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UNIVERSITY/INDUSTRY ALLIANCES

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 8, 1988

HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECHNOLOGY,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, RESEARCII AND TECHNOLOGY,
Washington, DC.
The rubcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:50 a.m., in Room
126, J.C. Penney Building, University of Missouri, Hon. Doug Wal-
gren presiding.
Mr. WaALGREN. I want to wish you a good morning and thank the
University of Missouri for their hospitality for this field hearing of
what is the Science, Research and Technology Subcommittee of the
Committee on—what do we call the Full Committee now?
Mr. BuecHNER. Science, Space, and Technology.
Mr. WALGREN. Science, Space, and Technology of the House of
Representatives. And we are very pleased to be here. We feel-that
it 1s very valuable to come out to various parts of the country to
try to be available to local interests and local strengths in various
questions that are of real interest to the nation; and give us an op-
portunity to see what kinds of things that are going on; and cer-
tainly it gives some local people who may not in the normal course
of affairs get to Washington—gives them an opportunity to—tell us
the thi:gs that they are experiencingl.3
, I want to particularly thank Jack Buechner for his initiative and
‘ assistance in arranging this hearing. As you know, Mr. Buechner
has served on this committee and served well on it; and we appreci-
at2 the contribution that he has made to it.
. And I want to thank Jimmy Hayes from the state of Louisiana
for coming over from Iowa to join us for this hearing. It is good you
are here; and we appreciate your participation in this committee’s
efforts as well.
Clearly, the country has a great stake in economics and in eco-
nomic growth; in the development of research; in cooperation be-
tween universities and industry. .
We know that almost all the new economic strength that we can :
point to in our -country has come from the development of their
technology.
That is particularly true in small businesses. New technology
tends to start and take root in small businesses around the re-
search centers of our country; and it is in small businesses that
much of the purely new jobs that we have seen in the last decade
have been created.
|
|

And it is also true that when we look at—although in the inter-
rational economy, that in many ways we have to innovate rapidly

1)




: ERI

4

2

so that we have the first opportunity to commer.ialize and to take
advantage of your developments because, scienc. and technology
being:what it is, the rest of the world is not far behind.

And so we need a continuing stream of new developments if our
economy is to be strong in an internationally competitive world.

So the importance of what is going on in universities, and par-
ticularly whether they can increase the research efforts by various
kinds of cooperative agreements with universities—with businesses
and industry, is critical.

We hope that this hearing will be able to shed some light on the
interest of industry in engaging and supporting university based
research.

And we also hope that it will shed some light on how we can en-
courage the product of university research to be translated into a
usable commercial enterprise.

So we appreciate the witnesses that have been gathered for this
hearing. St. Louis is a particularly strong place to look at this sub-
Ject because of the strength of universities in St. Louis; and because
of the strength of the industries in St. Louis; and because of some
of the examples of industry and university cooperation that you
have developed, and which we hope the nation can learn from.

So with that, let me reccgnize your local congressman, Mr.
Buechner.for any opening comments he might like to make.

[The prepared opening statement of Mr. Walgren follows:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DouG WALGREN

Good morning ladies and gentlemen. It is a pléasure to be here this morning at
the St. Louis campus of the University of Missouri to explore issues involved in the
nurturing of university-industry alliances. I want to thank Mr. Buechner for his ini-
tiative and agsistance in arranging for this hearing and also thank the University of
Missouri-St. Louis for making this facility available to us.

In setting the stage for our discussions this morning, I invite you to recall that
the 1987 Nobel Laureate in Economics, Professor Robert.Solow of MIT, was recog-
nized for contributions which first established the connection Letween technolo,
and economic growth. In fact, studies have established that from ¥ to % of all US.
economic growth has come from technological progress; and, technological progress
wil. likely continue to be the principal factor in the long-term growth of modern
industrial societies.

The significance of the basic connection between technology and economic growth
has not been lost on government at all levels. Many state and local governments
have developed plans for creating an entrepreneurial climate, with their research
universities playing a significant role. This is natural since universities are a major
source of the new knowledge which often is the basis for important commercial
products and services. Universities are also the source of scientific and technical
talent. The availability of skilled labor is the most influential factor in the regional
location of advanced technical firms, according to a study by the Joint Economics
Committee of Congress.

Many industries have historically supported research in universities to help
supply their basic research needs and to help identify and recruit new talent. The
linkage between industry and universities waned in the years following Vorld War
I when Federal support for university research became dominant, but industrial
support has become more inportant in recent years as Federal funding has leveled
off. According to statistics compiled by NSF, industrial expenditures in universities
grew from $235 million in 1980 to $670 million in 1987. NSF estimates that industri-
al support will grow from the current 8 percent to 10-12% of university research
budgets by the early 1990’s. I might add that Washington University is on the list of
the top 10 universities receiving industrial support in 1986.

The increasing industrial support and involvement in university research is a
positive trend. In the discussions this morning, we hope to expore the experiences of
specific universities and industrial firms in Missouri which have engaged in cooper-
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ative programs. Through these examples we seek to determine how the process of
transferring new knowledge from the university to industrial development can be
improved, what initiatives state and Federal Government might take to encourage
cooperation, and how to measure the success of these interactions. In addition, we
hope to elicit-ideas on how to involve more s all companies-in cooperative pro-
grams with universities and to explore the ramifications of involvement of foreign
companies in support of university research in the U.S.

We will begin this' morning with a naticnal perspective from representatives of
the-National Science Foundation and the National Academy of Sciences. Next we
will hear from a panel of witnesses representing high technology companies in Mis-
souri, and two panels ¢ university representatives. Finally, we will conclude with
the views of state government and a Missouri development association.

Mr. BuecHNER. Thank you, Mr. Walgren. I appreciate it, Mr.
Chairman.

I am pleased to have an opportunity to welcome the Science,
Space and Technology Committee and its Subcommittee to the pe-
riphery of the Second Congressional District.

We are really not in the Second District, but that does not mean
that we cannot all enjoy in the St. Louis metropolitan area the
{ruits of these hearings.

I have been told—I do not really have any empirical evidence—
but I understand that this may be the first congressional hearing
ever held in the St. Louis County area.

And so I am especially honored to have chat privilege to welcome
you here for that reason.

And it is my honor to have such a distinguished panel. And I es-
pecially want to express my thanks to the Chairman of the Sub-
committee, Mr. Walgren of Pennsylvania, and my colleague from
Louisiana, Mr. Hayes, for their participation.

My colleagues in the U.S. House have fallen in love with a
phrase—it is called “competitiveness.” And many suggestions have
been made and offered as to how this country can maintain or
regain the competitive edge in world markets,

One very important and simple way is to pool our resources.
That means bring together all of our resources, economic, intellec-
tual and political.

And that is the purpose of today’s hearing. Academian and in-
dustry have found it mutually beneficial to work together. The
trend is evident.

According to National Science Foundation estimates, American
corporate sponsorship of university research increased from 235
million in 1980 to 670 million doliars in 1987.

Federal and state governments have encouraged this trend. It is
a way to improve the ability of American firms to compete in the
international market.

We in government must continue to encourage this cooperation.

Universities offer a base where new and innovative research. can
be conducted while the business sector provides the needed capital
to conduct such academic research.

It is my hope that this hearing today will help to develop a new
era—an era of Americans pulling together, working to make this
country stronger; to restore America’s economic might; working to
make America more competitive.

The key is that we must do it together. I cannot think of a more
appropriate setting te showcase a hearing such as this. The St.
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Louis area has-the best of both worlds: strong business community
and inr.ovative academic community.

It is supplemented by the support of the state of Missouri, which
I think has—excuse me. It is one of the fore-runners in setting up a
scierce advisory for the Governor and a high techrology emphasis
within it’s department of economic development.

And also the special relationships that exist with the University
of Missouri at Rolla and here at St. Louis.

So I am pleased that so many of.the area’s top business and aca-
demic leaders will be testifying before us today. And thank you,
and—let's make America move a little bit more forward, thank
you.

[The prepared opening statement of Mr. Buechner follows:]

STATEMENT OoF HoN. JACK BUECHNER OF MISSOURI

Mr. Chairman, I am very pleased to have an opportuity to welcome the Science,
Space and Technology Committee to my Congressional District in St. Louis County,
Missouri. It is a honor to have such a distinguished panel and I want to express my
thanks to the Chairman of the Subcommittee, Mr. Walgren of Pennsylvania, and to
my colleague from Louisana, Mr. Hayes for their participation.

My colleagues in the U.S. House have fallen in live with a phrase—its called com-
petitiveness. Many suggestions have been Offered as to how this country can main-
tain or regain the competitive edge in world markets. One very important and
simple way is to pool our resources. That means bringing together all of our re-
sources—economic, intellectual and political. That is the purpose of tcday’s hearing.

Academia and industry have found it mutually beneficial to work together. The
trend is evident. According to National Science Foundation estimates, American
corporate sponsorship of university research increased fromn $285 million in 1980 to
$670 million in 1987,

Federal and state governments have encoraged this trend. It's a way to improve
the ability of American firms to compete in the international market. We in govern-
ment must continue to encourage this cooperation. Universities offe a base where
new and innovative research can be conducted, while the business sector provides
the needed capital to conduct academic resear.h.

It is my hope that this hearing today will help to develop a new zra. An era of
Americans pulling together, working to make this country stronger, to restore
America’s economic might—working to make America more competitive. The key is
that we must do it together.

I can’t think of a more appropriate setting to showcase a hearing such as this. the
St. Louis area has the best of both worlds—a strong business community, and an
innovative academic community. I'm pleased that so many of the area’s top business
and academic leaders will be testifying before us today.

Mr. WALGREN. Thank you, Mr. Buechner. Turn to Mr. Hayes for
any thoughts he would like to——

Mr. Haves. Well, most of m* thoughts involve Congressman
Buechner. As he was speaking, j. occurred to me that with his pro-
pensity to get into trouble I suspect St. Louis will be the site of
many future congressional hearings in——{Laughter]

I say that out of no small amount of resentment because the
description that he gave the University policeraan in order to have
him find me at the airport this morning—he repeated a phrase
started by the Republican—MTr. Lott—he told the officer to look for a
Democrat who looked like he was the immediate past president of
the Young Republicans. [Laughter]

I will refrain them from any further comments because I imag-
ine the time would be better devoted to listening to you than hear-
ing from me.
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But thank you for the hospitality, and I do look forward to par-
ticipating.

I was at a hearing Friday at the University of Iowa. And some of
the subject matter that was touched upon there—dealing with the
future of preparing young men and women for the career in sci-
ence and our deficiencies as a nation—I would like to integrate
into this hearing today and ask you some questions based upon
some of the things that were discussed on Friday.

Thanks again.

Mr. WALGREN. Thank you, Mr. Hayes.

Well, our first witness—we will start out with Dr. Marguerite
Egsg Barnett, the Chancellor of the University of the Missouri-St.

uis,

And we welcome you, and again want to express our apprecia-
tion of your hospitality.

STATEMENT OF DR. MARGUERITE R. BARNETT, CHANCELLUR,
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI, ST. LOUIS

Dr. BArNETT. Thank you, Congressman Buechner, Congressman
Walgren, Congressman Hayes, members of the subcommittee staff.

Let me begin by complimenting the House Subcommittee on Sci-
ence, Space and Technology on holding these hearings so critical to .
the nation’s future. .

Let me also take the opportunity to welcome you to the Universi-
ty of Missouri-St. Louis. It is an urban public research university
with approximately 12,000 students who are pursuing degrees on
undergraduate, professional and graduate level.

We are past the age of westward expansion. But here in St.
Louis, the starting point for many 19th century pioneers is the pro-
claimed gateway to the west.

I think ‘il is appropriate to point out that many people believe
the remaining American frontiers are in our nation’s urban cen-
ters.

American cities have experienced tremendous change in the past
twenty years, two decades in which a national trend developed of
creating high quality research and educational institutions in our
country’s largest metropolitan area.

Many of these institutions were created in direct response to a
new economic reality—the loss of manufacturing jobs, the rise of a
new service and information based»economy, and the need for
America to catch up in math, enginzering and science in an in-
creasingly competitive global economy.

After analyzing the needs.of Missouri, the University of Missou-
ri-St. Louis has identified three critical needs arising from this
changed economic reality.

They are: to raise the levels of math, science and communica-
tions literacy in the general population; and to equip large num-
bers of students with scientific and technological training.

Two, to assess the management, technological and scientific
fields required by our changing economy and enhance programs
that will provide Missourians with those skills.
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And three, to establish new relationships between business and
the university that will bring about new products and technology
transfer.

In the truest sense of our university’s land-grant tradition we
have established an innovative program of university community
collaboration to meet these identified needs.

The program is called “Partnerships for Progress: Missouri in
the Next Century.”

Partnerships for Progress is designed to lay a foundation for en-
hanced economic development in the St. Louis.area and statewide.

Last year, the-Missouri General Assembly and Missouri corpora-
tions provided the initial funds to launch the program. The part-
nership program has three components which respond directly to
the needs listed above.

They are: ‘Project Compete, to improve (f)recollegiabe education;
Project Advance, to strengthen and expand the University of Mis-
souri-St. Louis’ curriculum; and Project Succeed to extend and
. ap;fly UM-St. Louis teaching, research and service resources to crit-
ical needs in the region and in the state.

The first of these, Project Compete, is a series of actions by
which U.M.-St. Louis, working together with elementary and sec-
ondary schcols in the larger community can unleash the talent and
potential among the area’s youth.

A leading example of this component is the bridge program,
begun last year on an experimental basis with two predominantly
black high schools in St. Louis.

Plans are currently underway to expand the program te other
public and parochial schools in the city and the county. The pro-
gram expands and assists secondary schools that lack the facilities.
needed to offer intensive and challenging instruction to those hiih
school students who are capable of university level work, and who
have demonstrated gifted ability, especially in math and science.

Instructional enrichment is offered to these capable students
through tutoring, mentoring, academic advising, and advanced
credit college courses.

Additionally, special in-service training for teachers is provided
by University of Missouri-St. Louis faculty.

Prolyect Compete also emphasizes teacher education in the »ublic
schools, expanding the offering for comtinning education of area
teachers, as well as expanding programs for students preparing for
the teaching profession.

The secund component of UM.-St. Louis’ partnership program is
Project Advance. It addresses the goal of the unive:sity to enrich
science, technology and management programs.

These include programs that will enhance the region’s economic
well-being, such as strengthen programs in engineering, mathemat-
ics and the sciences.

The third component of the partnership program is Project Suc-
ceed, which is designed to meet the work force and research needs
related to economic development of the St. Louis region and Mis-
souri.

Project succeed includes programs aimed to increase access to
education for St. Louisans whose employment does not allow them
to attend claszes at traditional times and locations.

10
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It also involves the establishment of new research centers facili-
;:‘atiri% business and industry research in collaboration with campus

aculty.

About the same time that we were assessing the needs of the
state for the future, another group was doing the same.

The Missouri Commission for the year 2000, co-chaired by former
St. Louis mayor, John Poelker, and Missouri Secretary of State,
Roy Blunt, was established by Governor Ashcroft to examine how
the state could best prepare itself for the 21st.century.

After analyzing the needs of Missouri, the Commission also made
its recommendation. The Commission’s key finding was that educa-
tion was the most important element in ensuring economic pros-

_perity in the year 2000 and beyond.

It called up all institutions of higher education to have a well-
defined mission that relates to the overall goals of the state.

Furthermore, the Commission recommended that partnerships
be formed among private industry, the state, other economic

oups and universities to better use available resources for the

uture economic health of the region.

As you can see, we came up with many of the same conclusions.
We are genuinely pleased that our initiative and the Commission’s
recommendations greatly complement one another.

We believe that we have taken the Commission’s recommenda-
tions t&t) heart in shaping our major program initiative and budget
request.

e Commission understood that the state and the nztion’s long-
term development in this transformed economy rests upon the piv-
otal role of its public university.

The University of Missouri-St. Louis has applied that under-
standing to its current mission and priorities. And I have included
in your packet a commentary that was in the St. Louis Post dis-
ggtch on Monday, February 1st that says—that is called “A Spring-

ard for a Sound Economy. UMSL’s Partnerships For Progress is
a Long-Term Investment in Missouri.”

It was written by John Poelker, the co-chair of Missouri’s Com-
mission 2000. In that.document, Mr. Poelker asserts that our part-
nerships for progress program reflects exactly the Commission 2000
mandate given to universities in the state of Missouri.

I believe that our Partnerships for Progress Program, which is
an economic development strategy from Missourl, is a superb
model for the nation as a whole.

I believe that the United States Government can and must apply
this model on-the federal level if the United States is to regain the
%cvomlrlnic competitiveness and leadership it possessed before World

ar II.

This model needs to be applied in three ways.

First, development of a program administered through the De-
partment of Education, which would provide funding, seed money,
for public urban universities, such as the University of Missouri-St.
Louis, to develop projects to meet the future economic development
needs of their states and regions.

Second, the government needs to fund outreach programs, like
our bridge programs that create links between universities and
high schools.
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We need to realize that the best way to improve undergraduate
education is to expand the pool of students who are prepared for
rigorous and challenging university study, especially in the areas
of science and mathematics.

Third, we need to fund research centers on a federal ievel in
much the same way that Missouri currently funds certain research
through the Missouri research assistance act.

This program matches corporate funding with state dollars. The
United States needs to establish a national, academic, Industrial
Research Act, NAIRA, that will provide funding to university
based research institutions for applied research in the areas of in-
terest to business and indust 'y.

We need to provide the linkages that will allow for close collabo-
ration between our universities and our business and industrial
commurities, so that together they can lead our nation into the
21st century prepared for its challenges.

I have also included information on the bridge programs, and a
national research industrial act.

I thank you for your time today. I have provided the Committee,
as | said, with further written information.

And again, I ccrpliment the Committee on holding these hear-
ings that are so crucial to our future.

[The prepared statement. of Dr. Barnett follows:]
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WE ARE PAST THE AGE OF WESTWARD EXPANSION. BUT HERE IN ST,
LoUIS, THE STARTING POINT FOR MANY 1GTH-CENTURY PIONEERS AND
THE PROCLAIMED GATEWAY TO THE YWEST, I THINK IT IS APPROPRIATE
TO POINT OUT THAT MANY PEOPLE BELIEVE THE REMAINING AMERICAN
FRONTIERS ARE IN OUR NATION'S URBAN CENTERS,

AMERICAN CITIES HAVE EXPERIENCED TREMENDOUS CHANGE IN THE
PAST TwcNTY YEARS—-TWO DECADES IN WHICH A NATIONAL TREND
DEVELOPED OF CREATING HIGH QUALITY RESEARCH AND EDUCATIONAL
INSTITUTIONS IN OUR COUNTRY'S LARGEST METROPOLITAN AREAS.
MANY OF THESE INSTITUTIONS WERE CREATED IN DIRECT RESPONSE TO
A NEW ECONOMIC REALITY--THE LOSS OF MANUFACTURING JOBS, THE
RISE OF A NEW SFRVICE AND INFORMATION BASED ECONOMY, AND THE
NEED FOR AMERICA TO CATCH UP IN MATH, ENGINEERING AND SCIENCE
IN AN INCREASINGLY COMPETITIVE GLOBAL ECONOMY,

AFTER ANALYZING THE NEEDS OF MISSOURI, THE UNIVERSITY OF
MISSOURI-ST. LOUIS HAS IDENTIFIED THREE CRITICAL NEEDS

ARISING FROM THIS CHANGED ECONOMIC REALITY. THEY ARE:

1, To RAISE LEVELS OF MATH, SCIENCE AND COMMUNICATIONS

LITERACY IN THE GENERAL POPULATION AND TO EQUIP
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LARGE NUMBERS OF STUDENTS WITH SCIENTIFIC AND
TECHNOLOGICAL TRAINING:

2. To ASSESS THE MANAGEMENT, TECHNOLOGICAL AND
SCIENTIFIC SKILLS REQUIRED BY OUR CHANGING ECONOMY
AND ENHANCE ACADEMIC PROGRAMS THAT WilLL PROVIDE
MISSOURIANS WITH THESE SKILLS; AND

3, To ESTABLISH NEW RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN BUSINESS AND
THE UNIVERSITY THAT WILL BRING ABOUT NEW PRODUCTS AND
TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER.

IN THE TRUEST SENSE OF OUR UNIVERSITY'S LAND-GRANT TRADITION,
WE HAVE ESTABLISHED AN INNOVATIVE PROGRAM OF

UNIVERS ITY-COMMUNITY COLLABORATION TO MEET THESE IDENTIFIED
NEEDS. THE PROGRAM IS CALLED “PARTNERSHIPS FOR PROGRESS:
Missourl IN THE NexT CENTURY.”

PARTNERSHIPS FOR PROGRESS IS DESIGNED TO LAY A FOUNDATION FOR
ENHANCED ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN THE ST, LOUIS AREA AND
STATEWIDE, LAST YEAR THE MISSOURI GENERAL ASSEMBLY AND
MISSOURI CORPORATIONS PROVIDED THE INITIAL FUNDS TO-LAUNCH
THE PROGRAM.

THE PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM HAS THREE COMPONENTS WHICH RESPOND

DIRECTLY TO THE THREE NEEDS LISTED ABOVE. THEY ARE: PROJECT
COMPETE, TO IMPROVE PRE-COLLEGIATE EDUCATION; PROJECT

5
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ADVANCE, TO STRENGTHEM AND EXPARD THE UM-ST. Louis
CURRICULUM; AND PROJECT SUCCEED, TO EXTEND AND APPLY UM-ST,
LoulS TEACHING, RESEARCH AND SERVICE RESOURCES TO CRITICAL
NEEDS IN THE REGION AND STATE.

THE FIRST OF THESE, PROJECT COMPETE, IS A SERIES OF ACTIONS
BY WHICH UM-ST. LOUIS, WORKING TOGETHER WITH ELEMENTARY AND
SECOMDARY SCHOOLS IN THE LARGER COMMUNITY, CAN UNLEASH THE
TALENT AND POTENTIAL AMONG THE AREA’S YOUTH., A LEADING
EXAMPLE OF THIS COMPONENT IS THE BRIDGE PROGRAM, BEGUN LAST
YEAR ON AN EXPERIMENTAL BASIS WITH TWo PREDOMINANTLY BLACK
HIGH SCHOOLS IN ST. Louls. PLANS ARE CURRENTLY UNDERWAY TO
EXPAND THE PROGRAM TO OTHER PUBLIC AND PAROCHIAL SCHOOLS IN
THE CITY AND COUNTY, THE PROGRAM EXPANDS AND ASSISTS
SECONDARY, SCHOOLS THAT LACK THE FACILITIES NEEDED TO OFFER
INTENSIVE AND CHALLENGING INSTRUCTION TO THOSE HIGH SCHOOL
STUDENTS WHO ARE CAPABLE OF UNIVERSITY LEVEL WORK.

INSTRUCTIONAL ENRICHMENT 1S OFFERED TO THESE CAPABLE STUDENTS
THROUGH TUTORING, MENTORING, ACADEMIC ADVISING, AND ADVANCE
CREDIT COLLEGE COURSES. ADDITIONALLY, SPECIAL IN-SERVICE
TRAINING FCR TEACHERS 1S PROVIDED BY UNIVERSITY OF
MISSOURI-ST, Louls FACULTY. PROJECT COMPETE ALSO EMPHASIZES
TEACHER EDUCATION AND THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS, EXPAMDING THE
OFFERINGS FOR CONTINUING EDUCATION OF AREA TEACHERS AS WELL
AS EXPANDING PROGRAMS FOR STUDENTS PREFARING FOR THE TEACHING

PROFESSION,
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THE SECOND COMPONENT OF UM-ST. Louis’s PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM IS
PROJECT ADVANCE. [T ADDRESSES THE GOAL OF THE UNIVERSITY 70
ENHANCE SCIEMCE, TECHNOLOGY AND MANAGEMENT PROGRAMS. THESE
INCLUDE PROGRAMS THAT WILL ENHANCE THE REGIOM'S ECONOMIC WELL
BEING, SUCH AS ENHANCED PROGRAMS IN ENGINEERING, MATHEMATICS,
AND THE SCIENCES.

THE THIRD COMPONENT OF THE PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM IS PROJECT
SUCCEED, WHICH IS DESIGNED TO MEET THE WORK FORCE AND
RESEARCH NEEDS RELATED TO ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OF THE ST.
Louis REGION AND MISSOURI, PROJECT SUCCEED INCLUDES PROGRAMS
AIMED TO INCREASE ACCESS TO EDUCATION FOR ST. LOUISANS WHOSE
EMPLOYMENT DOES NOT ALLOW THEM TO ATTEND CLASSES AT

TRADITIONAL TIMES AND LOCATIONS, AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF

SEVERAL NEW RESEARCH CENTERS ON THE CAMPUS,

ABOUT THE SAME TIME THAT WE WERE ASSESSING THE NEEDS OF THE
STATE FOR THE FUTURE, ANOTHER GROUP WAS DOING THE SAME. THE
Missourl COMMISSION FOR THE YEAR 2000, CO-CHAIRED BY FORMER
ST, Louis MAYOR JoHN POELKER AND MISSOURI SECRETARY OF STATE
Roy BLUNT, WAS ESTABLISHED BY GOVERNOR ASHCROFT TO EXAMINE

HOW THE STATE COULD BEST PREPARE ITSELF FOR THE 21ST CENTURY.
AFTER ANALYZING THE NEEDS OF MISSOURI, THE COMMISSION ALSO
MADE 1TS RECOMMENDATIONS,

THE COMMISSION'S KEY FINDING WAS THAT EDUCATION WAS THE MOST
IMPORTANT ELEMENT IN ENSURING ECONOMIC PROSPERITY IN THE YEAR




‘14

2000 AND BEYOND. IT CALLED ON ALL INSTITUTIONS OF HIGHER
EDUCATION TO HAVE A WELL-DEFINED MISSION THAT RELATES TO THE
OVERALL GOALS OF THE STATE, FURTHERMORE, THE COMMISSION
RECOMMENDED THAT PARTNERSHIPS BE FORMED AMONG PRIVATE
INDUSTRY, THE STATE, OTHER ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT GROUPS, AND
UNIVERSITIES TO BETTER USE AVAILABLE RESOURCES FOR THE FUTURE
ECONOMIC HEALTH OF THE REGION,

As You CAN SEE, WE CAME UP WITH MANY OF THE SAME CONCLUSIONS.
WE ARE GENUINELY PLEASED THAT OUR INITIATIVE AND THE
COMMISSION'S RECOMMENDATIONS GREATLY COMPLEMENT ONE ANOTHER.
WE BELIEVE THAT WE HAVE TAKEN THE COM4ISSION'S ‘
RECOMMENDATIONS TO HEART IN SHAPING OUR MAJOR PROGRAM
INITIATIVES AND BUDGET REQUESTS. THE COMMISSION UNDERSTOOD
THAT THE STATE AND NATION'S LONG-TERM DEVELOPMENT IN THIS
TRANSFORMED ECONOMY RESTS UPON THE PIVOTAL ROLE OF ITS PUBLIC
UNIVERSITIES, THE UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-ST. LOUIS HAS
APPLIED THAT UNDERSTANDING TO ITS CURRENT MISSION AND
PRIORITIES,

WE BELIEVE THAT THIS KIND OF ACTION--WHICH 1S AN ECONOMIC
" DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY FOR MISSOURI--IS A SUPERB MODEL FOR THE
NATION AS A WHOLE, I 'BELlEVE THAT THE UNITED STATES
GOVERNMENT CAN AND MUST APPLY THIS MODEL ON THE FEDSRAL LEVEL
1F THE UNITED STATES IS TO REGAIN THE ECONOMIC
COMPETITIVENESS AND LEADERSHIP IT POSSESSED BEFORE WORLD WAR
I, THIS MODEL NEEDS TO BE APPLIED IN TWO WAYS:

13
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FIRST, THE GOVERNMENT NEEDS TO FUND OUTREACH PROGRAMS LIKE
OUR BRIDGE PROGRAM THAT CREATE LINKS-BETWEEN UNIVERSITIES AND
HIGH SCHOOLS. WE NEED TO REALIZE THAT THE BEST WAY TO
IMPROVE UNDERGRADUATE EDUCATION IS TO EXPAND THE POOL OF

STUDENTS WHO ARE PREPARED FOR RIGOROUS AND CHALLENGING

UNIVERSITY STUDY, ESPECIALLY IN THE AREAS OF SCIENCE AND
MATHEMATICS.

SECOND, WE NEED TO FUND RESEARCH CENTERS ON A FEDERAL LEVEL
IN MUCH THE SAME WAY THAT MISSOURI CURRENTLY FUNDS RESEARCH
CENTERS THROUGH THE MISSOURI RESEARCH ASSISTANCE ACT. THIS
PROGRAM MATCHES CORPORATE FUNDING WITH STATE DOLLARS. THE
UNITED STATES NEEDS TO ESTABLISH A NATIONAL ACADEMIC
INDUSTRIAL RESEARCH ACT THAT WILL PROVIDE FUNDING TO THE
RESEARCH INSTITUTIONS FOR APPLIED RESEARCH IN THE AREAS OF
BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY. WE NEED TO PROVIDE THE LINKAGES THAT
WILL ALLOW FOR CLOSE COLLABORATION BETWEEN OUR UNIVERSITIES
AND OUR BUSINESS AND INDUSTRIAL COMMUNITIES SO THAT THEY
TOGETHER CAN LEAD OUR NATION INTO THE 21ST CENTURY PREPARED
FOR THE CHALLENGES THAT INEVITABLY WILL BE HURLED AT US.

T THANK YOU FOR YOUR TIME TODAY. [ WILL BE PROVIDING THE
COMMITTEE WITH FURTHER WRITTEN INFORMATION, FOR THE RECORD.
oN PARTNERSHIPS FOR PROGRESS, THE BRIDGE PROGRAM, AND A
PROPOSED NATIONAL ACADEMIC RESEARCH ACT, THANK YOU AGAIN.
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MARGUERITE ROSS BARNETT

Marguerite Ross Barnett earned a 8A from Antioch College and an MA
ana PhD. from the University of Chicago. She has taught at the University
of Chicago, and at Princeton, Howard, and Columbia Universities. At the City
University of New York she served as Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs
for the 21-college system, serving 180,000 students.

She is currently Chancellor of the University of Missouri-St. Louis.
She serves on the Board of Oirectors of Mercantile Bank, the ?oy Scouts,
the St. Louis Symphony Society, the Arts and Education Council, and the
Annie Malone Home. Recently she was appointed to the American Council on
Education's Commission on Governmental Relations and the Association of
American Colleges and Universities' Committee on Accreditation. In addition,
Barnett is a member of Professional Associations in Political Science and
South Asian Studies, a member of the Overseas Oevelopment Council, and a
mewber of the Council on Foreign Relations.

Marguerite Barnett is the author or editor of five books and forty
articles. Her book on the Tamils of South India won her the 1981 American
Political Science Association award as the best political science work on

cultural pluralism published in a five-year period.

*
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ST lﬂUl: POST- DISPAICH

COMMENTARY

A Springboard For A Sound Economy

UMSL’s Partnerships For Progress Is A Long-Terri Investment In Missouri

By Jokn H. Poelker Ject Advance, 10 strengthen and upmd 'rne third component, Project Suc-
N the UMSL curriculum; and Project Suc ceed, Is designed to meet the work force
$ 8 bew member of the Chancel- cced.toenudndapplyuusuucn- and research needs related o ocosomic
for's Council st the O of and to It 8 key com-
St Louts, [-Bave had  critical meeds la ihe region and state. recommendatioa indwstry
the opportuaity to review its budget re- akeyrec:  and the state strengthen

quest funding for the aest fis- of the Missouri for resesrch universities sad for cos-
cal year. [ was struck by the degree to  sion for the Year 2000: taat pre<olle-  tinulag education sad retraiaiog

which the budget request and uaderly-  glate educatios stress o programs. :
ing rationale for fundiag refiect the key English, sciesce and math. Through Project Succeed inclades programs
recommendatioss of the Missouri Com-  Project Compete, UMSL works witk eie- whose timlag and location is designed to
misslon for the Year 2000. ~ mentary sad secoadary schools to en- 8 pew
Thst commission, which [ cocbalred  leash the poteatial of the ares’s youth, Ceater for Sclence uod Techaology; aad
with Secretary of State Roy Blunt, was A leading e of tais the of the Center for Cor-
established by Gov. Jobs Ashcroftfoex- s the Bridge Program, begun last year  aeal aod Cootact Lens Research which,
amioe how the could best prepare  on an experimental besis with Beau- bdulidiag oa the strengths of the campus’
Itself for the 21st ceatury. The commis-  mont and Vashon high schools la St School of Optomary wilf research coo-

that education was th Louls. T2 dary  tactlens

most important elemeot Io ensuringem-  schools that lack the facilities to offer 1t soy Ameﬁan frontiers remain.
i they are in our sation’s citles. Urban

"among ladustry, the siate,
other economic develop

slop. It Is expressed o an
fanovative program of uol-
versity-com-mubity cottabo-
~Parinerships for
Progress' Missouri io (he
Next Century.”

The university’s budget request is to
fund this program. Missouri Is cbasging
rapidly toward aa information. senvice
a0d technologically based ecocomy.
The Partnership for Progress program
responds (o taree critical needs ansing
from this change,

(1) To raise levels of math. science
and communicauoas titeracy and o

bi
students capable of unlversity-level
work. Plans sre gader way to expand

the program (o oler public and paro-
cbial scbools.

Instruction Is offered through tutor-
ing. mentoring. academic advising 2od -
advance credit college courses. Also.
special inservice trainiog for leachers

Americs bas esperienced enormous
change la the past two decades — de-
cades that colacided with
the growth of research and
urben campuses. The Unl-
versity of Missouri-St. Lou-
is* coatributions to the eco-
” nomic vitality of the region

are extraordloary, It bas
the targest studeat earoll-
ment of any institution of
bigber education in the
metropolitan 2rea: 11876
full-time students snd
$3.000 students In sdult
education and extension

programs
Anousily. more of tbe
unlveersity’s graduates are
employed by area employers than those
of any other universsin
1o see that the Univer-

15 provided by Unn ersity of
Loyls faculty.

The second component of UMSL's
program is Profect Ad-

equip it and tech-
nologcal training
(2) To {ind out »hat and

wnge Its am i (o improve science,
0Ly and programs

scientific skills are required by our
changiag economy and -1~ign academic
programs to pro-ide the - and

(3) To form relationsbips between
business 8nd tte university thas will
bring about new products and tecdsol-
ogy transfer.

It includes programs for the Fegion's
economic well-being, includiog pro-
grams in engineencg, mataematics and
the sciences; more graduate courses it
business admloistration: extra support
for the departments of chemistry and
polluw science. (Yo of the Unlversicy
centers of emn

Last year the L (3
and stale corporations provided the
funds to launch this program 1t has
three compenents Project Compete. to

o

nence at UMSL: new doctoral programs
in biology and prvsics: new internation-
al programs. an¢ more hiberal ans

improve pre e Pro-
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lam
suy ol Missourd-SL Louis bas taken the
of the Com-
mislon for the Year 2000 to beart In
shaping its programs and budgel re-
quests. The cormmission understood that
the loogterm deselopment of our state
In tals transformed €conomy rests upos
the pivotal role of its public vaiversitles.
The university bas apptied that undes-
standiog to its current mission and pri-
orities State funding of this request
would help fulfill the commission’s rec-
ommendations for the future vitality of
the state and regica.

John H Poelker 1s 3 former mayor of
St Louws
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National Academic/Industrial Research Act (NAIRA)
Dr. M. Thomas Jones,

Interim Associate Vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and
Professor of Chemistry
University of Missouri-st. Louis
st. Louis, Missouri 63121

The enactment of the Nationai Academic/Industrial Research
Act (NAIRA) is proposed. The purpuses i be served by this act
would be similar to those of the Missour: Research Assistance Act
(MRAA) which are to promote research and applied projects which
will enhance economic development, encouragc private investment,
and facilitate the process of information transfer from the
universities. since its approval by the -Missouri General
Assembly in 1982, the Missouri Research Assistafice Act, provides
up to one dollar in state funds for eve.yy two dollars in non-
state, non-federal funds for university rusearch projects which
meet the general criteria set out above. In the four full years
of operation since 1983, projects funded under the Missouri
Research Assistance Act have shared in more tian $11.2 million of
which $7.7 million was provided by the private sector with the
balance of $3.5 million provided by the state of Missouri. In
these same four years, more than 110 projects which have involved
more than 30 firms, ranying from Fortune 500 corporations such as
Mcponnell Douglas, IBM, and Monsanto to small, local start-up
companies, have been jointly funded through the MRAA.

Based on the successful model of -the Missouri Research
Assistance Act it is proposed to create the National
Academic/Industrial Research Fund. This Fund of $300 amillion,
annually, would require a two-for-one match from the private
sector in support of projects designed to promote research and
applied projects which will enhance economic developnent,
encourage private investment, and facilitate the process of
information transfer from the universities. This would create
total support in the amount of $500 million which is
approximately one-half the National science Foundation's present
budget. It is further proposed that the National
Academic/Industrial Research Fund be seen as the primary source
of fundirjy for the science and Technology Resea~<h centers
program recently initiated by the National science oundation.
Preliminary news releases by the NSF suggest that as many as 850
proposals may have been submitted to the Foundation under this
program. Based on the assumption that a center would require a
funding level in the range of $2 million per year, the Nationail
Academic/Industrial Research Fund could potentially support
approximately one-half of the centers presently proposed.

If the United states is to regain its position as undisputed
economic leader of the World, 1t is going to take bold action by
congress and the Executive leadership such as that proposed here.

File:naira
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Datelise 1

Plans for the 1987:1988-
Bridge Progiam’

Ths year, we began working
~th seudenus an Seprembee at Beoge
moet 30d Vashon
will sntne utd the end of the
wlasd yeat neat pang, Agun, »
el progtam wll be conducted
huting vhe sumimer, In Januasy, the
Suelpe Pragam will he emc o
e Acnlimy o Malemains and
Nuexe, one of (he ¢tys magoet
[NISN Y

Bulding on the wrong base of
saperame and  cwpciaton,” the

vesty of Musouri-Sc, Louss snd

vty and staff of the St Louis
Pobdie Scheads wilk peovide 8 varery
W upponamiies 0 envnh the educae
Yo ol the ndents i the ey of
M bn Uforns will be fcused oo
eaemimg wxiensful apects of the
tunlge Brogram trom bat yeot and
developing new chruss,

PLANNED ACTIVITIES
TUIORS: Tueors will work at
tunde Vathon and Reawmont duning
#lead b ot 3t Beaumuny 10d on
the tompus of UM St Lowss aficr
whoot Mats, belping studenta gun s
traier undervanding of vanous ¢on.
Wt et In addimn, tuiors witl be
ad Seon the UMt Louis cam;
on Saurdsy moemings, The Badpe
Srigram tuiord wall udfer special eme
Phasis i math, keence 45d computer
sieexe InJanuaty, wtors will be po.
wubesk afieg wtead fie vudeons at the
Acodginy t Matlamatas ond Metme
ondd paniibly at Meteo High School
MENTORS: Scudents an the
Yuwlge program will be peovided wich
HM M b Mudon sncnion 3 2
sovtie of eanchament, These meniors
will zerve a3 petsonal role modcls for
Pagh shool mudents as they gua
xmauon and insight sbout college
bfe 108 murual intereses  Mentory
aho will provide atudents wich infor.
mation about careet choxes
ADVANCED CREDIT There
are row tentatve plans to offer
advanced redin courss n Ametwsn
by, Wenietn cvidization, and
geoeal Babagy g Vaihoa and Beaue
Mok Poliual Sienne will be offered
ot the Center for Law, Management
o ol s Pormy 10 Jonaaty, 30 3d0
vamed ytedi ¢ ence coune wid be
witesed a1t Aademy of Mahe.
naixs and Se. aic (Chamustry 113s
being consnd. «d )
loarased so'sme §)

o3
An upcoming . issug.
Toueh will focus on our 198039,
budger requese. *If youshiye,

Sprafit Que bious YOU W

10 see addressed in the'i ¢
wazd them ro Chmgc\lq‘Bﬂ?m
401 Woods Hall, ‘sMcanti @il

5302)

h sches and. .

Message from the Chancellor

Thisspecial issue of Ie Toach is wriceen toinform
the campus community sbout out highly publicized
and vaible mun‘d'seﬁommvimdk&.lwuh«blx
. The Bndge Program is onc part of the Univer.
sity's overalt inutincrve called “Pastnerships for Progeess:
Musousi in the Next Century.™ The intiarive was
devel and dasigoed to fay a foundation for en.
«€onomic t, not only in the

St. Louis metropolitan ates, but statewide.
The Bridge Program is an approptiste ticle for the
jount cooperation between the Unrversicy of Missouris
;:iol‘mu and the Sm?s:d&hwl }iﬁm&'- l;

gram was ted dunng the 1986-8
uhoor;m 30d & concentrated effort was made to
deliver 8 wide range of initisures designed to enhance
the ability of high-school students 1o succeed beyond
the secondary yeurs,

Werealize=snd I am sute you do, also = that this
progaam is a long-term commitment fot the University
of Mussouri-St. Louis, We know that ous plin csn
make 2 substancuad difference £o the people of S¢, Louss
and 1o the region as 3 whole, if we @an continue w
build & spuric of partaceshup. In order 10 succeed, the
Bridge Program must be mote than a pastnership bet.
ween out Univensity snd our public school syseem Iy
eeds to be s pannenhip iavolving ares leaders,
ciuzens, corporauocns and other cducstional institus

ions,

The goal of the Bridge Program is 1o increase the
pumber of srudents attending college and within that
inc to increase the number of students who
are prepured and mouvated 10 putsue carcers an
scence, e ch, and ical areas, Wewantroen.
coutage students ro tesch their full potental and pro-
vide the number of well-truned professionaly necded
by this community in ordet o tewsin regional pros-
perrty o the next century. Sice many of tiese
students, snd other young neople, will encee the
Urnivers 3y ol isicuh Si. Svuis. A secund pasz of the
Pastneshups fot Progress instistive involves strengthens
ing our own univetsiy gho‘mmin anticipation of new
fegionsl needs. Every School and College has seceived
new dollay from the Pastnershaps fet Progtess progrsm
in order ¢0 strengthen their scademic progeams.

Tt has been a sewarding fisse yeat for the Beidge
Program, and we aze ng forward ro successful
implementaton of the compleee Bridge Program
model descaibed elsewhere in this asue,

Tho Uotmerr s ¢f Mbaown-St. Louss necdstocon
ttaue ro serve a5 3 catalyst for che public school sysems
by pmldm} seaff development, encoutaging environ.
ments chat fostet earning, helping the schools develops
incentr.s programs, and by keeping a shasp eye out for
othet azeas of cooperstion and other needs thatcan be
met with *he help of our expertse and resources.

WM M ?m ?uu:d‘

alelise 2

ADVISING UM M Lo as
i adveen will mcee with fugh
#hool counselons 1o dikuss counes
needed in peeparatn foe cotiege v
well 13 courses thet sudents wil he
aapeuted €0 take mn cothpe. Specsal
Wi0as 10 provde nformatin 1o
s o wll be comducied The
dge Programeoordinatat slso plans
1o wock with pateris 10 encoutage s
volvement in the Tenlpe Progrom
SUMMIK FRAKRAM: Fartas
Pants an the Fatl yn) Weudge Program
will be rectuned for el 1938 Sumamce
Program, This program will be open
10 wudenta atsekerted %ol a1k
St Lowis Public Sthool Distet 33 well
a3 10 che Wetlseon and Univenny Gy
Datrxes
Tk suawnet geoghinms ate cn
temely importane because they arc
the waly qamjnein ol dhe Thadge
Program over whih we have tocal
tururuf We lave revined smat appda s
on process for thes program and will
begin ches fall co st stwdents for
neat sumen s program and nea
with pacent groups
Neat aummed's arivities wilt in
L} <
*s Sophumuic Math?Scicmic
Academy for 60 students
@3 Juowt Math!Scierce Atadeemy fa
0 nudeny,
+advanced ceed cournes for ienios
104 aew high schood gduatas,

W adddmm, 2 mwmc and
cethaology snsttute for studemts in
the upper 3 percemt of thew hogh.
Shnad tla will fraw stunbesn fionn
thioughout the St lown  mite
politan atea,

SHAKID KISOUKGES  The
aneess ol the Shared Kenmne Gans
rattee = whahincluded sctvies ke
haatth far and concerts=wll be
duphared 108 carended o the
Acaderny for Mathemaiks and

R

STAFF DEVELOPMENT: Plans
foc aeaff deve nt will Curget the
tesching of t3ding 1nd writing nrost
the cutrkulum as well as Kuerce and
math,
ACTISAT WORKSHOPS §w
Sents wili be aswsted 1 diet sotiege
Pepanuon with workstwopeio discusy
iwow 10 compuic the AGTZ3AT (o
sunnesslutly fur o tege admunae

EVALUATION AND ASSESS:
MINT Tewing and tiaching of aive
dent effory will b2 pesformed to
evaluate the cffecenveness of the
Beudge Program and to begin carcer
counseling.

