for this important program, although
the committee amendment’s unfunded
title IV would provide $235 million to
support existing awards.

Mr. President, I want to talk about
several points in this important pro-
gram.

First, we are talking here about jobs.
The Advanced Technology Program
supports a vital mission of Govern-
ment—promoting long-term economic
growth. The voters know that America
faces tough economic times. Foreign
competition remains fierce, American
companies continue with never-ending
downsizing, and voters are understand-
ably anxious and upset. It is ironic in-
deed that the Government spends bil-
lions in research and development dol-
lars each year for defense security, but
we are still debating the R&D efforts to
promote economic security.

Increasingly, new industries, jobs,
and wealth will go to those who are
fastest at developing and then applying
new technologies. And if we are to save
as many jobs as possible in existing in-
dustries, they too need to be techno-
logically competitive. The ATP works
to turn promising laboratory ideas into
practical breakthrough technologies—
technologies that the private sector
itself will develop into new products
and processes. And, we hope, tech-
nologies that American companies and
American workers will turn into prod-
ucts before our overseas competitors do
S0.

The Federal Government has long
worked with industry to speed the de-
velopment of important new tech-
nologies. Industry-government partner-
ships helped start entire U.S. indus-
tries—from the telegraph and agri-
culture to aircraft and biotechnology
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to computers and the Internet. These
government investments paid off enor-
mously for the Nation and its workers.

We won the race to develop those
technologies. But will we win others? 1
started the ATP because I saw our
competitors overseas moving to de-
velop and commercialize American
ideas before we could, in areas such as
superconductivity.

And the race continues. Numerous
small ATP winners tell us that their
foreign competitors are often no more
than 12 to 18 months behind them. This
is not surprising. While American firms
have difficulty getting private capital
for long-term research that will not
pay off quickly, other governments in-
vest heavily in programs to support ci-
vilian technology. This year, the Japa-
nese will spend $1.4 billion on national
technology research programs for in-
dustry. The European Union is invest-
ing $14.4 billion over 5 years in 20 spe-
cific areas of research and technology,
and individual European governments
are investing additional R&D amounts
to help their economies.

With the fall of the Berlin Wall and
the explosive growth of foreign tech-
nology programs, we need not only De-
fense Department research programs
but also economic growth programs
such as the ATP. And given the eco-
nomic insecurity facing the country,
we should increase the ATP, not cut it.
We need to help American industry ac-
celerate the development of new tech-
nologies, new industries, and new jobs.
If you want to let other countries win
the technology race, then kill the ATP.

Second, Congress has a serious obli-
gation to honor our commitments to
companies and workers in ongoing ATP
projects. The pending bill acknowl-
edged this when it included $235 million
in the unfunded title IV of the bill. I
commend Chairman HATFIELD for in-
cluding that provision. He put that in
so that if Congress can find the money,
then fiscal year 1996 commitments to
some 200 current multiyear projects
will be kept. Our amendment has an
actual offset for that $235 million, as
well as enough additional money to
have a small new ATP competition in
fiscal year 1996. Not passing our
amendment will, in fact, abruptly re-
duce the ATP from its fiscal year 1995
level of $341 million to a fiscal year 1996
level of zero—a draconian move that
will hurt companies across the coun-
try. It will particularly hurt the 100
companies in 25 States that won
awards in fiscal year 1995 and now need
fiscal year 1996 funding to continue
their multi-year projects. These com-
panies have hired staff and committed
their own matching funds.

Third, I want to emphasize that over
the years the ATP has actually enjoyed
strong bipartisan support. The law cre-
ating the program passed during Presi-
dent Reagan’s second term, and the
ATP received its first funds during the
Bush administration. Mr. Bush’s Com-
merce Department wrote the rules for
the ATP, and did a good job. President
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Bush himself requested budget in-
creases, and in 1992 14 Republican Sen-
ators on a defense conversion task
force endorsed it. See ‘‘Report of the
Senate Republican Task Force on Ad-
justing the Defense Based,” June 22,
1992.

