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Good afternoon, and thank you for inviting me to share a few thoughts about the health
of the science and technology enterprise in 1995 and our outlook for the year ahead. I look
forward each year to the AAAS colloquium as an annual milestone, a chance to draft a report
card for the work that we've been doing over the past 12 months to foster innovation, conduct
research along the frontier areas of science, protect our environment, and bring the fruits of
technology to the American people and to the world.

As I stand here today, though, I can't help but think a year ahead to what next year's
keynote speaker will be saying about the 1995 year-in-science. Will that speaker be able to say
that 1995 was the year America ceded leadership in science and technology to foreign
competitors, or that America retained and bolstered its lead? That the 104th Congress shut the
door to a Federal role in supporting critical technology research and development, or that
Congress renewed the science and technology partnerships vital to American economic,
environmental, health and national security?

These are not idle questions. What has played out over the past 100 days in Congress
for those who follow science policy is a clear dichotomy between some in Congress who desire
to cut government seemingly at any cost, versus the Administration's commitment to cutting the
deficit while boosting overall productivity and investing for the future..

One of the things that will stand out about 1995 is that it is the first year that we have
really felt the pain of living with true public fiscal austerity -- the escalating budgets of the
spendthrift '80s are over. I think this is where I'm supposed to say, "I feel your pain."

One of the reason we've been insulated from the pain so far, is that this Adminstration
has been carefully, judiciously cutting the deficit for three budget years in a row, racking up
more than $600 billion in deficit reduction. We've been working very hard to try to minimize
the pain, or at least balance it out in an equitable fashion.

The President's projection for FY96 implies a $200 billion deficit. That's about half of
what it would have been had he not commenced two years ago his deficit reduction plan. It's
important to note that $200 billion amounts to the interest we pay every single year for the
increase in the national debt callously racked up in the heady Reagan-Bush years.

I don't want to say that our work over the past few years has been painless; money is
scarce across the Federal spectrum. Yet despite deep cuts in virtually every other domestic
discretionary account, research funding actually has risen modestly -- a signal of the
Administration's commitment to science and technology as the engine of growth in jobs, the
economy, and our quality of life. And basic research received the greatest percentage increase.




So I give high marks to the coordinated process that built this budget, and to our
President who supported science as an investment meriting increases -- increases that could only
be provided by shifting funds from other Federal activities. In this middle of the fiscal pain,
the Administration has held fast to the principle of wise investment in science and technology -
- not because it's a good thing politically, not because there's PAC money here, not because
there's a great and clamoring constituency -- but because it's important and the President and
Vice President believe in it.

This kind of priority-setting -- difficult as it is -- represents the actions of deliberate and
dedicated government, husbanding and making careful, multiple use of the resources for the
future for our children and our grandchildren. It reflects the vision of the Clinton Administration
-- science and technology in the service of society, an engine of growth for the economy and the
creator of knowledge that is the key to a new world condition. It is a vision that draws people
into science and brings many of us here today.

Crafting such a vision requires great care. It cannot be done by a Congress motivated
solely by the desire to move dollar signs from one side of the ledger to another. It cannot be
done in 100 days, or 200 days, for that matter. It cannot be done by simple fiat or decree. It
cannot be done by a Congress so weary it can't see straight; so driven that it doesn't even have
time to read the material on which it is about to vote.

[t must not be done with a meat ax when the precision of a scalpel is necessary.

Yet the spectre of finishing the first session of the 104th Congress with S&T resources
slashed by a meat ax is a real one. In their rush to cut government, (Dan Greenberg, I think,
recently labeled it "demolition politics") some Members have launched a wholesale attack on
anything that isn't nailed to the table -- including R&D, and especially the "D" in R&D. But
don't be lulled into thinking that basic research is sacrosanct.

The bad news for R&D reads like a litany of the lost. Congress already has agreed to
cut half-a-billion dollars from this year's budget for science and technology in the military
supplemental, and they're about to take another half-billion whack in civilian recissions
supplemental. Most of the cuts so far have been in technology programs, but science has taken
a substantial hit, too -- $100 million from the Department of Defense programs in computer
science, mathematics research, and engineering education at universities; upwards of $80 million
from the National Institutes of Health; and $45 million from DOE research on materials,
climate change, and the human genome.

This is bad enough. I realize these cuts are well-intended, that they spring from a belief
that deficit reduction is the only name of the game in town these days. But it's a short-term
strategy that will lead to the Nation having eaten its seed corn for the future.

The cuts we've seen already are nothing compared to what they are thinking about doing:
The Chairman of the House Budget Committee, Rep. Kasich, recently released an "illustrative
list" of cuts for next year's budget, in which the toll for science and technology was a whopping
$2.5 billion. Over the next five years, it's targeting $13 billion. More than half-a-billion of
these “illustrative" figures for FY96 come from NIH -- $2.5 billion over five years.
Agricultural research declines by $1.3 billion over five years.

And while NSF hasn't appeared on a public hit list yet, Director Neal Lane has been told
to expect at least a 20 percent cut. That's more than $600 million -- nearly all of it from the
research bench, since 95 percent of NSF money goes out in grants.











