Chincello? Batne’s

Houts for members
St Lowis community: |
St QRO

0 Offur
the UM,

¢ % Noveraber 18 204 25,
+ 103 m, 12 noon.

o
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Thanks to everyone who made the Bridge Progeam Pilot Yeat
a solid foundation fot the futute.
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Mr. WALGREN. Thank you very much, Dr. Barnett. We appreciate
that testimony. Excuse me—and I know that we have a number of
witnesses who would be interested in commenting on the Missouri
experience with this public funding through matching funding of
research.

Is there anything else that you would like to add about your uni-
versity’s experience with that? Have those funds gone into facili-
ties? Or have they been directed towards specific research projects?

How is that—what is the eaperience of Missouri University with
that program?

Dr. BARNETT. We have two—two centers that are currently
funded through that program. One is our Center for Advanced
Technology—our Center for Molecular Electronics and our center
for Corneal and Contact Lens Reseaxch.

The Center for Molecular electronics focuses on the issue of
super-conductivity. The money will be used for both facilities and
specific research projects to facilitate a cooperative arrangement
which we hav2 with several St. Louis corporations.

The Center for Corneal and Contact Lens Research focuses,
again, on joint projects between our school of optometry and cer-
tain contact lens developers in the St. Louis area.

And 1 believe that that specific grant will focus on the use of—
the problem of clouding in soft contact lenses. And again, it is
going to facilitate into a specific research project.

Mr. WALGREN. And the moneys are made up of a portion provid-
ed by a totally private sector——

Dr. BARNETT. That is correct.

Mr. WALGREN [continuing]. Rate.

Dr. BARNETT. And they are matched by the state.

Mr. WALGREN. And matched by the state. Does the university
provide support as well?

Dr. BArRNETT. The university is providing support for both of
these centers.

Mr. WaLGreN. And what portion of the support would the uni-
versity be providing—and is that part of the money that can draw
the siate money?

That is my real interest of—when we ask for what might be de-
scribed as a local match, can the university draw state money di-
rectly without the private sector contributing?

Dr. BArNETT. No, the private sector has to contribute. And then
that provides the trigger for the state funding.

Mr. WaLGreN. Well, let me turn to Mr. Buechner.

Mr. BuecHNeR. Dr. Barnett, I got an undercurrent in your re-
marks that we can set up all types of sophisticates working rela-
tionships, but if we do not get young men and women to be inter-
ested in math and the sciences at that bridge level we will not have
the vital element necessary to put these programs to a useful basis,
is that correct?

Dr. BARNETT. That is absolutely correct. As we look towards the
21st century we were looking towards a change of economy. Most
of the new jobs, as you know, will be in service industries, informa-
tion, communication.
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There will be a high and dramatic—dramatic high technology
sector. We must train the young people row who will b» able to
participate in that changed economy effectively.

And in order for America to retain its productivity and to
become more competitive we have more people who are trained to
go into those jobs and to enhance our industry.

That means increasing the poul of students—especially aniong
populations with low college going rates. That is the way to keep
America competitive.

Mr. BuecHNER. Thank you. That is all I have.

Mr. WALGREN. Okay. Mr. Hayes?

Mr. Haves. In looking over the statement, I know the program is
?ewdswith the General Assembly and corporations providing initial
unds——

Dz. BARNETT. That is right.

Mr, Haves. What was the approach tken by government, and by
whom? Who took the lead to induce corporations to partici_.ate in
the program?

Dr. BARNETT. Okay, fine.

We start—the University of Missouri-St. Louis moved simulta-
neously to seek funding from the legislature. At that time the legis-
lature had a program called targeted investments; and we sought a
targeted investment for Partnerships for Progress.

We were successful in receiving §.3 willion from the legislature
which has gone into the partnership program. That was money
which we received last year.

We are again seeking funding for this prograra since it must con-
tinue over a period of time in order to be effective. )

At the same time, we sought money from several major St. Louis
corporations. We were successful in receiving funds from the Mon-
ganto Corporation which had supported this project generously, not
only with funds but with a loaned executive.

e have since received funding from Union Electric; from the
Mallinckrodt Corporation which had supported a scholarship por-
tion of the project; and from several other St. Louis companies.

Mr. Haves. So the University was the originator in this in-
stance——

Dr. BARNETT. That is correct.

M:. Haves [continuing). Looking both towards the state and
toward——

Dr. BARNETT. That is correct.

Mr. Haves. And the other part that I wanted to ask about, and I
know that we have a lot of witnesses—I will not burden you—but I
was looking at the instruction of Ridgemont Program. It talks
about in more general terms—give me an example of one of the
better specific features of it.

It saf's tutoring and academic advancement. Give me a more real
example that I can relate to dealing with, for example, computer
science, or any sFeciﬁc deal in this—

Dr. BARNFTT. In other words, what kinds of programs are we of-
fering to these kinds of students?

Mr. Haves. Yes.

Dr. BarNETT. Well, let me just describe a—say a bit more.

26




23

We began working with these students between their freshman
and sophomore years in high school in a summer program.

Then for three years after that each year the students will re-
ceive a full year and a summer of wor". with the University of Mis-
souri-St. Louis. .

We have our students—University of Missouri-St. Louis seniors
in science and math—working in the classrooms with teachers—of
course this is at the invitation of the St. Louis school system.

They offer tutoring before class, and after class; and in the
summer we offered a computer science program and an integrated
math and science seminar for six weeks for these students.

This was designed to encourage students to enjoy math-and sci-
ence. And 50 we introduce them-co a range of traditional areas—-
plus to certain new areas such as biotechnology.

‘We had them visit companies such as Monsanto, and Emerson
Electric, and -Anheuser Busch. They also visited some of the local
optometric com{)anies in order to see how research was trans-
ferred—is translated into production. And they enjoyed that quite
a bit, having visited the school of optometry first.

Mr. Haves. Thank you very much.

Dr. BArNETT. Okay.

Mr. WaLGREN. Thank you, Mr. Hayes.

As 1 just—figuring these numbers, according to the statement
that program has distributed about 11 million dollars among the
110 projects which means about $110,000 per research project——

Dr. BARNETT. Yes, we rece’ved last year about $100,000 from the
Missouri program.

Mr. WALGREN. Well, thank you very much on behalf of the Com-
mittee. We appreciate your testimony and also your university’s
help in holding these hearings. And we look forward to working
with you in that area.

Dr. BArRNETT. Thank you very much.

Mr. BuecHNER. Thank you,?;ctor.

Mr. WALGREN. Let’s then.call the—several people from the Fed-
eral Government—we call it a Federal panel—to talk about the
role of the Federal Government, at least at present.

Dr. Don Philips, who is the Executive Director of the Govern-
ment University-Industry Roundtable under the auspices of the
National Academy of Sciences; and Dr. John Moore who is the
Deputy Director of the National Science Foundation.

e appreciate yowr coming out, gentlemen. And be pleased to
have your testimony in that order. And I might say, particularly
for the balance of the witnesses, the records that ar made at these
hearir.gs come in two parts—one is the verbal testii ony that is re-
produced verbatim; and at the same time written téstimony will be
reproduced in the hearing record as it is submitted.

And so you might not—those who will be using this record, and
focus on in your oral testimony those parts that you really feel;
make points that should be underscored.

And then when that is read together with the written testimony,
it may have more punch to the people that review these.

But we are pleased to welcome you, and whatever way you would
like to make the points that you see in these areas. And so we’ll go
forward in that way.
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Wg)lcome to the Committee, Dr. Phillips. And why don’t you
start?

STATEMENT OF DR. DON PHILLIPS, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, GOV-
ERNMENT-UNIVERSITY-INDUSTRY ROUNDTABLE, NATIONAL
ACADEMY OF SCIENFES

Dr. Pumups. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and Congressman
Buechner and Congressman Hayes.

I think holding a hearing in the field on this subject is exactly
the appropriate thing to do because in this area of university/in-
dustry alliances I think most of the wisdom and innovation have
come from .activities at the state and local level, much more so
than have come from Washington.

My name is Don Phillips. As said, I am the Executive Director of
the Government-University-Industry Research Roundtable .spon-
sored by the National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of
Engineering; and the Institute of Medicine; and I'm pleased to be
here today. .

My remarks are based on two reports by the round table: One,
“New Alliances and Partnerships in American Science and Engi-
neering”; and the second, “State Government Strategies for Self
Assessment of Science and Technology Programs for Economic De-
velopment”’; and on proposals for some new Round Table activities
in this area. My statement, however, expresses my interpretation
of these materials and is not an official policy statement of the Re-
search Round Table, nor of its three sponsoring organizations.

I think it’s important to note as we begin that all is not new in
university/industry programs.

Commentators sometimes write as if these relationships were to-
tally new. In fact, recognizable antecedents go far back in time.

Propositions about a natural chasm between academic science
aln% ilridustrial science have often been drawn too sharply and too
globally.

Indeed, academic science and irdustrial science in the United
States grew up together. It is certainly true, however, that current-
ly we are seeing an explosion in the number of alliances; and we
are observing qualitative differences in their form.

What lies behind this recent surge? Universities are seeking new
support for research, including equipment and facilities; ways to
strengthen education programs; new outlets for faculty interested
in commercial and entrepreneurial activities; and increased effec-
tiveness in contributing through local, regional and national goals.

Industry looks to the new alliances as a sourcs of talent—both
students and faculty—as a window on new areas of science and en-
gineering, and as a source of specific ideas for improvements in
products and processes.

Federal and state governments look to enhance linkages between
university and industry as one-means to maintain or regain tech-
nological primacy in a variety of industries, and thereby to nurture
state, regional, and national economic growth.

The alliances are characterized by a great deal of variety and di-
versity. University cultures vary, as to their attitudes towards the
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kinds of relationships with industry that are or are not appropri-
ate.

‘Companies also differ in their views toward research; toward in-
house and externally sponsored research; and toward collaboration
with other companies and with universities.

Given this cultural variation it is not surprising that the new
partnerships vary considerably in the kinds of activities and ar-
rangements that are involved.

Cne could say tha it is due in part to this variety that the col-
laborative programs generally appear to be working so well. Par-
ticipating institutions indicate that they have not found it neces-
sary to compromise the cultures and values they deem essential to
their missions. .

They seem to have managed matters by selecting partners and
arranging programs best suited to their particular goals and re-
sponsibilities.

f;l;he key to achieving these matches is to talk early and talk
often. ‘

The dominant view now about the alliance is it appears to be
that the nation is engaged in a broad-based and diverse series of
experiments that should be continued and that have the potential
to be good for business, helpful and appropriate for universities,
and in the public interest.

Although the grades on the initial report cards on the alliances
are passing, I want to mention a few topics that continue to be dis-
cussed.

First, the area of financial support.

As has been mentioned, overall corporate support for university
research has currently made it on 5 percent and probably will
never exceed seven to eight percent.

Still, corporate funding is significant at some schools, reaching
levels over 20 percent, and is more. important in some fields than
in others—notably semi-conductors and biotechnology.

There is concern about the sustainability and the breadth of this
industrial funding. Will sufficient short term results materialize to
maintain industry’s involvement with universities over the long-
term, even as the fields of interest may change?

We currently see signs of changes in industrial support for R&D,
both in-house and externally. Industrial support for academic R&D
must be considered as a complement to, not a eubstitute for, state
and federal support.

The general view is that federal funding of academic research is
critical, both for the long term vitality of research and graduate
education, and for tracking industrial support.

Second point has to do with the industrial influence on academic
research which has been a major concern raised by university/in-
dustry cooperation. It does not appear that this is occurring.

University and industrial participants are in the main agreeing
on the research that warrants support. One view is that the major
cultural change in universities came after World War II when
agencies like DOD and NIH began to support really fairly directed
basic research.

In this light, industrial support is only a small perturbation.
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Third point has to do with what we call industry/ university sym-
metry. The capacity of a company to assimilate advances in re-
search is related to the internal technical capabilities of the compa-
ny.

A break down in symmetry between the technical capabilities of
cooperating companies and universities will inhibit the ability of
the company to transfer innovative ideas into technology.

Internal industry R&D is an important component of technologi-
cal innovation. And industry must maintain its investments in in-
house research if it is to benefit from participation in collaborate
programs with universities.

‘Participation in such %rograms cannot be viewed as a substitute
for internal industry R&D.

Finally, all the collaborative programs give personal contact be-
tween industrial and university scientists as an essential mecha-
nism-for moving research results from universities into industry.

Experience indicates that there are difficulties in achieving this,
especially when the cooperating institutions are geographically dis-
tant; but there is evidence of progress and a wil?ingness to partici-

ate.

In addition to the growth in university industry alliances, the
last five to eight years have seen a new entrant into science and
technology policy affairs, as we have heard, state governments.

Motiva by their traditional concern with economic develop-
ment and the perception that new approaches, centered around sci-
ence, technology and new business development, are required to
achieve their economic goals, State governments have increased
their investments in science and technology and taken on new
roles and created new organizational structures to administer and
guide these investments.

Governors are appointing science acvisors; creating special com-
missions and corporations for science, technology and economic de-
velopment; and together with state legislatures are creating a wide
range of new programs.

A national survey by the Minnesota governor’s office of science
and technology identified over $700 million in state technology pro-
grams in fiscal year 1986.

Ten of the 43 states that supports science and technology provide
over 20 million dollars per year, per state. For all states the aver-
age level of support for these special programs is about 12 million
per year per state.

[Pause.]

Dr. PuiLries. All the participants in the new alliances—federal
and state governments, universities and industry—are asking the
question, “What are the results?” A straightforward and expected
question—but there are no simple answers.

I will make three general points.

First, as the charter for the hearing states, cooperation has taken
a number of forms. Any answer to the question “What are the re-
sults,” must take into account this variation and diversity.

Each type of collaborative program must be considered separate-

y.
Second, we should not try to answer this question too Juickly, at
least in a conclusive manner. We need to continue to watch the ex-
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periments; make adjustments based on preliminary observations;
and continue to improve and strengthen collaboration between uni-
versities and industry.

Third, each collaborative program should set reasonable goals
and objectives. Program accomplishments should be measured
against appropriate expectations.

Unreasonable expectations, which will lead to failing marks for
the collaborative programs, will do significant harm to the partici-
pating industrial and academic institutions and to the overall sci-
ence and technology enterprise.

I will conclude with two observations. As a part of these new alli-
ances, universities are assuming visible and explicit strategic roles
in state, federal and industrial economic and technological develop-
ment programs.

This has resulted in increased expectations being placed on uni-
versities, and in greater political currency to university affairs,
which in turn-have produced both strains and benefits within the
university community.

Strains are caused by different views of the new university ac-
tivities tied to industry, and by the increasing political interest in
universities, as indicated by the special appropriations by the U.S.
Congress for university research facilities and programs.

Benefits come in the form -of new state and industrial invest-
ments in university programs and the excitement resulting from
the opportunity to work with new people and on new technical
problems.

Reaching the right balance in these forces on the universities
will require care, nurturing, and thoughtfulness by the universities
themselves and by the patrons and policy makers that influence
universities.

Second, the university/industry alliances should be viewed as a
new and creative way to contribute to excellence in both academe
and industry and not as the major national effort to solve our com-
petitiveness problems. i

The nature of research, of technology development, and of educa-
tion is changing in many areas of science and engineering. Within
this environment, maintaining research capacity at the frontiers of
knowledge and maintaining technological capacity at the frontiers
of product and process innovation require greater collaboration and
interaction between academic and industrial scientists and engi-
neers than has been the norm.

The emerging new alliances, therefore, are essential to maintain-
ing the nation’s scientific, technological and educational base.

To the extent that this base contributes to our national economic
competitiveness, the alliances are an important part of the strate-

But we know that the strategy for economic competitiveness
must include many other factors of equal and perhaps even greater
importance.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Phillips follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. DON PriLuips AT FIELD HEARING 0N UNIVERSITY-
INDUSTRY ALLIANCES, St. Louts, MO

-My name is Don Phillips. I am the Executive Director of the Government-Univer-
sity-Industry Research Roundtable, sponsored by the National Academy of Sciences,
National Acaden,y of Engineering, and Institute of Medicine. I am pleased to be
here today to participate in the hearing on university-industry alliances convened
by the House Subcommittee on Science, Research and Technology.

As stated in the charter for this hearing, all sectors of society—the federal gov-
ernment, state governments, industry, universities, and the general public—have a
growing interest in the capacity of science and engineering to contribute to the
international competitive posture of the U.S. The sectors have two principal expec-
tations of the enterprise: .

1. Advancement of knowledge, and education and training of the next generation
of scientists and engineers; an

2. Achievement of specific national and local goals and the development of new
products and processes.’

The vitality of the enterprise is determined by the extent to which it can meet
these demands and opportunities.

The Government-University-Industry Research Roundtable was established in
early 1984 on the premise that the stewardship of this vitality is the responsibility
of all sectors. The Research Roundtable provides a forum where scientists, engi-
neers, administrators, and policy makers from government, universities, and indus-
try can come together on an ongoing basis to explore ways to improve the productiv-
ity of the nation’s research enterprise. The object is to try to understand issues, to
inject imaginative thought into the system, and to provide a setting for the seeking
of common ground.

A msjor element of the Roundtable’s program is the examination of university
alliances and partnerships with smal} and large companies, federal and state gov-
ernments, and financial institutions. My remarks today are based on two Roundta-
ble reports, “New Alliances and Partnerships in American Science and Engineer-
ing” and “State Government Strategies for Self-Assessment of Science and Technol-
o%y for Economic Development,” and on proposals for some new Roundta-
ole activities. This statement, however, expresses my interpretation of these materi-
als and is not an official policy statement of the Research Roundtable Council nor of
its sponsoring organizations.

OBSERVATION ON UNIVERSITY-INDUSTRY ALLIANCES

I will begin by reviewing three central themes that have emerged from Roundta-
ble inquiries into university-industry cooperative programs and then move on to
brief comments on selected characteristics of these programs.

Leniral Themes

All is not new.—Commentators sometimes write as if these relationships were to-
tally new. In fact, recognizable antecedents go far back in time. For example, aca-
demic chemistry has from the beginning been closely tied to industrial chemistry.
Much of modern biology also is deeply rooted in the search for solutions to practical
agricultural, medical, and industrial problems. Similarly, computer science is closel
tied to applications. And, or course, the set of applied scientific fields which ¢
themselves “engineering disciplines” are also by their origin and their nature ori-
ented to applications. Propositions about a natural chasm between academic science
and industrial science have often been drawn too sharply and too globally. Indeed,
academic science and industrial science in the United States grew up together.

It is certainly true, however, that currently we are seeing an explosion in the
number of alliances, and we are observing qualitative changes in their form. What
lies behind this recent surge of new arrangements among universities and industry?
Universities are seeking new sources of support for research, including equipment
and facilities; ways to strengthen their education programs; new outlets for faculty

‘interested in commercial and entrepreneurial activities; and increased effectiveness

in contributing to local, regional, and national technological, economic, and social
goals. Industry looks to the new alliances as a source of talent—both students_and
aculty, as a window on new areas of science and engineering, and as a source of
specific ideas for improvements in products and pro csses. Federal and state govern-
ments look to enhanced linkages between industry and universities as one means to
maintain or regain technological primacy in a variety of industries and thereby to
nurture state, regional, and national economic growth.

32

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




29

Variation and diversity.—The alliances are characterized by a great deal of varie-
ty and diversity. University cultures vary as do their attitudes towards the kinds of
relationships with industry that are or are not appropriate. Those institutions with
long standing liberal arts traditions tend to avoid relationships other than those
that support basic research. The technical universities have shown a greater willing-
ness to engage in applied research with industry funding, a greater respect for the
proprietary interests of the funder, and a greater interest in continuing close inter-
actions with industry. Companies also differ in their views toward research, toward
in-house and externally sponsored research, and toward collaboration with other
companies and with universities.

Given-this cultural variation, it is not surprising that the new partnerships vary
considerably in the kinds of activities and arrangements that are involved. Some
are largely concerned with basic research. In other arrangements, the purpose of
the work is to solve a well-defined practical problem. Training of undergraduate and
graduate students may - or may not be part of the program. Consulting by the in-
volved university personnel is in some cases restricted, but in others, consultation is
an important.aspect of the arrangement. Similarly, in some cases constraints are
imposed to limit faculty-entrepreneurship, while in others the arrangement is de-
signed to channel or facilitate entrepreneurship.

One might say that it is due, in part, to this variety and diversity that the collabe:
rative programs generally appear to be working so well. Participating institutions
indicate that.they have not found it necessary to compromise significantly the cul-
tures and values they deem essential to their missions. They seem to have managed
matters by selecting partners and arranging programs best suited to their particu-
lar goals and responsibilities. The key to achieving these matches is to “talk early
and talk often.”

Benefical experiments.—The positive attitude that currently prevails in both in-
dustry and academia toward the ability of their institutions to participate in cooper-
ative ;;lrograms without distorting the institutions’ cultures and values is a change
from the more pessimistic tone of the discussions some ten years ago as the number
of these-arrangements was beginning to escalate. The dominant view now appears
to be that the nation is engaged in a broad-based and diverse series of experiments
that should be continued and that have the potential to be good for business, helpful
and appropriate to universities, and in the public interest. There are two major con-
cerns: (1) that the experiments will be judged too quickly and (2) that there are un-
realistic and inappropriate ex tions for the impacts of these new arrangements.
I will have something to say about each of these concerns later in my remarks.

Selected Characteristics

Although the grades on the initial report cardg on the alliances are passing, I will
mention a few of the topics that are subjects of continuing discussion.

Financial support—Overall, corporate support for university research—currently
less than 5% of total support for academic research—will never exceed perhaps 7 to
8%. Industry funding for university research comes largely from corporate research
bud%ets, which are nearly always quite small relative to_development budgets and
are likely to remain so. Still, corporate funding is significant at some schools, reach-
ing levels over 20%, and is more prominent in some fields than in others. For exam-
ple, the Semiconductor Research Corporation estimates that the consortium is fund-
ing nearly 50% of U.S. academic research on silicon-based integrated circuits. A
survey by the Council for Chemical Research showed that industry accounted for
11% of the total extramural funding of basic academic research in chemistry in
1985 and that industry accounted for 44% of the total extramural funding for chimi-
cal engineering. A survey by David Blumenthal, then of the Kennedy School of Gov-
ernment at Harvard, of over 100 companies involved in biotechnology revealed that
these companies provided about $120 million annually to support academic research
in that field. That amount is about 30% of aggregate industrial funding of academic
research and about 20% of all extramural funding of biotechnology research in aca-
deme during 1984.

There is concern about the sustainability and the breadth of this industrial fund-
ing. The new alliances are concentrated in a few industries, for example, biotechnol-
ogy, microelectronics, and special materials. Will sufficient short-term results mate-
rialize to maintain industry’s involvement with universities over the long-term,
even as the fileds of interest may change? We currently see signs of changes in in-
dustrial support for R&D, both in-house and externally. Industrial support for aca-
demic R&D must be considered as a complement to, not a substitute for, federal sup-
port. The general view is that federal funding of academic research is critical, both
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for the long-term vitality of research and graduate education and for attracting in-
dustrial support.

Industrial influence on academic.research.—A major concern rajsed by university-
industry cooperation is that corporate values will divert academic research from its
proper role, the search for knowledge. It does not appear that this is occurring. Uni-
versity and industrial participants are in the main agreeing on the research that
warrants support. One view is that the major cultural change in- universities came
after World War II, when agencies like DOD and HIH began to support “really
fairxgg directed basic research.” In this light, industrial support is only “‘a small per-
turbation.” .

Faculty loyalties and incentives.—There has been a change in facult loyalties
over the past forty years. Prior to World War II, little funding was available outside
the university, and faculty concerns were directed toward their own institutions.
With the significant increase in federal support, there came incentives for promot-
ing individual disciplines and growth in professional and scientific societies. Faculty
loyalties were directed toward their disciplines, their colleagues in the relevant soci-
eties, and their program officers in the federal funding agencies. Now, the potential
for significant increase in academic salaries through alliances with business and the
financial community may diminish faculty loyalties to their universities and their
disciplines. To some this is a major concern; others see this as the exception rather
than the rule. They see faculty loyalties to science and engineering running high in
spite of the possibility for individual financial gain.

dom of communication.—The alliances do not appear to be imposing unac-
ceptable constraints on publication and communication, except perhaps in highly
competitive fields like biotechnology. Here, however, views differ as to whether
these constraints are brought on by commercial or scientific competition. In one
sense, industrial-academic connections have served to increase communications
among scientists and engineers between sectors and between disciplines.

Educational functions.—The education of graduate students and post-doctoral fel-
lows, including foreign students, is a central feature of all of the collaborative pro-
grams examineu by the Roundtable. Students are going on after graduation in sig-
nificant numbers to-work for the participating companies. The programs have stim-
ulated the development of new courses and have brought about an increase in inter-
disciplinary, interdepartmental, and inter-university collaboration.

Cooperation among companies.—Obtaining cooperation among competing compa-
nies in academic-industrial alliances has not been a serious problem. Fear of anti-
trust regulations have dissipated, and cooperation among competitors that involves
academe is viewed favorably within current antitrust policies. Participation in the
alliances by foreign companies varies. The example of the Massachusetts General
Hospital-Hoechst grogram is balanced by the view of a senior official of a collabora-
tive program in the electronics field who finds if “very beneficial for [his] program
to work with U.S.-based companies.”

Industry-university symmetry.—~The capacity of a company to assimilate advances
in research is related to the internal becgnical capabilities of the ¢ompany. A break-
down in’ symmetry between the technical capabilities of cooperating companies and
universities will inhibit the ability of the company to transfer innovative ideas into
technology. Internal industry R&D is an important component of technological inno-
vation, and industry must maintain its investments in in-house research if it is to
benefit from participation in collaborative programs with universities. Participation
in such programs cannot be viewed as a substitute for internal industry R&D.

Personal contract.—All the collaborative programs view personal contact between
industrial and university scientists as an essential mechanism for moving research
results from universities into industry. Experience indicates that there are difficul-
ties in achieving this, especially when the cooperating institutions are geographical-
ly distant, but there is evidence of progress and a willingness to participate.

Contract negotiations—Industry and university officials report an increase in
time and effort devoted to negotiating agreements for cooperative research pro-
grams. In an attempt to decrease this effort, the Research Roundtable and the In-
dustrial Research Institut~ have just jointly published “Simplified and Standardized
Model Agreements for University-Industry Cooperative Research.”

NEW AND EXPANDING STATE GOVERNMENT ROLES

In addition to the growth in university-industry alliances, the last five to eight
years have seen # new entrant into science and technology policy affairs—state gov-
ernments. Motivated by their traditional concern with economic development and
the perception that new approaches—centered around science and technology and
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new business development—are required to achieve their economic development
goals, state governments have increased their investments in science and technology
and have taken on new roles and created new organizational structures to adminis-
ter and guide these investments. Governors are appointing science advisers, creating
special commissions and corporations for science, technology and economic develop-
ment, and, together with state legislatures, are creating a wide range of new pro-
grams—including university-industry R&D partnerships, technology transfer, small
business - development, entrepreneurial assistance, venture capital, and education
and training.

A national survey by the Minnesota Governors’ Office of Seience and Technol%
identified over $700 million in state technology programs in FYT 1986. Over §
million (40.8%) was earmarked for technology or research centers; another 18.1%
was designated for research grants. Ten of the forty-three states that support special
science and technology programs provide over $20 million per year/per state; for all
states the average level of the support for these special programs is about $12 mil-
lion per year/per state. The requirement for matching funds from industry is a cen-
tral feature of most of these state programs. Also, it is important to note that these
state-appropriations are in addition to the general and continuing state appropria-
tions for higher education.

In response to these trends, the Roundtable, in cooperation with the National
Governors’ ‘Association, will initiate a process to improve communication between
the federal government and the states on science and technology issues. Because of
their involvement in science and technology initiatives, both industry and -universi-
ties also will be involved.

The federalstate dialogue will inclide large policy issues as well as specific oper-

" ational procedures. At the policy level, one objective of the dialogue will be to ex-

lore how the states can assume a position in national science and technology policy
ormulation and implementation that is commensurate with their increasing roles
in supporting science and in initiating new programs. States see their participation
in the national scientific enterprise as distinct from the participation of public
(state) universities. At the programmatic level, the objective is to establish a mecha-
nism for state and federal officials to discuss operational- procedures in supporting
research programs, centers, facilities, the small business innovation research pro-
grams, and other activities conducted in common.

ImpAcTS OF THE NEW ALLIANCES

All the participants in the new alliances—federal and state governments, univer-
sities, ard industry—are asking the question, “What are the results?” A straightfor-
ward and expected question, but there are no simple answers.

First, three general observations:

1. As the charter for the hearing states, cooperation has taken a number of forms.
Any answer to the question—"“What are the results?”’—must take into account this
vank;{ion and diversity. Each type of collaborative program must be considered sep-
arately.

2. We should not try to answer this question too quickly, at least in a conclusive
manner. We need to continue to watch the experiments, make adjustments based on
preliminary observations, and continue to improve and strengthen collaboration be-
tween universities and industry.

3. Each collaborative program should set reasonable goals and objectives; the pro-
gram accomplishments should be measured against appropriate expectations. Un-
reasonable expectations, which will lead to failing marks for the collaborative pro-
grams, will do significant harm to the Earticipating industrial and academic institu-
tions and to the overall science and technology enterprise.

The Roundtable has examined approaches to the assessment of the impacts of uni-
versity-industry cooperative research programs. I will summarize the major conclu-
sions from that inquiry.

At this early stage in the operation of the programs, one can only monitor pro-
gram operations and take readings of work in progress. The programs will have
near-term or proximate objectives that focus on the program structure and operat-
ing procedures such as: strengthening graduate education in umwversity research;
creating “centers of research excellence” in selected areas of science and fechnolo-
gy; changing university and industry culture to promote a true spirit of exchange
among the university” and industry scientists carrying out the collaborative re-
search; achieving a certain ratio of industrial support to government support; and
achieving a certain fraction of small and large companiezzdparticipating in the pro-
gram. These types of proximate objectives should be stated clearly at the outset of
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the program, and they should provide the focal point for the assessment of program
progress and accomplishments in its early years of operaticn.

The. processes:through which R&D partnerships can contribute to technological
innovation and economic development are varied and complex and require patience
and a long-term perspective. Demonstrating such contributions will be difficult. As a
start in exploring these connections, the Roundtable is beginning an examination of
the perceptions of prominent industrialists on how the new alliances are expected to
influence industrial innovation and competitiveness, if they are to do this at all.
Here, it is important to point out another dimension of variation in this complex
system' of university-industry cooperation. The process of innovation and the sources
of technical change vary by industfy sector and éven by the individual firm within a
given sector. Understanding the contributions of the new alliances to innovation re-
quires an éxamination that looks at different industries separately. For example,
many new organizational forms are emerging to promote industry-industry and in-
dustry-university cooperation in the microelectronics and biotechnology industries.
In the chemical industry, however, there is a long history of industry-university co-
operation that continues through more traditional mechanisms. What are the ra-
tionales for the different approaches used? What does the industry expect frc
each? The Roundtable is looking to industrial officials to help articulate the variety
of- mechanisms and pathways through which the new alliances are to generate in-
dustrial innovation and enhance competitiveness in the different industry sectors.

TWO CONCLUDING OBSERVATIONS

Strategic Role for Universities

As a part of these new alliances, univ rsities are assuming visible and explicit
roles in state, federal and industrial economic and technological development pro-
grams. This has resulted in increased expectations being placed on universities and
in greater political currency to university affairs, which in turn have produced both
strains and benefits within the university community. Strains are caused by differ-
ing views of the new university activities tied to industry and by th. increasing po-
litical interest in universities as indicated by.the special appropriations by the U.S.
Congress for university research facilities and programs. Benefits come in the form
of new state and industrial investments in university programs and the excitement
resulting from the opportunity to work with new people and on new technical prob-
lems. Reaching the right balance in the forces resulting from this new strategic role
for the universities will require care, nurturing, and thoughtfulness by the universi-
ties themselves and by the patrons and policy-makers that influence universities.

Excelience in Universities and Industry

The university-industry alliances should be viewed as a new and creative way to
contribute to excellence in both academe and industry and not as the major nation-
al effort to solve our competitiveness problems. The nature of research, of technolo-
gy development, and of education is changing in many areas of science and engi-
neering—particularly those areas, for example electronics, biotechnology, and mate-
rials, around which many of the alliances are forming. The changes include: the
boundaries between the underlying disciplines and between basic research and ap-
plied research are blurring; advances in fundamental knowledge become relevant to
technology development in the near term; R&D is dependent on and in some cases
limited by sophisticated and expensive instrumentation; talented scientists and engi-
neers are in short supply; and product life-cyles are becoming shorter. Within this
environment, maintaining research capacity at the frontiers of knowledge and
maintaining technological capacity at the frontiers of product and process innova-
tion require greater collaboration and interaction between academic and industrial
scientists and engineers than has been the norm.

The emerging new alliances, therefore, are essential to maintaining the nation’s
scientific, technological and educational base. To the extent that this base contrib-
utes to our international economic competitiveness, the alliances are an important
part of the strategy. But, we know that the strategy for economic competitiveness
must include many other factors of equal and perhaps even greater importance.
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STATEMENT OF DR. JOHN H. MOORE, DEPUTY DIRECTOR,
NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION

Dr. Moore. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Let me apologize in ad-
Kance for my voice. I have the ending, I hope, of kind of a bad cold

ere.

But let me also second Don Phillips’ remarks about how appro-
priate it is to be holding a hearing such as this here in St. Louis.

I think that what he said about the importance of local efforts in
this respect is entirely correct.

Mr. Chairman, I have a det-.iled statement that I would like to
submit for the record. I know that you have many witnesses today
and I'm going to be very brief in my summary of that statement.

It’s already been mentioned, and by now it is clear, in this com-
petitive and integrated world economy, research and development
plays an increasingly important role.

There is a growing consensus that science and technology are
key to the economic competitiveness. The Federal Government, the
States, the universities and industry all have important roles to
play in providing that technology.

The Federal Government has a primary responsibility for sup-
porting basic research. It also does applied research and develop-
ment in fields of its own needs—and here, defense, of course, is a
leading example.

But in general, the Federal Government does not, and should
not, do civilian product development. That kind of work should be
left to industry.

State and local governments have responsibility for educational
and for economic development for their own geographic regions.

State concern for economic development has grown tremendously
in just the past few years.

Many States have established special organizations to provide
lealdership, such as the Missouri Corporation for Science and Tech-
nology. .

Under its leadership, Missouri has moved to develop -research
parks and innovation centers. The corporation has also been work-
ing to establish new centers for advanced technology, involving
both universities and industry.

This activity recognizes that economic development, new compa-
nies and new jobs can be created when the intellectual resources of
good universities are brought together with industrial experience,
and a few entrepreneurs.

Industry, the third major player has a large role in basic re-
search; and it has developed some important new approaches, of
which the most important has been a new emphasis on stronger
ties between industry and universities—to a large degree, the sub-
ject of this hearing.

Some of these are quite far-reaching. That was in the case of the
partnership between Monsanto and Washington University in bio-
technology.

But others take many different forms. A recent count put the
number of university-affiliated research parks at about 80. The pro-
totype was Stanford’s, established in 1951, and widely believed to
have been a major factor in the development of silicon valley.
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Affiliate programs are widely used. They give companies access
to current research and the best of the new graduates. This is per-
haps the-most direct and effective way to transfer new knowledge
from laboratories to factories—“this” being the new graduates.

Many of the programs of the National Science Foundation are
designed to improve this technology transfer, often by encouraging
cooperation between universities and industry. :

Let me mention a few of these. First, there is student support.
Really, the most effective way to transfer technolog'}\; is to send
.grgdutating students, freshly trained in the latest techniques into
industry.

AndrKere I would mention that NSF is planning to increase the
number of new graduate fellowships offered per year this year by
about 200, to brini it to a total of about 700 new fellowships per
year being offered by the Foundation.

In addition to that, though, the Foundation is providing support
to graduate students as research assistants on NSF grants to
roughly 13,000 students per year.

A second NSF program is Presidential Young Investigators.
These awards provide su%port for most promising young investiga-
tors, and there's new Ph.D.’s going into universities—usually, with
great support from industry.

A third NSF area of activity is centers. One of the most visible
initiatives of the Foundation in the last few years has been the En-
gineering Research Centers; and we are now planning to extend
that concept to the sciences in the new Science and Technology
Centers. .

The Enﬁineering Research Center program had another NSF
program this winter, motioning—we will start—the Industry/Uni-
versity Cooperative Research Center Program.

I mention that in part because one of those centers on processed
analytical chemistry is located here in St. Louis at Washington
University.

That was a very successful program; and it led to the Engineer-
ing Research Centers program which was launched in 1985.

ese centers are located at universities. They concentrate on

multidisciplinary research in areas such as combustion, biotechnol-
ogy, robotics, composite materials, and intelligent systems engi-
neerm% o )
The Foundation is E)resently supporting 14 of these centers. We
exFect the nation would have about 25 of them.

ndustrial participation is im%(;rtant with all the ERCs. Finan-
cial support from industry has been strong for these centers, but
their participation grows much further than that.

Industry ple sit on advisory committees; they help develop
and guide t;':e: research programs; and they take part in the re-
search itsslf.

That helps ensure that the research has roots of new problems,
and.it provides natural linkages between universities and industry.

This concept is going to be extended to the sciences. The new Sci-
ence and Technology Centers will also be located on campuses; will
all have some degree of participation by organizations from outside
the universitﬂ—and that usually, Lut not always in this case,
would mean the industry.
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Mr. Chairman, really it would be hard to overemphasize the im-
portance of the cooperation that has developed between the univer-
sities and industry today. ’

We are finding that d‘;ese cooperative ways could put existing re-
sources to much more efficient use to speed ug the transfer of
knowledge from universities to industry; and thereby accelerate
the innovation process.

It has been suggested that this cooperation was—cooperation
which builds on the strength of many and varied institutions on
both sides, might even prove to be an effective asset-to the more
centralized kind of partnership between industry and government
that we see in Japan.

I do not know if that is true. I do not know even how well that
works in Japan. But I do think that we should encourage these
new arrangements in every way that we can.

Thank you. I will be happy to respond to questions now.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Moore follows:]

TESTIMONY OF DR. JouN Moorg, DEpuTY DIRECTOR, NATIONAL SCtENCE FOUNDATION

Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and thank you tur the opportunity to testify today
concerning industry-university cooperation and the programs of the National Sci-
ence Foundation,

In the competitive, integrated world economy that we have today, research and
development plays an increasingly important role. As a result, science and engineer-
ing R and D has received a great deul of attention in recent years in Washington, in
the States, in the universities, and in industry.

RESPONSIBILITIES

One reason for this increasted attention is a growing consensus that science and
technology are the key to the economic competitiveness that we seek. But if that is
true—and I think it is—then the question becomes, “How do we get this technology?
Y]h% isdx:esgg,onsible for doing the research? For training the people? For providing
the funding?

The answer in the 1950s and 1960s would have been “let the Federal Government
do it.” As long as Government was willing, why not? This was certainly comfortable
for the other players.

980, however, there was a growing recognition that the Federal Government
could not, and should not, do it all.

With the current administration came a much clearer view that a true partner-
shié)am the support of science and engineering was necessary.

ch partner has a stake in the outcome, and each should have a well-defined
role in providing su%port. .

The Ipartner's. are Federal, State, and local governments, industry, and the uni-er-

sities. I will say a bit to describe the responsibilities of each as we sec them.

THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

The Federal Government shares with industry principal responsibility for s:xg;
porting basic vesearch, Overall, the Federa] Government provides about two-thi
of all basic research support. There are good reasons for this: .
By its nature, basic research is available to nll. Its benefits accrue to the Nation
as a whole, rather than to any segment or geographic region.
The Federal Government can support the best talent in the entir2 Nation as per-
formers. It can consider long-term goals, and it can afford consistent funding over
an extended period.

Major basic research facilities are big and expensive, and must be shared nation
ally—and sometimes internationally—in order to be justified. Accelerators, ships,
and major telescopes are examp're of this.

As we move along the continuum from basic research to development, the proper
role of the Federal Government declines. In eﬁeneral. product development for civil-

ian markets is not an appropriate area for Federal involvement.
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Government is poorly coupled to markets. For that reason, it is prone to support
the development of products that will not stand the test of the marketplace.

In recognition of thr proper role of the Federal Government .n supporting re-
search, the administration has significantiy shifted resources from deve opment to
basic -research. Federal support of non-defense basic' research has risen strongly
since 1981, while support of non-defense development has declined.

SCIENCE EDUCATION

In science education, the Federal Government has an important role, but a limit-

ed and specialized one. At NSF: .
e can stimulate science and engineering through fellowships and national com-
getitt'ions. These awards recognize and support the most promising graduate stu-
ents.

We cen support research and technical change in education at all levels, including
such things as new curriculum materials development and distribution.

We support many graduate students throu%h research and grants and contracts.
This fosters both research and education simultaneously.

We can focus the attention on quality of education through reports, awards, and
special programs. .

We can provide limited support for such things as teaching equipment and faculty
improvement at the undergraduate and precollege levels.

STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENT

The second major player in science and engineering is State and local govern.
ment. State and local governments have traditionally been responsible for education
and economic development in their own geographic regions.

ese branches of Government bear principal responsibility for primary and sec.

ondary education. Federal programs may provide stimulation, some leadership, and

:ll;ecia ized assistance, but the action is at the State and local levels. Recently we
ve seen:

Increased high school graduation requirements, emphasizing math and science.

Growing acceptance of standardized student achievement testing.

Better Ju\y for teachers, with greater acceptance of merit pay and differentials for
math and science teachers.

Higher education is also supported by the States, for very good reasons:

Most graduates stay in the area, and help to build State economies.

Much applied research on local problems is done in State universities.

State concern for economic development has grown tremendously in just the past
few years. Many States have established special organizations to provide leadership,
such as the Missouri Corporation for Science and Technology. Under its leadership,
Missouri has moved to develop several research parks, and four innovation centers
have been estublished.

Under legislation passed in 1986, the corporation has also been working to estab-
lish new “centers for advanced technology” involving both universities and indus-
try. These centers will do both basic and applied research that is economically im-
portant to Missouri.

These actions all recognize that economic development—new companies and new
jobs—can be made to happen when the intellectual resources of & good university
are brought together with industrial experience and a few entrepreneurs,

INDUSTRY

Industry is the third major player. In recent years, industry has been encouraged
and challenged in many ways, and the rer,ponse is encoumging.

1 mentioned earlier industry’s dominant role in product development.

Market discipline is the force that drives induztey to do this well.

h?hj:gagd?f market discipline is the principal rearon why Government tends to do
this Y.

Industry also has a major role in supporting basi: research, and it has developed
some important new approaches that are worth nothing:

One is the rise in cooperative research sivangements. The National Cooperative
Research Act of 1984 made it possible for companies to undertake joint ventures for
research purposes with less concern for antitrust penalties.

This makes it 1;)ouaible for smaller companies to be seriously involved in basic re-
search, where before only the largest could afford the tab.
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By last July, 129 such joint ventures had been registered with the Justice Depart-
ment.

Organizations like the microelectronic and computer cooperation (MCC) and the
semiconductor research cooperative (SRC) are the best known, but there are many
more of increasing importance.

This cooperation does not have to come at the expense of competition. Industries
can cooperate in basic and even applied research, while still competing in product
development marketing and production. This may be one area in which we can both
have our cake and eat it, too.

Cooperation can also be between industry and Government. There are a number
of cases in which industry has joined with national laboratories to pursue their
common interests.