Unfortunately, in 1994 politics
intruded because some Senators wor-
ried that ATP grants might be made in
a political fashion. But this is the
purest program you will find. Expert
panels make the decisions—not the
Secretary of Commerce, not the White
House, not any Member of Congress.
Several States that have no Demo-
cratic Senators or Governor do very
well under the ATP, including Texas
and Pennsylvania. The ATP now sup-
ports 276 research projects around the
country, involving 757 research partici-
pants in 41 States. The ATP is not
porked, has never been porked, and is
not used for partisan purposes.

Fourth, the ATP is not corporate
welfare. This program is not a handout
to deadbeats. The purpose of the ATP
is not to subsidize companies but to
contract with the best companies to
develop technologies important to the
Nation as a whole. Companies also pay
half the costs, hardly welfare. More-
over, no ATP funds are ever used to
subsidize product development in com-
panies; it supports only development
work up to basic prototypes. More than
half the awards go to small firms or
joint ventures led by small firms.

Fifth, both the ATP itself and the
larger principle of industry-govern-
ment technology partnerships enjoy
solid support and excellent evalua-
tions. In terms of industry’s views, I
want to quote first an important July
1995 policy statement by the National
Association of Manufacturers (NAM)
about technology partnership programs
in general:

The NAM believes that the disproportion-
ately large cuts proposed in newer R&D pro-
grams are a mistake. R&D programs of more
recent vintage enjoy considerable industry
support for one simple fact: They are more
relevant to today’s technology chal-
lenges. . . . In particular, partnership and
bridge programs should not be singled out
for elimination, but should receive a rel-
atively greater share of what federal R&D
spending remains. These programs currently
account for approximately 5 percent of fed-
eral R&D spending. The NAM suggests that
15 percent may be a more appropriate level.

Groups explicitly endorsing the ATP
include the Coalition for Technology
Partnerships, a group of over 100 com-
panies and other research organiza-
tions, and the Science and Technology
Working Group, representing over two
dozen scientific and engineering soci-
eties and other organizations. These
groups see the ATP as an important in-
vestment in America’s future pros-
perity and strength.

In addition, the General Accounting
Office [GAO] has conducted two re-
views of the ATP in the past year. De-
spite some assertions to the contrary,
they speak highly of the program. GAO
found that the ATP had succeeded in
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encouraging research joint ventures,
one of its purposes; that ATP winners
did indeed often have trouble getting
private funding because the research
was too far from immediate market re-
sults; and even those companies that
would have continued their research
without ATP awards would have done
so0 much more slowly or at a lower
level of effort.

A January 1996 report conducted by
Silber and Associates provided further
positive comments from industry. Of
the companies surveyed, many main-
tain that the ATP has been the life-
blood of their company’s innovative re-
search efforts, permitting them to ven-
ture into arenas new to U.S. industry.

Sixth, while the ATP is still new, it
already has generated some real tech-
nical successes—successes that in the
years ahead will create jobs and broad
benefits for our Nation. Later, I will
submit for the RECORD a detailed list of
accomplishments, but for now I want
to mention three particular cases.

With help from ATP, Aastrom Bio-
sciences of Ann Arbor, MI, has devel-
oped a prototype bioreactor that can
grow blood cells from a patient’s own
bone marrow cells. In 12 days, the bio-
reactor will produce billions of red and
white cells identical to the patient’s
own—cells that then can be injected
into the patient to boost the immune
system. The benefits from this system
will be astounding. Now that the basic
technology has been proven and pat-
ented, Aastrom has received $20 million
in private funds to turn the prototype
into a commercial product.

With ATP help, the Auto Body Con-
sortium—consisting of eight auto sup-
pliers, with support from Chrysler,
General Motors, and the University of
Michigan—have developed a new meas-
urement technology to make assembly-
line manufacturing more precise. The
result will be better fit-and-finish in
car production, resulting in lower man-
ufacturing costs and lower car mainte-
nance costs. The new system is now
being tested.

Diamond Semiconductor of Glouces-
ter, MA, used its ATP award to develop
a new, risky technology for helping to
reliably use much larger semicon-
ductor wafers—the slices of silicon on
which 