UNIVERSITIES

But perhaps the most important trend has been the strengthening of ties between
ufxiversities—the actual source of new ideas and talented people—with. the other
players.

Until recently universities tended to look to their State governments for support
of their educational programs, and to the Federal Government for support-of re-
search. These links remain primary, but they are now being supplemented by vigor-
ous new ties between universities and industry.

Some of these are quite. far reaching, as in the case of the partnership between
monsanto and Washington University in biotechnology.

University industry partnerships take many different forms:

A recent count put the number of university-affiliated research parks at about 80.
The prototype was Stanford’s, established in 1951 and widely believed to have been
& major factor in the development of silicon valley.

Affiliate programs are widely used. In return for a set annual contribution—from
a few thousand to perhaps $250,000 annually, depending on size and other factors—
companies get the right to have their scientists involved in university projects and
to get regular briefings in areas close to their interests.

Perhaps even more important, they have an inside track to recruit the best of the
new graduates. This is perhaps the most direct and effective way_to transfer new
knowledge from laboratories to factories. .

Informal links with universities often develop when organizations like the micre-
electronics and coinputer corporation grow up—usually near major universities in
order to draw the talented people they need.

Patent and publication issues, at one time a major reason for not supporting aca-
demic research, are no longer particularly troublesome. Since 1980 universities, non-
profits, and small business have been able to take title to patents on inventions
don;l:vith Federal support, and many universities have become quite knowledgeable
in this area.

With this background, the universities have been able to negotiate patent ar-
rangements with industry that are satisfactory on both sides. .

e same is true of publication. Universities insist—and properly so—that re-
search results done on campus must be published freely. But this does not make it
impossible for companies supporting the work to have advance notice of important
developments, and in fast-changing areas this is usually enough.

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION PROGRAMS

Better cooperation between universities and industry is really important because
the cooperative efforts all help transfer technical information frm where it is cre-
ated to where it can be used in economically significant ways. Many of the pro-
grams of the national science foundation are designed to improve this technology
transfer, often by encouraging cooperation between universities and industry. Let
me mention several:

Student support: One of the most effective ways to transfer technology s %o send
graduating students, freshly trained in the latest techniques, into industry. NSF de-
votes a substantial part of its resources to supporting graduate students whose re-
seurch experience gives them special skills that industry needs.

. Presidential young investigatiors: PYI ewards provide an annual research grant of
$25,00 for five years. In addition, the foundation matches support the awardee ob-
tains'from other sources up to $37,500 per year. Thus a PYI awardee can receive a
total of $100,00 per year.
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Most of the matching funds come from industry. This establishes a strong link
een the young researcher and the patron firms, which facilities knowledge
transfer. Presently the foundation supports about 800 PYI’s.

Small business innovation research: The SBIR Program began in NSF in 1982, and
has since been expanded to other agencies. The idea is to provide grants to small
businesses to allow them to do the research.necessary to develop an idea into a com-
mercial product.

Projects are divided into phases. Modest initial research support takes an -idea to
the point at which it appears that it might be commercially viable. A second phase
scales it up.to roughly the “proof of concept” stage, and at this point NSF support is
over. In the third stage full scale commercial development is accomplished.

The lesson of the SBIR program is that there are many small businesses who are
interested in working with university people to develop good ideas, and there are
many university researchers inte in moving beyond basic research and into
practical application.

Sor -etimes university faculty participate as consultants; in other cases they leave
the university, either temporarily or germanently, to become involved fulltime in
the commercial effort. Either way the flow of information between the two sectors is
increased, and economic benefits are realized. .

Centers: One of the most visible initiatives of the foundation in the last few years
has been the engineering research centers and the extension of this concept to the
new scierce and technology centers.

Historically, the roots of the centers concept were in the materials research lab-
oratories (MRL’s). Founded by the Department of Defense in 1960, these were trans-
ferred to NSF in 1972. The MRL’s have typically had close contacts with industry,
since their research’is frequently very close to industrial applications.

Initially started in 1973, the Industry-University Cooperative Research Centeis
(IUCRC) program was expanded in 1980. These centers focus on research relevant to
industry. They are se. up on university campuses with modest support from NSF
and larger funding from industry.

_Each center is expected to be self-supporting within five vears, mainly from indus-
rial participation. NSF now supports about 40 such centers. Many of the early ones
are already self-supporting.

The engineering Research Centers (ERC), established in 1985, grew-out .of the
IUCRC experience, but are similar in scale to the MRL’s. ERC’s are located at uni-
versities and concentrate on multidisciplinary research in areas such as combustion-
processes, biotechnology process engineering, robotics in microelectronics processing,
composite materials, and intelligent systems engineering. NSF presently supports 14
ERC’s; we expect eventually to have about 25.

Indusrial participation is impertant in all the ERC’s. Financial support from in-
dusry hac been strong. But-participation goes much further: industry people sit on
advisory committees, help develop and guide the research programs, and take part
in the research itself. Several ERC’s provide for long term visits by indisrial partici-
pants, including separate office space and laboratory access.

Induistrial participation helps to insure that these research programs have roots
in real and important problems. It also provides natural linkages for transferring
kiowledge from the university to industry.

The first ERC's were established less than three years ago. Preliminary results
are encouraging enough to extend the concept to the sciences. The guidelines for the
new science and technology centers (STC’s) will be flexibile enough-to accommodate
the wide variety of subjects and approaches to research expected in the sciences.

Topics will not be Predetermined by NSF but will depend on suggestions and ideas
form researchers. All STC’s will be located at universities, and all will have some
degree of participation by organizations from outside the university. Qutside partici-
pants will not always be from industry, although it is expected that most will be.

Participation by State of local government agencies or by Federal laboratories is
not only possible but likely in some of the centers. In all cases, participation by out-
side agencies or organizations will afford a channel for direct communication of re-
search results from the centers to potential users.

The center concept is not confined to NSF. The President’s 1987 legislative mes-
sage to Congress pregented the centers as an administration initiative in competi-
tiveness and urged all agencies with technical missions to consider establishing such
centers.

The Departraents of Energy and Agriculture are joining with NSF to establish
centers in plant science, and the Department of Defense, in its university research
initiative has established a number of unversity-based centers-to carry out funda-
mental research.
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SUMMARY

Mr. Chairman, I believe that it would be hard to overemphasize the importance of
the cooperation that is deve'oping between universities and industry today. We are
finding that these cooperative links can put existing resources to far more efficient
use, and con 8 up the tachnology transfer and innovation process significantly.

It has even been suggested that this cooperation—which builds on the strength of
our many and varied institutions on both sides—will prove to be an effective answer
to the more centralized partnership between irnidustry and government that we see
in Japan. I have no way of knowing whether that will prove to be the case. But I do
think we should encourage these new arrangements in every way that we can.

Mr. WaLGRrEN. Thank you very much, Dr. Moore.

Where are we in our ability to evaluate what’s happening here?
Dr. Phillips, you ‘mentioned that the Acaderny has won the rule,
which-by its.title would say that they’ve looked at this.

hZVe have had an NSF, this center’s program, since 1980—is
that— '

Dr. Moore. 1985. The ERC'’s.

Mr. WALGREN. Yes, but I am thinking of the Industry/Univérsity
Cooperative Research Centers which I see started in 1973.

‘Dr. Moore. The air was very—yes, but they really got into full
gear in 1980.

Mr. WaLGREN. What is our evaluation of them as successful? You
indicate, Dr. Phillips, that it is too early and you do not want to
prejudge that question. And what concerns me is that we probably
all ought to look at the reality whenever we can.

And it would probably not be right to go walking down this road
without some specific reviews that could give us a pretty sharp as-
sessment on this.

Dr. Pawwuips. I'll respond. First, I think there have been several
assessments of the various kinds of cooperative programs.

The real difficulty comes in what the questions are that are
being asked in that assessment or what the objectives are that are
being evaluated.

In our own activity, in looking at the state science and technolo-
gy programs and those cooperative activities that focus on re-
search, is that it’s perfectly appropriate to assess their progress
and their impact in terms of objectives that have to do with the
nature of the programs—how much industry is involved in support-
ing research? Have they attracted increase of graduate students or
faculty? Have they increased their research base? Are they having
truly collaborative kinds of programs with industry? Do they have
small companier " 1volved; large companies involved?

You can do t+ .. It’s perfectly appropriate to start doing that
kind of evaluation after the first three, four, five years.

The major concern in some of our discussions has been, if you
start asking questions like how many jobs did this cooperative pro-
gram result in and you start asking that question in one, two,
three years, that—in our discussions—it was felt that that is inap-
propriate for cooperative R&D programs.
15Maybe we can get some insight into that question in 10 years, or

years.

Mr. WALGREN. Well, let's say one major effort. As I understand
it, the NSF program was designed to create a center that would be
self-funding within a short period of time.

What has been our experience with that?

/
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Dr. Moore. Well, that is the JTUCRC program. That is correct.

And those—the terms of those centers are that the NSF will pro-
vide funding for a five year period only; and at the end of that
period, there is no more NS® money.

And, therefore, if the center is going to continue, it has to contin-
ue on its own.

I cannot give you the actual statistics about how many of them
have survived, but the first couple of rounds will have been
through:that five year period by now.

I do know that a number have survived, but I can’t tell you just
how many: have.

Mr. WaLGreN. Now let me ask you to go back and look in the
Foundation and.give us a submission on that that would——

Dr. Moore. Sure.

Mr. WALGREN [continuing]. Make some evaluation of what’s hap-
pened to all these centers we have funded.

[Material referred to follows:]

. the 12 IUCR's that have “graduated” from NSF's initial five-year support, ten
gxlfegno_wn-_funded by industrial concerns. The average annual support per center is

.9 million. -

The ten IUCR’s operating solely with non-NSF funds are:

Massachusetts Instititue of Tec n%l&gy (Center for Polymer Processing.),

Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, (Center for Interactive Computer Graphics),

University of Massachusetts (Center for Industry Research on Polymers),

Ohio State University (Center for Welding Research),

Case Western Reserve University, OH (Center for Applied Polymer Research),
. lgorth Carolina State University (Center for Communication and Signal Process-
ing),

Rutgers University, NJ (Center for Ceramics),

Georgia Institute of Technology (Materials Handling Research Center),

Texas A & M University (Center for Hydro%ep Technology),

Pennsylvania State University (Ceater for Dielectrics).

Mr. Moore. If I may, I could respond on the Engineering Re-
search Centers also to let you know what the situation is there.

Those centers are a larger scale. And it is—and they have a—
there is a review procedure that has been adopted by the National
Science Board for those centers.

The initial award to each center is a five year reward. Each
center is reviewed during its third year to give a kind of a
progress—io assess its progress.

At that point a center may be given an additional five year
award—taking it out to eight years; or it may be notified that it
must change—things that have to be done in order that it not be
terminated; or it can be gi/en notice that it will be terminated at
the end of the first five year award.

We have just been through the first round of those reviews—re-
viewing the first six engineering research centers. This coming
week, the National Science Board at its meeting will make deci-
sions on what to do with that first round of six.

But that is a very carefully developed procedure that is being
used to evaluate those.

Mr. WaLGreN. Well, maybe also in your—look back at what our
experiences—how many have continued funding; what the pressure
is to continue the government funding, and. substitute future gov-
ernment funding for what we had thought would be private sector
new funding.
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Dr. Moore. T will say that I know of no such pressure in the case
of the- TUCRCs. But I-will— .

Mr. WarLGren. Well, I would be curious if you would not only do
that for-the program that has been there since 1973 but also in-
clude a sumimary of the recommendations to the National Science y
Board in this week coming. We would be interested in looking at :
those. R B
. [Material referred to follows:]

v The first six Engineering Research Centers underwent a review of progress and
s Blans during the third yggof each center’s operation. NSF used this review in com-

ination-with’ past annual reviews as input into a decision to recommend either a
new five year period of performance beginning in year four of center operations, or
termination at the end of the current award. If a center is to be terminated, the
announced procedure: is to continue it on its former award instrument with.phase-
down funding during years four and five. NSF support would terminate at the end

of five,

ﬁlﬁ center underwent a review using a standard set of procedures and criteria.
The criteria were developed from the Engineering Research Center Program An- .
nouncement-and the Cooperative Agreements between the centers and NSF. The 2
criteria focused on performanée in the following key features of an ERC: Quality of :
Effort in Meeting Proposed Goals, Research Quality, Integration and Focus of Re- :
search Plans, Education, Industrial Involvement and Support, Leadership and Man- .
agement, Technology Transfer, Universisti" Support to Center. -

.Each center was site reviewed by NSF staff and consultuuts from industry and

e

academia. NSF considered the evidence of performance in the prior annual reviews,

e center oversight interactions, and the evaluation of performance and future plans in :
: reaching a recommendation for renewal or termination.
The NSF recommended four of the ERCs for renewal based on this review process.

: The centers are: Columbia University ERC on Telecommuncations, University of

: Maryland/Harvard University ERC on Systems Research, Massachusetts Institute

v of Technology ERC on Biotechnology Process Engineering, Purdue University ERC

v on Intelligent Manufacturing Systems.

Two of first'six ERCs were not recommended for renewal. These centers have not .

made sufficient progress toward their proposed goals and the goals of the ERC pro-

gram to warrant five more years of support. They will be phased-down over the next

two years: University of California at Santa Barbara ERC for Robotic Systers in

; Microelectronics, University of ‘Delaware-Rutgers University ERC on Composites

) Manufacturing. .

i Let me turn to Mr. Buechner.
e Mr. BuecuNER. Don, T understand that the Roundtable has just
prepared a model university-industry agreement. Would you mind
telling us a little bit about that?

I would imagine this is probably one of the first general outlines
in model agreements that has been prepared, is that right?

Dr. PuiLries. Yes, and I have a copy here that I would like to
enter into the record, if you wish.

Mr. BuecHNER. Mr. Chairman, do—I would like to have that in
the record.
¢ Mr. WaLGreN. Yes, we would be happy 1o have that as a submis-
: sion to be included in the record without objection.

{)Sree appendix, p. 161.]

. PHILLIPS. The—1t was developed in response to the comments
we were getting from both industry and university officials that, al-
though in the dollar sense compared to federal dollars for universi-
ties, the industry dollars were small, that each agreement is negoti-
ated from scratch; and that as the number of agreements in-
i creased, and as in some cases their complexity increased, the time
p and-effort that was being spent both by the university and the in-
. dustry on working through these agreements was increasing.

[
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And they made comments to the Roundtable: is there something
to do—that could be done to.develop a simplified model that &t
least people could use as a starting point, not necessarily adopt in
full, but hopefully adopt .a large portion of it and then spend the
pegptig)ting time on those few issues that are particular to that
project? )

That is what we did. The process for doing it, I think, is notable
in that we -went to .ne people who have the money—the people in
industry—and put together an industrial committee. They worked
and developed the model through consultation with university sci-
entists:and grants administrators, and tried to get something that
was-agreeable to both.

And then the Roundtable working' with the major industrial or-
gg,ilizatiqn, the Industrial Research Institute, had it reviewed by
them. .

They made a few additional changes; and now it is being pub-
‘lished ijlpintlyf by the two organizations.

We:hope-that with a leading industrial .organization like IRI in-
volved it will have an impact on decreasing administrative burdens
in the research system.and thereby increase research productivity
in the system. .

Mr. BuecHNER. Is there anything in there about the protection of
intellectual property? )

Dr. PHiLLIPS. Yes, there is—and it is all attempted to be done as
simply as"possible, with-a.recognition that there are certain things
that the company needs; certain things that the university needs.

And all the reviews that we have d done by people on both
sides—they find it-acceptable. So we are hoping that withk minor
modifications it can be put downon the table when a new project is
started and people can agree to it.

Another major advantage—we talked a lot here; and I know
states are concerned about small company participation. One of the
big advantages we have seen already in just some trial runs is the
use of it in small company university relations.

Small companies usually do not have large legal staffs. If they’re
going to develop agreement, they have to hire outside legal counsel.

In one or two cases the university has put this model agreement
in front of them and said, “Save your legal fees. Why don’t you just
start with this?”’ And it has worked, and saved money, and saved a
good deal of an amount of time.

Mr. BuecHner. Well, having left the private practice of law I am
glad you are using as a—{Laughter.]

I am wondering for either one of you, has the increased coopera-
tiﬁ;l between university-industry changed the research agenda at
all?

I guess more particularly, is NSF secking any kind of change in
the kind of proposals—or see any kind of change in the proposals
that you're receiving? i

Dr. Moore. Well, it 'is hard to give a comprehensive answer to
that. I have not reviewed it. I do not know of anyone who has actu-
ally reviewed it. )

We, of course, in these initiatives that we are starting—the Engi-
rzering Research Center’s initiative, and in the Scieace and Tech-
nology Center’s initiative—I have seen proposals of a sort that we
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‘have not seen before, and dealing with subjects that we probably

would. not have seen otherwise, and ‘quite frankly things that we
would néver have expected to have seen.
In that respect, I would say that.the answer is yes, there is a

" change in the kind of research that s being done.

But if.I were—if I were to survey all of the awards that the NSF
makes during the year—there are many thousands of awards that
are made there in the year—I don’t know that I would see much of
a change in that pattern overall, outside of the special kinds of pro-

ams

Mr. Buechner. Could either of you suggest industries that
should be tatgeted for this type of coopéeration? )
Dr. Moore. Well, that’s an interesting question. It’s been suggest-

"ed to us on a number of occasions that we ought to target; we

ought to be picking out industries that—or areas of technology that
we should focus on or request proposals for in the ERC program.

So far we have not done that. And the reason that we have not
done it is, so far, we have been of a mind that we are more likely

—to-getgood‘:pr?psals out of the community if we leave-it up to the
.community to devel

op those proposals.

And also we are of a mind—we have thought up to now—that we
can’t, ourselves, sitting in Washington, figure out what are all the
interesting areas that we should be putting money into.

That has been our position so far. At some point, as we get down
the road a little bit, we may decide, yes, we should put a little bit
of a—we should put a little bit of a twist on that pitch to the com-
munity. But so far we’ve not done that. ,

Let me give you one example of a topic that I do not think we
would have probably picked ourselves if we had been targeted—and
that is hazardous waste disposal, mentioned this morning.

We have a.new ERC just starting up May 1 of this last year at
UCLA on hazardous waste disposal. That is a very important topic,
it turns-out, for competitiveness—not just because it is an environ-
mental problem, but it is alsc very important for competitiveness.

I just doubt that we would have thought of that topic that we
sent off to——

Mr. Buecsnir. Well, Dr. Phillips pointed out that one of the best
things that can be done with this model agreement is that it allows
smaller companies to participate because they do not have to
expend resources in the type of legal expertise necessary in putting
those things together, and effectively reinvent the wheel.

Whiich I guess brings me to my next question which is, to what
extent are small businesses able to participate in the NSF indus-

_ try-university cooperation program?

Let me bring it home here. If a small Missouri corporation
wanted to participate in the ERC, is that possible, or is that really
just I?’y. the nature of the operation locked out to the larger corpora-
tions?

Dr. Mooge. It’s absolutely possible. It depends a little bit on the
field of research; whether the companies that are in that field are
typically big ones or small ones.

We have one—one ERC on biotech—process engineering at MIT.
It has a number of smaller firms associated with it.
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Having said that I will also say that I think this is an area
where we have not been able to do as well as I think we should in
feaching out to smaller businesses for the ERC program in particu-
ar.

Of course as you know we have the-Small Business Innovation

ch program, which has been, I think, quite successful in sup-
porting research by small businesses.

But we need to, I think, improve what we are doing in the area
of getting small businesses into the ERC's. A

r. BUECHNER. Well, maybe hearings like this will at least let
the small business community know that there are opportunities
available and-that thcre are methods by which their participation
can be encouraged and expedited.

Thank you both very much.

Mr. WALGREN. Did we reach the NSF in a SBIR, Small Business
Innovation Research Program?

Dr. Mooge. Yes, indeed.

Mr. WALGREN. So you have to account for a certain percentage of
your research and initiated dollars going to be conducted by small
businesses.

Dr. MoorE. One and a quarter percent.

Mr. WALGREN. Are you over that?

Dr. Moore. I think we are pretty close to that. We may be slight-
ly over, but certainly not significantly over.

" Mr. WALGREN. Do you keep a track of that percentage?

Dr. Moore. You bet.

Mr. WALGREN. I guess I would be interested in what that per-
centage is. I'd like to give you & little work almost and then—
seems whenever we go around-we are just collecting things to do;
and'T-do not mind adding to your to-do Iist.

[Material referred to follows:]

The NSF has provided 1.25 percent of its extrimural research budget for supgrt
of Hi-Tech small firms under the Small Business Innovation research (SBIR) Pro-

gram. uired under provisions of P.L. 97-219 and P.L. 99-443.)
In FY 1986, 1987, and 1988, NSF's actual percentage for SBIR grants was 1.25 per-
cent, as required under the provisions of P.I.l,).e ~-219 and P.L. 99-443.

And also on the evaluation of the energy—of the Engineering Re-
search Centers that is being forwarded down to the National Sci-
ence Board—if you would give us an indication of what criteria you
use to evaluate that would be helpful.

Dr. PuiLLips. Just want to mention two things. One is that the—
the federal agency small business research program in large part, I
think, is modeled on the program started.by NSF before the SBIR
legislation was met—NSF had a frogram before that.

Also, I would, at the state level, Congressman—I think the Penn-
sylvania Ben Franklin Programs is, I think, far in the way the
Jleader in the process of assessing the impact of these programs.

Theﬁ have a great deal of documentation. The strong point is
that they had their:objectives clear at the.outset when they began
the program several years ago in ’8]; and their evaluation proce-
dures are built around those initial objectives. They have spent
money putting that evaluation process in lE:Iace right at the begin-
ning; and they bave a lot to show for it right now.

Mr. WaLGREN. Maybe we ought to o look there.

48+
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‘Mr. Hayes?

Mr. ‘Haves. Dr. Phillips, here's a paragraph in here about the
_previous problems—I hope some were cleared up by the '82 legisla-
tion of antitrust regulations which were preventing some of the co-
operative efforts.

“Then there's-a sentence in here that I don’t understand. But just
facing the alliances by foreign companies varies the example of the
Massachusetts General Hospital, it's—German names are not my
specialty but—Hoechst?

Dr:.'PaiLups. Y

" 2 . Yes.

Mr. Hayes. Is balanced by our view of an individual collaborat-
ing program. What is the Massachusett’s General program? De-
scribe it to me. I did not see it referenced elsewhere. I know it
-exists;’1 do'not know what it does. '

Dr. PuiLues. Yes, Hoechst is a German chemical company. Can't
remember the exact year it started, in the early '80s; but, it began
with Hoechst putting in, I think, something like $50 million for
.supporting research-at Massachusetts General Hospital.

I think that was maybe for initially a 10 year period.

[A description of the program follows:]

DEPARTMENT OF MOLECULAR BioLoGy

MASSACHUSETTS GENERAL HOSPITAL/ HOECHST

In 1980, Howard Goodman approached Hoechst with the concept of creating a mo-
lecalar biology department with talented researchers who n not be concerned
with financial aspects of research. Goodman had been a consultant for Hoechst, and
so, was familiar with this firm prior to submitting the proposal. He has no stock or
other personal financial interest ini Hoechst, however. Hoechst saw the 1980's as a
decade to focus on biology and was anxious to expand its pharmaceutical operations.
Thé firm wanted 4 “window on science.”

Initially, Goodman tried to set up the new deparmtent at the University of Cali-
fornia at San Francisco, where he was a member of the faculty. However, con-
straints in dealing with the vast University of California system, as a public institu-
tion, created difficulties in the negotiation process. ) .

Massachusetts General Hospital'(MGH) had independently decided to éstablish a
Department of Molecular Biology and began ‘courting’ Goodman. Eight months
after Goodman first approached Hoechst, the company signed an agreement with
MGH for $70 million over a 10 period. Hoechst will provide a guaranteed minimum
aunual funding level that increases to $6 million per year in the last T years.
Hoechst maintains the right to fund all additional research at the department. If
‘the company does not exert this option, MGH may seek funding elsewhere provided
thé department does not accept funding from any other profit-making entity (with-
out Hoechst's written consent). After the initial 10-year funding period, the agree-
ment will be extended for additional 5-year increments unless either party requests
termination by the end of the second year of each 5-year period.

Hoechst provides funding to MGH for basic research in a newly established De-
partment of Molecular Biology. Research is focused on improved medical care using
eukar¥otic cell gene regulation, somatic cell genetics, microbial genetics, virology,
immunology, and plant molecular biology. Research will be sponsored, but not di-
rectly, by Hoechst.

Initially,. the Department was comprised of about 50 scientific.and support em-

loyees. Staffing is expected to double. Like all MGH employees, investigators in the
partment of Molecular Biology must sign a Participation Agreement adminstered
by MGH’s Office of Technology Administration. Under this Parti¢ipation Agree-
nent, employees -agree to disclose inventions and to compl¥l with procedures and
policies on consultation and collaboration. Investigators in the Department are re-
garded as regular members of MGH staff; they are nominated for membership in
g:e faculty of Harvard Medical School, and as appropriate, are recommend for
-tenure. .
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Hoechst can have up to four company scientists at any one time in the Depart-
ment. The expectation is that these company scientists will return to Germany to
head Hoechst's research laboratories. Time at MGH is therefore viewed as an im-
portant step in establising a career at the company.

The Joint Committee consists of three members of MGH’s Board of Trustees and
three senior executives from Hoechst. This group oversees the implementation of
i}:e ahgsreement and serves as a forum for communication between MGH and

cechst.

Department employees need not write grants as part of the peer evaluation proc-
ess. MGH and Hoechst are aware that the lack of peer feedback and the loss of the
discipline of grant writirg may be a disadvantage of the ement. To compen-
‘sate, evaluation by the Scientific Advisory Board Committee ﬁas been instituted.
Senior investigators will prepare individual annual reports on the progress of their
research including reprints of all scientific articles published during the year. These
i'{eports will be incorporated into Goodman’s annual report of the Department to

The Scientific Advisory Board also reviews the performance of the Department
and makes recommendations concerning work and operavions. If the objectives are
not being met in a satisfactory fashion, MGH must take steps to correct the situa-
tion, although obligations regarding support and operations of the arrangement will
remain intact. '

In addition, the.Advicory Board evaluates the Department’s annual report, pre-
pared by Goodmau, which includes progress reports by all senior investigators in
the Department. The Advisory Board is currently made up of six scientists; two af-
filiated with and appointed by Hoechst, two scientists affiliated with and appointed
by MGH, and two unaffiliated scientists, jointly appointed.

At least once a year, the Department will hold a 2 to 3 day sympcsium for invited
academic participants to discuss research conducted at the Department. Hoechst

'may send employees and other individuals.to the symposium, but will give the De-

partment notice of the numbers of those attending. In addition, Goodman will-
report directly to Hoechst representatives up to three times a year. Senior investiga-

“tors will confer with company representatives at least once a yeer.

The agreement is unusual in that Hoechst provides funds of approximately $18
million for renovation of a temporary facility, and for construction and equipment
for a new faciliilt{ to house the department. %enovating the initial space and build-
ing the new facility are bein? carried out in such a way that no third party (includ-
ing the U.S. government) will be able to acquiré rights or equity in any work accom-
plisned solely in the Department by « -~wwel of the. Department. All equip:nent
purchased through the agreement be Jroperty of MGH. Equipment can be
transferred out of the Department 4p. -payment of the fair market value to

.Hoechst. The Department will occupy 4 of the approximately 10 floors in the new

building, the Wellman Research Building. The building, to be completed September
1985, will to be named-after Arthur and Gullan M. Wellman, who have pleded 316
million to MGR for construction with what is believed to be the largest gingle con-

‘tribution ever to an existing U.S. hospital.

MGH will submit manuscript_dr: to Hoechst at least 20 days prior to submis-
sion for:nublication. If MGH and Hoechst agreé.to apply for a patent, applications
will-he 5}18)]710' orty of MGH. In re*.n, Hoechst receives an exclusive world-wide
Yoo use, If Duachst does not begin commercial develop:nent within 3 years efter the
date of f': .; atent application, then the license bgcorues non-exclusive..If Hoechst
dees 0t v, to file 2 particular Application, MGH <zn file for pa'ent rights or re-
lease {nem 1o t'1e inventor under limitations of the agreement. If MGH is not inter-
ested in filing, Hoechst is free to file'ins’its own name.

Hoechst will ray MCH royalties for any hicense grarve ' Rates will be established
in consideration of Hoechst's support for the reses ‘h av.i the s.nount of n alties
being paid on other licenses by Hoeck=t, but will not exceed 50 percent of the fair
commercial royalty rate. In the event ths® an agreement on rates cannot be
reached. the matter will be submittcd to arbitrat.on according to vrocedures of the
Americyr Arbitration Association. Royalties will be allocated among the inver:tor,
the Depa: ment, the inventor’s laboratory, and the general risearcn funds of MGH
in varying pcreentages. Proportions will :l{xift from the inventor to the MGH general
research fund as the amounf .of royaltics increase. Royr .ty payments to the depart-
ment are considered part. of the total suoyort guarante.d by Hoechst.

In research collaborations funded in part by Hoechst and in part by a third party,
Hoechst’s interest in obtaining exclusive world-wide licenses must be considered.
Collaboraticns will entitle Hoechst to the most favorable license chtainable, at least
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a non-exclusive license. Arrangements will automatically take into account restric-
tions that the federal'government may have in a collaboration.

The MGH Committee on Patents, which interprets and applies patent policy pro-
.cedures for MGH, will oversee the Department’s patent activity. .

The Department received a great deal of public attention in 1980 because of the
corcern in establishing an alliance with a foreign partner. Apprehensions were ex-
pressed by the U.S. Government, and American and German institutions. The
agreement has detailed consideration for palent policies, ownership, etc., in an
effort to alleviate the concerns. Since the inception of the program, publicity and
furor have subsided.

Mr. Hayes. Which I guess is pharmaceutical research?

Dr. PuiLuips. Yes, biomedical—biotechnology related to the phar-
maceutical business at first.

And so that is a foreign company putting sizable dollars into a

.U.S. institution to support, by everyone’s claim, fairly basic re-
search.

‘And certain- provisions that for a couple of Hoechst scientists
each year to be able to work in the Massachusetts General; and,
although I think that 50 s.llion was for 10 years, after five years
they aré—some initial period—they were going to review the
progress and then make a decision on extending the award.

Mr. HavEes. And that is a collaborative or non-collaborative pro-
gi'\afn?ans there anyone—are they—is it a single company partici-
pation? .

Dr. PuiLuips. Single company with a single institution. It is col-
laborative in the sense that—well, it's collaboration ‘between the
two institutions and working scientist.

Hoechst scientists spend time at Mass. General.

Mr. WALGREN. But as the general deal, isn't it also the factor
that there was some proprietary commitment where the German
company would have certainly first dibs, if not exclusive dibs on de-
vélopments.

And then, on top of that, there was a major federal research
grant given to the institution. So at least on the surface, United
States tax dollars were funding research which could directly lead
to developments that only a German corporation could have the
rights to commercialize.

Dr. PriLues. Thet was the initial concern. That was the concern
when the agreement was first announced. And I think there were
several hearings held by this committee.

And at least this full committee, I do not know—this subcommit-
tee and maybe others on the program. I do not know the details of
those hearings.

I gather some of those questions were satisfactorily answered, at
least at that point. It was at one set—it was the fact that most of
the—probably all the investigators involved in the program at
Mass. General are or have been supported by the National Insti-
tutes of Health, and they still can be.

There is. no restriction to that. That is, the continuing concern
about the foreign participation is how does that relate to U.S. in-
vestments in that research.

And what I meant by—in the sense it is somewhat a confusing
balance—is that it turns out, in thiz other institution that is carry-
ing out research with funds provided by industry—that particular
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institution, although it’é not a written policy, does not accept in-
vestments from any foreign company.

And then the next-question comes up—what is the definition of a
foreign company? And then it gets—the complexity increases.

. Mr. Haves. And that is when you need Buechner back in private.
[Laughter.] .

My other question was one that I do not know if John knows the
answer to, but since I get to ask questions I do not know the
answer to it seems only fair.

‘We are talking about student support as National Science Foun-
dation programs. We are saﬁing one of the effective ways to trans-
fer technology is to send the
-trained. .

‘Does anyone keep the numbers on NSF graduate students—
where they go? Where.the—do percentage of those in the national
l?lb, un@zversities, and private industry—break down roughly where
they go? by

Dr. MooRe. Yes, theré is a tracking of doctorate students that is
actually conducted under our general auspices by the National
Academy of Sciences.

Mr. Haygs. Off-hand?

Dr. Moore. Not off-hand.

Mr. Haves. I am not trying to put you on the spot. I would be
most interested—it seems to me to be a guide to an assessment of—
I know it is in physics.

It is—I do not know if physics is representative. When we were
%ln—-l_ went Friday; I got taught a good lesson. That’s connect field

earings. .

If you are not predisposed to have to run to the bathroom often
you’d learn some things. In physics, this country has received 47 of
131 nobel prizes in physics. That’s astounding; that’s over a third.

And yet, a follow-up study at University of Iowa shows that only
5 percent of the graduate students associated with those programs
ever went to private industry.

It ended up with 70 plus at the universities; 20 plus at national
laboratories. I find that amazing. And I hope that that is an excep-
tion and not a rule. But I would be most interested in looking at
the numbers,

And I sure want to chat about it with our panel in business
coming up later.

Thank you. That is all.

Mr. BUECHNER. Mr. Cha’ man, ask one more—one question here
of Dr. Moore.

I know there is a move in the small business community to in-
grciiigsetthe small business set-aside up to 3 percent of R&D agency's

udget.

Could you just briefly say what impact that would have on NSF’s
current industry-university ongrams?

Dr. Moore. Well, it would be—first of all, it would be very diffi-
cult for us to—in other ways—to sustain that kind of increase.

We had just come—this is especially kind of a bad time to ask
me that question, I guess, because we just got through the—
through the 1988 budget compromise.

Ut
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_ And NSF came off with—in the research account which is where
this would come from—the Research and Related Activities ac-
count—a 8.3' percent increase for 'C8 over '87, which, of course, in
constant dollar terms is a decrease.

And it leaves us with our research budget for 1988—current
i‘ig(s.gl year—at the same level in constant dollar terms as it was in
‘So to carve another 1.75 percent out of that research budget 1
think would be very, very hard for us to do. I myself—my horse-
back oginion would be that that would be a mistake.

Mr. BuxcuNgr. Right..

Dr. Moore. We would be taking money away from some extreme-
ly important research if we were asked to do that.

Mr. BuecHNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WaLGrEN. Dr: Phillips, you indicated in your testimony that
there was some developing resistance on private industries’ part to
increase their participation or to continue down this road.

Those were just straws in the wind? Is there a:y elaboration you
can give on that?

Dr. PaiLuips. I was just saying that the—I do not think it ie be-
cause of industry views of dissatisfaction with collaboration with
universities, but more a comment about industrial research budg-
ets—in most industries relatively small; and that the funds for
these university programs corue out of thoee already in small budg-
ets; and for factors totally unrelated to universities, there’s lots of
constraints on those industrial research budgets lately.

And so it's hard to know what the future is going to hold. It re-
lates to the whole competitive aspect of the industry and what's
happening to material—particular products within that industry,
so that -most industry commentators that we have talked to, they
do not expect the 5, 6, 7 percent to go to double—in general, across
the board.

At some schools—Carnegie Mellon, which you know well, is one.
It is well over 20 percent right now.

Mr. WaLGreN. Certainly in ‘basic research we rely by and large
on government dollars for support, is that ¢.rrect? What percent-
age of national basic research effort is supported by public funds on
th: one hand versus private sector funds on the other?

Dr. Moore. Two thirds to three quarters.

Mr. WALGREN. So three out of four dollars, on basic research ave
public funds. And it would be a mistake to believe that this is not
one of those areas that we ought to get doubling off our back, and
see what happens.

Dr. Moore. I think because of the nature of basic research—and
that is that it—the benefits of basic research are widely available
to many people—people besides the performer of that research.
thYtou cannot expect industry to pick out a much larger share if

at.

Mr. WaLGren. Well, all right. Well, thank you both. Let me see
if there’s something—okay, sure. We want to express our apprecia-
tion to and look forwar.' to those submissions and see if, informal-
ly, in Washington, as we do from time to time, and particuiarl
with the NSF hearings coming up—I know we'll probably see bot

Q
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of you,:in view of what the National Academy of Sciences—their
perspectives are on what you folks are doing.
we appreciate your participation here. And we'll see you soon.

Dr. Moorg. Thank you.

Dr. PuiLuies. Thank you, Congressman.

Mr. WALGREN. Let’s take a brief break here because we appar-
ently have tc assemble another table to accommodate the number
of witnesses on the next panel.

Mr. WALGREN. Okay. Let’s have the next group—Dr. Michael
Montague, who is representing Monsanto; and I'm sorry to .ay Dr.
Schneiderman today—we understand Dr. Schneiderman is ill; and
we hope that he has a speedy recovery. 'm .looking forward to
hearing from him some time soon—either in Washington or other-
wise,

But the—Dr. Montague is joined by Ross Spicer, the President of

-Southwestern Bell Company Technology Resources Incorporated;

Dr. Donald Ames, the General Manager of McDonnell Douglas, Re-
searcn Labs; and Rick Srigley, Executive Vice President, Chief Op-
erating officer of Invitron—is that.the right pronunciation?

Well, we appreciate your coming. And we will just go—in the
order-in which I've introduced you into the record.

Please feel free to underscore the points that you would like to
stand out in the record. And I'm sorry that we're falling a little bi¢
behind. But we have time for the points that you feel are impor-
tant.

So let's start with Dr. Montague.

STATEMENT OF NR. MICHAEL J. MONTAGUE, MA.NAGER,
OPERATIONS, BIOLOGICAL SCIENCES, MONSANTO CO.

Dr. MoNTAGUE. Thank you, Mr. Chairnman. I am Michael J. Mon-
tague, Manager of Operations for the Biological Sciences Depart-
ment at Monsanto Company which is headquartered here in St.
Louis, Missouri.

It is a privilege to address the Subcommittee on behalf of Dr.
Schneiderman.

Let me begin by noting the following point. Qur nation’s econo-
‘ny is undergoing a rapid change from a resource based to a knowl-
edge based economy.

Let me see if I can clarify that peint by citing an example.

In agriculture, it is the knowledge of the farmer, not the total
aumber of acres that he cultivates that determines his success.

And here I define success as profitability and competitiveness in
the world marketplace.

Our nation’s industry can remain the leading productive econom-
ic force in the world only by remaining on the leading edge of tech-
nological change.

In other words, either you must be an innovative company, or
you will compete with a company in Japan, Kores, France or else-
where, which is innovative.

We in the United States must find new, better, creative ways to
remain at the cutting edge of technology.

o
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Ore way to énhance industrial- competitiveness is to couple the
- talents of America’s research driven companies with those of
7 . America's research.universities.

To explain how. this might be done, I will go out in the experi- :
ence of my own company, Monsanto Company. .
. Last year, Monsanto spent $645 million on research, of which be- -
7.+ tween $15 and $20 million was spent onuniversity research col-
:+ ~  .laborations and research partnerships.

Let me emphasize that these are truly partnerships in discovery
research—that.is, fundamental basic research, not partnerships in
the develonment of products. That is the critical distinction.

We encourage the universities to do what they do so very well—
that.is, male discoveries. All scientists in these partnerships work
fully with the university scientists so that they work together in
the discovery arena, each sharing in that discovery process.

But, then,.on our own we develog these discoveries into new prod-
ucts that benefit people and fuel the econom%

GUur largest research project is with the Washington University
Medical School. This joint discovery program has had wonderful
consequences already for both institutions.

We are convinced beyond doubt that all our research collabora-
tion with Washington University accelerates the rate at which fun-
damental discoveries in the biomedical sciences are translated into
actual products that cure disease.

In fact today five new therapeutic products, based on our discov-
ery partnership with Washington University, are being developed
by G.D. Searle, which is Monsanto Conmpany’s fully owned pharma-
ceutical subsidiary.

Well, how does the partnership work? What are the administra-
tive details of this partnership that make it successful?

First of all, funds are administered by a committee of scientists
drawn from both institutions; and research proposals from a medi-
cal school are judged on the scientific merit of the research just as
we would do with fede .al grant proposals.

Second, the university .owns the patents on its discoveries and
Monsanto retains exclusive licensing privileges.

Third, .publication of a discovery that important product of the
university—the publication—is never delayed more than 30 days.

This is a critical commitment on the part of Monsanto Company
8o that fundamental research is not hindered.

And finally, Monsanto does not direct the university’s research.
Academic freedom is preserved. To do otherwise would not be in
the best interest of either institution, because it would subvert the
basic missions of each institution. )

Incidently, I should add that industry-university collaborations
may not be appropriate for every university department or for
every company.

There i€ no generic format that would work for everyone and
every place. Each. partnership, like every human relationship, must
be handcrafted and carefully worked out.

A successful relationshii. demands openness and give and take.

Another issue imposrtant to.consider involves the possible limita-
tion on foreign companies in formulating similar partnerships with
our universities here in the United States.

Q o

IToxt Provided by ERI



52

In most cases I believe that it would be a mistake to limit ‘the
involvement of foreign companies in such partnerships.

But'~and this is a critical—but we must insist on reciprocity—
equal access for America’s scientists, engineers and companies to
the best research in the engineering-centers of other countries.

‘To conclude, if the United States is to remain the leading eco-
nomic power in the world, it must position itself on the. leading
edge of technclogy. o

Two of America’s strengths have always been innovation and ih-
vention. There is no more fertile ground for invention than at the
interface between America’s great universities and her industry.

‘Let us continue even more to harvest the fruits-of this partner-
ship. Thark you.

Mr. WaLgreN. Thank you, Dr. Montague.

Mr. Spicer. ’

Mr. Spicer. I am delighted to be here.

Mr. WALGREN. Good to have you.

STATEMENT OF ROSS SP'CER, PRESIDENT, SOUTHWESTERN
BELL COMPANY TECHNOLOGY RESOURCES, INC.

Mr. Spicer. I am President of SBC Technology Resources, Incor-
porated, which is a subsidiary of Southwestern Bell Corporation,
and specializes in technology planning and applied.technology.

The decision to ‘go ahead with the technology organization was
made on April of last year; and the separate subsidiary, by the
way, was just formed as of February 1.

In the time I have I would like to discuss Southwestern Bell Cor-
poration’s technology resource functions, and how we pian to make
ulniversity relations and cooperation a part of our technology action
plan.

I am going to try to, as you suggested, skip over some things that
you are already familiar with.

I think, as most everybody’s aware of, Southwestern Bell Corpo-
ration is one of the largest telecommunications companies in the
United States.

And at divesture of the Bell System some four years ago, we
became one of seven Rell Regioaa{ Holding Companies. Qur head-
quarters is in St. Louis.

And as all regions have changed, we have changed in the last
four years. Our principle subsidiaries 2re Southwestern Bell Teje-
phone Company, which is the normal telephone company which
provides service to 11 million access lines—eransas, Kansas, Mis-
souri, Oklahoma and Texas.

We have ‘Southwestern Bell Publications, the nation’s largest
publishér of telephone directories with products in 46 States; and
we have Southwestern Bell obile Systems, which after assimila-
tion of the MetroMedia cellular properties, which you all were fa-
miliar with, an acquisition we made, provides cellular mobile tele-
phone service to 21 metropolitan areas, including four of the top
ten.

And we also have MetroMedia Paging Services, a major provider
of state of the art paging services in 30 markets, including nine of
the ten largest metropolitan areas with 620,000 pagers.




i~ . 53

And finally we have a Southwestern Bell Telecom which is in the
‘telacommunications equipment market place.

The mission of our subsidiary is to provide technology resources
that will position Southwestern Bell Corporation as the quality pro-
vider of leading-edge communications products and services at com-
‘petitive prices.

I am not going to resay our goals. Our Applied Technology group
will be responsible for development and application of technology
innovations.

To accomplish these activities we have included university liai-
sons as part of our plan.

In-fact, our objectivé corporately is to exploit technology rather
than develop a lot internally. So our idea is to have a first rate in-
: ternal organization that may do some applied technology work, but
: primarily exploit our efforts to the use of universities-and other af-
' filiations.

Working with universities, our technologies will broaden their
understanding of developments and emerging technologies. We are
extremely proud of the fact that in Southwestern Bell territory
there are 19 such universities which offer a doctoral degree in
either electrical engineering or computer science.

And as you all are familiar, we have industrial liaison programs
just like everybody else does; and we also have specific contracts.

: And we currently have a contract with Washington University in
¢ the Department of Computer Science where we are studying high-
: speed data communications, and we expect to do more of that in
the future.

We do, as you all are aware, have some limitations that stand in
our waa{ and affect our ability to conduct research activities both
internally and through universities.

And I would like to point out that many of the traditional re-
search and development functions are not available to us. As a Bell
Regional Holding Company we are restrained by the Federal Court
from certain design and development activities which have been in-
terpreted as part of manufacturing.

For instance, we cannot design or develop telecommunications
equipment used to transmit communications over a network—even
the most basic telephones used by our customers.

We applaud the efforts of Congress to ease these restrictions on
the design and development imposed by the Court. If the restric-
tions are limited our activities with the universities can be greatly
expanded.

also—and surely you are all familiar with the Tax Code on the
difference between basic and applied research. We get 100 percent
tax credit on basic, and only 6 percent on applied.

We think if that was changed it would, again, let us spend more
money in the research area.

And I was very fascinated by our friend from Monsanto’s state-
ment about knowledge. And the way I remember your statement;
T’'d like tn take a statement that I often quote that says, “The ca-
pacity to use knowledge has long since replaced both ownership
and political fiat as the source of economic power.”

And- finally, to take just an extra minute, the Chairman of our
company, Sam Barnes was, late January, in Washington speaking
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before the Communications network conference that they had
there.

And I would like to just take a minute and quote from some of
the things he said that relate to the problem with being competi-
tive worldwide from the telecommunications standpoint.

He made the statement as follows. “We must not wait for a crisis
in communications like the stock market’s black Monday’s disaster
before we take action to put America’s telecommunications system
back on the fast track,” Barnes said.

If America is to-retain its position as the premier world power in
telecommunications, our leaders must create a regulatory frame-
work that allows maximum competitive flexibility while protecting
consumer interest.

Barnes said that the main road blcck separating modern tele-
communications services and.-consumers are-restrictions placed on
the former Bell Operating Companies by the U.S. District Court
which oversees the consentry that broke up the Bell System.

I believe it is proper with a court to decide matters involving

anti-trust. However, there are issues of public policy here that go-

beyond the jurisdiction of the Federal Court Judge—issues of com-
petitoss, trade, technology and consumer benefit. -

For the industry to be competitive and bring new services and
technologies to the consumer, Barnes said, “there must be an end
to the Court ordered bans on the block provision of long-call long
distance service, information service, and equipment manufactur-
ing and design.”

“Support for these changes are growing in the Reagan Adminis-
tration and in Congress,” Barnes added, “I think our leaders are
increasingly. questioning the logic in a national regulatory schem-
ing that allows telecommunications companies to manu{ﬁcture toys
but not telephones that give seven leading companies*tte right to
manufacture and sell communications equipment in Thailand but
not Tennessee.”

And finally, on the balance of trade, I was reading the other day
where, I think, six, seven years ago our balance of trade in the tele-
communications area was a posilive half a billion dollars; and
today I understand it’s two andp a half billion dollars negative.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Spicer follows:]

TestiMoNY oF Ross Spickr, PresipeNT SBC TECHOLOGY RESOURCES, INC., A
£.3BSIDIARY OF SOUTHWESTERN BELL CoRp.

Good morning, Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee.

.My name s Ross Spicer. I am President of SBC Technology Resources, Inc. Tech-
nology Resources is a subsidiary of Southwestern Bell Corporation and specializes in
technology planning and applied technology.

I would like to commend this subcommittee for its concern for the issues sur-
rounding university-industry interaction.

In the time I have this morning, I'll discuss Southwestern Bell Corporation’s tech-
‘nology resource functions and how we plan to make university relations and coop-
eration a part of our technology action plan.

By way of introduction, Southwestern Bell Corporation is one of the United States
largest communications companies. At divestiture of the Bell System some four
years ago, we became one of the seven Bell Regional Holding Companies. Our head-
quarters is'in St. Louis, Missouri.

Today, our principal subsidiaries are:

-
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I Southwestern Bell Telephone, which provides telecommunications service to
¢ nearly 11 million™ access lines in our five-state territory which includes Arkansas, 3
; : >Missouri, Oklahoma and Texas; -
2 -Southwestern Bell Publications, the nation’s largest publisher of telephone: direc-
¢ tories with products in 46 states;

Southwestern Bell Mobile Systems, which after assimilation of the MetroMedia
éellular properties, will provide cellular mobile telephone service to 21 metropolitan
. areas, including four of the top ten;

-Metromedia Paging Services; a major .provider of state-of-the-art paging services
in 30 markets including nine-of the 10 largest metropolitan areas with 620,000
pagers currently in service; .

.And, Southwestern Bell Telecom, a leading competitor in the telecommunications 3
equipment marketplace with business communications systems installed in 26 states :

. gnd consumer products sold in 12,000 retail outlets and soon in the United King-

: om.

The mission of our subsidiary is to provide technology resources that will position

X Southwestern Bell Corporation as the quality provider of leading-edge communica-

. Jtions products and services at competitive prices.

Qur goals are clear cut: .
; ,'ll‘o understand the business needs of our subsidiaries and identify required tech-
; 1010€:28. A .

. ‘To evaluate worldwide technology developments, determine impacts on our corpo-

- ration and formulate responses.

V. To optimize the external/internal-transfer of technology. T

. And, to-prioritize and direct corporate technology resources to those areas that :

~su€€ort subsidiary growth strategies and cost reductions.

e have taken a two-nronged approach to addressing our technology ne€ds. Our
organization is divided into a technology planning group and an applied technolgoy

FREETran

group. .

Our Technology Planning function will identify and prioritize areas where tech- .
nology efforts should be fucused. They will work with our corporate marketing func- i
tion to select projects which will ensure that desired payoffs are achieved.

Our Applied Technology group will be responsible for the development and appli-
cation of technological innovations.

To accomplish these activities, we-have included university liaisons as a part of
our plan. The purpose of our involvement with universities is to support two of our .
organization’s four goals. .

These relationships will affect the evaluation of worldwide technology develop-
ments, determination of impacts, and formulation of responses and the optimization
. of external-and internal transfer of technology.

. Working with universities, our technolozists will broaden their understanding: of
: developments and emerging technologies. ‘And, alliances will also serve to leverage
the resources available to our corporation.

"Our university plans are targeted at two sectors. We plan to establish relation-
ships with the best universities across the United States in our chosen fields. Sec-
ondly, we plan to establish alliances with selected major universities located in the
¥ five state territory of Southwestern Bell.

- We are proud of the fact that there are 19 such universities which offer a doctoral
degree in either electrical engineering or computer science.

or our relationships with universities, we plan two types of involvement: Indus-
trial liaison programs, which will allow uc access to a number of areas of interest in
each university. And, specific contracts, which will enable us to pursue individual,
proprietary studies for our benefit exclusively.

(ur corporation stands to benefit in otiier ways from these associat*ons, as well.
Our.employees will gain valuabie education and we hope to benefit in the area of
recruiting.

Already we have begun utilizing the resources of universities. For example, we
. have contracted with the Department of Computer Science at Washington Universi-
' ti; in St. zouis for a study of high speed data communications. The culmination of -
this study will be a detailed project plan for a set of experiments in high bandwidth
digital communications.

e do have some iimitations that stand in our waﬁ and affect our ability to con-
duct research activities, both internally and thro universities. I would like to
point out that many of the traditional research and development functions are not
available to us.

As a Bell Regional Holding Company, we are constrained by the Federal Court
from certain design and development activities. For instance, we cannot design or

; Q o .
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develop telecommunications equipment used to transmit communications over our
network or even the most basic telephones used by our custoners.

We applaud the efforts of Congress to ease these restrictioss on design and devel-
opment imposed by the Court, If the restrictions are lifted, our activities with uni-
versities can be greatly expanded. )

I also would like to offer the following suggestions concerning the research tax
credit. These changes, in our opinion, would help promote interaction between uni-
versities and industry.

We would like to see the research tax credit as defined in Section 41 of the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 extended beyond the 1988 tax year.

While we applaud the improvement in the credit provided by the 1986 Tax Act,

research performed under contract by a university—both basic and applied—
should be included in the definition of qualified expense and should be calculated at
100 percent. Currently, we-mav use 100 percent of the expense of basic research
done by a university in our tax credit calculations, but only 65 percent of the ex-
pense of applied research.

"We would also like 10 see the amount of the credit increased in order to benefit
United States technology. However, we realize this increase has to be tempered with
budget de 1cit concerns.

These cnanges would permit Southwestern Bell Corporation (o better utilize the
resources available in America’s universities.

Thank you for giving me the opportu ity to share our views on this issue.

Mr. WALGREN. Thank-you; Mr. Spicer, very much. And we’ll turn
to Dr. Ames.

STATEMENT OF DR. DONALD P. AMES, GENERAL MANAGER,
.McDONNELL DOUGLAS RESEARCH LABS, ST. LOUIS, MO

Dr. AMEs. Mr. :Chairman, Congressman Buechner, Congressman
Hayes. I am the General Manager of the corporate research labora-
tories at McDonnell Douglas.

And I have a statement prepared here. And in the interest of
time I will shorten this up.

McDonnell Douglas Corporation has collaborated with universi-
ties since the early 1960s. This cooperation includes financial sup-
port in the form of endowed chairs, building fund and general fund'
contributions, scholarships and corporate affiliate programs.

During the past ten years, McDonnell Douglas Corporation has
funded numerous small collaborative research programs with many
U.S. universities.

The reports of this collaborative research have been included in
the annual research and development reports to the Department of
Defense and the National Aeronautics aud Space Administration.

You should note that that report is a requirement.

Now I am going to focus on the questions that you ask in your
letter which was addressed to the corporation.

The role of state government in fostering a university-industry co-
operation. State government has a major role in fostering universi-
ty-industrial cooperation through the funding mechanism.

Missov.ci House Bill 1375 passed on April 7, 1982 and amended in
August 1985 provides one-third of the funding to any university in
the stzte for a project approved by the Missouri Board of Curators.

The: remaining two-thirds must be contributed by a source other
thar.the state or Federal Government funding agency

State-of-the-art facilities, plus a productive faculty are major in-
geedients. for increasing coop” “ative academic industrial research.
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1t is imperative that the state government develop procedures to
augment their federal support for instruments, computers, equip-
ment and research laboratories. ’

Factors causing increase in such academic university coopera-
tion.—Although industry performs substantial objective oriented
. r&s.eg‘lich, it recognizes that it. does not possess all the skills re-
quired.

* M.D.C., McDonnell Douglas Corporation, encourages its scientists
and engineers to opén communication channels with academe to
seek productive collaborations.

Constrained by obsolete equipment and facilities, the paucity of
available graduate students, -and limited grants and contracts, re-
search-active faculty have turned to industry to obtain contracts
and or-access.to state-of-the-art equipment and facilities.

Aerospace corporations utilizing independent research and devel-
opment, IRAD fuinds, have been urged by DoD and NASA to snek
academic collaborations to assist universities and to augment their

progrems,

Barriers to expanding cooperation.—There are no overwhelming
impediments to control or dominate university-industry research
relationships.

Given the incentive to enter a particular relationship on the part
of both parties and adequate attention to resolve specific problems,
the desired collaborations usually are attained.

The zreatest academic concern regarding collaborative research
is publication delays caused by the information protection desires
of industry if a patent is required.

Since the information propriety is guaranteed for one year after
publication, this barrier is not a major concern tc industry.

The mcat: zignificant impediment to collaboration for industry is
a desire to perform the reséarch in their laboratories where objec-
tives and performance period can be controlled.

Anither barrier involves patent rights and royalties. Industry re-
quires. license free use for any patent resulting from research
which was performed completely by académe with mdustrial funds.

When a collaborative effort produces the patent, the industry re-
quests an equal split of the royalties with the university; and the
patent is jointly owned..

When a faculty member owns:the patent outright, an opportuni-
ty denied to an industrial scientist, a morale problem occurs.

Consequently, industry recommends patent ownership by the
university.

The final barrier is created by attitudinal factors: These factors
include philosc,-hy, objectivity, trust, suspicion of motives, and ac-
complishment-based respect—criteria that companies and universi-
téies should use in determining whether a partnership would be pro-

uctive.

The criteria for pursuit of collaborative research include: one,
identification of general and detailed objectives; two, estimated
time for completion; three, location for the pursuit of each objec-
tive; four, identification and availability, ans location of facilities
for performing the work; five, cost estimates; six, identification of
deliverables plus delivery date; seven, periodic progress reviews;
and eight, resolution of all potential barriers.
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When both parties know what to expect for a mutually agreed
cost on a stated delivery date and who is to perform each work
package, then a productive collaboration is highly probable.

Economic impact and cooperation at the state/national levels.—
Two examples of success resu:ting from university-industry interac-
tions are the Route 128 industries in Boston and the industries sur-
rounding Stanford at Palo Alto.

The development of, and desire for, high technology industries-

and-research parks in major U.S. cities is testimony for the eco-
nomic impact of cooperation between industry and universities.

Evaluation period.—If the relationship involves a continuing pro-
gram where ‘project. objectives do not perturb the research effort
significantly, then one year 'is sufficier ..

If the research effort requires major program modification to
pulrsue the desired objectives, then two years should produce re-
sulfs.

How smaller companies can take advantage of University exper-
tise.—Small companies located in the same geographic area as a
major university can interact with faculty %y scheduled or un-
scheduled meetings.

If a small company is not located near a large university, it can
request the information on research programs from the Office of
Small Business Research and Development at the National Science
Foundation.

The role of the U.S. government and its agencies in university
research involving foreign universities, companies and nationals.—

There are regulations: Those regulations are quoted in my testi-
mony here. And I will only read the conclusions. Current regula-
tions are written with general definitions and are subject'to wide
and varying interpretations.

American universities seem to be generally unaware of the regu-
lations for controlling the export of sensitive technologies. And
there is little government education or enforcement of existing reg-
ulations,

There appears to be a need to review current regulations to see if
they can be more tightly written. Procedures need to be explored
which will improve the understanding of these regulations within
the academic research community.

Finally, procedures for stricter enforcement of these regulations
need to be evaluated, developed and implemented.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Ames follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF DR. DoNALD P. AMES, GENERAL MANAGER, MCDONNELL
DoucLas Corp.

Research relationships between universities and industry have been important
since the turn of the 20th century. The persistence of these relationships depend
upon industry’s requirement for highly qualified new scientists and engineers. In
the 1980s, cooperation increased because of the scientific and technological successes
of other countries, limited federal research and development budget for universities,
and their need for new equipment and facilities. Additional impetus for cooperation
has been lprovided by high technology requirements in industrial products and serv-
ices coupled with limited industrial research and develorment capability. The Na-
tional Science Foundation has stimulated this cooperation through the formation of

"Engineering and Science Research Centers at universities. Federal funding for these

62

A

NN

T




Spmate et o

59

centers will decrease with time, whereas industrial funding will increase to reach a
relatively constant budget.

McDonnell Douglas Corporation (MDC) has collaborated’ with universities since
the early 1960s. This cooperation includes financial support in the form of endowed
chairs, building fund and general fund contributions, scholarships, and corporate af-
filated programs. During the past ten years, MDC has funded numerous small col-

-

-laborative research programs with many U.S. universities. Reports of this collabora-

tive research have been included in annual research and development reports to the
Department of Defense (DoD) and the National ‘Aeronautics and Space Administra-
tion- (NASA). This -effort has contributed to the stature of with DoD and
NASA. Additional corporate ¢ollaboration occurs by employing 1) faculty as part-
time employees, as consultants, and-during sabbatical terms, and 2) graduate and
undergraduate students as pa.ttime employees, summer interns, and Ke;mitting
them to perform onsite advanced degree studies. Exchange seminars with. iversi-
ties are routine-and have the objective of opening communication channels to
search for future collaborative efforts. Close cooperition of industry and universities
is indispensable for the -efficient creation and transfer of new k.- vledge and to
better train future MDC employees in required critical disciplines.

FOCUS OF HEARING

1. The role of the State Government in Fostering University-Industry Coopera-
tion.—
_ State government has a.major role in fostering university-industrial cooperation
through the funding mechanism. Missouri House Bill 1375 passed on April 7, 1982
and amended in August 1985 provides one-third of the funding to any university in
the state for a project approved by the Missouri Board of Curators. The remainin
two-thirds of the funds must be contributed by a source other than a state or feder
government agency. This bill has been the major stimulus for academic-industrial
cooperative projects involving Missouri universities, Under this bill, industry out-
gide of Missouri benefits. .

State-of-the-art facilities plus a productive faculty are major ingredients for in-

-creasing cooperative academic-industrial research. It 1s imperative that the state

government develop procedures to augment ‘Federal supt?ort for instruments, com-

puters, equipment, and research laboratories. Currently research-active faculty

must compete nationally for the limited Federal funds for such facilities. State gov-

ernment should designate a portion of its university budget for facilities other than

'taélcill::ﬁnlgs" These funds are needed for equipment required for research in emerging
chnologies.

2. Factors Relating to Increasing Interest, Barriers, and Productivity of University/
Industry Cooperation.—

2.1 Factors Causing Increasing Interest in Such Cooperation:

U.S. industry iz determined to strengthen its competitive position in the world
market. Although industry performs substantial objective-oriented research, it rec-
ognizes that it does not possess al the skills required. If properlir motivated, univer-
sities could augment their research efforts through industry collaboration. MDC en-
courages its scientists and engineers to open ‘communication channels with academe
to seek productive collaborations.

Constrained by obsolete equipment and facilities, the paucity of available gradu-
ate students, and limited grants and contracts, research-active faculty have turned
to industry to obtain contracts and/or the access to state-of-the-art equipment and
facilities. Industry now finds academic scientists willing to perform research on ob-
jective-oriented projects, thereby increesing productivity.

Aernspace corporations utilizing Independent Research and Development (IRAD)
funds have been urged by DoD and NASA to szek academic collaborations to assist
universities and to augment their IRAD programs. In fact, some lead DoD/NASA
laboratories request a report of university-industry collaboration with the required
annual IRAD Report.

2.2 Barriers to Expanding Cooperation:

There are no overwhelming impediments to control or dominate university-indus-
try research relationships. Given the incentiv> to enter a particular relationship on
the part of both parties and adequate attention to resolve specific problems, the de-
sired collaborations usually are attained.

The greatest academic concern regarding collaborative research is publication
delays caused by the information protection desires of industry if a patent is re-

uired. Since the information propriety is guaranteed for one year after publication,
this barrier is not a major concern to industry.
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The most significant impediment to collaboration for industry is a desire to per-
form the research in their laboratories where objectives and performance pariod can
be controlled. This realistic barrier occurs only when time is a con.traint and simi-
lar facilities and/or capabilities exist.

Another barrier involves patent rights and royalties. Industry requires license
free use for any patent resulting from. research which was performed completely by
academe with industrial funds. When a collaborative effort produces the pstent,
then-industry requests an equal split of the royalties with the university, and;the
patent is jointly owned. When a faculty member owns the patent outright, an oppor-
tunity denied anindustrial scientist, a morale problem occurs. Consequently, indus-

-try recommends patent ownership by the university.

The final barrier is created by attitudinal factors. These factors include philoso-
phy; objectivity, trust, suspicion of mec'ives, and accomplishment-based respect.
Open to question is whether these factors are root causes or symptomatic.reflections
of other unidentified barriers. .

23 Criteria That Companies and Universities Should Use in Determining Whether
a Fartnership Would Be Productive: The criteria for the pursuit of collaborative re-
search include (1) identification of general and detailed objectives, (2) estimated time
for completion.-(3) location for pursuit of each obii(ective, (4) identification, availabil-
ity, and location of facilities for performing work, (5) cost estimates, (6) identifica-
tion of delivérables plus delivery date, (7) periodic progress reviews, and (8) resolu-
tion of all potential barriers. When both parties know what to expect for a mutually

cost on a stated delivery date and who 1s to perform each work package, then
a productive tollaboration is highly probable.
R Economic Impact and Evaluation Period for University/Industry -Relation-
ships.— :

3.1 Economic Impact of Cooperation at State and National Levels. Two examgles
of success resulting from university-industry interactions are the Route 128 indus-
tries in Boston and:the industries surrounding Stanf d at Palo Alto. The develo,
ment of, and desire for, high technology industries and research parks in major U.S.
cities is testimony for the economic impact of cooperation between industry and uni-
versities.

3.2 Evaluation Period: If the relationship involves a continuing program where
project objectives do not perturb the research effort significantly, thén one year is
sufficient. If the research effort requires major program modification to pursue the
desired objectives, then two years should produce results.

4. How Smaller Companies Can Take Advantage of University Expertise.—Small
companies located in the same geographic area as a major university can interact
with faculty by scheduled or ui:cheduled reetings. In addition, these companies
can employ part-time graduate students or faculty to incorporate research into their
products. If the small company is not located near a large university, it can request
information on research programs from the Office of Small Business Research and
Development at the National Science Foundation in Washington, D.C. This_office
will refi;zr the small company to appropriate faculty who are performing relevant
research.

.5. Role of U.S. Government and Its Agencies in University Research Involving For-
eign Universities, Companies, or Nationals.—
. 5.1 Existing Regulations (selected data): The export of classified technical data,
ie, bechnicaf data that has been assigned a security classification (e.g., TOP
SECRET, SECRET, or CONFIDENTIAL) by an officer or aﬁzncy of the U.S. govern-
ment is controlled by the U.S. Department of State or U.S. Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. -Export of unclassified technical data is controlled by Export Adminis-
tration Regulations—U.S. Department of Commerce, Export Administration.

5.1.1 Department of State:

(@) Technical Assistance agreements: Techinical Assistance agreements are re-
quired for disclosure "' chnical data (CFR 120.2). Technical data includes informa-
tion in the form of plans, computer software, and documentation associated with the
design, engineering, development, and production of defense articles. However, tech-
nical assistance agreemerts are not required for “infocrmation concerning general
scientific, mathematical or engineering princil‘gles.”

() Exemptions of general applicability (CKR_125.4): One of the exemptions con-
cerns_the disclosure of technical data in the U.S. by US. institutions of higher
learning to foreign persons (none of the exemptions apply to ex?orts‘ to proscribed
destinations). This exemption is available only if (1) the employee’s permanent
abode throughout the iperiod of emploiment is in the United States, (2) the employ-
ee is not a national of a country to which exports are prohibited Kursuant to para.
126.1, and (3) the institution informs the individual in writing that the technical
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data may not be transferred to other foreign persons without the prior. written ap-
. proval of the Office of Munitions Control. .
S (c) Advisory Opinions (CFR 126.9): Any person desiring information as to whether |
: thz Office of Munitions Control would be likely to grant or deny a license for export !
ray use the informal “Advisory Opinions” procedure. All requests must be in letter |
fomil. Tll)l% %epax;tment of State specifically states that such opinions are nonbinding
on the D.O.5.
' 5.1.2 U.S. Department of Commerce: .
(a) License to export (EAR 879.2): An export of unclassified technical data must be
made under either a U.S. Department of Commerce general license or a validated .
export license. General licenses “GTDA" and “GTDR” apply to specific types of ex- :
. ports of technical data. A validated license is required for any export of technical A
’ data where the aforementioned general licenses do not apply. }
(b) General License GTDA (EAR 379.3): The general license designated GTDA is
used to authorize the export of technical data in several categories, including scien- )
tific or educational data. This category covers all academic institutions and labora-
tmz' data except information that involves research under contract related directly |
and significantly to design, fproduction, or utilization in industrial processes.
879.8 also provides for the unrestricted export to any destination of informa- 2
tion arising during or resulting from fundamental research. “Fundamental re-
search” means basic and l;a&plied research in science and engineering, the results of
which ordinarily are published and shared broadly within the scientific comraunity,
as distinguished from proprictary researcs and from industrial development, desi%n,
production, and product utilization, the results of which ordinarily are restricted for

o v e
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proprietary or national security reasons. Paragraphs (c) (2) through (4) of this sec- |
tion grovide. explicit rules to identify research qualifying as “fundamental re- .
search.” This section also states the conditions under which university-based re- <
search would normally be considered “fundamental research.” ‘

5.2 Coservations: The following comments on current practices are based on con- |
versations with persons involved in or associated with U.S. universities and their |
research for and with foreign countries, their entities, or nationals. i

5.2.1 University faculty involved in contract/grant research are generally not well |
Jinformed (if at all) about pertinent laws and regulations designed to protect sensi- |
sive technologies.

5.2.2 Their experience and that of others indicates that the relevant USG agencies
do a very poor Job of informing educational institutions of the laws and regulations
y that pertain to contract research done for foreign entities. It is arguable that some, |
L if not all, sigencies make no effort whatsoever to educate universities in this regard. .

5.2.83 A/ significant increase has been observed recently in requests for research |
X weork from a variety of foreign companies. One source intervizwed specifically men- .
; ‘oned Japan as a major source of increased business. .
: 524 n asked what procedures universities follow to insure compliance with |
the various laws and regufations attendant to foreign contracts, the sources inter- |
viewed stated that, to a significant degree, those directly involved in research were
unaware there were any limitations. Research administration offices simply forward
contracts with no comment whatsoever about any USG limitations.

525 A lar%ghlx;umber of foreign graduate students are involved with sensitive
technologies. This occurs in an atmosphere of relatively free exchange of data, soft- .
ware, and procedures with many of these students returning home utpon compietlon |
of their degree programs. |

538 Conclusion: .

Current regulations are written with general definitions and are subject to wide
and varying interpretations. American universities seem to be generally unaware of
the regulations for.controlling the export of sensitive technologies and there is little
government educa. on or enforcement of the existing regulations.

U.S. universities are currently conducting research with foreign companies and
. universities. Foreggn ﬁraduate students are participating in this research and in

similar research for U.S. companies. The research is being conducted with little
knowledge of the regulations which control the export of technical data. A concern
is that, under current circumstances, research data and knowledge that would not
be granted export licenses may be leaving the U.S. To the extent that this situation
is occurring, it is to the detriment of U.S. industry and jobs, and, in the worst case,
may be impacting national security.
ere appears to be a need to review current regulations to see if they can be
more ti‘gi?tly written. Procedures need to be explored which would improve the un-
derstanding of these regulations within the academic research community. Finally,
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procedures for stricter enforcement of these regulations need to be evaluated, devel-
oped, and implemented.

DonaLp P. AMmEs

Position: General Manager-McDonnell Douglas Research Laboratories (MDRL),
DC Distinguished Fellow.
Education; 1949, Ph.D. Physical Chemistry, University of Wisconsin; 1944, B.S.
Chemistry, University of Wisconsin.

MDC Experierce: Since 1971 Dr. Ames has been accountable for the objective-ori-
ented research conducted by MDRL.

1961-1970. Dr." Ames directed and conducted objective-rrient.  >search in low-
temperature and microwave ghysxcs.

Other Experience: 1956~1961." As a Research Chemist and Scientist for Monsanto,
Dr. Ames worked on developing gas-liquid chromatographs, measuring particle-size
distribution, and nuclear resonance spe« troscopy.

1954-1956. At DuPont’s Savannah River Laboratory, Dr. Ames worked on solvent-
extraction-process chemistry of uranium, plutonium, and thorivm.

1952-1954. As an Assistant Professor in Physical Chemistry at the University of
Kentucky, Dr. Ames worked on ionic conductances in nonaqueous solutions. .

1950-1952. At Los Alamos Scientific Laboratory, Dr. Ames worked on determining
fission products, bomb yields and efficiencies, and the disintegration schemes of
short-lived fission products. .

1946-1950. At the University of Wisconsin, Dr. Ames studied the kinetics of iso-
topic exchange between sulfur-containing anions.

1944-1946. While in the Special Engineering Detachment Corps of Engineers, U.S.
Army, Dr. Ames worked on the solution chemistry of Ra, U, Np, Pu, and deter-
mined the halflife of 226 Ra b{)alpha counting.

Memberships and. Honors: Dr. Ames is a_member of the Combustion Institute;
American Physical Society and its Chemical Physics, High Polymer and Solid State
Divisions; American Chemical Society and its Physical Chemistry and High Polymer
Divisions; Society of Engineering Science; Sigma Xi (honorary research society); Phi
Eta Sigma, Phi Beta Kappa, Phi Kappa Phi and Phi Lam Upsilon (academic
honorary societies); Missouri Academy of Science; American Institute of Physics Ad-
viso mmittere on Corporate Associates, 1977-1980 and 1982-1985. He received
an Honorary Doctor of Laws Degree from the University of Missouri-St. Louis-in
May 1978 and is Listed in Who's Who in America, 42nd through 44th Editions,
iggtz_-1987, and American Men & Women of Science, 9th (1955) thorugh 16th (1984)

itions.

. Publications: Dr. Ames has authored or co-authored 87 scientific papers in the
journals of discipline societies.

Mr. WALGREN. Thank you very much, Dr. Ames.
Mr. Siigley.
Mr. SrigrLey. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF RICK SRIGLEY, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT
AND CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER, INVITRON, 5T. LOUiS, MO

Mr. SriGLeY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Congressman Buechner,
Congressman Hayes and members of the staff,

My name is Rick Srigley. I am Executive Vice President and
Chief Operating (Mficer of Invitron Corporation located here in St.
Louis—thank you.

I would like to convey my appreciation for the opportunity to ad-
dress the subcommittee on a topic of great interest to companies
such as ours, and a great interest to the United States.

Invitron was formed as a result of a partnership between Mon-
santo Company and Moshe Alafi, an individual who has been dy-
namically involved in the start up of a number of successfully—
successful technology based companies.

Since its inception just three years ago, Invitron has grown ra
idly. We now have nearly 200 employees and are one of the world’s
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leaders in the manufacture of pharmaceuticals resulting from bio-
technology.

We are, however, still in a tenuous stage of our development.
This subcommittee has hoard testimony this morning from a
number of organizations.

My participation is that of a representative of a small technology
based company. Invitron has two major areas of endeavor.

The first is a manufacturer of biological pharmaceuticals for a
broad .mix of companies encompassing established pharmaceutical
houses, as well as the burgeoning biotechnology industry.

We are developing a strong international business base. Approxi-
mately one third of our clients are European or Japanese compa-
nies.

Our gécond area of interest is in the development of the number
of poténtially important products in collaboration with other com-
panies or academic institutions.

These include second generation tissue plasminogen activator; a
parathyroid imaging .antibody; recombinant Factor VIIIc for the
treatment of hemophilia; and a novel—and a number of novel, nat-
urally-occurring products such as these.

ese 1prog‘raxms are in various stages of development. Two evolve
from collaberatiyns with other companies. The rest came about as
the result of collaberative research with scientists at several uni-
versities.

Invitron is a research intense organization. In 1987 we spent 34
and a half percent of our total expenses—over $3 4 million on re-
search and development.

A sifniﬁcant percentage of those expenses were related to out-
side collaborations with U.S. academic institutions.

. In his remarks, Dr. Moore mentioned the Small Business Innova-
tive Research program. We have been fortunate in that several of
our coilaboratiors have qualified for grants under the SBIR pro-
gram.

In our experience this is an example of a federal “Program which
works well and accomplishes its ir ‘ended mission. While we are oc-
casicnally disma{ed by vhe amou.it of time and internal resources
necessary to app g for and maintain the grants and the timing re-
strictions imposed on the research by the mechanics of the grant
process, we are hearty advocates of the program.

In the two years that we have been participants, the program
has assisted us to support the work of top local scientists at Wash-
inﬁton Univergity and the University of Kansas.

n the past year we have submitted several additional SBIR ap-
plications which, if funded by NIH, wil provide financial assist-
ance to support work of scientists a¥ Northwestern University, as
well as continued work with Washington University.

The cooperation which exists today between researchers in uni-
versities and industrial organizations is unprecedented, not only in
its scope but also in its spirit.

We believe that the SBIR grant program is a clear example of
how the Federal Government can encourage closer ties between in-
dustrial and academic researchers and directly benefit both.

We interd to continue and, if possible, broaden our participation
in that program.

IToxt Provided by ERI
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. A second way in which the Federal Government could positively
impact the collaboration between industry and academia is by pro-
moting the international adherence to laws.regarding the protec-
tior. of intellectual property.

Concerns have been expressed regarding the poasibility that the
advantage that the United States now holds in biotechnology might
be eroded as a result of the flow of scientific knowledge from the
U.S. to other countries.

We believe that this is a real problem. Japan, fartic' 'arly, has
been forthright in its proclamation that biotechno
which it intends to excel.

That is a formidable challenge, but the answer to the chellenge
i8 not, in our opinion, to slow down discovery by stifling the scien-
{:iﬁc1 process or the exchange of knowledge on an international
evel.

Rather, it lies in the proinpt recognition of unique accomplish-
ment and the reward of that accomplishment by the granting of
patent protection, and the aggressive enforcement of that r~otec-
tion.

Patents are the life-biood of small compasies, as well as large
corporations. They apply as well to the products of university re-
search. And through licensing they provide a way for the fruits of
collaboration between industry and academia to be fairly allocated.

But to be effective, the enforcement of patent protection must
cross natjonal boundaries. This is an activity on which we in indus-
try mus. rely upon the Federal Government to take the lead.

If the United States is to retain its edge in this extremely com-
petitive field—an edge, by the way, which really does exist—U.S.
companies must be permitted to apply their technology to the ex-
puasion of their markets on a world-wide basis without fear that
they will lose that technological preperty, which is often £he very
essr~ce of their existence.

%2 increase in intellectual cooperation between industry and
univ.~sities is not, in my opinion, an indication that the nature of
t¥.2 research going on in universities is changing.

In the field of biology, much of it consists of very basic investiga-
tions in cell biology, immunology and molecular genetics—the kind
of basic research which has traditionally been the mainstay of uni-
versity science programs.

One important characteristic conferred by the toois of biotechnol-
ogy is the rapidity with which basic science can be transformed
into applied science.

Today's discovery at a genetic lével can be utilized rapidly, often
within months, to coax new products out of cells.

This immediacy of application can create the illusion of decreas-
ing the amount of “asic science being done. However, I don’t be-
lieve that to be the casc.

In fact the shortening—excuse me—the shortening of the time
line between discovery of basic principlés and the application of
those principles makes it possible for small companies such as Invi-
tron to support basic science within unmiversities with the likelihood
of deriving a return on the investraent in a time frame relevant to
a start up company.

ogy is & “eld-in:
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In the absence of a reasonably short recovery period, it is unlike-
ly that small companies could afford to make such investments;
and, the support of university research would be more likely to
remain i1 the province of large, highly capitalized companies.

As to the question of how-small companies might take advantage
of university expertise, I be!ieve the opportunities are many.

Even though we are a relatively young company, we see a great
deal of interest on the part of university researchers in working
with us.

Whether it’s real or not, the feeling sometimes exists that things
happen quicker’in a small company and that the impact of an indi-
vidual, or a single pr-ject, may be greater. )

We are considering programs-which would afford talented uni-
versity students-an opportunity to work on specific Eroblems in
their field of interest, either within the university setting, or as a
part of a work study program within Invitron. )

These might be projects of a basic nature, but they could just ar
well be investigations into a novel aspect of manufacturing technol-
ogy.
Given the current emphasis on upgrading the United States’
manufacturing bage for high technology products, such a program
could have both short term anr long term benefits.

The presence of a grant sy.tem to partially off-set the cost of
such a program would be particularly helpful to a small company
such as ours. . .

_In summary, I believe that the active encouragement of interac-
tion between American industry and university research centers by
the federal and state governments is to the country’s advantage.

More ways should be sought to support such programs and even
expand them beyond the typical research collaboration. Thank you.

The prepared statement of Mr. Srigley follows:]

Mr. Chairman, my name is Rick Srigley. I am Exec. *ive Vice President and Chief
Operating Officer of Invitron Corporation located twre in St. Louis. I'd like to
convey our appreciation for the opgortunity to address the subcommittee on a topic
gf géiat interest to companies such as ours and of great importance to the United

tates.

Invitron was formed as a result of a partnership between Monsanto Company and
Moshe Alafi, an individual who has been dynamically involved in the start-up of a
number of successful technology based companies. gince its inception just three
years ago, Invitron has grown rapidly; we now have nearly two hundred emplolyees
and are one of the world’s leaders in the manufacture of pharmaceuticals resulting
from Biotechnology.

We are still in a tenuous stage of our development. This Subcommittee will hear
testimony today from a variety of organizations. My participation is that of a repre-
sentative of a small technology-oriented company.

The Company has two major areas of endeavour. First is the manufacture of bio-
logical pharmaceuticals for a broad mix of companies ercompassing established
pharmaceutical houses as well as-the burgeoning biotechnology industry. We are de-
veloping a strong international business base. Approximately one-third of our cli-
ents are European or Japanese companies.

Our second area of interest is the development of a number of potentially impor-
tant products in collaboration with other companies or academic institutions. These
inclinde a second generation tissue plasminogen activator for the treatment of coron-
oary thrombosis, a parathyroid imaging antibody which would help physiciuns to
locate a patient's parathyroid glands prior to surgery, recombinant Factor VIIIc for
the treatment of hemophilia, a nover and naturally-occurring antibiotic agent de-
rived from white blood cells, a protease inhibitor having potential uses in the treat-
ment of clotting disorders and cancer, monoclonal antibodies having potential ure in
the treatment of a number of diseases. These programs are in various stoges cf de-
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velopment. Two of these projects evolved from collaborations with other companies,
the rest came about as a result of collaborative research with scientists at several
universities.

Invitron is a research-intense company. In 1987 we spent 34.5% of our total ex-
penses, over 3.4 million dollars, on research and development. We project that
numoer to exceed 5.5 million in 1988. A significant_pevcentage of our research ex-
penses were related to outside collaborations with U.S, academic institutions.

We have been fortunate in that several -of our collaborations have qualified for
grants under the Small Business Innovative Research (SBIR) program administered
by the National Institutes of Health. In our experience this is an example of a Fed-

-eral program which works well and accomplishes its intended mission. While we are
occasionally. dismayed by the amount-of time and internal resources required- to
apply for and maintain the ts, and the timing restrictions imposed on the re-
search by the mechanics of the grant process, we are hearty advocates of the pro-
gram. In the two years that we have been participants, the program has assi us
to support the work of top level scientists at Wushington University and the Univer-
sity of Kansas. In the past year we have submitted saverel additional SBIR applica-
tions which, if funded by I\YIH, will provide financial assistance to support work of
%cientists at Northwestern University as well as continiued work with Washington
niversity.

The cooperation which exists today between researchers in universities and indus-
trial organizations is unprecedented not only in its scope, but also in its spirit. We
believe that the SBIR grant program is a clear example cf how the federal govera-
ment can enccurage closer ties between industrial and academic researchers and di-
rectly benefit both. We intend to continue, and if possible, broaden our participa-
tion. -

A second way in xhich the federal government could positively impact the col-
laboration between industry and academia is by promoting the inte1 national adher-
ence to laws regarding’the protection of intellectual property. Concer~s have been
expressed regarding the possibility that the advantage that the United States now
holds in Biotechnology might be eroded as a result of the flow of scientific knowl-
edge from the US. to other countries. We believe that this is a real problem. Japan
particularly has been: foithright in its proclamation that Biotechnology is a field in
wh'ch it intends to excel. That is a formidable challenge, but the answer to che chal-
leng~ is not in our opinion, to slow down discovery by stifling the scientific process
or the exchange of knowledge on an international level

Rather, it lies in the prompt recognition of unique accomplishment and the
reward of that accomplishment by the granting of patent protection and the aggres-

sive enforcement of that protection. Patents are the life-blood of small companies as
well as large corporations. They apply as well to the products of university research
and, through licensing, they provide a way for the fruits of collaborations between
industry and academia to be fairly allocated. But to be effective, the unforcement of
patent protection must cross national boundaries. This is an activity on which we in
industry must rely upon the federal government to take the lead. If the United
States is to retain its edge in this extremely competitive field—an edge by the way
which really does exist--U.S. corapanies must be permitted to apply theijr technc'>-
gy to the expansion cf their markets on a worldwide basis without feur that they
will lose that technological property which is ofters the very essence of their exist-
ence.

The increase in intellectual cooperation between industry and universities is not
in my opinion an indication that the nature of the research going on in universities
is changirg. In the field of biology much of it consists of very basic investigations in
cell biology, immunology and molecular genetics—tlie kind of basic research which
has traditionally been the mainstay of university science programs. One important
characteristic conferred by the tools of biotechnology is the rapidity with which
basic science can be transformed into applied science. Today’s discoveries at a genet-
ic level can be utilized rapidly, often within months, to coax new products out of
cell:. This immediacy of application can create the illusion of decreasing the
amount of basic science being done, however I don’t believe that to be the case. In
fact, the shor*ening of the time line between dicovery of basic principles and the
application of those principles makes it possible for small companies such as Invi-
tron to support basic science within Universities with the likelihood of deriving a
return on the investment in a time frame relevant to a start up cor:rany. In the
absence of a reasonably short recovery period it is unlikely ‘that small companies

could afford to make such investments and the sugpo}:-lt of univierzziéy research would
ighly capitalized companies.

be more likely to remain in the province of large,
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_As to the question of hcw small companies might take advantage of university
expertise, I believe the opportunities are many. Even though we are a relatively
young company, we see a great deal of interest on the part of university researchers
in working with us, Whether its real'or not, the feeling sometimes exists that things
happen quicker in a small company and that the impact of an individual or-a single
project may be greater. We are considering programs which would afford talented
university students an opportunity to work on specific.problems in their field of in-
terest either within the university setting or as a part of a work-study progran:
within Invitron. These might be projects of a basic science nature, but they could
just as well be investigations .into a novel aspect of manufacturing technology.
Given the current emphasis on upgrading the United States’ manufacturing base
for h.lgil technology products, such a program could have both short term and long
term-benefits. The preseuce of a grant system to partially offset the cos’ f such a
program would be particularly helpful to a small company.

In summary, I believe that active encouragement of interastion between Ameri-
can industry and university research centers by the federal and state governments
is to the country’s advantage. More ways should be sought to support such programs
and even expand them beyond the typical research collaboration.

Mr. WaLgreN. Thank you, Mr. Srigley. Appreciate that testimo-

y.

Turn to Mr. Buechner.

Mr. BuecHNER. Yes, Mike, what are we—we debate quite a bit in
our commitiee on the relationships of limitations on, say, foreign
participation in some of these research partnerships.

What do we as a—I guess you cun do it as corporate or as coun-
try—but what do we have to lose by limiting the access of foreign
participation—foreign corporations to take part in these research
partnerships?

Dr. MONTAGUE. Let me see if I can answer your question through
an example that comes directly from Monsanto.

Our second largest research partnership #s'with Oxford Universi-
ty in the United Kingdom. And this has been a very fruitful part-
nership for us where we are doing research in the carbohydrate
moieties that decorate proteins—that are attached to proteins.

And we think that these particular carbohydrate moieties influ-
ence the activities of important proteins. And knowledge about
that on a fundaiaental level may lead to drugs that treat various
immune system disorders, for example. )

If we were in the United States to limit access of foreign 2 mpa-
nies to universities in America, then it would only be fair for those
foreign countries to limit access of a company like Monsanto to
their universities.

And we think that that would only result in bad things for both
parties concerned.

But the key word here is stil} fairness. It’s critical that there be a
mutual reciprocity, an exchange, so that just as we talk about open
economic markets, we talk about open knowledge markets, so that
we have access to the knowledge base that foreign universities
offer, and they have access to ours.

We think that their—that kind of exchange will breed useful
products that benefit people throughout the world.

Mr. BuecHNEr. One further question for you, Doctor. And
that’'s—on page 3 of your prepared testinony you note that Mon-
santo spent, roughly, $625 million on. R&D.

For the record, could you submiit some figures on how much of
the $625 million was direct R&D versus what percent represents
Federal contracts or subcontracts?
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Dr. MoNTAGUE. I don’t have those numbers with me, but general-
ly, Monsanto—very, very little if any of our research budget is fed-
erally funded.

Mr. BUECHNER. So—then -obviously the $15 to $20 million spent
on university research by Monsanto -vould reflect the fact that just
a small amount is Federal? .

Dr. MONTAGUE. Lideed. A small amount, if any.

Mr. WarGreN. Thank you. Mr. Hayes?

Mr. Haves. The point which is so dramatic in the testimony is
one that we hear over and over again. And it iS one when v« at-
tempt to convert that into action we run up with the vesistance of
slogans and catch-words.

It would be most damaging if we were to take the valid points
that you make regarding the free and open access of intellectual
markets, just as markets of commerce, and somehow pervert that
into the word protectionist.

I am so tired of listening to this kind of testimony from irate
people, and then in the political circle get confronted with a word
that’s 50 years old.

Fifty years ago we did not have this kind of a limited market
access, You are sitting here not on a political basis, not on wanting
to reduce this to parties’ confrontatios, but telling us of basic feel-
ings within our own system.

One, with the dissemination of information—not having graduate
students even know what the law is, and therefore having no idea
if they can violate it.

Onc talking about Oxford being open to America; America being
open to Oxford—but in the next paragraph, Japan being closed to
this country; this country being wide open to Japan.

Another one here referring, back in the Bell System, to this
same problem, basically, with the inability to sell in some markets.

Whereas, then through a limitation of confusion, total disarray
and breaking the Bell System, we end up with a less functionai—
not more functional.

Ard what all of them mean is, we do not understand the nature
of our competitor. We think of it in terms of America competing
with America—and that is not the case.

If America had General Mrtors, and Citicorp, and Princeton all
owned by one big company, that would be an equivalent. And we
have got to understand that a technological transfer area in which
you are dealing, or in the trade and commerce area, that we are
not dealing with the image of us in another place on the globe.

We are dealing with a different system in which case small busi-
ness is totally out of the picture. And the consequences of whirh is
we end up not with, as in my state alone, 300 banking institu..ons,
but a major company and 1najor entity on the globe where 7 banks
are the entire financial institution.

Those are the kinds of comparisons in which this must be
framed. And I suggest that the way we abproach it is not with a
rhetoric, in a political atmosphere, but here in these committees
where the Jack Buechners and Jimmy Hayes can work together cn
confrontirg trade issues without them erupting into a political
debate and political forum.
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So you've got to keep coming to arm us with the specifics with
which we must act legislatively, instead of getting into the political
arena.

However, this afternoon in Iowa I will return to the political
arena——{[Laughter.]

And then will delight in being able to take some of the things
you have said and use them as examples.

I tgg appreciate your coming and we are indeed very much frus-
trated.

We need the guidance specifically to be able to react to these
marketing conditions. This is an overwhelming burden for this
cp:lgtry, but it's one that does not fit 30 second television commer-
cials.

Thank you.

Mr. WaLGreN. Thank you, Mr. Hayes.

Any.comments that the panel members would like to make?

Let -ne ask the—how the patent system works in this, with re-
spect to who holds it. And as I understand it, Dr. Ames, you1 said
the university ought to hold the patent; and I think that is consist-
ent with Monsanto's testimony. And apparently companies go for-
ward in one—individual ways.

But is it a problem of who holds the patent?

Dr. MoNTAGUE. It hasn't been a problem in the sense that we
worked out that agreement, for example, with Washington Univer-
sity.

Mr. WarLgren Now is that because in pharmaceuticals there
may be an agreed upon royalty or a traditional royalty that might
not apj iy.in other areas?

How do you work out the licensing compensation?

Dr. MonTAGUE. That's worked out on an individual basis with
ezch university that we work with, and depending upon the kinds
of funding that we do.

I think the key thing here is that universities in the past -have
not always been as sensitive to patent and protection issues as they
might have been.

I think that the whole rise in biotechnology has increased this
awareness of the importance of intellectual property—and protect-
ing intellectual property.

Our patent and licensing system is our key :nethod for doing
that. So the university must participate in that key method.

Mr. WALGREN. But why would the comfort level be with the
patent lying with the university, rather than the other way
around?

Dr. AMes. Well, in the case at McDonnell Douglas, when we—
when all our research is done at the university with industrial
money, what we ask for is a license free use of that patent.

4And the university then is permitted to use the patent and to
seil that patent elsewhere. Where there is collaborative research,
where we are doing part of it and the university is doing part of it,
then we both hold the patent; we are both co-signers on the patent.
And we share down the middle on that.

What my problem—what our problem is at the corporation is
when universities like, for example, the University of Illinois at
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Champaign, where the professor, who is in collaboration with in-
dustrial money, gets the patent.

That causes problems. It causes morale problems with our re-
searchers who do not like to collaborate with that kind of an envi-
.-ronment. -

See, the university should own the patent outright, if you see
what I am saying.

Mr. WALGREN. I see. So you are sort of saying, give us a situation
w* ¢ another individual does not hold the patent, but an institu-
-tion—that seems to enable people to work together——

Dr. AmEs. And where you share on collaborative efforts, you do
part of it, and the university does part of it. That is the way the
Federal Government works on contracts—where you have a con-
tract with, say, an Air Force—a laboratory—and they go out and
seek the patent. Then you share on that patent. :

Mr. WALGREN. Mr. Srigley, I was interested in your saying that
in your situation the SBIR program has been helpful in involving
urtiversity-researchers.

Is that—that must be—particularly because the area that you're
in. Because isn't the program itself sort of designed to have the
small business doing the research?

Mr. SriGLEY. I suspect that is true. As I mentioned, we are a very
research intense organization. Most of the revenues for the first
couple of years of ou: existence came from research work.

And I suspect that we-would say it is true, that if it may be a
situation where most of our activities evolve around areas that are
frequently quite basic in the science, that that's where the-grant
would come into our activities. )

Mr. WALGREN. How would you weight the interest of companies
in going into this kind of thing as an enrichment thing for their
employees, either because of the interest that an employee would
have in having-contact with a university effort—a university envi-
ronment—or the-ability to involve people with your companies that
you think ‘in the Jong run are going to turn out—but particularly
graduate students—at that point—would turn out to be good pros-
pects for you.

Can you weigh how much of this effort is out of interest of the
company in the product that might come, and how much is the in-
terest of the company in the interpersonal interaction and poten-
tial that lies down that road?

Mr. SriGLEY. I would suggest that something in the order of per-
haps 40 to 60 percent revolves around the benefits other than prod-
ucts.

And those are often times not real tangible things. The opportu-
nity, for instance, to work closely with research people who are
tops in their field is a superb opportunity.

The opportunity to utilize very good researchers as part of the
peer review process in the scientific organization—also very useful.

The opportunity to just sit down and bounce ideas up—people
who are very good at what they do—is another. Clearly, the possi-
bility that some of those talented people, when they decided that
they were ready to leave academia, would-see your company '3 a
good place to spend some time is another advantage.

»
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And it is a very powerful one because it provides a way of <eat-
ing the com%any with talented individuals—and obviously thetre is
an interest that is very large in terms of——

Mr. WALGREN. But that can be particularly interesting for the

. telephone company as is under the preseat circumstances.

Mr. Spicer. Yes, I think he stat~d it very well. We have a liaison
program where we basically haw. -an arrangement with universi-
ties where we don’t have any product that we get back, or service.

We just understand what their technology is, and we learn about
their competence and learn about.their graduate students. And
then, depending upon that is ap intelligeiice gathering situation,
and we find out there is some pa ticular area that we want to deal
in. Then we would do it on a particular contract basis.

We think that is an excellent program.

Dr. AMes. We at McDonnell .Douglas have an active seminar-pro-
gram where we bring in university professors, and both the senior
professor—the associate professors—and even assistan* professors,
or post-ducs, to pass ifhformation on.

And we then have an information exchange in a particular area
to see if there isn’t some collaboration that can be begun. And
that—we have been doing that for some time.

Mr. BuecHNER. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. WALGREN. Yes.

Mr. BuecHNER. Have any of you had a particular university that
you were interested in dealing with just *ell you flat out they did
not want to deai with industry cooperation?

Dr. Ames. We have, but not in the past five years.

Mr. BUECHNER. Is that cause you made fighters and brmbers? Is
that the reason?

Dr. AMEs. Probably, probably. Although I do not really know the
reason. .

Mr. WaLGREN. What lies behind your emphasis, Dr. Ames; on
doing the research in the private facility and Monsanto’s approach
which-apparently encompasses conducting their research more on
university grounds?

Dr. Ames. Well, in my statement, what I referred to there is
when the facilities are equal and when you have a time restraint,
then industry usually wants to do that research in-house, ratheér
than farming it out.

Where there are unique facilities and where there is not a time
constraint, then we do not have any objection to that.

Dr. MonTaGUE. It depcnds, to some extent, on the type of re-
search that you are undertaking and in terms of the objectives that
you are trying to reach.

Monsanto 1s extremely fortunate ‘n that we have one of the
world’s highest -quality medical schools, Washington University,
within ten miles of our main campus.

And that geographical proximity is enormously helpful in estab-
lishing such partnerships.

But there are other factors vwhich have to be taken into account.
There are simply som ' kinds of collaborative or partnership funda-
mental research that are much better done in a university environ-
melqt with close contact with actual—an actual medical school and
a clinic.
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Mr. WArGREN. Very:good.

Well, okay. Well, thank you all very much for being a resource
to us. We appreciate the points you made. And I look forward to
having some contact with you in the future.

Thanks very much.

Mr. BuecHNER. Thank.you, gentlemen.

\STATEMENT OF DR. PHILIP NEEDLEMAN, HEAD, DEPARTMENT
‘OF PHARMACOLOGY, WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY, ST. LOUIS, MO

Dr. NeepLEMAN. Thank you.

T think my utility to the panel night be that I am at the level of
a university industrial interaction, at the level of a bench scien-
tist—and you could see the perspective of a faculty member in-

volved, and what has turned out to be, we think, a very successful

program.

I divide- my comments into three parts because muzh of this
started with anxieties about the changing missions once a universi-
ty might be-engaged in an industrial program.

I-have comments about the university perspective and its ob-
jectives, of what I believe industry is interested in, and then finally
the specifics of our university-industrial interaction with specific
examples that might give you insight into how it works.

In terms of a university objectives—a university, in my opinion,
has two inseparable missions. That is, teaching and discovery.

A great university—and I have spent my life at Washington Uni-
versity, so to me that is a great university—builds an environment
that attracts scholars infected with the joy of learning, with teach-
ing, and discovery.

Thus, a university and its faculty should ideally pass onto its stu-
dents the pleasures of learning. That really has to be satisfied; and
the quest to understand; and, most of all, a willingness to turn over
new rocks in discovery.

I, myself, have trained thousands of medical students in- the
second year curriculum of the Washington U. Medical School. And
in my own laboratory I have trained over 50 post-doctoral, pre-doc-
toral fellows, and people on sabbatical from all countries in the
world—from many countries.

What I have Jearned as the mentor is the best that I can do for a
student is open their eyes to the potentials of science.

Students, whether they are pre-doctoral or medical students or
post-doctoral fellows, must share their inhibitions; and mentor, as
an institution, must reward intellectual risk.

Washington University has the great fortune and the adminis-
trative enlightenment to have built and nu.‘ured an environment
for scholars and students to ticurish.

They have a criii~al mass of expertise. They have a wide diversi-
ty of expertise which allows for advice-and coll.boration and en-
richment of everyone’s particular experiments.

By my bias, in many ways—it is the right place, at the right time
to do discovery research.

There is, however, one important perspective about the conduct
of research, medical research, in the university at this time.

And I think +hat is worth developing.
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While academic institutions provide the intellectual environ-
=a-at, and that i8 critical, it is the individual scientist who must
generate the source of support funds to carry out his investigative
activities.

Universities are not in a position to fund research. It is outside
support to medical research that carries out these activities.

ese deriva from competitive applications, especially to the Fed-
eral:Government and especially, in most cases,.to the National In-
stitutes of Health; and, to a much lesser extent, those funds derive
from either private foundations or from industries.

The gréat advantage of the system in this country is that re-

-gcarch funds, extérnal of the university and external of a single re-

search czar,-have.given American scientists the freedom and oppor-
tunities to .be individually creative; and, that approach is not
matched elsewhere in the world.

However, implicitly, that means that the bulk of academic re-
search in this country is an individual laboratory enterprise.

While collaborations between laboratories throughout a universi-

.ty arise_and there is a high l-vel of exchange of ideas and method-

ologies, the rarity is the ability for team research and mobilization
of personnel and resource around a singie discovery. And that is
what might differ fromi' other countries.

Now for. more advantage, the industrial approach and objective—
and here 1'focus on my experience about the drug industry and the
chemical industry—is that development and commercialization of
therapeutic entities should be generated for the alleviation of dis-
ease processes.

Enlightened drug cor» anies make a substantial investment in
research, but only a smail fraction-of that is in discovery research.
And the largest fraction of that is in development.

The forte of university research is discovery, while I believe the
forte of industrial research is development.

While academic institutions nurture this discovery, as I have in-
dicated, they can mobilize to quickly champion a discovery through

-its development and, in the case of drugs, for the benefit of the pa-

tients.

It is only industry that could make the effort in terms of the syn-
thesis of many analogues; or the post-discovery applications to vari-
ous diseases; or actually even the investments that are necessary to
find if new drugs could be safe in animals and ultimately could be
safe for use in patients; and, finally, proof of efficacy.

Now, once a drug is identified or once a primary discovery is
made, it takes an enormous investment by industry for the devel-
opment of that drug, which usually means the expenditure of mil-
lions of dollars in more research efforts, all performed after an ini-
tial discovery. .

So we have two separate institutional postures. MNosy I would
focus on the interaction of these two institutions.

In terms of health care, unfortunately, past history was that uni-
versities and drug companies were largely uncoupled.

The coinage of success of university research was discovery and
not development.

T had emphasized that the liaison—the information transfer from
a vniversity to a company, or conservative institutional attitudes,

7
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in a fundamental lack of recognition and respect of what could be
accomplished by. such a joint effort, precluded unique opportunities
for advancement.

Rather than delve into generalities, I would now like to focus on
some aspects of the Washington U/Monsanto agreement which you
'have heard something about.

It began in 1982 largely as a reflection of the needs of the institu-
tions at that time. In 1982 Monsanto was interested in expanding
into health care as a.natural com‘plimént to its chemical activities.

In Washington University, the faculty viewed an agreement as a
novel source of funds for a blossoming area of science. While many
of the faculty partici;l)atéd in the scoping of the agreement, there
were two special people in that regard: one, Howard Schneiderman,
who is not here today, and the other is David Kipnis.

Their personalities and individual commitment was really
what—this all brought up the institutional barriers and made this
a working agreement.

Few of ‘us at that time had the foresight to visualize the enor-
mous advantages that would accrue from the marriage of our tech-
nologies while still preserving the traditional missions of both of
our institutions:

So it was not just funds for research and possible new patents for
an industry that was the result of this.

Briefly, the program is quite simple, and I will encapsulate it in
almomént. The funds are basically for research grants for the fac-
ulty.

It is reviewed annually by a panel of ten scientists—five from
Monsanto, five from Washington University. It is purely done on
scientific merit.

If a grant is successful, it is funded for three years, and it is sub-
Ject to our traditional renewal mechanisms. Our ways in the begin-
ning about—that there was such a difference in the science as ex-
pected in the university and industx;y actually quickly. disappear.

The faculty is only interested:-in funds for discoveries. And Mon-
santo, largely because they are a unique understanding of what.a
university should be, patiently allows that science to develop.

Their "patience was quickly rewarded; and, since 1982 and the
five and a half years since that agreement, there are over 50
awarded or pending patents from the discoveries just from that
agreement alone.

These grants are for three years. They are subject to and follow
the model of the NIH. So a discovery that leads to a patent is
awarded to the investigator; and, what might be unique is the uni-
versity position that royalties, should they accrue from a patent
that arise from this, are signed over to the university.

And in that proiram a portion of royalties that would be gener-
ated would go to the medical school, to the department and to the
laboratory; but, not the pocket of the discovery.

So our commitment was for the reinvestment of facilities back
into the universit;; and back into the laboratory efforts.

Finally, a world clase outside review committee is convened

every three years, spec’ ally given the charge: has the university
diverted its normal miscion; have students or post-docs been inap-
propriately used in programs; has the industry gotten their
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money’s worth as opposed to putting funds into research and devel-
opment?

And we believe our program has become a model.

The last points I would like to make are my own personal experi-
ences with the program to give you insight at the level of a bench
scientist.

My laboratory observed in about 1983 that rat hearts contained a
protein that exhibited a number of unique biological properties, in-
cluding the ability to lower blood pressure and to control kidney
function.

It is immediately apparent that this agent has high therapeutic
potential in controlling salt and water metaboliem in blood pres-
sure.

In other words, it directly was invoived in such disease entities
as high blood pressure, heart failure and kidney disease.

This then became the basis of a grant application that I put into
the Washington University/Monsanto agreement which was re-
viewed and funded within three months’ time.

Collaborz .ive actions began between my laboratory and the mo-
lecular biolggy programn at Monsanto, then-in Creve Coeur.

In six months’ time we isolated from 14,000 rat hearts enough
material—about a microgram and a half—about the equivalent of a
grain of salt—enough material to elucidate the structure, to purify
it, and then to chemically manufacture :t.

So then we stopped dealing with the trivial amounts that could
come from an enormous extraction of tissue to large amounts of
material that could begin to be used in funivological testing, in tox-
icig, and ultimately in, hopefully, in clinical trial.

early, neither-institution alone could have constituted that.un-

dertaking. In the subsequent use, new analogues—that is, mimics:

of the natural hormone have been prepared.

We have discovered new biologies of this program—of this hor-
négne—-and we have studied its role in a variety of human disease
states.

Many of these discoveries happen quickly because there was a
clear commitment from both institutions that this would work. In
fact, eventually there were 48 people both from the medical school
and Monsanto engaged in-these projects. .

Now subsequent to that time, Monsanto purchased Searle as the
developmental 2*m. And many of us believed it accelerated their
plans for development because initially they were in a discovery
arm and, I believe, expected only to go to the 1990s before tney
would be ready for clinical applications.

Their acquisition then meant that the Searle company of Mon-
santo then undertook the toxicology which was then successful,
while the Monsanto molecular biologists succeeded in a synthesis of
large amounts.

Now kilogram quantities, which are necessary for clinicel trials,
and havile—something that was ground up—homogenates in a
Waring blender in 1983 is now in worldwide clinical trials.

Now that problem was a genuine horse race at the time. It was
underway in Japan; it was underway in Scandinavian countries; it
was actively underway in Canada.
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The rapidity with which we could mobilize led to the award to
Washington University, through our eftorts, of the “irst patents—
the first American patents for both the hormone and its precur-
sors, which now serve as a basis of a wide international activity by
many drug companies.

Clearly, this interaction between Washington University re-
moved the lag period between discovery and development. Clearly,
it allows the discoverer to become a champion of its development
all the way through to the possibility of a clinical trial.

So in conclusion I might ask, what has been achieved by the
Washington University—now, Searle—agreement?

‘Our program is in its earliest phases. While there may be many
substantive trials which lay ahead for us and many complications,
a fair foundation of cooperation and scientific excellence has been
established.

Perhaps our particular circumstance has certain unique advan-
tages. Clearly, it is to unique institutions that have a tradition to
excellence.

Second, there are high quality resources and_scientists in both
places. You see, I am not interested in collaborating with second
class-scientists. I am not interested in scientists who are not going
to &xsh us to think of better ideas and better discoveries.

if there isn't a marriage that involves high quality interac-
tions on both sides, you have a mismatch. I agree with the earlier
statement that juxtaposition was critical.

To shoot down highway 40 in 10 or 15 minutes to test an idea or
a new discovery—for example, when we first came, you know—you
isolate something as an extract from heart; and you get a nine
cents set of amino acids; and you-do not know what it means.

You kind of believe in it. But finally, when it was synthesized in
Creve Coeur, and they raced down highway 40, and we tested it in
our biological system, and the chemically pr luced material exact-
ly matches the native hormone, then you have got it.

And we could not wait—while he was coming down highway 40,
we were chilling the champaign bottle at work, [Laughter.]

Dr. NEEDLEMAN. A most important issue, finally, is that fit of
personalities, That is, that commitment, maybe best exemplii.ed by
Howard Schneiderman and David Kipnis, and the tradition of the
universities, that you can trust people and allow for the possibility
that a scientirt can make a discovery that could be commercially
important.

Scientists are happy to sze an agent or something that they dis-
cover applied across society. They love the discovery, but the ulti-
;nabe application is inportant to the university as it is to the indus-

I believe that the societal advantages of such a crafted alliance,
when it works, fulfills the highest expectation of both universities
and industry.

Thank you, *

[The prepared statement of Dr. Needleman follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF PHiLP NEEDLEMAN, PH.D., ProFEssor AND HEAD,
DEPARTMENT OF PHARMACOLOGY, WASIIINGTON UniversiTy Scroor. oF MEDICINE

UNIVERSITY OBJECTIVES

In my opinion a university has the two inseparable missions of teaching and dis-
covery. A t university, like Washington University, builds an environment that
attracts scholars infected with the joy of learning, teaching and discovery. The
teaching ovjectives focus_on the transmission of a-knowledge base, the development
of decision making capabilities, and the creation of skepticism and curiosity
amongst its students. A university and its faculty should ideally pass on to its stu-

_dents the pleasures of learning, an unwillingness to be satisfied, a quest to under-
stand, and most of all, a willingness to “turn over rocks.” )

‘I have trained thousands of medical students and more than fifty scientists in my
laboratory. What I have learned is that the mentor does not create good or average
scientists. Instead, the mentor at best opens the eys of the students to their poten-
tial. The students shed inhibitions and mentors and institutions must reward intel-
lectual risk. Indeed, the faculty must remain students. A university must provide a
setting for the continuing education-of its scholars. In essence, we are the business
of worshipping ideas. Ideas arise f1om scientific journals, from seminars, from meet-
mgs (national and international), from experimental data from colleagues, and from
collaborative interactions. Washington University has the good fortune to have built
an environment for scholars to flourish. There is often a critical mass of expertise of
wide diversity, for advice and collaboration. Importantly, there is an administrative
enlightment that nurtures the precious jewel of science. In many ways this is the
.right place at the right time for discovery research. )

_ One additional perspective about-the conduct of medicel research-in-a university
is worth development. Academic institutions provide the intellectual eavironment,
the physical plant, some salary, and clerical support and an overall commitment to
scholarship. However, it is the investigators that must generate individual research
funds to support his research activities, Universities are in no position to accom:
?lxsh this task. Outside support to medical research is derved from governmental
unds largely from the National Institutes of Health and to a leszer extent from
non-government sources including private research foundations and industry. A sci-
entist submits proposals that are evaluated based on the rationale and uniqueness
of the hypothesis, the clarity of the strategies, the adequacy of the methods, tise de-
mostra feasibiiity and skills of the laboratory. The great advantage of this system
is that these external funds have given American scientist freedom and opportuni.
ties for individual creative a complishment—riot matched elsewhere in the world.
On the other hand, the net result is that the bulk of academic biomedical research
is, by and large, an individual laboratory enterprise. While collaboration between
individual larboratories arise and a high level o information, methodology, and ex-
change of ideas frequently occur in a university—team research and mobilization of
personnel and resources around a particular problem are a rarity.

INDUSTRY OBJECTIVES

From my vantage point, the object of drug and chemical industry, with which I
have some familiarity, is the development and commercialization of therapeutic en-
tities for the alleviation of disease. Enligl:iened drug and chemical industry makes a
substantial investment in research. While a portion of the investigative effort is in
discovery rese:rch, the majority of its resources ave often focused on duvelopment.

m my perspective, the forte of universities is discovery and the overwhelming
strength of industry .s development. Indeed, industry can uniquely mobilize funds
and resources for modern instrumentation and facilities or can accomplish' focused
efforts not achievable in universities. As indicated above, academic scientircs cannot
readily mobilize w‘z;sonnel and- resources around a discovery, even of great thera:
peutic potential. ile a discovery is a uniqre event—the suBsequent evelopment
of a candidate agent into a drug is a monumental undertaking that can uniquely be
accomplished in industry. It is only industry that could devote the chemically
trained personnel for the syth_sis of a discovered substance in an effort to develop
drugs that are effective, potent, long-lasting, and adequately free of side effects.
More rscently, especially in companies like Monsanto, the application of biotecho-
lo%y (eg., recombinant DNA technology, monoclonal antibodies, large scale tissue
culture methodology, etc.) has provided unique approaches for drug dxscovexg" and
development that are unmatched in any single university prograin. Once candidate
drugs are identified, chemists in industry must develop and impicment strategies
for bulk product synthesis; biologists must engage in toxicity studies and investiga:
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tions of other uctions of potential druge; and cliniciars must undartake, when appro-

priate, the human trials to establish safety and efficacy. Overall, the irdustrial com-
mitment for the development of a drug involves years of effort aind raillions of dol-

Jars—all performed after the initia} discovery.
UNIVERSITY-INDUSTRIAL INTRZACTIONE

I have described the characteristics of two dist interested in
health care. Unfortunately, in this country these ent: .. been uncou
pled. The coinage of success in University.research _very and not de-

velopment. The delays in jnformation transfer, conserv+ .v-issatutional attitu
and a fundamental of recognition and respect for vihat ciiuld s accomplish
by 'g:int efforts have in my opinion Jmcluded unique dpportiaZitic Toi advancement.
ther than delve into generalities, I.would _now.like Yo' srucifically focus on the
unique alliance we have forged betweed Was?: vgonzyni‘.fg-'.'i:y:g\nd' onsanto. The
initial motives for the agreement in 1982 deri from'thd needs'of the institutions
at that time, as I perceived them. Moiisanto'was turniv its attezition-to health care
as a natural compliment %o its chemical expertise anc/ vhe prospect that unjversity
discovery groupe mifht rovide entry into unique resewch -areas. Some of m
ton University Medical School viewed the agreement :s a'novel source of
funds in & blossoni.ng area of science. While maxny- o(\\gl/:ﬁmcx ted in scul
the details of the ment, Howard A. Schneiderman; Ph.D,, g:nior Vice o
dent, Research and Development of Monsanto, and Da4d Kipnis, M.D., Head of the
Department of Medicine at Washington Univerqi‘t‘x ‘were_the critical solvents and
glue:that achieved the dissolution of>inatitutional;barriers and- the-ceinonting . of.
interactions. Few of us had the foresight to visualize the enormous advantages.” it
would accrue from the marriage of our technologier/ while still preverving the tradi-
tionai mission of both our tutions. .

Briefly, the program focuses on the role of projeins and peptides in human dis-
ease. A review group of 10 scientists, 5 from the medical school and § from Monsan-
to-Searle, annually reviews facuity submitted renearch . pronosals. There are two
types of prog.mls: (1) an exploratory grant equivalent to~un NIH-RO1 individual
grant, and (2) an arplied grant-‘uvolving a grouping of investigators equivalent'to
an NiXl progrim project. Granis are reviewed besed on scientific menit only and
when succscsiul are funded for 3 years. The condct of science by the awarded in-
vestigators follows exactly the same procedures ~4 any NIH grant with the one ex-
ception that publications derived from this supory. must be submitted to the Mon-
santo-Searle lawyers for patent decisions. An-outside group of world clase scientisty
externally reviews the program every 3 yea's addreesing issues of the quality of sci-
ence, possible diversion of institutional mission, administrative . actices, etc,

However, the delay period is maximally 30 days from the subiisaion of a draft of
a manuscript. In this regard, my own experience based on our discovery of a new
hormone produced in the heart—an agent with considerable therapeutic potential—
that only nine days elapsed from submission of our mani'sciipt and patent filing.
Currently, I believe in excess of 20 patents have been filed or awarded from the
Washmﬁton University-Monsanto/Searle agreeraent. Monsanto has the first rights
for development of discoveries. The patent strategy follows tha NIH guidelines with
the unique exception that should royalties be awarded, they will be funneled back to
the institution, the department, and the laboratory of the discover. The investigator
does not accure a g'ersonal profit, but rather funds if generated will be reinvested
into the research efforts.

M w briefly, my personal experience witn this program. My latorato observed
that rat hearts contained a protein that exhibited a number of biological activities,
including being a-blood vessel relaxant and a potent stimulator of kidney function.
It was immediutely clear that such a substance and therapeutic potential in the ma-
nipulation of bloc3 pressure and water and salt metabolism and was relevant to
such pathoiugical situations as kidne disease, high blood pressure, and heart fail-
ure. This discovery served as the basis of a successful grant application to the pro-
gram. Collaborative interactions between our laboratory at the Medical School and
the Molecular Biology unit at Monsanto resulted in the purificat{n, structure, anal-
yeis, and chemical synthesis of this novel material in less than six months. Cleurly,
neither institution alone could rave accomplished this undertaking. In the subee-
quent years, new analogs have been prepared, new biglogical actions have been
identified, and the role nf this hormone system in various human disease states
have been studied.

. Manﬁ' of these discoveries were collaborative resulting from regular weekly meet-
ings, the rapid exchange of data and ideas. the mobilization of resources, and the
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commitments of two institutions to make things happen. During the interim, Mon-
santo acquired Searle where development .efforts.on the cardiac peptide continued
with toxicology testing and preclinical pharmecology. Monsanto chemists and molec-
ular biologists perfected the bulk synthesis of the-peptide either with recombingnt
DNA technology or conventional peptide synthetic techniques. Final'y, and most
gratifyingly, human clinical trials are underway to assess safety and ‘efficacy. The
cardiac peptide may evolve into an important therapeutic agent or it may not. This
will be a matter of clinical testing. Perhaps the native substance which_we identi-
fied may not be the ideal‘agent. But other generations of experiments_ coald lead to
new agents that mimic cr.release or block the endogenous material for therepeutic
advantages, This entire effort occurred in lers than five years. The agreement re-
moved the lag period between discovery and development.

What has been achieved by the Washington University-Monsanto/Searle Agreee-
mentf-Our program is in its early phas™ ... while many substantive trials lie
ahead of us—firm foundation has been tr '+  -erhaps our particular circum-
.stances have unique-advantages including insti... -ial commitment and tradition;
-high quality resources and scientists; juxtadposition; and perhaps most important, a
“fit” of personalities and respect. The eocietal advantage of such a crafted alliance,
when it works, fulfills the highest expectations of universities and industry.

Mr "WALGREN. Thank you very much, Dr. Needleman. We appre-
ciate 2aring that story and those events. We want to express our
admiration for the «deals that lie behind it as well.

.Dr. Danforth. -

STATEMENT OF ‘DR, WILLIAM H. DANFORTH, CHANCELLOR,
WASHINGTON UNIVERS'7?Y, ST. LOUIS, MO

Dr. DaNForTH. Mr. Chairman, thank you very rauch:.

I want to express appreciation to the panel members for coming’
to St. Louiz_and‘{or holding this hearing. I have been here since
the start of this morning.

I have been very impressed with the testimony, and I might add
that I am very impressed with. the quality of the questions and the
interest of the three panel members that are here.

If we had all people-in the United States with the kind of under-
standing and interest that you have, even in Washington, D.C., we
would be in great shape, I would say. )

Mr. BuecHNER. Bill, let me interject—Mr. Chairman, if I would.

I think the-record should indicate that Chancellor Danforth has
a somewhat familial relationship with a certain senator Jack Dan-
forth, who is the ranking member of the committee that would
have the compared jurisdiction to science, space and technology.

Just in case someone did not know that I thought we ought to
emphasize it. [Laughter.]

Dr. DANFORTH. Thank you.

Mr. WaLGreN. Weli, he was shown, but tae political instincts of
the Dantorth family—{Laughter.]

Dr. DanrorTH. My remarks—I will try not to duplicate what has
been said. And I will not duplicate my written. testimony that has
been handed in.

First, I would like to make a general statement. I think we are
dealing with a matter vitally important to America’s future—both
economic future and its future as an international leader.

Second, I believe, in this regard, I believe that wc have the
brains, the tradition, the human power to be successful and to be
second to no nation in the world.
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I believe, though, that to--nalize our potential .as a nation re-
quires cooperation and the kv 1 that we are not used to. And that
might be highlighted:in the remarks made by Congressman Hayes.

We have to work together. We can no longer-afford not to—and
by we, of course, I mean the Federa: and the S*ate governments, as
well as universities and business. '

One specific matter, I do think that the arrangement between
Monsanto and Washineton University has led the way to building
a productive and wori ble partnership between a great American
business and a major i aiversity.

You have heard about this arrangement ard its successes, and I
just concur with what has been said.

It is fun to follow Professor Phil Needleman and hear his de-
scription of'it if you want to know the key role of the central ad-
ministration in working out how science.goes in the university and
arrangements like this—how important the chancellor is.

Reminds me ~f the coach of the Kansas Citv Royals who was
asked how he coached George Brett, and the answer was, “I Say,
‘atta way to hit, George’.” [Laughter.]

Now I' would like to talk about some of the importance of the
Federal Government, just briefly, for both universities -and busi-
nesses, that are absolutely dependent on the Federal Government
for their successes and cooperative endeavors, and, indeed, for their
very existence.

The success of major-research universities—all research universi-
ties-in which the vast majority of basic research takes:place in the
United States—depends upon enlightened policies of the Fedejal
Government. )

Since we have enlightened leaders here—and I would like—we
have enlightened leade:s here, you all know :he problems and tie
opportunities, as.well as I..

But I would-like to touch on them just to emphasize that I think
they’re important.

First, Federal funding of research neeus to be adequate and
stable. There can be no illusion that industrial or state support can
substitute for the Federal support.

Research—that is, basic research, as opposed to the developmen-
tal strength of the U.S. and, in fact, every other government in the
country—in the world, that I know of—depends upon far-sighted
support of the central government.

To maintain our lead wil! require an increase in the Federal
spending on non-defense R&?.

Second, the Federal Government, as the senior partner in the
governmental/university. partnership, must take care not to
weaken the infrastructure of the junior partncr. In other words,
not to kill the goose that lays the golden egg by trying to buy re-
gearch on the cheap, as, for example, trying to buy—pay less than
full cost for the research.

Financially weakening the universities will help no one. Facili:
ties-are a Eroblem, Facilities in which to do research need to be
quplied. They need to be built; they need to be maintaired.

A Federal matching program tor research facilities is needed.
The restrictions on independent universities to use tax exempt fi-
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nancing for such facilitics should be removed. This was put on in
the last tax reform act.

The basic probiem here is that universities he 'e become capital
intensive. That has been increasing over a number of years. It has
been clouded by. the fact that the Federal Government supplied so
much capital in the 1960s.

“That problem is coming home to roost.

I calculaté--and one other thing, universities are capital inten-
sive but they do not ger=rate capital. That cagital has to come
from the outside.

I calculaied Washington University, if we are going to maintain
ourselves and do well in the fature, we need a minimum of 25-to 30
milli'og dollars of new capital a year. And that is very, very hard to
come by.

Three, keep the research—we need t¢ keep our research system
compétitive. America has done well because funding has historical-
ly gone to the best projects and not to the institutions with the
most political clout.

Now that is a bit of.an overstatement, but generally the merit
si;item has worked very well. And it works—I think that's what
that competitive system has created: such an excellent research
system-in the U.S.

Fourth, the U.S. should provide adequate incentives in support
for industrial R&D and remove disincentives for domestic R&D.

To help in these regards, we-have a new report: “The National
Research and Development Policies for '88 and Beyond: The CORE-
TECH Agenda.” CORETECH is Counsel on Research and Technolo-
gy, which has—is made up of some 45 companies and 80 universi-
ties plus a number of other organizations.

And i possible—one might like this, and it might go into the
record. I have extra copies if anyone would want them. .

Mr. WaLGREN. I will take that and look at it for purposes of in-
cluding it in the record.

Dr. DANFORTH. Oka%.

g)S:ee appendix, p. 177.] )

. DANFORTH. Among the recommendations are: to strengthen
the R&D tax credit to its original 25 percent incremental rate and
make it a permanent part of the U.S. tax co e, so that that can be
counted on; and raake pevmanent the basic research credit which
encourages companies to support basic research within universities
and other qualified institutions.

Fifth, finally, we all need to pay attention to the future supply of
American scier-‘ists. We 'have tlie best research training in the
world, no doubt about it. ‘ :

People come from all over the worl¢: to our institutions to get
training. Many of them will go back home and. take what skills
they have learned back to other lands.

e must provide: the financial resources ‘to encourage young
Americans to make use of chis training that we have. Other coun-
tries are doing so; and, if we are going to remain in the forefront,
we just have to keep that supply coming along. ,

ell, I could.go on and on but I do—in summary; I believe that if
we plan well, if we use our resources well; :f we work together effi-
cientiy, we would have unlimited potential.
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But.it will not just happen. It is going to require a lot.of leader-
ship. And I'thank you for this opportunity.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Danforth follows:]




U. S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
CCMMITTEE ON SCIENCE. SPACE AND TECHNOLOGY

Field Hearing cn University-Industry J1liances
St. Louis, Missouri
February 8, 1988

Written Testioony of William H. Danforth
“tNau cellor
Wasiington University

Universitv-Industry Pa2lations

Research and technology transtéef reiations between universities atd Irdustry are of
significant mutusl benefit'to the partles and provide opportunities for increased
contribution to national competitiveness and regional economic development.

Such relationships are stimulating to both university and company scientists and engineers
and provide to them expanded opportunities to explore and Jevelop new concepts in sclence
and technology. These cooperative activitics aza-rooted in and built on the main program
of fundamental academic research which continues to be supportec-primarily by agencies of
the federal government. By complimenting goverizenc-supported research, our relations
with indistry make increased use of creative university research resources, thereby
enhancing the productivicy of the long-standing government-university research partnership
in  the public interest.

.e strength and value to the nacion of this government-university-industry alliance
depends on several key factors. Stable direct financial support for fund al research
that rontinuously adds to the scientific knowledge base is obviously essential to provide
a springboard for scientific breakthroughs and advances in technolegy. Of Increasing

n in the demic ity is the ability to maintain state-of-the-art research
facilities and instrumentation, the in’ astructure upon which research at the cutting edge
of veirnce and technology depcnds. ¥ sioved means and Incentives for all elements of the
industrial community to participate in the alliance, whether large, medium or small
companies, will contrib.te to national and regional econonic development. Finally,
academic institutions must continue to design and control their relationships with
industry in such & manner tiat their commitment to acadenic freedom and the pursuit of
fundamental- knowledge remains unimpaired.

Encouragement of Business

University research relations tend to be conducted mainly with major corporitions .hich
possess the financial resources and the in-house R&D capabilities to suppert university
research and to convert fairly undeveloped discoveries made in acadenic laboratories into
conmercially viable processes and products. Hany smaller conpanies find serious barriers
to their participation in university research for they do no% possess the finances nor
- their own R&D capabilities to develop and cormercialize university discovcvies.
Government agencies cffer Small Business Innovative Research (SBIR) programs, but cuch )‘
programs are structured in a manner which does not encourage companies to seek research
relationships with universities. Under SB(R progracs, a company must divert its limited
rsonnel and resources to research, it must depend primarily-on its own ideas for
.novative research, and it must be abie to span a 6-oonth gap in funding after cormencing
research and cevaloprent. Greater flexibility in structuring SBIR vesearch projects would
encourzje more companies to work with universities on innovative processes and products,
an initiative which would enhance regional economic development.
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Crcouragement of Business (continued)

A potential problem area, vhich must be anticipated if universities and smaller conpanies
are to be encouraged to work together. is the threat of product 1iability. In technology
based relations with large companies, aniversities:feel relatively confident that
indemnification by a major corporation provides effective protection of a university
against the risk, however seali and speculative, of catastrophic financial loss from legal
action based on marketplace events. There is evidence that smaller comparies do not have
the assets to provide indemnification nor the revenues to purchase major insurance
pretection for the university. Should research collaboration with industry lead in the
near future to fnvolvement of universities in major law suits based on occurrences in the
cormercial parketplzce, academic institutions would be compelled to reevaluate the
advisability of continuing *nvolvement with commercial firms.

Relations with Government

In recent years, the federal government has taken positive action to encourage and suppore
the development of university-industry cesearch and technology transfer relationships.
Centinued support is ssential for national and regional economic devalopment. However,
chere are indications that the essential role of government is being eroded, f.e.,
changing from an investment to a procurement concept. For example, recent statements from
seme legislators indicate a desire to remove the tax-free status from applied research

nducted at universities which would then be classified as “unrelated business income."
sch a nmove would constitute a disincentive for university-industry cooperation in
research.

Another area in which there appears to be a lessening of understanding concerns t*._xajor
problems faced by universities in paintainiip the infrastructure essentfal to tne
performance of state-of-the-art research. The rate of obsolescence of facilities and
instrumentation constantly increases, demanding earlier modernization or replacement.
Houever, the provision of effective means to finance such needs is not well recognized and
supported. Limitatfons on tax exempt firancing of facilities have been imposed and
reduction of current 50- and 20-sear cost recovery periods for research facilitfes and
equipnent, respectively, lacks support.

The enactment of PL96-517 and PL98-620, which leave patent rights with universities, plus
agency programs to provide fnitial seed funding for university-industry collaborztions are
illustrative of the affirmative action government has taken to encoJrage
university-industry relationships. Continuous atfentior .to the ma2intenance of the
vitality of the academic research enterprise by such action is essent1al in tne public
interest.

State Programs

The State of Missouri, like some other states, has wplenent :d programs to stimulate
cooperatfon between industry and universities. Such progran3 focus on opportunities at
the state. regional and local level which cannot as effectively be directed from the

deral lc-el. These state programs should be encouraged as an ess.atial component of
Jrational econonic develcpment Initiatives.
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Foreign Relationships

Concern has been expressed over the involvement of foreign entities in the rese c¢h
programs of American Universities. Care shovid be taken to separate the normal
international character of science from the attempts to acquire legal rights to U.S.
techrology by foreign companies. The free communication and collaboration of
scientists the world over is an essential characteristic in the expansion of
mankind's store of scientific knowledge. No .estriction on interactions among these
scientists juld be productive.
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Mr. WALGREN. Thank you very much, Dr. Danforth. And then
Dr. Baue.

STATEMENT OF DR. ARTHURE. BAUE, VICE PRESIDENT,
MEDICAL CENTER, ST.. “UIS UNIVERSITY, ST. LOUIS, MO

Dr. BAUE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I also appreci-
ate vour coming with your committee members ‘and fellow Con-
gressmen to St. Louis to allow us this opportunity to comment
upon your tasks in the Congress. '

I will shorten my remarks that I have submitted to you in order
tohsave time. And also many of them -have been stated earlier by
others.

I am Vice-Presider © for the Medicai‘Center of St. Louis Universi-
ty. St. Louis University is a private urban Jesuit institution and is
the oldest university west of the Mississippi River.

Its roots in the health sciences date back to 1836 when the school
of medicine was first established. It is interesting that that school’
of medicine then became the Washington University School of
Medicine.

St. Louis University then started another one. This shows a close
cooperation of our two private universities here in St. Louis.

At St. Louis University, the great majority of the Institution’s to-
tally funded research is done within the schoo) .of medicine.

As with most medical schools, the largest funding source is the
NIH. Although our research volume places us within the mid-range
of American medical schools, the rate of increase in the past sever-
al years has significantly exceeded the national average which we
feel reflects on the growing strength and quality of our faculty.

Similar to most medical schools, we have participated in the
growing ties between universi‘ies and .private industry. A number
of our faculty have been involved in working arrangemen{z with
biomedically related industry; and, thes~-arrangements are princi:
pally—included supported research, supplying of laboratory materi-
als, utilization of sophisticated equipment, and individual consalta-

- tion.

These arrangements have usually worked in both directions since
our counterparts in industry also have much to offer the faculty in-
vestigator, thus furthering the basic academic principle of open ex-
change of scientific information. .

Another avenue of affiliation with the industrial sector is our
participation in ‘the planning and development with the other
schools in the region—the St. Louis Technology Cen“er. You will be
hearing more about this a little later on.

This center, which also enjeys the support of other.local universi-
ties represented here today, is an incubator for emerging technolo-
gy based businesses.

In' additi-n to our general support for the center, we also have
direct inv. .vement with the work of some of the clients.

We have also invested'in a program to develop a- research: .insti-
tute with all the schools in this region in association with the St.
Louis Regional Commerce and Growth Association. And I think
you will be hearing more about that in later testimony.
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Our medical center stands toward industry-university alliances.

It has won a general and strong encouragement of faculty, and the
programs, as the possibility of relationships arise.
. We plan a more active role in promoting this possibility: of the
faculty now and in the furure. Although there are pros and cons in
these arrangements—and this is reflected in our positive and care-
ful approach—I tbink ‘the day is gone when there is academic con-
cern about these relationships. And I think some of the far-reach-
ing programs, such as those developed by Washington University,
speak well toward a better understanding of how the academic
comnmunity can benefit from that:

We have. developed principals and guidelines for the St. Louis
Unive;;gity Medical Center, which I think are pertinent to this dis-
cussion.

And these include a nuinber of areas: number one, faculty prior-
‘ities, which are important-to maintain in a teaching and research
university; second, publicat.ons; third, the matter of patents, trade-
marks and copywrites—a number of /things have been said about
that; fourth, cost reimbursement; fiith, shared  use of equipment
and facilities; sixth, iiabilities and-i1sks; seventh, private consulting
for-disclosure and, particuiarly; potential conflicts of interest of fac-
ulty; and finally, the negotiating process, which most investigators
need central administrative help with.

Finally, I would like to say that I think it is particularly impor-
tant and appropriate that these hearings are held shortly following
‘the indication from the Office of Management and Budget that con-
?_ildggation might be given to privatizing the National Institutes of

ealth. .

Chancellor Danforth has spoken to the ncreased need for sup-
ported resegich. I believe the issue is raised regarding university-

~ dindustry alliances are the same ones which argue most strongly

against the wisdom of privatization.

The extraordinary progress made in biormedical research over the
past decades to the competitive peer review system of the NIH has
been an outstanding credit to the United States. ]

It is, I think, the major factor that has put us in ieadership role
in biomedical-research in the development of health care.

It i3 ccitical to the continuation of this success story that the at-
'tribute: of independent peer review and public funding for re-
search, and also research training, be maintained and that the
N1H be allowed t¢ continue to.flourish.

Cooperative undertakings between industry and universities are
important but cannot take the place.of the NIH and its intra- and
éxira-mural programs. )

I think then the relationships of industry and university for re-
search are important, and they compliment what is presently being
done through public.funding.

Thank you, then, for the opportunity to provide these few
th6’13ghts to your examination. And I wish you the best ia the pro-
ceedings.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Baue follows:]
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. I am Arthur E. Baue, M.D., Vice President for the Medical Center
of St. Louis University. St. L-»is University is a private,
urban;, Jesuit institution, and is <he oldest University west of
the Mississippi River. 1Its roots in the health sciences date

back to 1836, when the School of Medicine was first established.

At St. Louis University, the great majority of the institution's
total funded research is done within the School of Medicine. as
with most medical schools, the largest funding source is the
National Institutes of Health. Although our research volume
places us within the mid-range of American medical schools, the

rate of inprease in the past several years has significantly
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exceeded the national average, which we feel reflects on the

growing strength and quality of our faculty.

Similar to most medical schools, we have participated in the
growing ties between universities and private industry. A number
of our faculty have been involved in working arrangements with
biomedically related industiy. These arrangements have

principally included supported research, supplying of laboratory

material, utilization of sophisticated equipment and individual s
consultation. These arrangements have usuvally worked in both
directions, since our counterparts in industry also have much to

- offer the faculty investigator, thus furthering the basic -

academic principle of open exchanae of scientific information.
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Another avenue of affiliation with the industrial sector i our

participation in the planning and development of the st. Louis
Technology Center. This Center, which also enjoys the support of
other local universities represented here today, is an
“incubator" for emerging technology based businesses. In
addition to our general support for the Center, we also h;ve

direct involvements with the work of some of the clients.

We have also invested in a program to develop a Research
M Institute with all schools in this region in association with the

St. Louis Regional Commerce and Growth Association.

The Medical Center's stance toward university-_ndustry alliances
is one of general encouragement to faculty as the possibility of
individual relationships arise. We plan a more active rolz in
promoting this possibility to the faculty, -iow and in the future.
We see both pros and cons in these arrangements, and this is

raflected in our positive, yet cautious, approach.

on the positive side, it is stimulating to our faculty to broaden
their contacts, jarticularly witkr scientists who are working in
applied research settings. The ey ange of information resulting
undoubtedly furthers progress on both ides. Second, it offers

opportunities for the growing number of academics with entre-

.

preneuria_. drive to find potential outlets for these ambitions.
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Third, if there are patentable concepts that result from the

association, royalty income muy accrue through licensing, whien
normally results in financial reward to both the faculty member

and the institution. As a general policy, any such ravenues
recaived by the University would be used to enhance the general

research program.

Despite the advantages to the University briefly enumerated here,
t.uere are also some issues which cause us to move daliberately.
At root, any university is committed to protecting an environ-
ment of free inquiry and open dissemination of ideac. Univezsity
based research is concerned primarily with %the advancement of
fundamental knowledge. It is traditional and appropriate that
this knowiedge be disseminated widely, prirarily <hrough
publication, so that other scientiste may build on it and advance
it for the good of society. Industry, on ‘'he other hand, is
directed primarily toward applied research, and the dsv2lopment
of products for the narketplace. These goals are not incom-
patible, and the successful transfer of technology through stages

leading to the marketplace is crucial to the future of cur

economy.

However, the attem to intertwine the work of these two
entities, the University and the corporation, is a 3ensitive

task. The University must be reassured that its 1ission is not
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distorted, and that the effort of its faculty remains focused on
the" educational and basic research enterprise which forms the
reason for its being. Pressures on faculty are already intense
and workloads are heavy. Alliances with industry can be handled
within this ccntext, but not without careful selection and

monitoring.

It is appropriate that these hearings are being held shortly
following the indication from the Office of Management and Budget
that consideration is being given to "privatizing" the National
Institutes of Healtk. I believe the issues raised regarding
university-industry alliances are the same ones which argue most
strongly against the wisdom of privatization. The extraordinary
progress made in biomedical research over the past -ecades
through the competitive peer-review system of the NIH has been an
out-standing credit to our country. It is critical to the
continuation of this success story that the attributes of
independent peer review and public funding be maintained and that
NIH be allowed to continue to flourish. Cooperative undertakings
between industry and universities are important but cannot take

the place of the NIH and its intra- and extra-mural programs.

I thank you for the opportunity to contribute these few thoughts
to your examination of cooperative undertakings between

universities and inaustry.

e
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Mr. WaLGREN. Thank you very much for that testimony.

Mr. Buechner. )

Mr. BuecuNER. Yes, I would like o ask Chancellor Danforth or
Dr. Needleman, either one, but has the involvement with indust
opened up for the university any additional sources of private fund-
ing for your facilities—I mean instrumentation—any things that
obviously required capita! that'you spoke of, Bill?

Dr. DanrorTH. Yes, the Monsanto grant has provided some
money for capital—for equipment. But generally other industry ar-
rangements do not do so.

So it is a relatively small amount in the total ueed of the univer-

sity.

Kﬁ. BUECHNER. Doctor, does—go ahead and finish answering
that. But are there any other companies that you have relation-
ships with—the medical school has relationships other than Mon-
santo? And if so, who-are some of them? And, you k- ., is Mon-
santo's arrangement-typical,-or-is it-typical?

Dr. NEEDLEMAN. Tne first issue about equipment and capitaliza-
tion—I want to make clex>-liat it is not the-tail that waives the
dog; that the Monsanto grant represents ...y 6 percent of the
funds—research funds at any given year of the Medical School,
with the bulk being NIH.

And large instrumentation usually comes from NIE applications.

By the way, I do not think the university/in//ustrial interactions
would be nearly as successful at all if it was not for the independ-
ence that comes to investigators because of the NIH.

If I have a message-for Congressional Committee it is: there is
nothing quite like an individual investigator who has funds inde-
pendent of his institution and could follow creatively wi.iiout pres-
sures other thax the quality of the sciences.

Have like—how proud the pidins Indian was -vhen he had a
horse. So no one can tamper with that drive for sciénce.

‘And I think that made it possible when facing industry. So there
were early differences of opinion. While top scientists agree, law-
yers would have liked to have—I'will give you a little example.

We discovered this arterial peptide out of the heart; and the
sooner we synthesized there—had.outside collaborators from other

universities.

" And it was very early. And the lawyer jumped in before some of
the scientists like Howard Schreiderman. And I said, “I'd like to
send some of this material.” We have a simple form that they
could sigh off on that they do not do human 4rials with it, because
it was not proven for efficacy.

And they said, “What do you mean you want to send it to a col-
laborator?” ) }

And then I had a call srom a lawyer who said, “How importan’is
it for you to control who it goes to? We want to decide.” 1, said,
“How 1mportant is it? This is Tuesday. I would have an NIH grant
appli}:gtigg in the mail by Saturday; and you cculd buzz off with
your-funds.”

And so later when we “urn to-the level of scientists, I should em-
phasize that that independence comes when you're not beholding
for those funds in the duration.

oy .
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Now capital equipment by and large could come as part of an in-
dividual grant, is one mechanism, and some of that came from
Monsanto.

The second thing in that Washington U./Monsanto funds, while
we always agree, both the five and five from university or from in-
gustry, what the best grants are, we stopped agreeing fairly low

own.

‘So there might be a project that Monsanto or Searle might be
interested in because it is directly applicable to a clinical trial or
some clinical aspect which we don’t think is high quality science.

So we cut off much earlier. And instead of in any given year
committing all of the furds, what we agreed to do is occasionally, if
there is a balance, put it into central equipment that would be
usable for everyone.

I address it all—so if their six percent of the total funds—I sus-
pect as little as maybe ten or 20 percent of their funds goes into
capitalization of equipment. The vast majority is the competition
for federal funds.

As to other interactions, they are fairly small. There are individ-
ual contracts that might come for testing a specific drug, for exam-
ple, in a clinic.

So they might have some new therapy for a myocardial infarc-
tion. I know there are programs for anti-convulsions. But they are
largely clinical trials with the company usually testing efficacy.

.Nothing of the magnitude of the Washington U./Monsanto grant.

Mr. BuecHNER. Thank you, Phil.

Mr. WarLGreN. Thank you, Mr. Buechner.

Mr. Hayes?

Mr. Haves. Yes, I was interested in Dr. Danforth’s comment.
And T am really going to ast only one question because of time con-
straints.

All of us recognize that were it not for the fact that immigration
into this country brought so many talents from so many parts of
the world—especially in scientific achievement.

We could not begin to list those people who resided elsewhere
and were inspired, for one reason or another to move here. It was
the German side—equated energy and mass times the velocity of
light square—we might have a German flag outside of the Court-
house instead of an American one.

But you touched upon, at the same time, the lack of our inspira-
tion for our own children coming into the sciences. And Chairman
Bill Nelson of the Space Subcommittee has done enormous work
with the young astronaut program which was not intended to train
all of our young people to be astronauts but to introduce them to
the basic sciences.

And I wondered what your comments might be on if you were to
prioritize for me those things which you think would be most effec-
tive that government could do to provide the briefing that we had
mentioned by a specific program in Missouri this morning.

What is the best that we can do to introduce some of our young
people igto both an acquaintance and a desire to participate in the 2
sciences? '

. Q
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Dr. DANFORTH. Let me say, that is a very complex problem for
the United States. There is a study going on looking at that gener-
al problem now.

t is being—it is under the auspices of the National Academy of
Sciences. And I do not know an enormous amount about it.

Don Phillips may know more. He is still here.

But clearly we need to explain—do a better job explaining sci-
ence to young people in K through 12 education. We need to create
an enthusiasm for what might be done and a commitment to going
into a scientific—getting a scientific education, getting a scientific
career.

We have to improve the quality of science teaching in the K
through 12 areas; and that means not only training people, it
means some way of paying salaries so that they don’t all go to
work for computer companies—some of them stay as teachers.

I am, of course, most familiar at the level of higher education.
And here the problems include the fact that many of our students
are running up debt. And they are reluctant to take on further
debt to go on beyond the Bachelor’s degree to get a Ph.D., and then
go into possibly a relatively low paying profession.

The—we viewed better financial support for those young people
who are going on to a graduate education. And there are various
proposals before the Congress, including Representative Tom Cole-
man from Missouri, who is very interested in this problem, for
building more support for graduate students.

I consider that very important, and I also consider the general
strength of the support of basic research very impertant.

If one gets a young person coming up with a degree in computer
science, or chemical engineering, or what have you, the jobs in in-
dustry are much more lucrative than the jobs in universities. Not
only that, but the equipment may be more modern in industry. The
opportunities are greater.

I think building the research—keeping up the research capa-
bility of universities will help not only in the basic science but in
the making of the jobs more attractive to keep yi.ng people flow-
ing into those jobs.

Mr. Haves. Thank you

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WALGREN. The—Dr. Needleman, you emphasize that it is the
individual investigator that has to generate the money to support a
li}:‘le of research and that the university is not in any position to do
that.

It raises in my mind—asking, what’s in this for the university?
Why is the university interested in pursuing these things?

Now one reason would be perhaps as a line of support—there for
an individual investigator or an individual project. But other than
that, you get into putting your faculty members out where they
might get tempted away, where the salary structure of the univer-
sity is prcbably pushed by the comparison with the private sector.

The total that we can expect from this ares is really not so large
to really be a substantial influx to the university. I would like—
wonder your comments. Just what do you see as the greatest ad-
vantages to the university?

Dr. DaNrorTH. I can tell you what I see.
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Mr. WALGREN. Yes.

Dr. DanrorTH. I think it is the opportunity to be a part of one of
the great and exciting adventures. And to be an important part of
contributi..¢ to the future of the United States and the world.

That is why most of us are in education. That is why we pour
our lives into universities. And I see this as new ideas—new possi-
bilities; and I applaud what Phil Needleman, and Dave Kipnis and
their colleagues are doing.

We will not know, in one sense, how effective this has been for
another generation. But if we do not do things like this—if we do
not try them, we arc dead.

Dr. NeepLEMAN. The issue is critical mass. I think a university
wants to build a critical mass of scientists or scholars to be the cut-
ting edge.

We do not want to go from one, to two, to three, to five even. We
want to be able to go from two to five. We want the best people,
the best iaeas, the best facilities. I want the best students.

When I intcrview a post-doc or a pre-doc to come into my labora-
tor?)', I know what I should ask them is what are you going to teach
me?

When you have an adequate body of scholars with the right sup-
port facilities, you create an environment of constant challenge.

So where will the ideas come from for the discoveries and from
the inventions? Well, there’s journals, and there’s colleagues, and
there’s collaborations. And you have to do everything you can to
build the environment.

Where we have suffered is-where—when we have not had a criti-
cal mass. And so the industry input, for example in this case,
brought us a level of techno ogy which we would have never in:-
vented. We would have never done, you know.

We would be interested in the single discovery not the family dis-
coveries. It enriches the chances for the scholars in the university
to have a bigger drea=.

That is why we work so hard. What the university provides is a
space and some salaries, and kind of an environment and a
commit—and it removes barriers so that the scientist alone is the
only limiting step.

So this industrial interaction really allows to be a best. You
mighlt argue about opening up things to a variety of countries or
people.

What we are really interested in is bests, I think. Axd bests that
p}lllsh us to higher levels. And so it is not more complicated than
that.
be?Ve have been able to do things that just were not achievable

ore.

Mr. WALGREN. That is sort of like adding outside resources, is it
not? I mean, is that what you are mostly pointing towards now?

Dr. NEepLEMAN. It adds outside resources but it adds technol-
ogies that we did not have and collaboration that we did not have.

This hormone I have found is 126 amino acids. That is so big that
there is no way that I could manufacture it in my laboratory to
study except grinding up individual hearts.
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Yet Monsanto, because together we discovered the gene, can
stick it into.bacteria and grow it in vats; and makes me kilogram
quantities of that hormone.

Then I could take it back with my students and my fellows, and
we figure out how does the body clip it? How long does it live in
the body? Where is it destroKed? What is its mechanism of action?

Could not have done it without them.

Mr. WALGREN. And I suppose that becomes more true as you get
into a cross-disciplinary, if that is the word of art these dates—
meaning, to be able to have access to resources that may not be
right in the-channel that you are working with. _

Dr. DAnrorTH. Can I just dd that we were talking during the
break about one of the.problems. And that is how does one have
some spread of the support of science and scientific facilities
around the country.

It is—the reason it is such a problem is that the critical mass
necessary for really good science is getting larger.

You cannot do it with a handful of people anymore. That is too
much of a generalization. But biologic-science depends upon very
large central facilities—tissue culture and various kinds of analytic
machinery; people fo run the analytic machinery.

And it is a very expensive investment in the capital resources
and in the human resources; and you cannot do that all over.

It is a tough, tough problem.

Mr. WALGREN. Let me-ask an unrelated question that you all
shouldn’t "~ without béing asked.

Is there . ~ way at this point—if you had a limited amount of
dollars that ‘pparently are available to us, would your attention
first be drawn to instrumentation in support for “university re-
search, as opposed to the building of buildings?

Or is it your view that this has gone to the point now—the size
of the facilities needed—that we must go to the building structursl
level of support for projects as opposed to smaller cmounts of
money that would support instrumentation?

Dr. DanrorTH. That is a very difficult question for me. My col-
leagues might have ideas. Let me say that, if I really had to opt for
only one or only the other, I would probably opt for instrumenta-
tion, but the two go hand in hand.

Often the renovation and fixing up of facilities is a keK part of
new instrumentation. The huge magnets that one uses with MRI or
NMR or research—require all sorts of special handling.

So the two really go toiether. You cannot have a good research
establishment without both.

Mr. WALGREN. Dr. Baue?

Mr. BAUE. I would like to just add that, if you asked me for a
priority, I would say that people development would be first. I see
our major need in all of these relationships is to increase our sup-
ponit for the development of research scientists, both basic and clin-
ical.

Many of us are concerned that we do not have now development
in.-educational programe: for clinical research scientists to help
move these things that Dr. Needleman is developing in the labora-
tory on into the clinical arena where they couldg be evaluated,
tested, and other exciting things done.
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Equipment is necessary; the buildings are necessary. But Dr.
Needleman said he is a bench scientist and what he needs is a
bench and some equipment, certainly, and a roof over his head.

But unless we have the critical mass of people to develop exciting
ideas, not much will flow.

Dr. NeepLEMAN. You put us in a no win position.

Mr. WALGreN. We have been put in that ourselves. [Laughter.]

Dr. NeepLEMAN. It is like picking which child, I suppose. Instru-
ments usually read from 0 to 100, however, for everyone. It is the
question you ask—and people ask questions.

So if I had a rank order, I would have to say—agree with Art
Baue that the nurturing of young scientists, and attracting them
in, and letting them understand the joys comes fairly high, but the
no loss position is they will have ideas that will be tested on big
machines that get the answer so—but maybe they will be clever
enough to help us both out in a loss position.

Mr. WALGREN. Okay. Well, thank you all very much. You have
been a good—made a nice contribution. And we appreciate it.

Let’s join the-last two panels together. .

Mr. BuecaNEer. I would like to remind all the various panelists
that they are invited tv join us for lunch. So before everybody
scoots out, I wanted to have them kind of pencil that in on their
schecules.

Mr. WALGREN. Let’s start then with Dr. Mitchell.

STATEMENT OF DR. ROGER MITCHELL, DEAN, COLLEGE OF AG-
RICULTURE, UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-COLUMBIA, COLUMBIA,
MO

Dr. MircHELL. Thank you very much for the chance to join with
you and Congressmen Buechner and Hayes in this conversation.

I am going to need to request the opportunity about 1:20 to
excuse myself. There is a plane sitting over there that I hope to be
on. And I do’thank you s» much for this——

Mr. WALGREN. We apologize for that.

Dr. MircHELL [continuing]. Opportunity.

As my written testimony indicates, I serve as Dean of the College
of Agriculture and Director of the Agricultural Experiment Station
of tt ‘University of Missouri, Columbia.

To those of you 1esponsible for our federal part of the partner-
ship, we have just celebrated the Hatch Centennial, 100 years ago
where William Henry Hatch sponsoring that federal legislation
that started agricultural experiment stations.

From that kind of a combination of both basic and applied re-
search, we have had the foundation to collaborate with industry for
a long, long time,

In fact some of that early collaboration would be exemplified by
the way in which, for example, in corn—a very important commod-
ity to us all, Missouri station released the line that for a period of
time was in over 12 percent of the commercial hybrids in the
United States.

The estimate of an annual value added to farmers of $50 million
because of that research experience.
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And ;so that kind of activity Las been going on. We have also
been sharing, as the clirical discussion of the last panel would sug-
gest, in evaluating the products of industry. Agriculture is very site
specific; and things that work in Louisiana may not work in Penn-
sylvania or Missouri the same way.

So evaluating a product from a commercial firm in that site spe-
cific situation has been one of the strengths of our combined exper-
iment station and cooperative extension activities over the years.

If you will, it is technology transfer into systems approaches in a
very, very useful manner.

As we think today about the industry-university collaboration,
the theme that has been underway of partnership is so very, very
important.

And T wanted to spend just a few moments in focusing on how
that partnership is built for successful and mutually beneficial re-
lationships.

We have had extraordinary examples here of very large scale ac-
tivities. And I would note that in effect I see those of us that are
working in biological based—often with a key engineering and
physical science component—relationships with industry, that we
are building that capacity rather rapidly.

The previous examples that I cited were something different
than I see developing in basic research projects at the present time.

For six years our campus has focused on two programs which
have expanded our capacity and desire to collaborate with industry
and educational and research partnerships.

These programs we would call Food for the 21st Century and Mo-
lecular Biology. The state of Missouri has recently made an addi-
tional annual investment of over $5 million in these two areas to
compliment past on-going funding.

Faculty are generating over $25 million in grants in these areas
of research. New facilities of over $25 million in value have been
recently constructed on our campus that support biotechnology re-
search and education. ’

I cite this history and funding levels as evidence of our increased
capacity to effectively interact with industry in biotechnology re-
search partnerships.

During this same six year period we have sought to enhance ap-
propriate industry linkages. Ilt) is clear to me that industry needs to
see that our state is also committed to investing in key targeted
educational and research efforts.

That has happened, as noted above.

Second, industry finds it attractive that the comprehensive
public research university campus has a wide range of disciplines
fvhich can and do contribute to new approcches to a specific prob-

em area.

So the delicate but important blend between growth and depth is
nurtured on the campus.

As university-industry partnership develops, the scientists need
and have a chance to individually build trust relationships.

In the university there is also a necessary developmient—as we
have heard it eloquently described today—of channels for procedur-
al and legal counsel well understood by each faculty member.
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I would just cite as a few examples experience we have had in
relation to the Missouri Research Assistance Act. I have already
mentioned to you the key partnership of the federal government.

Our state, in addit’»n to their funding, for example, of the agri-
cultural experiment stativn, has made this new funding available;

.and it has been very stimulatory, in fact, for seeking funds from
private industry. ,

One particular firm, Merck and Company, has en interest in
body composition of hogs in a research site near our campus. They
have provided fellowships and operating funds which allow two

rofessors to win these MRAA funds and total project funds of
§114,000 for comparison and calibration of instruments used to de-
termine body composition in live hogs.

A very practical, how much lean compared to fct ratio, in swine.
And yet an activity that is going on at the basic level with industry
colleagues.

One faculty member who held a post-doctoral appointment at
Monsanto before joining the Biochemistry faculty at the University
was awarded a gift as well as equipment from Monsanto that al-
lowed her to develop a $192,000 grant out of the MRAA funds for
studying the utilization of transgenic plants to study the effects of
cytokinin on plant growth and development.

Effectively, to understand what controls the genes that relate to
heat streéss, or other climatic stress, is very common in our part of
the United States.

It is important to note that in each case above students were in-
volved, thesis research generated, and industry scientists interact-
ing as the work progressed.

As an annual experience supporting the Food for the 21st Centu-
ry program, industry, government, and other university scientists
come to the campus to review research progress.

Over the past four years over 60 industry scientists have partici-
pated in such reviews. This has been another key step in building
new relationships toward education and research programs of
mutual interest.

Third, I would cite a recent retreat between faculty in Monsanto,
or the university, and the experience there of the manager of the
Monsanto physical sciences center, noting that there would be the
opportunity for our researchers to use a very valuable X-ray dif-
fraction and “high mass” mass spectrometry instrumentation.

Such interaction will allow us to employ high quality new facul-
ty—we are recruiting two at the present time—and not devote an
inordinate amount of our resources to such sophisticated equip-
ment.

In return, Monsanto will obtain another colleague or two to uti-
lize their excellent and expensive equipment just two hours down
the interstate.

Finally, I would cite that on our side we have some very valuable
university facilities. It comes from one of the scientists a long time
ago working on bioenergetics.

Environmental chambers where temperatures can be controlled
experimentally, and cows or other farm animals studied for tem-
perature and other interactions.

. ERIC
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) One collaborative study. recently has been with Monsanto evalu-
ating their bovine somatotropin in which they have invest: d large
: sums of money in learning more about its milk production under a
wide range of controlled environmental temperatures.

I just want to say a special thanks to this panel for coming and
sharing with us to express to you that the federal-state partnership
has been a very special one for 100 years; that the expanded oppor-
tunities to work with industry in basic relationships.

And 1 like you have been inspired this morning to see other ex-
amples that are farther down the road. But we believe that we are
building a foundation to do that in an ever-expanding way as well.

Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Mitchell follows:]
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U.S. House of Representatives

Committee on Sciencc, Space and Technology
Fiela Hearing on University/Industry Alliances

University of Missouri - St. Louis

Roger Mitcheli
Dean, Colilege of Agriculture
Director, Agricultural Experiment Station
University of Missouri-Columbia

Congressman Jack Buechner very appropriately noted in his
personal letter of invitation that this hearing is an opportunity to
examine industry-university partnerships.

It is our experience that a focus on the partnership 15 key to
successful and mutually beneficial relationships.

Those of us working in public research, land-grant universities
have enjoyed long-standing working relationships in providing a portion
of the knowledge base for putting the products of industrial and agri=
business firms to work for food producers and processors.

Qur relationships in joint collaboration on the development and
education of riew scientific personnel, as well as specific basic research
projects have accelerated in the past few years.

The Missour) Agricultural Experiment Station has provided a basic
and applied research emphasis to complement graduate education in the
application of biological, ‘engineering, physical and social sciences to
problems of food and agriculture. Our colleagues in Biology, Medicine
and Biochemistry, as well as many othar disciphines have been important
collaborators In buitding the foundation for our educational and research
base.

During the past six years, our campus has focused on two programs
which have expanded our capacity and desire to collaborate with industry
in educational and research partnerships. 7 hese programs are Food for
the 21st Century and Molecular Biology. The State of Missouri recently
made an additional annual mivestment of over $S mitlion in these two
areas to complement past, ongoing funding. Faculty are generating over
$25 million annually in grants in these areas of research. New facilities
of over $25 million In value have besn recently constructed on our
campus that support biotechnolagy research and education.

I cite this history and funding levels as evidence of our increased
capacity to effectively interac. with industry in biotechnology research
nartnerships.

During this same six-vear period, we have sought to enhance
appropriate industry hinkages. It s clear to me that industry needs to
see that our state 15 also committed to investing in key targéted educa-
tional and research effocrts. That has happened as noted above.
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Secondly, industry finds it attractive that the comprehensive publhic
research university campus has a wide range of disciplines whizh can
and do contribute to new approaches to a specific problem area. S0 a

delicate but important blend between breadth and depth 1s nurtured on
the campus.

As a umiversity-industry partnerthip develops, the scientists need
and have the chance to individually build a trust relationship. in the
unmiversity, ihere is also a necessary development of channels for proce-
dural and legal counsel well understood by each faculty member.

For the University of Misscuri-Columbia, certain examples of
developing relationships can be cited as follows:

1. The Missour1 Research Assistance Act (MRAA), provides, on a
competitive basis, one state dollar for each two private dollars in
support of research that will benefit economic development.

a. Merck and Company have an intercst in budy composition
of hogs and a research site near our campus. They
provided fellowships and operating funds which aflowed
Professors Jerry Lipsey and Harold Hedrick to win
MRAA funds and total project funds of $114,500 for
“comparison and calibration of instruments used to
determine body composition in Jive hogs."

b. Or. Jill Winter, who held a postdoctoral appointment at
Monsanto before joining the Biochemistry faculty at
UMC, was awarded a gift and equipment from Monsanto
that allowed her to develop a $192,673 (including MRAA
funds) project on “the utilization of transgenic plants to
study the effects of cytokinin on plant growth and
development,”

It is important to note that in each case above, stucdents were
involved, thesis research generated and industry scientists were inter-
acting as the work progressed.

2. A¢ an annual experience supporting the Food for the 21st
Century program, tndustry, government snd other universily scientists
come to the campus to review research progress., Over the past four
years, over 60 industry scienuists have participated in such reviews,
This has been' another key step in building new relationships toward
education and research programs of mutual interest.

3. We antuicipate the opportunity for indepth retreats with
industry scientists from time to time. One such retreat in the summer of
1987 with a group from Monsanto and UMC generated broad based discussion
and exciting evaluation of common research interests

In particular, focus deveiloped on UMC's plan to employ researchers
to study the structure of macromolecules (proteins, DNA, RNA). Monsanto
15 also vitally interested in the area and *as established an excellent
facility for pbysical chemical instrumentiaon, Or. John Putsinger,
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Manager of the Monsanto Physical Sciences Center, offered the opportu-

nity for our researchers to use this very valuable \-ray diutfraction and

"high-mass® mass spectrometry nstrumentation. 5Such interaction will

allow us to employ high quality new lacully and not devole an ndroinate

amount of our resources 10 such soptusticated equipment in return,

Monsanto will obtain another <olleague and cotlaborator 1o ulilize thew s
excelient and expensive equipment.

4.  The University of Missouri-Columbia has an outstanding rew
Animal Scrences Center. In¢luvea™ here, and building on the history of
Or. Samuel Brody's classic work in bioenergetics, dre environmental .
chambers when temperatures can be controlled experimentally and cows
or other farm anmimals studied for temperature and other mteractions.
One collaborative Study recently completed ailowed Monsanto to evaluate
hovine somatotropin and mik production under a wide range of controlled
experimental temperatures.

5. Undergraduale students also benefit by interactions with '
industry while studying for the Bachelor of Science degrees. Two
unique program activities in this regard are:

a. The John Brown Scholars = Sixteen undergraduates
spend a week in St. Lowrs with a wide range of busi-
nesses including Anheuser Busch, Merchants Exchange,
trade associations and Schnuck's to learn firsthand .
about the full range of food processing, marketing and
merchandising.

b. A Food Science course offered at the advanced under=
graduate level has 12 hotet and restaurant managers
instructing in the ceurse.

In addition, a group of 25 students shared in a week in
St, Louis 1o see hotel and restdurant management
firsthand.

To conclude this statement, | would offer the following responses 1o
the specific questions asked in the Hearing Charter.

1. What is the role of the state government n fostering
university-industry cooperation.

.- To provide an atmosphere of official encouragement by public
stutements and policy.

--  To provide funding that allows the Umversity to be a fiscally
responsible, as well as an intellectual partner.

- To provide a forum where interested parties can meel.

2. What factors are causing the increasing interest in such coopera-
tion? Wwhat are the barriers 10 expanding cooperation® What criteria
should companies and universities use (n determining whether a partnership
is productive?
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-- Increasing interest is due to 3 growing recogmtion uf the
benefits of collaboration ncluding tdea generation and creativity, as.well
as effective use of evpanded equipment can dbe enhanced by surh coopera=
tion. U.S. businesses and acacemic commumties fully recognize that we
must join forces in order to meet competition 1n the international ar~na.

== The first barzier- 15 that ume and effort has not been -nvested
sufficrently to know eazh other. Following that, for public un‘versities,
there 5 often 3 hmited fiscal rescurce base on which 1o bund full
partnership.

.- A productive pirtnership will be evident from key examples of
how the colltaboration enhanced crealivily and produced new products
that compets .effectively in the world's markets.

3. What has the economic impact of cooperation been at both tt.2
state and national levels? What 1s a sufficient amount of time to evaluate
the productiveness of such relationships?

-~ No specific economic impact 1s cited from these experiences to
date, But one could cite the case of 3 universily released inbred hine of
corn, MO 17, used widely in private corn hybrids and which for a
period of two decades wrovided an estimated $50 .llion annual increase
in-corn proauctiont for 1.5, farmers.

==  These are leng term projects. It will often take ten years to
properly evaluate them, however, an examination at 2-3 years and 5-7
years should allow one to give a continue-not conlinue rasponse.

4.  How can smaller companmies take Jdvantage of university
expertise?

-=  The Missoyri Corporation for Science and Technology sponsors
four innovation centérs in the state, These are in Columbia, Kansas
City, Rolla and St, Louis, In addition, the Small Business tnnovation
Research fund s available through 3 Federai-State collaboration. Small
companies can tap umiversity-derived innovations through this System.
Small business support in Agriculture ts also available through the
uSDA-Cocperative State Research Sei n .

S. Should government or universities seek 10 himit the involvement
of foreign companies with umversity research? Should government
require that such research help produce or retain jobs n the t.5,?

-= The agribusinesses involved in agricuiture are generally multi-
national, Some are based in the U,5., some in other countries. Our
food and agriculturat systems benefits by research done elsewhere. We
will benefit others by what we do, Industrial corporations w.l move the
new products and processes 1o places that can benefit food and agricul-
tural production, There should not be a lim1 on foreign companies in
university resesrch or on our companies doing research in other
countries. We all benefit from the synergism. Care is needed in
developins the relationships. Arrangements are being effectively
developed which do not impede the publication of data, and patent
agreements are carefully and thoughtfully developed.
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H -=  Jobs will be created as we are competitive in a global market-
place. Government needs to facilitate thal capacity to compete, not to
artificially control.
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Mr. WarcreN. Thank you very much, Dr. Mitchell. And if you
have that plane to go to I would be, certainly, understanding
myself; and I know that others would as well.

Mr. Haves. In fact, I would like to ride with you. I have got to go
to the airport; you seem like a good source. That would give me an
opportunity to—I think it is outrageous that the university in-
creased corn production.

I have been seeing it stacked up in Iowa for months now. I knew
someone was at fault. And now I have found the source of that
fault. [Laughter.]

Mr. BuecHNER. I'd like to see something else stacked up tomor-
row—from the results of consuming corn.

Mr. WaLGREN. Well, why don’t—I would certainly understand if
_tl;a;g plane calls, you feel free to slip away whenever you feel you
need to.

And let’s then turn to Dr. Jischke.

STATEMENT OF DR. MARTIN C. JISCHKE, CHANCELLOR,
UNIVERSITY OF MISSOURI-ROLLA, ROLLA, MO

Dr. JiscHkE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the Commit-
tee. I am Martin Jischke. I serve as Chancellor of the University of
Missouri, Rolla. I want to join the others in welcoming those of you
from outside of Missouri to our state.

It is a special pleasure and an honor for me to speak on the role
of universities in the economic developraent of small businesses.

And whether one refers to Route 128 in Massachusetts, where I
went to graduate school, Silicon Valley in Northern California, At-
lanta, or wherever, it has become increasingly clear that technolog-
ical universities like UMR are playing an increasingly important
role in the economic competition that we all face.

We are now in a knowledge based economy. And I would argue
that in that kind of economy education is the basic industry.

At a time when science and technology are reshaping the eco-
nomic landscape, technological research universities like UMR are
increasingly critical ingredients in a state’s sbility to grow and
prosper.

It is also clear that small businesses continue to be responsible
for much of the nation’s employment growth. President Reagan's
annual report on the state of small business says that employment
in small business dominated industries grew by 2.9 percent—
ghmstoqt 8 times the rate of growth in large business dominated in-

ries.

That 2.9 percent represents 1 million jobs. Certainly universities
inditectly support small businesses, indeed, businesses of all sizes,
by graduating men and women who are prepared for the chal-
lenges of the 21st century.

But today I would like to take just the few minutes I have and
talk to you about more direct and specific ways in which universi-
ties like UMR can assist the economic development of small busi-
nesses.

These ways include the following: first, helping small business
keep track of changing technology; second, by assisting them in
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solving their specific problems; and third, by conducting research
that advances technologies—for example, automated manufactur-
ing that will turn out to be pivotal to the future of small business.

And because the university of Missouri-Rolla is actively engaged
in each of these, I would like to try to illustrate some of these
areas with examples from our campus.

First, let's look at keeping track of advancing technology. UMR
has a center for economic transfer and economic development that
seeks to enhance Missouri’s economic growth in a variety of ways.

Technical information, for example, is easier for small business
in Missouri to obtain through a technology search program we
have at the university.

This effort has provided businesses with information such as
patent information on remote control traffic signal devices, state of
the art updates on electrostatic printing techniques, regulatory in-
formation on warning labels, and so on.

The university has access to 300 high speed commercial and gov-
ernmental data bases that provide a wealth of information that is
accessible to small business.

And we use the NASA recon system to do this. We have been
working with literally hundreds of small businesses throughout
Missouri in providing access to this data base.

Clearly one of the ways we keep businesses—small and large
alike—aware of advancing technologies through educational pro-
grams in addition to a program in Rolla which is about 100 miles
south and west of here.

We have a program right here in St. Louis at the graduate level
in which we provide opportunities for working engineers to pursue
graduate level education.

We also have installed satellite and fiberoptic communications
systems that allow us to begin to take these educational programs
literally anywhere in the state or the country, for that matter—
anywhere there is a dish, and a down-link capability. .

And the costs of doing that are coming down to the point that
that will become, I believe, an increasingly important way of keep-
ing our work force abreast of the rapidly changing technoliogy.

Helping small businesses' specific programs is a second area in
which universities can have an impact. Small businesses typically
do not have R&D staffs. They cannot afford them. And occasionally
they are challenged by particularly knotty technical problems
where if there is a mechanism for gaining access to university re-
search capabilities solutions can be developed.

And I would like to give you just one small illustration that hap-
pened right here in Missouri in a town called Cuba, Missouri.

It is a town of about 2100. They have a small company there
called Bronze Fabricator which makes cauking compounds. Their
major account ‘c Walmart which is a sizable account.

nd one day Walmart found out that the filler in the cauking
was asbestos. Took the product off the shelf; and to quote the presi-
dent of bronze fabricator, “It was a significant emotional event.”

The small company of about 25 people was in deep trouble. Luck-
ily, someone in Cuba know about the University of Missouri-Rolla;
brought the president of this company to cur chemistry depart-

’
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ment where they met Jim Stoffer, who is an excellent polymer
chemist; Jim took a look at the problem.

In a matter of a couple, three days he and his colleagues and stu-
dents were able to find a substitute filier for the asbestos.

The-company figured out how to manufacture the cauking with
the new filler; and. they are back in business doing quite well,
thank you.

An interesting and important illustration of how access to what
turns out to be rather specialized expertise—in this case, in poly-
mer chemistry, really is the basis for the survival of a small compa-
ny right here in our state.

There are other examples.

One.of the keys to the success of that kind of effort is a marketed
effort on the—by the university creating the linkages so that when
people have these problems they are brought to the university and
they begi lfx% look for help, turns out, I think, to be the real linch-
pin in all this.

And we are working hard at that. We have actually people in
our Center for Technology Transfer and Economic Development
that are assigned to that marketing effort.

A third way in which universities can help small businesses is
through advancing technologies that are important to competitive-
ness and innovation.

And along this line we have what we think is a particularly ex-
citing development at the university called the Manufacturing Re-
search and Training Center.

The goal of the center is to improve Missouri’s manufacturing
competitiveness by bringing in industry, university and govern-
ment resources together to solve manufacturing problems and also
to increase the rate at which new technology is implemented in
manufacturing.

This center will help manufacturers, particularly support the
medium sized companies, by providing training with factory to
future equigment that is used in modern manufacturing and by
supporting basic R&D in the improvement of manufacturing.

mpanies will be able to come to the center with a product con-
cept; collaborate with people on the campus in the design of the
product; develop the manufacturing processes; and then test those
ﬁrocesses :l}(' producing the product in small quantities before they
ave to make the decision to commit capital for a new facility.

We believe that this center can only happen if we pool our re-
sources, that is through a consortium of university, business, and
government programs.

This is one of the reasons why we support the propoesal for the
national Bureau of standards to develop manufacturing demonstra-
tion centers, and also the program of centers for advanced technol-
og{ here in Missouri.

believe the federal government can help universities like UMR
address the needs of small businesses by supporting the basic edu-
cational infrastructure that underlies this effort.

Specifically, I have three suggestions. One—absolutely funda-
mental—continued support for basic research through the National
Science Foundation and the National Institutes of Health, and so
on.
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This provides the basic knowledge base that allows us to serve
the small businesses. I am particularly concerned, as an engineer,
with the need for additional support of research that deals with
process technologies—manufacturing in particular.

And I am also terribly concerned about support for graduate stu-
dents in the fact that too few of our own children are going on to
graduate school to become the pool from which the faculty of the
future will be drawn.

The issue is deadly serious for universities. Second, I believe you
can foster access to technical information by the continued support
of the NASA recon system, and by support of technology transfer
programs at universities.

The precedent exists for such an effort in the cooperative exten-
-sion program supporting agriculture.

And third, I would encourage you to expand support for consor-
tia that bring together small businesses, university and govern-
ment to tackle problems that are important to small businesses:
proposed manufacturing demonstration—center program at MBS is
a great example of this; engineering research programs at NSF are
another.

My real worry is do you think yocu can really address the needs
of this country to 15 of them? The program is far too small to have
an impact across the Uaited States.

I think the evidence is -that they are successful and they can
have a dramatic impact. But it is a drop in the bucket with 15.

I would be happy to answer questions later.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Jischke follows:]
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Chancellor Martin C. Jischke

Testimonial
Congress(on;1 Subcommittee on Science, Research, and Technology
February 8, 1988

St. Louis, Missouri

It is a pleasure and a privilege to join my distinguished
colleagues on this panel of the Congressional Subcommittee on Science,
Research, and Technology.

it is a special honor to speak on the “Role of Universities in
the Economic Development of Small Businesses."

Whether you are talking about Route 128 near Boston, the Golden
Triangle of North Carolina, Silicon Valley in Northern California, or
Atlanta, it is clear that technological universities play an important
role in the new competition for economic progress. And, institutions
of higher education play their role with small busfnesses as well as
with large corporations.

Whatever the partnership, both universities and industries must
recognize that the structure of our economy is undergoing profound and

irreversible changes.
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Modern communications and transportation have thrust us into an
internationalized economy whose impact on Missouri and the nation is
substantfal. From the automobile industry to agriculture to banking,
the competition frcm abroad is restructuring our economy and makiug
clear that the old ways of doing business will not suffice.

1f the United States is to sustain its relatively high standard
of living, the nation must increasingly compete with its knowledge and
its technology rather than fts abundant natural resources.

We see the early evidence of this shift to a knowledge-based
economy in the emcrgence of large numbers of small,
technologically~intensive businesses and the growth of the service
sector of our economy. Communities across the state of Missouri, both
urban and rural, are calling for fncreased access to cngineering and
scientific education as tpcy seck to better respond to economic
opportunities of the future.

How this knowledge-based economy will continue to c¢volve is, as
yet, unclear. What is clear, however, is that cducation is the basic
industry of a knowledge-based economy. Providing educational
opportunities that are appropriate to higher education and that are
responsive to this changing cconomic environment will challenge all
unfversities.

And this challenge inavolves the cooperation of higher coucation

with industry=--both large and small businesses.

v

-
ymeeddy
W

PR




112 i

Today, I would like to focus on small businesses, as they

. continua to be responsible for much of the nation’s employment growth.
. President Reagan's annual report on The State of Small Business,
. says that "employment in small-business-dominated industries grew by

2.9 percent, almest eight times the rate of growth in
large=business=dominated .ndastries at 0.4 percent during 1986." That
2.9 percent cmployment gain o er all small-business~dominated
industries represeats more than one million jobs.

Indeed, small businesses are among the leaders fn our natfon's
employment growth. Certainly, universities support small businesses by
graduating men and women who are prepared for the challenges of the
twenty=first century. But, today, 1 would like to take a few minutes
and talk with you about three other ways in which universities can
assist the economic development of small businesses.

These ways include: helping small businesses keep track of
advaucing technology; assisting small businesses in solving problems;
and advancing the hnowledge of successful automation and other
funovative programs which can be adapted to small businesses.

And, because the lmiversity of Missouri-Rolla is so involved in
cach of these arcus, | would like tu use our campus as an example.

First. let's took at keeping track of advancing technology.

IMR's Center tur Technology Transfer and Economic Development
enhances Missouri's cionomic prowth in many ways. Technical
information, fur .ustunce, is vasker fur small businesses to ubtain

through o technol. gy seareh program at the center.
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For example, the program has provided businesses with putent

information on a remote control trafffc signal device.

state-d>f-the-art updates on clectrostatfc printing techniques, and

regulation informatfon on warning labels for consumer products.

Indeed, the 300 high-speed commercial and governmental databases

provide just abour any {nformatfon which small businesses might need.

xnd, the principal governmental network used by the program, the NASA

RECON System, allows small businesses casy access to technfcal data.

Bringfing educational programs in engincering and scfence to urban

arcas {s another way to keep small businesses technologically current.

Nearly 700 residents of the Greater St. Louis Arca, for cxample,

are pursuing master's degrees at the UMR Engineering Education Center

located on the University of Missouri-St. Louic campus. And, through

videotaping and satellite communfcation capability, UMR's Video

Communications Center extends programs to working engineering

professionals around the state.

Helping small businesses sclve specific problems {s another way

in which universities can have an finmpact.

UMR has contributed through its research and service missfon to

the economic development of small businesses in many locations.

For example, «n Cuba. ¥o., a LMR chemfstry professor worked

with the Bronze Fabricator Company in developing an asbestos=free

caulking compound. And, in $t. Louis, UMR researchers have assisted

fn the product development of an engineered tennis racket, worked on

samples of reflector tape. assisted in the development uf a new piece

of dentistry equipment, and have carried out polymer cheafstry

analyses.
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Many companles benefit from the Small Business Development Center
at UNR which assists by evaluating inventiong, counsel {ng
entreprencurs, and encouraging new products.

A third way in which universiti-s uelp small businesses is by
advanc ing their knc+ledge of automation.

Along this line, an exciting new development is occurring at the
University of Missouri-Rolla. A Manufacturing Kesearch and Training
Center is being established whose goal is to improve Missouri
manufacturing competitiveness by briizing together university,
industry and government resources to solve manufacturing problems and
to increase the rate at which new design and manutacturing technology
is used.

The center will provide manufacturers access to the information,
technologies, and personnel needed to solve marufacturing problenms.
And, we belfeve it will play a pivotal role in expanding the economy
of the state.

‘ The center will help manufacturers in their automation through
providing training with factory-of-the-future equipment used in modern
manufacturing; supporting basic research and develomment in
improvements of manufacturing; and pruviding a state-of-the-art

flexible marufacturer-system to demonstrate t..is new technology.

we
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Companies will be able to come to the center with a2 product
concept, design the preduct, develop the manufarturing processes, and
produce the product in small quantities before they purchase capital
equipment=-an example of possibilities which can be realized from
pooled resouvrces.

We are very excited about the possibilities the center will
provide. Plans are now being finalized, and 2 formal announcenent
will be made next montk.

This, then {s a brief look at the university-industry links which
can benefit small businesses.

Whether it be continuing the education of professionmals or
keeping current on information, solving problems, or advancing
know-how. universities and industries can work together to enhance our
economic outlook.

As we approach the year 2,000, universities and small businesses
can cooperate in creating an environnent for cconomic growth and in

enhancing the position of our state and nation at the leading edge of

change.
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Mr. WALGREN. Thank you very much, Dr. Jischke.
Mr. Johnson.

STATEMENT OF JOHN S. JOHNSON, MANAGER, HIGH TECHNOLO-
GY PROGRAM, MISSOURI DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC DEVEL:
OPMENT, JEFFERSON CITY, MO

Mr. JouNsoN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the
Committee, I welcome you tc-St. Louis and the state of Missouri.

My name is John Johnson. I am Manager of the state of Missou.
ri’s High Technology Programs, and I also serve as the Executive
Director for the Missouri Corporation of Science and Technology.

The hizh technology programs are administratively part of Mis-
souri’s Cubinet level Department of Economic Development. And
there . .an important linkage between the State’s economic devel-
opment activities and high technology initiatives. And that is going
to be the focus of my comments to this varticular Committee.

The state of Missouri really focused on high technology efforts in
1983, and it did this by creating the Missouri Corporation for Sci-
ence and Technology.

This not-for-profit Missouri Corporation is governed by an 18
member board appointed by the governor with six members from
the public sector, six members representing private business and
labor, and six members from education.

Some of the members of the—in fact, the balance of this commit-
tee are all members of the Science and Technology Corporation.

The exclusive purpose of the corporation is to contribute to the
strengthening of the State’s economy by fostering the development
of science and technology.

Missouri Corporation emphasizes this goal promoting the State’s
future economic growth by supporting and nurturing scientific re-
search and advance technology companies.

One of the first programs which the state of Missouri adopted
based on recommendations from this corporation was that of inno-
vation centers.

An innovation center is designed to create an environment of

, support and assistance for innovator and entrepreneurs involved in
various stages of bringing new products or processes to market.

Special emphasis is given to firms in the hiﬁh technology areas.
There are four innovation centers located in the state of issouri.
Now they’re receiving an annual state appropriation of approxi-
mately 1.6 million.

The centers are located in St. Louis, Kansas City, Columbia and
Rolla. Just to give you an idea about some of—the performance of
these centers over the last two fiscal years, as far as the dollar
value of the client projects—what they developed—it's 18.1 million.

The clients within these centers have annual sales of 18.6 mil-
lion; an annual payroll of Missouri individuals of 8.4 million.

And they have generated 264 new jobs, as well as maintained an
on-going 365 jobs.

The question to the Committee earlier revolved around statistics
as far as have they been successful. The state of Missouri has
planned these centers to be funded at a level of 8 to 10 years, and
after that time they are going to be self-sustaining.
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We did not start to generate statistics until this year, and a lot of

it is in response to the legislature’s request for—what have we put,
or the $6 million that we put in the program._

The numbers have jumped dramatically. There has been about a
75 to 100 percent increase this year as opposed to last year.

And \ve &re in the fourth year of the program—really the third
full year of operation.

Another program which the corporation oversees is higher educa-
tion applied piviects.
. Mr. WaLgReN. To underscore there, you are getting a $6 million
investment. Almost 2 million is coming back in one year.

Mr. JounsoN. That is over a two-year period—that is a two-

year—— .
Mr. WALGREN. It is a two-year period.

"Mr. JonnsoN. That is a two-year period.

Mr. WarcreN. But you ave getting four-year payback on your
total public investment, and then—

Mr. JounsoN. That is correct,
beMrﬁthxm [continuing]. Everything after that is increased

nefit.

I am sorry.

Mr. JouNsON. Another program which the corporation oversees
is higher education applied projects. This is a ch len%e grant com-
petition with a maximum 2 to 1 public to private dollar match for
small businesses participating in the program.

The projects focus on applied research conducted through any
higher education institution in Missouri except the University of
Missouri system.

The university of Missouri system has the Research Assistance
Act which was referred to earlier. The definition of an applied
project is any activity which seeks to utilize, synthesize or apply
existing technol—knowledge or information, or research—resources
toward the resolution of a specified problem, question or issue.

To date, 14 grants have been given under this program totalling
1.2 million in state dollars; and these ts have been matched by
private companies in the amount of 1.2 million. -

I should add that an additional four million state appropriations
has been put into the Missouri Research Assistant Acts which in-
volves grants for the University of Missouri system.

Well, the most exciting programs that the corporation is imple-
menting is what we call our Centers for Advanced Technology.

These centérs are designed to encourage greater collaboration be-
tween private industries and universities in the state, at these cen-
ters, to be located on university campuses.

Business and university researchers will conduct basic and ap-
plied research in specified high technological areas.

The corporation is in the process of evaluating 12 proposals sub-
mitted for designation as a Center for Advanced Technology. And
we expect to make several awards in the next month.

A point I would like to make with regards to the centers is that
many of the universities that have submitted applications are also
applying for federal funds such as the NSF Science and Technology
Resource—Research Tenters.

Q ‘ 121
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The state of Missour: is requiring that no more than 50 percent
of the funding can be from state sources. "his is an excellent op-
portunity to leverage federdl, state and pr: .te dollars in scientific
and technological areas,

The state of Missouri has also appropriated 15.5 million dollars
for the-establishment of two university research parks: Missouri
gl%earch Park in. St. Louis, and the Universit 7 Park at Kansas

These parks were offered tenant’s access to university facilities
and education resources, including libraries, information processes;
things of that nature.

The last program which I wanted to mention that the state of
Missouri has is our SBIR program. The SBIR program, as you are
aware, requires the 11 participating federal agencies to set aside a
portion of their R&D bvZgets for use by small businesses,

The state has staff people which promotes this program to busi-
nesses in Missouri. And to date 2.7 million dollars have come to the
state through both phase I and phase Il SBIR grants.

These are just a highlight that some of the programs that the
state of Missouri has.

I have also given to you an annual report of the corporation
which gl?es into a little more detail on these programs.

ank you,
[The prepared statement by Mr. Johnson follows:]
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STATEMENT OF JOHN S. JOHNSON

TO THE HOUSF COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, RESEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY

February 8, 1988, St. Louls, Missouri

Mr. Chairman, members of the cormittee, thank you for inviting me to testify
and participate at this important hearing. My name is John Johnson and I am the
Mapager of the state of Missouri’s High Technelogy Programs as well as being the
Execistive Director of “he Missourl Corporation for Science and Technology. The
High Technology Programs are administratively part of the state of Missouri's
_ceblnet level Tepartment of Economic Development. There is an important linkage
betveen. the state's economlc development activities and high technology

initiatives and that will be the focus of my comments to this committee.

My background hes been in economic development most of my employment
history and I have seen some definite shifts in economic development programs in

"smokestack chaser” and later

the Jast ten years. I was originally trained as a
directad 2 local county-wide economic development effort. It is nice to get the
headlines of ti.~ new 500 job plant location, but the company that adds 25-50 jobs
or the new start-up company to an area is just as important, if not more

important, since it adds diversification to the economy. The really successful

economic development programs do not overlook what is in thelr own back yard.

The state of Missourl first focused in on high technology efforts in 1983
when it created the Missouri Corporation for Science and Technology. This
not-for-profit Missouri Corporation ig governed by an eighteen member board

appointed by the Governor with six members from the public sector, six members
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representing private business and labor, and six members from education. Several

of the corporation members are testifying before the committee today.

The exclusive purpose -of the Corporation is to contribute to the
strengthening of the state's economy by fostering the development of science and
technology. The Misscuri Corporation for Science and Technology emphasises its

goal of promoting the state's future economic growth by supporting and nurturing

scientific research and advanced technology conpanies.

"™\ The Corporation represents Miasouri's commitment to the future. In pursuit
of its goal, the Corporation advises the Governor and the Missouri Department of
Economic Development on programs and initiatives to enhance the development of

science and technology in the state.

One of the first programs which the state of Missouri adopted based on the
Corporation's recormendation was that of innovation centers. An innovation
center is designed to create an environment of support and assistance for
innovators and entrepreneurs involved in various stages of bringing new products
or proceases to market. Special emphaais is given to the needs of firms in
advanced tecl;nology areas. There are four innovation centers in the state and
Miasouri has invested a total of $6.1 million in the program. The following are

some of the results of the centers:
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INNOVATION CENTER PFRFORMANCE STATISTICS

Dollar value of all client projects teccecesesmssessanssssssssccscss$18.1 million
Annual Sales Forecast for alj client COMPANIeSacceecssecsseessssssso$18.6 nillion
Annual Payroll for all client conpanies.............................58.39 willion

Project 1987-88 Tax Revenue for Missouri from client companies......$ 1.8 million

Missouri employment created by projects of client coapanieSeececeees 264 Jobs

Missouri employment maintained by ongoing projects of client companies 365 jobs

™~ The centers are in their fourth year of operation but are designed to be
self-sustaining after an eight to ten year period and will no longer need state

subsidies. )

Another program which the Corporation oversees i3 Bigher Education Applied
Projects. This is a challenge grant competition with a2 maximum two-to-one,
public to private dollar match for small businesses participating in the program.
The projects focus on applied research conducted through any higher education
institution in Missouri except the University of Missouri system. The University
of Missouri system has the Research Assistance Act administered by the State
Coordinating Board for Higher Education. The definition of an applied project is
vany activity which seeks to utilize, synthegize, or apply existing knowledge,
information, or resources to the resolution of a gpecified problem, question or

issue.”

To date, fourteen grants have been given under this program totalling

$1.2 million in state dollars and these grants have been matched by private
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companies in the amount of $1.2 million. T should add that an additional $4

million in state appropriations has been put into the Missouri Research

Assistance Act which involves grants for the University of Missouri system.

One of the most exciting programs that the Corporation for Science and
Technology 1is implementing is what we call the Centers for Advanced Technology.
These centers are designed to encourage greater collaboration between private
industries and universities in the state. At these centers, to be located on
university campuses, business and university researchers will conduct basic and
applied research in specified high technological areas. The Corporation is in
the process of evaluating 12 proposals submitted for designation as a Center for

—
Advanced Technology and we expect to award our first centers in the next month.

A point I would 1like to make with regards to the Centers, is that many of

T

T the universities that have submitted applications are also applying for federal

. funds such as the National Science Foundation Science and Technology Research
Centers. The state of Missourl 1S requiring that no more than 50% of the funding

: can be from state sources. This would be an excellent opportunity to leverage 2

federal, state and private dollars in scientific and technological areas.

4 The State of Missouri has also appropriated $15.5 million for the

: establistment of two university research parks, Missouri Research Park in St.

Louis and the University Park at Kansas City. These parks will offer tenants
access to university facilities and education resources, including libraries,
information processing, conference facilities, and professional staff and

faculty.
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The last program which I want to mention that the state of Missouri{ has is
our Small Business Innovative Research or SBIR program. The SBIR pregram,
established in 1982, requires eleven participating federal agencies to set aside
a portion of their research and development budgets for use by small businesses.
Staff people from the state are promoting this program to businesses in Missouri
and to date $2.7 million has come to Missouri small businesses through Phase 1

and Phase 11 SBIR grants.

Mr. Chairman, these are just the highlights of the high technology programs

in~Missouri. The state is cormitted to growth and without these programs as part

of the state's economic development efforts, the success would be linited.
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BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH

John §. Juhnson

John S, Johnson has been employed at both the state and loca) levels in
economic development activities gince 1977. He was appointed to his present
position as Manager of the State of Missouri's Righ Technology Programs and
Executsve Director of the Missouri Corporation for Science
March, 1987.

and Technology in

Mr. Johnson has a bachelor's degree in political gcience from the University
of Missouri, Columbia, and was designated a Certified Industrial Developer (CID)

by the American Economic Development Council in 1983.
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Mr. WaLGreEN. Well, thank you vary much, Mr. Johnson. We ap-
preciate that.

And I cannot help but sort of feel I should apologize to all of the
zvitnesses\for the fact that the time has gone on. But we are here

or you.

And I appreciate particularly, Dr. Phillips, your staying. I know
that there was a conflict earlier.that v. < somewhat resolved.

But thank you for staying. And please proceed.

STATEMENT OF DR. WILLIAM PHILLIPS, SCIENCE ADVISER TO
THE GOVERNOR OF MISSOURI, JEFFERSON, MO

Dr. WiLLiam PHiLLips. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman and mem-
bers of the Committee for visiting with us in St. Louis. And I very
much appreciate the opportunity of testifying here.

Just to give a little bit of my background, I am currently Science
Adviser to the Governor. Until recently I was Vice President of Sci-
ence and Technology of Mallinkrodt.

Prior to that, I was Chairman of the Department of Chemistry at
Washington University. And prior to that, I was with the DuPont
Company.

I bring only these points up to indicate that I have had my foot
in both the academic and the industrial community so I feel I have
a fair appreciation of this.

I would like to go over a few points very rapidly here today.
Much has been said. I think it has been a very useful meeting from
my standpoint, and I hope from yours.

But I will just make a few additional comments.

The United State possesses no greater asset than its research
universities both J)rivate and public. They are the marvel of the
world. They provide our industrial and government sectors with su-
perbly trained people.

They generate the lion’s share of the world’s basic research
result, a fraction of which are turned into products and processes.

The faculty of these universities are available for consultation
with industry and government. Prior to World War II, many of our
most promising students in the sciences went to Europe, primarily
to Great Britain and to Germany, for their doctoral and post-doc-
toral training.

Now the reverse is true. Many of the World’s most promising
technical students are attracted to our universities and elect to
remain in the United States because of superior opportunities in
industrial or academic research here.

This point has-been brought up before, but I think we must re-
member that one of the things that has made this country great is
::lr ability to attract people from overseas with a great deal of

ent.

I, like everyone else, deplore that more of our basic talents in the
United States are not going into science and engineering.

Nevertheless, we do have this magnificent regulator of attracting
people; and our universities—from outside the country—and our
universities are playing an extrémely important role, I think, in
doing precisely this.
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The quality -of academic siience and engineering in the United
states is not the subject of this hearing. But the manner in which
this invaluable asset is deployed and nurtured is.

At the outset, I would say that I believe university-industry alli-
ances to be extremely healthy and beneficial to both parties.

Long range, relatively unfettered basic research is not an area in
which industry is particularly well-suited temperamentally.

In this university’s—in this area, universities shine. On the other
hand, product and process development, whether it he long-range
or short-range, is clearly the problems of industry.

Because of these different thrusts and expertises, inter:..tions be-
tween universities and industry can result in great centers. That is
one of the great strengths of this country.

What, then, are the problems and opportunities with regard to
university-industry alliances, and how do we address them?

Industry supports universities in three ways. One is by the taxes
they pay. The second might be termed their philanthropic contribu-
tions to universities from which good will, rather than -tangibles,
are primary expectations.

The third is thr- ;gh R&D alliances in which there should be at
least the prospec! or tangible returns to the corporation.

It is only to the later category that I will be referring subse-
quently. Most universities aspire fo establish rcsearch relationships
with companies. But many, frankly, do not possess the quality in
facilities and/or faculty to make them attractive to industry with
regard to potential R&D partnerships.

How was this quality obtained? There is only one way: invest-
ment in time and money.

Physical facilities, faculty salaries, faculty start-up funds and
geac?ing loads must be appropriate to attract and retain superior
aculty.

Only the state can provide such funds for their campuses. Re-
member here, I am referring primarily to state universities as—
public university as applied to private. I will address that in just a
moment. ‘

Funding for instrumentation and research support for individual
faculty can be obtained through federal agencies such as NSF,
NIH, USDA, Department of Defense, and so forth.

But these are awarded on an appropriately tough peer review
system. This peer review system must be continued. The last thing
in the world we must fall into are geographical distributions, or if
we want to build something up because it isn’t so great here.

Ad hoc Congressional bills for construction of buildings or labora-
tory facilities, some of which we have seen in the recent past, are
to be deplored.

There can be no question but that states that have invested
heavily in—over a period of time—in their educational systems
with emphasis on the research universities have reaped handsome
rewards and attraction, generation, and maintenance of high tech
industry.

These states include California, Texas, North Carolina, Arizona,
Ohio, New York and Pennsylvania.

*
[
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Should all states then levy the requisite taxes to enable them to
bring their public universities to the point in quality where they
can compete effectively with other states?

My own opinion is that they should not. Contrary to what many
think, infinite opportunities do not exist for industry-university al-
liances, even for the best of our research universities that have
been .involved for some time in industry-university alliances—and
‘here I include such universities as MIT, Cal Tech, Stanford, Cor-
nell, Washington University, Carnegie Mellon.

Industrial contributions to the research base do not exceed 6 to
10 percent—actually a relatively small part, even with these uni-
versities that have been very, very deeply involved in such. activi-
ties.

And the remaining 90 percent comes primarily from federal
granting agencies.

We have in Missouri what is an unfortunate situation—not all of
my colleagues would like this but-—in that at the four major cam-
_puses of the University of Missouri, those located in the two main
population, communication, manufacturing and transportation cen-
ters of the state, namely the University of Missouri at Kansas City
and the University of Missouri at St. Louis, are the least developed
of the state from a research capability point of view.

. '{‘ge rectification of this situation is through a real political mine-
ield. .

Let me briefly touch on three additional points. We are rightly
concerned about the heglth of our state universities that have
served the country magnificently and must continue to do so if we
are to continue to prosper.

However, we must be equally concerned about the health of our
private universities. On the topic of this hearing, namely, industry
university alliances, such universities, again, as MIT, Stanford,
Washington University, Cornell, Cal Tech, Carnegie Mellon, have
pioneered.

QOver the long-haul, these universities have striven for research
excellence, and industry has sought them out. Their ability to move
somewhat more freely from bureaucratic constraint has, I suspect,
been an asset in the success story.

There is no question in my mind that—but that industry-univer-
sity research alliances have been fruitful and should be fostered.

However, a strength almost unique to the American scene is that
of the inventor and entrepreneur who has a product, process, idea
and starts a new company to commercialize it.

Very often these small companies are off-shoots of universities or
large companies. Herein, in my view, lies the country’s best hope
for innovative competitiveness.

We must not lose sight of this strength and do everything in our
power to enhance it.

Finally, an increasingly advanced view is that this country’s
problems with respect to manufacturing co :petitiveness does not
reside in our technologically—technological base, which arguably is
the world’s finest—but in our ability to compete in manufacturing
costs and product quality.

13§
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I believe this to be the case. If so, the primary solution is im-
provement of the educational foundation of our work force at the
primary, secondary and college levels.

IlJl.S. business management could stand some education here as
well.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Phillips follows:]
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STATEMENT UF WILLIAM D, PRILLIPS

70 THE HOUSE SUBCOMMITTEE Of SCIENCE; ‘RESEARCH & TECINOLOGY .
IEBRUARY 8, 1988
ST. 10UIS, MISSOURI

Nr. Chalrwan, members of the Coumittee, thank you for inviting

0

e to teitify at ehis hearing. 71 am Willlam Phillips, sclence Advisor to

0
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Governor Ashcroft and a Irofessor of Chemistry at Washington University,
. Until recently I vas Vice Iresident of Science and Technology at Mallinckrode,
Inc. and prior to that Chairman of the Departzment of Chemistry at Washington
University and a Director of kesearch at Eo.I. duPont de Nemours & Co.
fhe U. S, possesses no greater asset than its research universities,
both private and public. They are the marvel of the world. They provide our
induztrial and govcrmaental scctors with superbly trained people. They
geraxite the licns' Sharo of the world's basic research results, a fraction of
“hich & turaed into produsts or processes, The faculty are available for
vons iitatien with industoy and govermsent. Prior to World War I nany of our
#ost pronising students in the sciencves went to Europe, primarily to Great
Britain or Cerminy, for their doctoral or postdoctoral txaining. Now the re-
varse §s tvues many of the world's most promising technical students are . :
3 attractad to our universities and elect to remaln because of superior oppor-
tunities in industrial or acadcmic research in the U, S,
The quality of acadenic science and engineering in the U. S, is not
the sebhjeet of this haaving, but the manner in which this invaluable agset is
diplerad 1né nuvtured 15, At the cutset I would say that I believe university/
ludestzy allisntea to Mo heulthy and baneficial to both partiess Llong-tangs,
relitively unfetterad basic rerearch is not an area ir which industry is parei-
culariy well suited tenperamentally; in this arad, univsersities shine. on the
other hand, product and process development, whether it te long or short-ranye,
is clearly theprovince of industTy, Because of these different thrusts and
expertises, interactions between yniversities and industTy ca: result in great
synergs .
What then are the prodblems and opportunities with regard to university/

industty allisnces and how do we addriss them.
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Tadustry suppocts universities in three wayse One Ik by the taxes
they paye The sc2snd might be termed their philanthropic contridutions to
waitezsities fromwhich good will rather than tangidbles are priiary expectations.
The thitd is through R & D alliances in which there should he at least the
prospect fer tansible returns to the corporation. It is only ‘to the latter
category that I will be referring subsequently,

Most universitles aspire to establish rescarch relationships with
ce=panies, bhut many'tnnl;ly do not possess the quality {o facilitics and/or
fuculty to ncke them attractive to industry with regard to potential R & D
partzerships. How is thiz quality attained? There is only one way: invastisent
in uoney and time. Ihycical facilities, facuuy salaries, faculty start-gp
funds and teaching loads nust de adequate to attract and retain superior faculty.
Only the state cxn provide such funds for their carpuses. Funding for instru-
reutation and research support for indivicual faculty can be obtained through
Federal agenties such s NSF, NIN and USDA, but these are awarded on an appro~
pciately tough peer Teview system. Ad hoc congressional bills for construction
of bulldings or laboratory facilitics such as we have scen in the recent past
axe to te diplutved.

‘There can be.no question but that states that have invested keavily
#1d over i period of time in their cducational systems, with emphasis on thelr
Tesearch universities, tave rcaped handsome rewards in attraction, gereration
and eaintenance of hightech industly. These states include California, Texas,
North Cerolina, Arizoma, Ohio, New York and Pennsylvania. Should all states

then levy the requisite taxes to enable then to bring their pudlic universities

to the point in quality where they can compete effectively with other states?

I thizk not. Contrsty to what many think, there are not infinite opportunities
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for industry/university alliances. Even for the best of our research universitics
tiat have been involved for some thie in industry/university alliances (M1¥,
Caltech, Stanford, tornell, Washington Uniwversity), industrial contributions to
the research base do not exceed 107, the remaining 502 coming primarily from
Federal granting agencies. We have in Missours what is an unfortunate situation
in that of the four major campuses of the University of Missouri, those located
in the two main population, communication, manufacturing and transportation centers
- of the state, namely the University of Missourl at Kansas City and University of
Missouri at St. Louls, are the least developed of the state from & research
capablility standpoint. The path to rectification of this situation is through
a political mine flield.

Let me briefly touch on three additional points. We are rightly con-
cerned about the health of our state universities that have served the country
magnificently and must continue to do so if we are to continue to prosper.
However, we must de equally concemned about our private universities. On the
toplc of this hearing, namely, Industry/University Alliances, such universities
as MIT, Stanford, Harvard, Washington University, Cornell and Caltech have plo~

. neered. Over the long haul these universities have striven for resecarch
excellence and industry has souglt them out. Their ability to move somewhat
more freely from bureaucratic constraint has, I suspect, been an asset in this H
success stoty.

There is no question in my mind that Industry/University research
alliances have been frultful and should de fostered. However, a strength almost
unique to Abe,American scene is that of the {nventor/entrepreneur who has a
product /process idea and STarts a new coipany to comnercialize it, Very often
these small companies are offshobts of universities or large companies. Hereln,
in my view, lies the couutry’s best hope for innovative competiveness, Wc must not

lose sight of this strength and do everything intour power woccnhance it
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Finally, an incrcazirgly advanced view is that this country's
Prodlens with respect to manufacddring competitiveness does not reside in our
technological base, which arguadly, is the world's finest, but our ability to
coapate in manufacturing costs and quality. I believe this to be the case.
1f so, the primaTry solution is improvement of the educational basis of our
workforce at the primary, secondaty and college levels. U, 5. business nanage-

®ment Jound stand some improvement here as well.
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= Mr. WALGREN. Thank you very much, Dr. Phillips. We appreciate
' that testimony.
. And Mr..Sloan.

‘- STATEMENT OF GEORGE SLOAN, VICE PRESIDENT FOR RE-
: SEARCH AND TECHNOLOGY, ST. LOUIS REGIONAL COMMERCE
AND GROWTH ASSOCIATION

M. :SLoAN, Mr. Chairman, and Congressman Buechner, I want
% to thank you very much for coming out here and conducting this
. hearing on:this important subject.
* And I would like to complement the Committee on the manner
in which it ordered the speakers, obviously saving the best till last.
Y [Laughter.]
: Thinking seriously, when I saw where I was on the agenda, and
) knowing the quality of the speakers who would precede me; oc-
: curred to me that nearly everything useful could be said on the
. basic questions: posed by the Committee—would have been said
when it came my turn.

So I am going to limit my comments to what the.St. Louis Re-
gional Commerce- and Growth Association has done to try to pro-
mote economic growth.in this area through industry-university co-
operation.

And I might mention that in addition to being-a Vice President
of the RCGA I also have the—I work for the University of Missouri
vgit}lm{ the title of St. Louis Coordinator of the Missouri Research

ark.

So my work, whatever it may be worth, is a product of universi-
ty-industry cooperation.

And I would like to just say a word about the RCGA itself, be-
cause it is an example of industry-university joint action.

We have the heeds of all the universities in the region on our
board, as well as every segment of the economy. And in addition
we have a science and engineering committee of about 40 scientists,
engineers, engineering deans, and so forth, from which a lot of the
programs that have been described here today have originated.

So, Mr. Chairman, I do think' chis committee might well com-
mend to the attention of other communities RCGA’s unique blend
of business and academic activity as a model for encouraging indus-
try-academic cooperation and support of economic growth.

Now in 1982, RCGA published a plan called High Tech Plan for
St. Louis, which identified the characteristics of communities that

\ have been successful in the area and measured St. Louis against
, these characteristics.

Ana as you brought it out in your opening remarks, Mr. Chair-
man, St. Louis is well-endowed in these areas.

But it is a fact that in certain areas we were not keeping up with
the high tech trade. One of them was we were not a location where

: you had a lot of high tech start-ups; and another one, we had not

. attracted research activities from outside the region.

: So we identified two programs to try to overcome that, First was
the St. Louis Technology Center, an innovation center which has
the mission of helping with high tech start-ups; and second, the
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Missouri Research Park designed to attract research activities from
outside the region.

Now both of these are joint university-industry operations. They
both have nearly all of the .universities that have testified here
Mﬁﬁs and most of the large corporations represented on their
boards.

I will just say a word about the high tech center. Johni Jobnson
already covered what has been done in the whole state. Our.center
here in St. Louis, for an annual investment of approximately
$400,000, has leveraged $4,000,707, in private investment, which
has created 108 jobs, generated $2,517,000 in salaries and resulted
with a minimum of $181,00 annually in state and local taxes.

I think I should say that this really outstanding record—it -has
only been up and. running for two years. It was accomplished
through the, fact that we have a really remarkable Managing Di-
rector, Gene Boech, who some of you may know.

Now the research park is located on 700 acres owned by the Uni-
versity of Missouri in St. Charles County. And the President of the
University of Missouri has appointed a Board with all of the
branches of the University. of Missouri- represented on that Board,
as well as Washington University and.several of the large corpora-
tions in the community. .

This research ‘park will provide a campus-like setting for re-
search-oriented activities from both the public and private sectors.

And it will provide strong ties to both public and private institu-
tions for its tenants.

This outstanding location, strong university connections, and
extra support from the public and private sectors surely is the suc-
cess of this unde ing.

Ultimately, it is expected to generate many thousands of jobs for
the St. Louis region. As of today, first phase development of the in-
frastructure is nearing completion. And we hope to break ground
next week for the first time:

Normally it takes about 15 years for an activity like this to
mature. Fifteen years from now I will be 97 years old; so I do not
expect to be on hand to watch what is going on.

But we really have gotten out to a good start, and we are very
pleased with what is happening.

Well, Mr. Chairmadn, this is two of several programs that the
RCGA is promoting. And we are proud to be associated with them.
And we continue to encourage joint industry-academic cooperation
which has made them possible.

Thank you. :

[The prepared statement of Mr. Sloan follows:]




3 135 S

STATEMENT OF GEORGE SLOAN :
10 1dE HOUSE SUBCOMMIT TEL ON SCIENCE, RESEARCH & TECHNOLOGY
FERRUARY 8, 1988

rany

ST. LOUIS, MISSOUR]

Mr. Chairman, members of the Commuttee, thank you for inviting me to
testify at this important hearing. Iam George Sloan, Vice President of the St. Louis
Regonal Commerce and Growth Association. | also work part-time for the
University of Missour: as the St. Louts Coordinator of .the Missour: Research Park. H

Thus, my employment 1tself 1s a cooperative under:al;ng between business and the
, University.

1 am particularly pleased to have an opportuntty to make a statement with
regard to business/university cooperation because this is an area where [ have
devoted most of my time and effort for the last six years. I also would hke to point

’ out that the St. Louis Regional Commerce and Growth Assoctation 1tself 1s an
excellent example of joint industry/academic effort. The RCGA has on 1ts Board

. the heads of the principal umversities in the St. Louts region, as well as

representatives from all sectors of the St. Louts economy. In add.tion, the RCGA

supports a Science and Engineering Committee, which includes among tts members

abous forty distinguished representatives of business and academia. Mr. Chairman, |

2 believe this Committee might well commend to the attention of other communities
RCGA's unique blend of business and academic activity as a model for en. .uraging

- industry/academic cooperation in support of economic growth.

Now I would like to describe RCGA's program for promoting economic
development through technological progress.

In 1982, the RCGA published a plan entitled, "A Hi-Tech Plan for St. Louis",
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which has as its goal the development of St. Louis as a major center for
technological progress.  [his plan identifted the characteristics of a community
necessary for success as a hi-tech center; then measured St. Louis against these
necestary characterstics, finding 1t well-endowed 1n all respects. The plan noted,
however, that despitc 1ts advantages, St. Louis was not keeping pace with other
communities in the technological parade. Specifically, although 1t 1s the t;ome of a
number of outstanding research universities and the location of several leading
hi-tech corporations, St. Louis was not noted as the site of hi-tech start-ups. Nor
had 12 se.ved as a magnet for attracting research activities from other locations,
The hi-tech plan sought to address these two deficiencies: first, by creating an
Innovation Center - named St. Louis Technology Center - for the purpose of
incubating hi-tech start-ups and second, by organizing a suburban university-based
research park - named the Missouri Research Park - to attract hi-tech activities
from outside the region. Both of these programs are now well on their way towards
success -a success which has been made possible by strong financxalisupport from
the State of Missouri.

The St. Louts Technology Center, located in the old Falstaff building at 5050
Oakland Avenue, was organized in 1984 and opened its doors in 1985. From its
beginning, it has been a joint university/industry activity. The first Chairmian of the
Board was Dr. William Danforth of Washington University. Other members of the

Board represented St. Lows University, the Untversity of Missouri, Southern Illinots

University, and @ number of St. LO;]iS' leading hi<tech companies. The purpose of
the Center is to assist emerging technolegy-based businesses. It does this by

- providing a home to these start-up businesses, thereby:

o  Reducing operating costs;

o  Easing administrative burdens;

<2-
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Offering‘experienced managerial support;
Selling and licensing technologies;
Conducting market research;

Periérmmg competitive analyses;
Developing strategic plans;

Obtarning financing;

Supporting product development.

There are now twelve start-up businesses housed in the Center. Several other
beginning enterprises located off-site are being assisted. To date, the Center has

accomplished the following:

o An annual state investment of approximately $400,000 has leveraged
$4,707,000 in private investments.
o Creating 108 jobs.
o Generating $2,517,000 in salaries.
o Resulting 1n a minimum of $181,000 annually 1n state and local taxes for
:\ the future.
; This truly remarkable achievement has been made possible by the cooperative

R effort of business and academc leaders, as well as the energy and abulity of 1ts

Managing

; The

Director, Mr. Gene Boesch, and his staff.

Missouri Research Park 1s located on 700 acres of University of

. Missouri-owned land ncar . cicon Spring. Th property s being developed through

an appropriation of $4.5 million from the ©.ate of Missourt. The President of the

University of Missour: has appointed a Board of Directors for the park consisting of

the Chancellors of the four branches of the Untversity of Missour:, tire Chairman of

the Board of Curators of the University of Missourt, the Chancellor of Washington

University and several business leaders. This research park will provide a
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campus-like setting for research-oriented activities from both the public and private
sectors. It will provide strong ties to both public and private universities for its
tenants. The outstanding location, strong untversity connecttons and excellent
support from the public and private sectors assure the success of this undertaking,
Ultimately, it is expected to generate many thousands of jobs for the St. Louis
region and the State of Missouri. As of today, first phase development of the
infrastructure is nearing completion and ground will soon be broken for the first ‘
tenant.

Mr. Chairman, these are but two of several university/industry joint efforts
which are contributing to the economic growth o, this community. The RCGA is
proud to be associated with them and will continue to encourage the joint

industry/academic ccoperation which made them possible.

-4-
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Mr. WaLGreN. You will not really be 97 years old?

Mr. SLoan. Yes, I will.

Mr. WaLGREN. Well, I have to think about that.

Mr. Buechner?

Mr. BUECHNER. Dr. Jischke, you mentioned that process technol-
ogies, and it includes manufacturing, and some of our legislation
that we have been working on various projects—and I know under
Chairman Walgren's aegis— .

Mr. WALGKEN. 87. [Laughter.}l

"Mr. BUECHNER. Anyw: X, we have been trying to put an emphasis
on manufacturing. -But do you think maybe manufacturing is too
narrow, that process technology should be the thrust?

Dr. Jiscuge. Well, manufacturing is surely one aspect——

Mr. BuecHNER. Well——

Dr. JiscHKE [continuing]. And a major one. Manufacturing from
Missouri is a very, very important component of our economy.
't!'here are 420,000 jobs there. It 'is 20 percent of Missouri's work
orce.

There are 7500 companies. If you dc rhe division, it turns out the
average company is about 50 people. These are small to medium-
sized companies. Many of them are in the supplier business. They
supply major assemblers. :

ike the automotive industry we are second in the country in the
assembly of cars. Like the aircraft industry, McDonnell Douglas.

And they are the People for whom I believe programs at univer-
sities can be particularly important. They are not at a scale where
they can develop the technologies themselves—a company of 50
%):ople cannot afford to go researching flexible manufacturing sys-

ms.

And yet it is absolutely pivotal that they gained access to that
technology and employ it wisely. And the evidence heretofore in
the United States is not particularly reassuring.

We.do not use this new technology particularly well. The Japa-
nese.make something like .50 products per flexible manuiacturing
system. The United States averages less than 10.

So we do not use the technology well, and we typically take twice
as-long to implement it.. And.I believe there is a role for universi-
ties.

I would say. manufacturing would be at the top. It certainly is

not the only process technology, though. But it would be a major
one.
_Mr. BucHNER. And also, to what extent do the programs you de-
scribe make use of the National technolcgical—Technical Informa-
tional Service, Bureau of Standard; Avtomatic Manufacturing Re-
search Facility, and inventions programs in the Federal Lab Con-
sortium?

Dr. JiscukeE. We make use of those programs particularly in the
transferring of technical information. The data bases we have
gained access to really tap all of the government’s resources.

The automated manufaciuring demonstration facility, though,
does not well serve the needs of small business: It is too far away.

I think one of the tricks in trying to bring this technology to
smaller businesses is one must establish a network—a communica-
tions network that is done by people.




RN

140

And people at the university in our Manufacturing Research and
Training Center literally are going out and visiting witl companies
and trying tc make -clear to them our interest; the kinds of re-
sources we have in working with them.

When Fyou get as far away as Washington, a small company like
Bronze Fabricators simply is—they do not know anybody there and
they do not have the time to go.

And the universities—particularly these great land grant univer-
sities—I think it established a terrific record in the agricultural
area and that suggests—some details aside—an extension model for
other parts cf the economy, particularly if you recognize that small
businesses generate so.many of these new jobs.

That is where we ought to be working to bring the resources of
these research universities to bear.

‘Mr. BUECHNER. With that in mind, Dr. Mitchell is not here but, I

’know that the University of Missouri Agriculture School has been

working on a number or projects which—if one were to use cotton,
they would say “From dirt to shirt.”

They are trying to find a way to integrate not only the cultiva-
tion but the processing of the product. And they are doing that
with a number of what would probably be callad almost primitive
plants, but native rubber plants and various new types of pla.ts
that could be turned into the type of pulp that is usable for making
paper.

And it is utilizing some of the new technologies, but trying to in-
tegrate not just the agricultural prospect, but also the aspect of
bringing into it tiic processing and then ultimate manufacture.

Dr. Phillips, I have—this is my last question. You state in your
prepared remarks that ‘“ad hoc Congressional Bills for construction
of buildings or laboratory facilities are to be deplored.”

You wouldn’t mean.pork-barrelling by that, would you?

Dr. WiLLIAM Puivrirs. Well, sir, you can call it what you like.

Mr. BUECHNER. I am interested in knowing that since you have
been in all elements of what we are talking about here that—how
do you feel about dedicated facility programs?

Dr. WiLLiAM ParLuirs. Well, Congressman Buechner, I have some
mixed feelings about this when it comes to dedicated facilities sub-
tracting from the funding that will be available for individual in-
vestigator.. A< a-mater of fact, I would—there is an excellent edito-
rial—not editoria. but a column in the New York Times today by
Phil Anderson at Princeton, who had formally been at Bell Labora-
tories. On things like the super-collider, which I have no problems
with, except to the extent that it does subtract from fun ing that
would be available to the individual investigator.

Science—the best of science is a cottage industry in a sense. That
is a highly competitive thing. This is why ours works so well, be-
cause of the competitive peer review system that we have.

And I am in favor of the big facilities, but frankly, not if this
subtracts, and subtracts funding out from our individua! investiga-
tors—which is our big pay-off in the United States.

Mr. BUECHNER. All right. Thank you.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. WALGREN. Well, thank you, Mr. Buechner.

144"
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And the time has gone on that we should end. But I certainly
want to express my appreciation to the witnesses on behalf of the
Committee, and especially to Mr. Buechner for assembling the
hearing and guiding and directing us towards each of you. -

You have been good contributors to this record, and we appreci-
ate havingit. Thank you very much.,

[Whereupon, at 1:48 p.m. the hearing was concluded.]

[The prepared statement of Dr. Schneiderman follows:]
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Testimony before
U. S. House of Representatives
Committee on Scienices, Space and Technology
Subcommittee on Science, Research and Technology

Field Hearing on University/Industry alliances

St. Louis, MO

February 8§, 1988

Howard A, Schneiderman
Sr. VP, R&D
Monsanto Company
St. Louis, MO

Mr. Chairman:

I am Howard A, Schneiderman, Senior Vice President, Research
and Development, at Monsanto Company which is headquartered in
St. Louis, Missouri. It is a priviiege to address the Subcom-

mittee,

I shoulé@ like to outline briefly my company's experience
with university/industry research partnerships and why I believe
they can be useful to companies, to universities and to the

larger society.

Our nation * ' nomy is rapidly changing from a resource-
intensive economy o a knowledge~intensive economy. In agri-
culture, for example, the acres one could cultivate were once the
dominant economic factor. Today, it is the knowledge-intensive
methods used to manage those acres that determines the success of
a farner. Both agriculture and industry are learning how to

substicute knowledge for resources. 1t is largely techrnological
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S .
.change, not access to natural resources that will.drive America's

and the world‘'s economy in the future.

I am absolutely convincnd that America can remain the
leading productive economic force on this planet for the rest of
this century and the next. But to secure this, this nation must
be continuously positioned on the lsading edge of technological
change so that we can be the low-cost, high-quality producers of
generation after generation of innovative and important prodicts.
For many industries in this country, the choice is clear: either
be innovative or compete with a company in Japan, Korea, France,

or elsewhere, which i3 innovative.

Many informed people believe that technolegical disadvantage
has been a key factor in America's loss of economic competi-
tiveness in industries like steel, automobiles, and much of
electronics. Not the only factor, to be sure, but a key factor.
There is reason to believe that unless we do something creative
quickly this loss of competitiveness may damage other industries
as well, such as pharmaceuticals, agriculture, telecommunica-
tions, and emerging industries such as those based on biotech-

nology, information science and new materials.

In.my brief remarks I will suggest that one way to greatly

enhance' industrial competitiveness is to couple the talents of

America's research-driven industries with those of America's

regsearch universities.
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Schneiderman 3

Each year this naéion invests more than $6.5 billions of in
university research. How can we use more effectively the knowl-
edge base and the skill base created by our research universities
to improve the economic competitiveness of the nation's research-

driven businesses?

I will draw on the experience of Monsanto Company, but I
believe that our experience can be relevant to other companies,
both larges and small, who are contemplating university/industry
ventures, Although my viewpoint is that of someone who is
predently in industry, you will have a chance later today to hear

the views of some of Monsanto's university partners.

Last year, Monsanto spent about $625M on research and
development, f which between 15 and 20 million was spent on

university research collaboration. This amounts to about 3

*percent of our total R¢D budget,

Let me emphasize that I am not-talking about philanthropic
gifts to universities nor about clinical trials of drugs con-
ducted in research hospitals or field tests of new herbicides
conducted in land grant colleges. I am talking about genuine

research partnerchips aimed at discovery.

Monsant.'s largest research partnership is with Washington
University Medical School in St. Louis. Washington University

scientists vork together with Monsanto scientists to discover new

-
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»

facts of nature such as what causes abnormal heart beats, as well
as to discover new biologically-active molecules such as a small
protein produced by the human heart that regulates blood pres-

sire.

This joint research is discovery vesearch, the kind of

vesearch that is appropriate to universities. It is not drug
development research, the kind of research that is done in
industry and is not appropriate fp: universities. Monsanto's
partnerships with unive:sitie; are in the area of discovery, some
times very long-term discovery. Nothing that we do with Wash-
ington University or with our other university partners encour-
ages the universities to pursue to short-term utilitarian goals.
We see the university as a great source of discovery, and we see
our company as a full partner in discovery. We are able to bring
new skills, new ideas, whole new technologies to the research
programs we conduct together. Indeed, the money Monsanto pro-
vides to Washington Uéive:sity Medical School is far less signif-
icant than the scientific insights and skills that our sr entists

contribute to solving major problems of medicine.

Beyond this, Monsanto develops these discoveries into new
products éhat benefit people, new products that preserve and
creaté jobs for our employees and strengthen this nation's
econumy’, new products whose commercial success encourages pension

funds and individual investors to invest in us.
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But be assured that everyone in Monsanto and everyone in
Washington University Medical School involved in our joint
pProgram knows that the missions of research universities and of
companies are different: the objective of a research university
is to teach and to advance knowledge; the objactives of a company
is to advance knowledge and to use the knowledge gained to

develop ustful and profitable new products.,

The joint discovery program hetween Monsanto and Washington

University Medical School has had voiderful consequences for both

institutions. fToday hundreds of Monsanto scientists are part of

a powerful team that includes about 120 wash;ngto; University .
sc!ent!:;l. Together we are able to solve some enormotusly
difficult but important scientific problems that Monsanto can
develop into new the}ap!es for major diseares. We are convinced
that our research collaboration wiv - Washington University
accelerates the rate at whith our biomedical discoveries are
translated or developed into new pharmaceutical products that
benefit people. It is important to emphasize that the university
is not in the pharmaceutical business. It remains in the knowle
edge business. The actval conversion of our joint research into

new drugs that help people, the actual development of a new drug.

for hypert;nsion, leukemia, osteoporosis, Alzheimer's disease or
psoraiasis is done by Monsanto. Today five new therapeutic
products based on the washington University/Monsanto research arc
being developed by G. D, Searle, Nonsanto's pharmaceutical
subsidiary.
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Since Monsanto began the program with Washington University

.in 1982, more than 50. pa~ents have been granted or applied for,

largely for'new drugs based on our joint researth. Who owns the
patents on those new discoveries? Let's answer that question and
a number of other questions which loomed large at the outset of
our joint research ventures with universities but #urned out to

be of no practical consequence.

In the case of patents, the university cwns the patents.
Monsanto has the exclusive right to license- any patents that may
come from the research and we provide the support needed for the
university to obtain patents. The university can expect conven-
tional royalties from a patentable discovery when the product

based on that . discovery is commercialized.

Do we delay publication and prevent the diffusion of knowl-
edge? We have asked for 30 days to review papers for patent-
ability before publication. This has proven satisfactory for
more than 100 papers, no delays, no problems, no being "scooped"

by a competitor. Knowledge has been advanced and made available.

Do we "direct” the university's research. As a former dean,
I can attest that no one tells a professor in an American uni-

vcrsit& what to do. -

what about the fear that a contract between a company and a

university will encourage the university to pucsue excessively

b
(o
|
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utilitarian goals and to neglect the long~term fundamental
questions upon which the ad&ance of science depends? This simply
hasn't ‘happened in any of the more than 50 research projects .
Monsanto has underway with universities. 1Indeed, Monsants
2 supgort has often-encouraged university scientists to attack
extremely-difficult problems of. long-term duration which do not
produce .immediately publishable results and. which were much less
likely to be supported by a traditional federal grant mechanism.
What about the 'fear of the luss of confidentiality? when
Monsanto shaves private research information with an academic
colleaque, we expect him or her to keep the information private.
When an academic colleague shares a private research result with
us, we keep the informat.on private. Our behavior in this regard
is precisely what one would expect of research scientists in

universities who share .onfidential information with each other.

What special advantages are there to the university from
university/industry research coilaborations? For the univer~
sities there are a variety of advantages. For example, industry
places a higher premium on progress and results than on process
and poper work. 1Industrial grants tend to be simpler to apply
for and ar; often awar<2d in a month or two rather than the 9
plus months required fur most government grants. Universities
can gaiﬁ important insights from companies into the relevance and

applicability of a particular piece of research.
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%,: But the most important advantage to the university is
partnership with an exciting group of industrial research scien-
tists, with complementary skills, new viewpoints, fresh ideas,
:*‘ B urgency and results orientation. Industrial partners can help
university scientists vwin their races for discovery and advance

knowledge.

For both universities and industry-there are some common
advantages. For example, research partnerships between univer-
sity-and industry can accelerate research in both institutions.

N Some important questions require large research groups and
enoxmous outlays for equipment that are often far beyond the
resources of a single laboratory or department and often exceed a
given industrial or -academic institution. A joint university-
industry research program in plant molecular biology, with 60
scientists with diverse skills drawn from both the industrial and
the university community, is far more likely to tease secrets
from protoplasts, chloroplasts and'plant chromosomes than are

several mini-teams.

Also, research is increasingly expensive; big science is
certainly not restricted to high energy physics. Institutional
competitiveness has given way to regional competitiveness.
Univer%ity-industry rartnerships not only enhance the research
competitiveness of the individual scientists and the institutions
iavolved, but may also enhance the technological and economic

competitiveness of the regions in which they are embedded.

ek
Jt
Cw

3

Sy % a n . - - -




]

5

Schneiderman 9

« From more thai 15 years of university/industry collaboration, we

have identified three "musts" in making a university-industry

partnership work. They are:

N Identify a key individual with requisite authority
as a company representative, key contact and
problem-solver. This person must Fe dedicated to

the success of the joint research venture.

L] Designate top company scientists for active
collaboration with each university principal

investigator.

L] Promote a spirit of give and take and openness
among all participants. An academic scientist
cannot hide behind the hedge of "academic freedom"
to do entirely as he or she wishes. A debate with
one side refusing to allow the possibility of

having his or her mind changed is not a debate.
[ Other factors crucial for success include:
L] Clear definitions of needs and expectations at the

outset. We are talking about a collaboration, not

a one-way efflux of money.
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Preserve academic freedom to publish and present
papers and, at the same time, preserve industry's
need to obtain patent coverage for imporcant joint

discoveries.

Companies that wish to participate in joint
ventures with universities must enccurage their
own scientists and engineers to publish. If this
igs an uncomfortable activity- for a company, then
don't entex a joint reseawch program with a

university.

Industry must rapidly follow up research leads
generated from the urniversity if the relationship

is to progress.

There must be a willingness to have two-way free

and open communication.

In seeking university partners, do not rely solely
on the "old guard". Seek ideas and proposals from
younger scientists who are still in their "loga-

rithmic growth phase".

The ground rules between all parties must be

clearly articulated and'u.derstood. There should

dener any
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be a gocial contract confirmed by a written

contract.

There should be a scientific oversight committee
selected from the ou:side that reviews the work
after a set period of time, assesses both its
scientific merit and the impact of the program on

the two institutions.

Monsanto has had both very good and very bad
experiences with university research programs,

The bad examples occurred when there was little or
no communication. Industrial funding was regarded
as charity. There was no peer review, and as a

consequence an adversarial relationship developed.

Companies must not impose their "corporate culture
and administrative controls” on their university
programs. To be sure, it is comforting to do so,
but universities are not corporate subsidiaries.
Faculty partners are not employees. They are
geese that lay golden eggs, and traditional
corporate culture will sterilize them and stop the
egg laying. Do not enter a partnership with a
university unless you are prepared to leave your

corporate management style behind.
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Let me also add that:

Lastly:

There is no "generic format" for university/
industry partnerships. Each one must be hand
crafted to fit the culture of the particular part
of the company and the particular part of the
university 'involved in the partnership. Partner-
ships between chemistry departments and companies
will be different than between chemical engineer-
ing departments and companies. Partnerships
between a university and a central research
department in a company will be different from-a
partnership between that same “niversity and an
operating company or division with a profit and

loss responsibility.

Research -partnerships with industry are not
appropriate for some universities, for some
departments, or for some individual scientists.
But it can be a productive approach for some
companies, for some universities and for some
faculty members. Unless you are prepared to leave
your suspicions behind, don't touch it. For such
programs to work, both partners have to feel

really good about it.
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One of the issues upon which this Subcommittee has focused
concerns foreign companies. Since university/industry partner-
ships can provide real economic advantage for the companie
involved and for our nation, should government or universities

seek to limit the involvement of foreign companies with univer-

sity research? I bel.eve that in most cases it would be a

mistake to limit their involvement. Consider the following:

Monanto Company's second largest partnership in university

research is with Oxford University in the United Kingdom where

we support a major reseaxch program on the chemistry and biology

of the sugars that decorate many important proteins in the human

body. Why Oxford University? Because it is thke leading center

in the world for that special kind of research. Access to Oxford

University technology will accelerate ranidly Monanto's ability

to introduce new drugs for presently untreatable diseases. It

would be a great blow to both human medicine and to Monsanto if

Monsanto scientists were prevented from collaborating with their

British collwagues. It seems to me that fairness requires that

if British companies like ICI or Glaxo decided to conduct joint

regsearch with a university in the United States, we should not

hinder their programs.

In the case of Japan, it depends on whether American scien-

tists can have ready access to the major research and engineering

laboratories in Japan. Manufacturing techriology is Japan's

strong suit and one of the keys to Japan's economic competi~

tiveness. If the Japanese will allow American engineers to
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Lo collaborate with Japanese engineers in Japan at their great
engineering research centers to design and improve manufacturing
technology, and will allow American scientists and engineers to
collaborace with their countetbatts in Japan in designing aew
gene sequencers and other new instruments for biotechnology and
w;li welcome American scientists into %“ir world-famous ceramics
research laboratories, then I have no problem with Japanese

f ’ scientists and Japanese companies gaining access to America's
strong suit, basic research and discovery. However, it should be
a two~-way street. More than 300 Japanese scientists conduct
research at NIH in Bethesda, Maryland. I wonder how easy it is
for American engineers to spend two years in manufacturing
technology research centers and ceramic technology research

centers in Japan.

Bottom line: I do not believe we should limit the involve-
ment of foreign companies with American research universities.
But we should incist on equal access for America's scientists,
engineers and companies to the best research and engineering

centers of other countries.

To conclude, if the Urited States is to remain the leading
economic pbwet in the world, it must consciously position itself
or the leading edge of technological and industrial change.
These technological changes are occurring in the pharmaceutical,
agricultural, telecommunications and micro-electronics indus- .

tries, rroduction of new materials, industrial control systems
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and also in many of our mature manufacturing industries, I gee
. opportunities for hybrid technological vigor and exciting intel-
b lectual advance as the result of thoughtfully selected joint
l research programs between industries and universities. It is a
way to "rustproof® America. I see whole new industries and new
; job emerging. In my view, university-industry partnerships are a

vital national necessity.

As a nation, we cannot hope to prosper in the long term as
assemblers of imported parts and exporters of imported ideas.
Let us not forget that one of America's greatest advantages is
that we are¢ a heterogeneous -people with diverse hézitages and
diverse approaches to solving problems. That is precisely what
invention and innovation require. There is no more fertile
ground for invention and innovation than at the interface of
America's great research universities and her industries. That
interface can be a catalyst for increased oconomic competitive-

ness.
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e BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH OF
HOWARD A, SCHNEIDERMAN

Howard A, Schneidermon is Senior Vice President, Research and
Development, ond Chief Scientist of the Monsanto Company, on Advisory
Director to the Monsanto Board of Directors, and a member of the com-
pony's Executlve Monagement Committee. He is a member of the Board of :
Directors of G, D, Searle & Co., a pharmaceutical company who!ly owned by .
Monsanto Company. :

! in 1953, Dr. Schneidermon |oined Cornell University as Assistant

: Professor, later becoming Associate Professor of Zoology. In 1961, he
became Professor and Chairman of the Blology Department at Case Western
Reserve University and Director of the Developmental Biology Center
there. In 1966, he was nomed Jared Potter Kirtlond Distingulshed Pro-
fessor of Biology at the University.

In 1969, he joined the faculty of the University of California,

Irvine, as Professor of Biology and Chalrmon of the Department of Devel-

opmental and Cell.Biology. Later he became Dean of the School of Bio-

logical Sciences and Director 'f the Center for Pathoblology there. At

; the- University of California, Dr. Schneidermon conducted research in

. developmental biology and genetlcs, including growth control, congenital
mal formations and cancer.

He was nomed to his present position at Monsanto in 1979, He is
Monsanto's representative to the Industrial Research Institute,

In 1975, Dr. Schneidermon was elected a member of the National
Acodemy of Sciences and a Fellow of the American Academy of Arts and
Sciences. In 1983, the University of Nebraske gave him the Gustavson
Award. In that some year the Entomological Society of America gave him
their Founder's Memorial Award,

Dr. Schneiderman is a member of the Board of Directors of the
Institute of International Development and Education in Agricul ture and N
Life Science. He is also a member of the Council of the Government- ’
University-Industry Research Roundtable of the National Academy of
Sciences. He is a member of the Boards of Trustees of the Missouri
B(;tanical Garden and the International Society of Developmental Biolo-
glsts.

He is also a member of the Board of Trustees of the Marine Bio-
logical Laboratory ut Woods Hole, and the Woods Hoie Oceanographic
Institution, the Expert Conmittee for the Secretariat of the Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Development, and mony professional soci-
eties.. .

He is presently a member of the visiting conmittees of Harvard
University and Carnegie Mellon University. He is an adjunct professor of
Blochemistry and of Biology at Washington University in St, Louls. He
also remains Professor on Leave at the University of California, lrvine,
where he maintains an active professional interest in research in devel-
opmental biology.
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Dr. Sckneidermon has a Presidential appointment to the Notional
Science Board: His termwill expire in 1992.

Dr. Schneiderman has-been a member of mony editorial and wdvisory
boards and continues to edit a series cf textbooks in biology. He has
authored more than 200 published research papers on various subjects
including developmental biology and genetics, insect biochemistry and
plont growth. More recently he. has published various articles on indus-
trial biotechnology and on university/industry interactions.

N,

Born February 9, 1927, in New-VYark, Dr. Schnelderman groducted from
Swarthmore College in 1948 with a B.A. degree with high honors in mothe-
matics: and natural sciences. He earned on M.A. degree In zoology in 1949
ond a Ph.D. degree. in physiology in 1952, both from Harvard University,
He rece!ved honora. y D.Sc. degrees from La Salle College in 1975, from
Swarthmore College in 1982, from the University of Taledo in 1984, and
from the University of Massachusetts at Amherst in 1986.

He is married to the former Audrey MacLeod of Quincy, Mass., who is
a writer. They have two children: a doughter ho is a neurobiologist
doing postdoctaral work, and a saon who 'is a professional lutenist and
classical guitarist.

At

Noverber, 1983
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The Soverameat-Ualversity-lndustry Research Roundtable

The Government-University-industry Rescarch Roundtable is sponsored by the
National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of Engineering, and Institute of
] Medicine. The Research’ Roundtable was created in 1984 to provide a forum where
scientists, engincers, administratoss, and policymakers from government, university,
; and industry can come together on an ongoing basis to explore ways to improve the
productivity of the nation's research enterprise. The object is to tey to
understand issues, to inject imaginative thought into the system, and to provide a
setting for discussion and the seeking of common ground. The Roundtable does not
make rscommendations, nor offer specific advice. It does develop options and bring
all interested parties together. The uniqueness of the Roundtable is in the breadth
of its membership and in the continuity with which it can address issues.

The Iadustrial Research Ianstitute

The Industrial Research Institute (I.R.1.) was founded in 1938 under the
auspices of the National Research Council. Its purposes are to promote, through the
cooperative efforts of its members, improved, economical, and effective techniques
of organization, administration, and operation of industrial rescarch, including
means for more effective interaction with other corporate functions; to generate
understanding and cooperation between the academic and industrial research
communities; to afford a means for industry to cooperate effect ely with government
in matters related to research; to stimulate.and develop an understanding of
research as a force in economic, industrial, 1nd social activities; to encourage
high standards in the field of industrial research; and to promote communication and
interaction with industrial research organizations in other countries. LR.IL is an
association of some 260 major industrial companies that provides a means for the
coordinated study 0. problems confronting managers of industrial research and
development.

Publications are savalfable from;

Government-University-Industry Research Roundtable
National Academy of Sciences
National Academy of Engineering
Institute of Medicine
2101 Constitution Avenue NW (NAS342)
3 Washiagton, DC 20418
(202) 334.3486

Printed in the United Staces of America

ERiC 164

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

s . -




432 3N Sy sae

161

PREFACE

The simplified and standardized models of university-industry cooperative
research agreements that are presented here are the products of a joint effort of
the Government-University-Industry Research Roundtable and the Industrial Research
Institute (L.R.L). Qur two organizations approached the task of developing these
models with the goal to maximize productive rescarch collaboration between industry
and academia by streamlining the negotiation process for reaching a formal
agreement. Some of the impacts we hope will result from use of the documents are. a
decrease in the time and effort required to reach an agreement; partners in research
programs, rather than developing a contract from scratch, will use much of the model
and devote their energies to negotiating specific features; and companics and
universities new to research alliances will have a sense of what is reasonable to
consider in establishing a contract.

Two models are presented. For the purposes of basic research support. simple
rescarch grants between universities and companies. as illustrated in Part I may be
most effective. Where complex issues are raised by the parties. a research contract
will be the most appropriate instrument. A “typical first approach® to such a
contract is illustrated in Part II. These-modals are conéeived as good examples of
agreements, and’ good starting points ror negotiations between the industrial sponsor
and the university on 2 specific contract. They are not intended to serve as a
final document. We recogmze that.modifications will be required as a function of
the special characteristics of each collaborative research effort.

The preparati 1 of these models was accomplished through a series of steps. The
Roundtable, with the aszistance of the LR.I. Committee on University Relations.
established an ad hoc committee of industrialists (Appendix’II) to prepare
initial drafts of the two agreements. The thought was to have industry, as the
financial supporter of the research, take the lead for simplification. This concept
is an outgrowth of the Roundtable tnitiative with the federal agencies to simplify
the federal government-university research administration procedures. In that case.
representatives from the federal agencies took the initiative fo. simplificatiog
through the densn and implementation of the Florida Demonstration Project.

The models drafted by this ad hoc committee were discussed at a workshop of
university and industrial directors for sponsored research. Comments from that
workshop have been incorporated-in’o the document. The LR.L Committee on
University Relaticus (Appendix [} then reviewed the models for their effectiveness
and appropristencss as starting poinis {or negotiations.

The Roundtable and the ".R.l. have worked together to ensure that the documents
represent a reasonable apprs *h to university-industry research agreements. Our
efforts are based on the notion that rescarch agreements should reflect the
interests of both parties. We hope that both universities and 1ndustry will
approach rc¢search undertakings with a degree of flexibility and creativity. taking
into account the special interests and needs of cach other.

*For further snformation sbout the Flonda Demansteation Project. please contact the Roundtable
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We expect that you will find these models useful as starting points for
. negotiations whea setting up agreements. We would like to know how they worked, and
R would appreciate your responses to questions such as:

0  Were the models an effective 100l in the negotiation process?
0  Did using the models save yoa time and effort in reaching an accord?
0  What were areas that required negotiation? What were the resolutions?

0  What areas did both parties agree to readily, but were different than presznted
in the models?

¥

0 What modifications ia the models do you propose?

Your commeats will be most helpful to us ia considering future modifications of t'e
models to reflect the most reascaable and effective startiag point for negotiations
for cooperative research agreements.

Jam_es D. Ebert S. Allen Heininger
Chairman Presidcnt

Research Roundtable Industrial Research Ias:itute

| Qo l B )
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PART

RESEARCH GRANT

(Dato)

Sir/Madam:

Re: Research Grant

A{COMPANY) is pleased to provide an unrestricted grantof ____ _ Dollars
(S____ ) to (UNIVERSITY) for the support of research in the field

of ______ conducted under the direction of Dr. . Qur

check payable to (UNIVERSITY) for the sum of the grant will be forwarded promptly

under separate cover upon your indicated acceptance and return of a duplicate of
this letter.

Although no accouating is expected in regard to this grant, regulations of the

- Internal Revenur Service may require that we produce your statement that the funds
have been used for the stated purpose in ordcr to receive appropriate tax
recogaition. ’

Please indicate your acceptance of this grant, and your certification that these
funds will be used in support of the research indicated by signing and returning a
duplicate of this letter for our files. The vehicle for transfer of funds should
comply in all respects with the provisions of this letter.

Dr.________ will serve as the techaical contact for our company and will be
respoasible for following progress of the study, as well as assisting you as needed.

Very truly yours,

(COMPART:
By:
Title:,
ACCEPTED AND AGREED TO:
(UNIVERSITY)
. By:
) Title: (Director/Designated Administrator for R&D)
Date:

‘ Q _ 188+
- ERIC
.
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PART 11
' RESEARCH AGREEMENT* ’
THIS AGREEMENT cffective this _ day of . 198_, by and between
(hereinafter referred to as “Sponsor®) and the UNIVERSITY
OF . 3 non-profit educational institution (or its agent) of the
State of___—__ (hercinafter referred to as “University®).
WITNESSETH:
) WHEREAS, the research program contemplated by this Agreement 1s of mutual :nterest
) and benefit to Uriversity and to Sponsor, will further the instructiorai and
rescarch objectives of University in a manner consistent with 1ts status as a
non-profit, tax-exempt, educational institution, and may derive benerits for both
. Sponsor and University through inventions, improvements, and/or discoveries;
NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and mutual covenants herein
contained, the parties hereto agree to the following:
Article ! - Deflnltloas
As used herein, the following terms shall have the following meanings:
11 *Project” shall mean the description of the project as described 1n Appendix A
hiereof, under the direction of Dr. as principal investigator.
12 "Contract Period® is 178_through ______ . 195 .
" 1.3 *University Intellectual Property” shall mean individually and collectively
. all inventions, improvements and/or discoveries which are conceived and/or
- made (i) by one or more employees of University, or (ii) jointly by one or
more employees of University and by one or more employees of Sponsor in
; performance of Project. .
Article 2 - Research Work ?
2.1 University shall commence the performance of Project promptly after the
effectine date of this Agreement, and shall use reasonable efforts to perform
such Project substantially in accordance with the terms and conditions of this
Agreement. Anything in this Agreement to the contrary notwithstanding,
B Spoasor and University may at any time amend Project by mutual wntten
agreement.
2.2 In the event that the Principal Investigator becomes unable or unwilling to
continue Project, and a mutually acceptable substitute is not available,
L'ziversity and/or Sponsor shall have the option to terminatc said Project
®Brackets ({ |) bave been placed in the taxt where appropnate to indicate vanable time frames that can be used in an
‘ agreement. In soms cases, ranges of time have been placed 10 the brackets to sufgest reasonable lengths of time
N
M 1
v

..ERIC '

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[ - 4 e




Article 3 - Reports and Conferences

3.1

3.2

Written program reports shali be provided by University to Sponsor every
[——__] months, and a final report shall be submitted by University
within [forty-ive (45) davs] of the conclusion of the Contr1ct Period, or

carly termination of this Agreement.

During the term of this Agreement, representatives of University will meet
with representatives of Sponsor at times and places mutually agreed upon to
discuss the progress and results, as well as ongoing plans, or changes
therein, of Project to be performed hereunder.

Article 4 - Costs, Blllings, and Other Support

4.1

4.2

43

It is agreed to and understood by the parties hereto that, subject to
Article 2, total costs.to Sponsor hereunder shali not exceed the sum
of ________Dollars(S_____ ). Payment shall be made by Sponsor
according to the following schedule: { 1

Sponsor shall loan/donate the following cquipment to University under the
following conditions: [ 1

University shall retain title to any equipment purchased with funds provided
by Sponsor under this Agreement.

Anythmg herein to the contrary notwithstanding, in the event of early
termination of this Agrecment by Sponsor pursuant to Article 9 hereof, Sponsor
shall pay all costs accrued by University as of the date of termination,
including non-cancellable obligations, which shall include all gon-cancellable
contracts and fellowships or postdoctoral associate appointments called for in
Appendix A, incurred prior 1o the effective date of termination. After
tcrmination, any obligation of Spcnsor for fellowships or postdoctoral
associates shall end no later than the end of University’s academic year
following termination.

Article 5 - Pubilclty

5.1

Sponsor will not usc the name of- University, nor of any member of University’s
Project staff, in any publicity, advertising, or news release without the

prior written approval of an authorized representative of University.
University will act use the name of Sponsor, nor any employee of Sponsor, in
any publicity without the prior written approval of Sponsor.

Article 6 - Publicatlons

6.1

ERIC

Sponsor recognizes that under University policy, the results of Umversny
Project must be publishable and agrees that Researchers engaged in Project
shall be permitted to preseat at symposia, national, or regional professional
meetings, and to publish in journals, theses or dissertations, or otherwise of
their own choosing, methods and resulis of Project, provided, however, that
Sponsor shall have been furnished copies of any proposed publication or
presentation at least {____] months in advance of the submission of such
proposed publication or presentation to a journal, sditor, or other third
party. Sponsor shall have [_____] months, after receipt of said copies,

to object to such propossd presentation or proposed publication because there

70
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is patentable subject matter which needs protection. In the event that-
Sponsor makes such objection, said Researcher(s) shall refrain from making
such publication or presentavion for a maximum of [___] months from date
of receipt of such objection in order for University to {ile patent
application(s) with the Uaited States Patent and Trademark Office and/or
foreign patent.office(s) dirccted to the patentable subject matter contained

in the proposec Jublication or presentation.

Article 7 - Intellectual Property

71

12

73

7.4

All rights and title to University Intellectual P}opcrty under Project shall
belong to Uniyersity and shall-he zubject to the terms and conditions of this
Agreement.

Rights to inveatioss, improvements and/or discoveries, whether patentable or

-copyrightable nr not, relating to Project made solely by employees of Sponsor

shali belong ‘o Sponsor. Such inventions, improvements, and/or discoveries
shall not t2’subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement.

University will promptly notify Sponsor of any University Intellectual
Property conceived a~d/or made during the _ontract Period under Project. If
Sponsar directs that 3 patent application or application for other

intellzctual property protection be filed, Umversity shall promptly prepare,
file, and prosecute such U.S. and foreign application in University’s name.
Sponsor shall bear all costs incurred in connection with such preparation,
filing, prosecution, and maintenance of U.S. and foreign application(s}
directed to said University Intellectual Property. Sponsor shall cooperate
with University to assure that such application(s) will cover, to the best of
Sponsor’s knowledge, all items of commercial interest and importance. While
University shall be responsible for making decisions regarding scope and
content of application(s) tc be filed and prosccution thereof, Sponsor shall

be given an opportunity to review and provide input thereto. University shall
keep Sponsor advised as to all developments with respect to such
application(s) and shail promptly supply to Sponsor copics of all papers
received and filed in connection with the prose -ution thereof in sufficient
time for Sponsor to comment thereon.

If Sponsor elects not t6_exercise its option or decides to discontinue the
financia: support of the prosecution or maintenance of the protection,
University shall be {ree to file or continue prosecution or maintain any such
application(s), and to maintain any protection issuing thereon in the US. and
in any foreign country at University’s sole expense.

Article 8 - Graat of Rights

8.1

Pursuant to Article 7.3, University grants Sponsor the {irst option, at

Sponsor’s sole selection, for either 2 non-exclusive, royalty-free license or,

for consideration, an exclusive license with a right to suhlicense on terms

and conditions to be mutually agreed upon. The option shall extend for a time
period of [________ ] from the date of termination of the Agreement.

Article 9 - Term and Terminatlion

9.1

This Agreement shall become effective upon the date first hereinabove written
and shall continue in effect for the full duration of the Contract Period

-
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unless sooner terminated in accordance with the provisions of this-Article. -
The parties hereto may, however, extend the term of this Agfeement for X
additional periods as desired under mutualiy agreeable terms and conditions A
which the parties reduce to writing and sign. Either par:y may terminate this

agreement ypon‘ninety (90) days prior written notice to the other.

9.2 In the event that either party hereto shall commit any breach of or default in
any of the terms or conditions of this Agreement, and also shall fail to
remedy such default or breach within ninety (90) days after receipt of written
notice thereof from the other party hereto, the party giving notice may, at
its option and in addition to any other remedies which it may have at law or
in equity, terminate this Agreement by sending notice of termination in
writing to the otl .r party to such effect, and such termination shall be -
effective as of the date of the receipt of such notice. ’

9.3  Subject to Article 8, termination of this Agreement by either party for any
reason shall not affect the rights and obligations of the parties accrued
prior to the effective date of termination of this Agreement. No termination
of this Agreement, however effectuaied, shall affect the Sponsor’s rights and
duties under Article 7 hereof, or release the parties hereto from their rights
and obligations under Articles 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, and 10.

Artlcle 10 - Independent Contractor . ‘
10.1 In the performance of all services hereunder:

10.1.1  University shall be deemed to be and shall be an independent
contractor and, as such, University shall not be entitled to any
benefits applicable to employees of Sponsor;

10.1.3  Neither party is authorized or empowered to act as agent for the other
for any purpose and shall not on behalf of the other enter into any
contrac , warranty, or representation as to any matter. Neither shall
be bound by the acts or conduct of the other. N

Article 11 - Insurance

1.1 University warrants and represents that University has adequate liability
insurance, such protection being applicable to officers, employees, and agents
while acting within the scope of their employment by University, and
University has no liability insurance policy as such that can extend
protection to any other person.

11.2  Each party hereby assumes any and all risks of personal injury and property
damzge attributable io0 the negligent acts or omissions of that party and the
officers, employees, and agents thereof.

Article 12 - Governlng Law

12.1 This Agreement shall be governed and construed in accordance with the laws of
the State of .

Artlcle 13 - Assignment

131 This Agrcement shall not be acigned by either party without the prior written
consent of the parties hereto.
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132  This Agreement is assignable-to any division of Sponsor, any majority
stockholder of Sponsor, and/or any subsidiary of Sponsor in which[___) a
percent of the outstanding stock is owned by Sponsor. 3

Atticle 14« Agreement Modification

-14.1  Any sgreemeut to change the terms of this Agreement in any way shall be valid
only if the change is made in writing and approved by mutual agreement of
authorized representatives of the parties hereto.

Article 15 - Notices.

15.1 Notices, invoices, communications, and payments hereunder shall be deemed made »
if given by reg:stered or certified envelope, postage prepaid, and addressed -
to the party to receive such notice, invoice, or communication at the address
given below, or such other address as may hercafter be designated by notice in

writing:
If to Sponsor: SPONSOR
ADDRESS

CITY. STATE. ZIP CODE

1f to University: UNIVERSITY
LIXY, STATE, ZIP CODE

If Technical Matter: _PRINCIPAL INVES? GATOR

JITLE

_UNIVERSITY ADDRESS
CITY, STATE, ZIP CODE

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused these presents to be executed in
duplicate as of we day and year first above written.

{SPONSOR} (UNIVERSITY)
By: By:
Title: Title:
Witness Witness
-6~
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APPENDIX

OPTIONAL AND ALTERNATIVE CLAUSES

i Appendlx Article 1 - Noa-dlsclosure

[Note: Since the term of the noa-disclosure restriction is always longer than the
term of the research project, it is much more eJficient to have a separate
non-disclosure agreemcnt which can be administsred long after the research is over
. and the file is closed. In the event. however, that a Non-disclosure Article is
4 included in the Agreement, model language for such an article is provided. If a
Non-disclosure Article is used, Article 6 - Publications should be replaced with the
modified version below.]

1.1

1.3

Anything in this Agreement to the contrary notwithstanding, any and all
knowledge, know-how, practices, process, or other information (hereinafter
referred to as "Confidentiai-Information”) disclosed or submitted in writing
or in other tangible form which is designated as Confidential Information to
cither party by the other shall be received and maintained by the receiving
party in strict confidence and shall not be disclosed to any third party.
Furthermore, ncither party shall use said Confidential Information for any

¥ '{pose other than those purposes specified in thi® Agreement. The parties
may disclose Confidentizl Information requiring access thereto for the
purposes of this Agreement provided, however, that prior to making any such
disclosures cach such employze shall be apprised of the duty and obligation to
maintzin Confidential Information in confidence and not to use such
information for any purpose other than in accordance with the terms and
conditions of this Agreement. Neither party will be held financially liable
for any inadvertent disclosure, but each will agree to use its reasonable
elforts not to disclose any agreed to Confidential Information.

Nothing contained herein will in any way restrict or impair either party's
right to use, disclose, or otherwise deal with any Confidential Information
which at the time of its receipt:

1.2 Is generally available in the public domain, or thereafter becomes
available to the public through no act of the receiving party; or

1.2.2 Was independently known prior to receipt thereof, or made available to
such receiving party as a matter of lawful right by a third party.

The above obligations for Confidential Information shall be in effect for a
period of (five (5)] years from the termination of the agreement.

Modified version of Artlcle 6 - Publicatlons

6.1

ERIC

‘ A ruText provided by Eric

Sponsor recognizes that under University policy, the results of University

Project must be publishable and agrees that Researchers engaged in Project
shall be permitted to present at symposia, national, or regional professional
meetings and to publish in journals, theses or dissertaticns, or otherwise of
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! their own choosing, methods and results of Project, provided, however, that
Sponsor shall have been furnished copies of any proposed publication o:
presentation at least (] months in advance of the submission of such

; proposad publication or presentation to a journal, editor, or other third
party. Sponsor shall have [______] months, after receipt of said copies,

' to object to such proposed presentation or proposed publication either because
there is patentable subject matter which reeds protection and/or there is
Confidential Information of Sponsor contained in the proposed publication or
presentation. In the event that Sponsor makes such objection, the parties
shall negotiate an acceptable version, and the said Researcher(s) shall
refrain from making such pubhcauon or presentation for a maximum of {
] months from date of-receipt of such objection in order for University to
file patent application(s) with the United States Patent and Trademark Office
and/or foreign patent office(s) directed to the patentable subject matter
contained in the proposed publication or presentation.]

Appendix Article 2 - Mlscellaaeous

2.1 The parties recognize that inventions, copyrightable works, or other "
proprictary. informaiion may arise from research sponsored in whole or in part B
by agencies of the federal government. The parties hereto agree that any such -
developments shall be governed by the provisions of Public Law 96-517, or as
amended, during the term of this Agreement. When third party funding is
involved, i.c., federal support, University-will take appropriate action to
assure that Sponsor has its rights under Article 3.

-Optional Alternative Clause for Article 7 - Iatellectual Property

7.1 University hereby agrees--to the degree that it can under university mandated
policy--to assign to Sponsor at its request, the sole and exclusive ownership
r of any inventions, whether patentablc or not, made in the performance of the
research contemplated by this agreement and to execute such instruacnts
prepared by Sponsor as is deemed necessary to vest the aforesaid sole and
exclusive ownership. \University agrees to cooperate in such assizament of
. patents for a period of (______] following the request of Sponsor.

Optior.al Additional Clause for Articia 11 - Insurance

11.3  Sponsor shall indemnify, defend, and kold harmless University against any and
a!l claims, costs, or liabilities, including attorneys® fees and court costs
at both trial and appellate levels, for any loss, damage, iz ury, or loss of
life, other than that attributable in whole or part to University's fault or
negligance, caused by the actions of Sponsor or its of ficers, servants,
agents, or of third parties acting on behalf of or under authcrization from B
Sponser of products developed or made as a result of information or materials
received from University, provided that (a) University promptly notifies
Spon-or in writing after University receives notice of any claim, (b) Sponsor
is given the opportunity, at its o3tion, to participate and associate with
University in control, defense, and trial of any cl*‘m and any related
settlement negotiations, provided, however, that with respect to ary claim, or
portion thereof, from which Sponsor agrees at the initiation of such claim tc
save and hold University harmless, Sponsor shall have the sole control of the
defense, trial, and any related settlement negotiations, and (c) University
fully cooperates with Sponsor in (e d2fensc of any such claim.
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APPENDIX Il

AD HOC INDUSTRIAL COMMITTEE FOR
SIMPLIFICATIO AND STANDARDIZATION OF
UNIVERSITY-INDUSTRY RESEARCH AGREEMENTS

Harold H. Hal! (Chairman)
Vice President

CRG Technical Staff
Xerox Corporation

George J. Darsa
Senior Licensing Counsel
Texaco Development Corporation

Prestoa Grounds

Manager, University-Industry
Liaison Programs

The Procter and Gamble Company

Frederick D. Hunter
Corporate Counsel
E.I. DuPont de Nemours & Co., Inc.

James D. McNeil
Pateat Attorncy
The Monsanto Company

John T. Nolan

Associate Director of Research

Rescarch and Environmental Affairs
Department

Texaco, Incorporated

Tom L. Tolbert
Director, External Research
The Monsanto Company

Rouadtable Staff

Don L Phillips
Executive Director

Casey Kiernan
Program Of ficer

Linda Allen-Davis
Senior Secretary

Q .1'7

Uslversity Participants

Elaine Brock

Project Representative

Division of Research Development
and Administration

University of Michigan

Tom Walsh
Director of Sponsored Research
Usniversity of Florida
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APPENDIX 111

COMMITTEE ON UNIVERSITY RELATIONS
INDUSTRIAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE

Roy D. Gerard (Chairperson)
General Manager

Westhollow Research Center
Shell Development Company

Ralph E. Gomory (I.R I. Board of
Directors)

Seaior Vice President & Chief
Scientist

IBM Corporation

JacQues A. Bodelle

Representative for the US.
Corporate Research & Innovation

E!f AQuitaine

Alag G. Chynoweth
Vice President, Applied Research
Bell Communications Research, Inc.

James L. Dwyer

Senior Vice President & Director
Biotechnology Division

Millipore Corporation

Lamoat Eltinge
Director of Research
Eaton Corporation

Neil H. Frick

Director

Research & Development
Coatings & Resins Group
P.P.G, Induatries, Inc.

Normsa N. Hochgraft

Vice President

Techaology & Corporate Development
Exxon Chemicsl Company

Gerhard W, Paul
Vice President
Corporate R&D
BASF Corporation

Daie F. Pollart
Director of Research
Texaco lacorporated

- 10 -

Archie W, Prestayko

Vice President

Scientific Liaison

SmithKline Beckman Corporation

Delmar R. Raymond

Director

Energy Science & Technology
Weyerhauser Company

Craig B. Warren

Vice President & Director
Organoleptic Research

International Flavors and
Fragrances, Inc.

Academlc Advisory Councll

George S. Ansell
President
Colorado School of Mines

Diran Apelian
Head of Materials Engincering
Drexel University

Paul G. Huray

Director

UTK-ORNL Scieace Allixace
University of Tennessce

Albert P. Sheppard

Associate Vice President for
Research

Georgia !astitute of Technclogy

William A. Sirigaano
Dean of Engincering
University of California - lrvine

Daniel 1. C. Wang

Director

Biotechnology Process Engineering
Ceater

Massachusetts {astitute of
Technology
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WORKSEO® ON SIMPLIFICAT "IN AND STANDARDIZATION OF
UNIVERSITY-INDUSTRYRESEA *CF AGREEMENTS

Joe Barron
Associate General Council
University of Florida

Pau! Bell, Esq.
Bell, Scltzer, Park and Gihean

Elaine Brock

Project Representative -

Division of Research Development
and Administration

Uasiversity of Michigana

Preston Grounds
Manager U/l Liaision Programs
The Procter & Gamble Co.
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Vice President
CRG Techaical Staff
XEROX Corporation

Fraak L. Hart
Attorney
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Chsrles Kaars

Interim Director

Sponsored Program Administration
SUNY at Buffalo

Casey Kiernan

Program Officer

Goverament-Uaiversity-Industry
Research Roundtable

H.S. Duke Leabey

Director, Industrial Contracts
& Licensing

Washiagton University

James D. McNeit
Patent Attorney
The Monsaato Company

Don 1. Phillips

Executive Director

Sivernment-University-Industry
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COUNCIL Ot RESERRCH RND TECHIOLOGY

Dear Colleague:

For the U.S. research community, 1988 will be a pivotal year.
Policies advocated by Presidential candidates, and programs
adopted by the 100th Congress, will shape the researct and
development climate for years to come. The 152 corporations,
academic -institutions, and their associations in the Council on
Research and Technology have spent this past year deliberating
how the critical procecs from the discovery of a new idea to its
commercialization can be strengthened. "Research and
Development Policies ior 1988 and: Beyond” grew out of these
deliberations.  CORETECH offers its recommendations to help
guide political, business, and academic leaders in their quest for
what can be donme to keep us competitive in an increasingly
interrelated global economy.

CORETECH’s membership spans the U.S. research community
including a broad spectrum of US. industrial sectors and
research institutions. Its formation early in 1987 was a unique
political alliance. Its policy agenda represents a unique
consensus that industry, universities, institutes and government
must work together to achieve good public policies on R&D just
as they must work together in a day-to-day effort to achicve
scientific and technological advances and their successful
commercial application.
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Six recommendations prc ide the framework for the
CORETECH policy agenda, including:

L Substantially increasing support for academic research.

IL Establishing - program to expand and improve the “basic
research infrastructure including: university and research
institute facilities, equipment,-and instrumentation.

1L Strengthening incentives and support for industry
research and -developm.nt and removing disincentives to
domestic siting of company R&D facilities.

Iv. Encouraging cooperative research through programs and
incentives.
V. Increasing financial support to ensure an adequate and

well-trained supply of engineers and scientists.

VI Improving, accelerating, and strengthening the
commercialization of new and useful technologies

CORETECH begins its second year with a sense of urgency.
Our national R&D policies, to date, constitute a legacy of
instability and unpredictability. The Research and DeveIOpment
Tax Credit was allowed to lapse in 1985 and, when renewed in
1986, it was cut back from an incremental rate of 25 perceut to
20 percent. The moratorium on the Treasury Regulatiou Section
1.861.8, which is widely considered to be a serious disincentiv:
to domestic siting of R&D facilities, was allowed to lapse in
mid-1987. Federal funds. “or university research facilities fell 95
percent in real terms over the past two decades and National
Science Foundation funding for university basic research has
been essentialiy flat for many years when inflation is taken into
account.

Therefore, CORETECH’s poiicy recommendations reflect a
philosophy. of balance and confinuity. ~We strongly advocate
safeguarding and expanding our ‘basic research base, and, at the
same time, we urge thai all actors in the R&D process
emphasize technology transfer, commercialization, and advanced
manufacturing techrologies.

CORETECH
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By their very -naturc, rescarch and development and the
commercial- application of successful R&D aré long term. Stable,
supportive public policies are esential. CORETECH thus calls
upon our -national government to send a clear message to the
US. research community that its work will be nurtured in a
consistent manncr.  CORETECH’S action agenda for the near
future reflects our concern with balance and continuity and calls
for:

0 A permanent Research and Development Tax Credit and a
pertranent Basic Research Credit.

0 A permanent solution to longstauding problems with Treasurv
Regulation 18618 which is a disincentive to domestic sitin
of R&D activities.

(=]

0 A steady and substantial increase in research funding through
the National-Scici.ce Foundation.

0 A public and private commitment to rebuilding our national
research infrastructure through a new federal matching fund
for restoring university research facilities.

ARG

0 The continued tax cxempt status of basic and applied
tescarch at universities and non-profit research -institutes
(and the continued taxable status of commercial product
development at universities and other non-profit institutions).

CORETECH mcmbers are mindful’ that, as they embrace this
policy agenda and work 10 achieve the action -items, the
strength of the U.S. research community 15 inextricably tied to
the health of our cconomy as a whole. COREIBCH fervently
urges our lcaders to quickly and effectively address the problems
that threaten our futnre competitiveness.

In conclusion, we reflect that "Research and Development
Policies for 1988 and Beyond" is not a quick fix approach;
Rather, it reflects our serious commitment to. the long haul.
Moreover, we fully recognize that each of our recommendations,
considered scparately, would be woefully inadequate for the
msgnitude of the ‘task. Taken ‘together, we believe, these
recommendaiions are a major step (oward giving scence and
technology the direction and atteution that will be nceded if we

CORETECH i
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are to remain a competitive nation for the remainder of this
century and beyond.

We particulorly want to thank all those who contributed their
time to framing COREIECHs policy agenda. Internally, it
reflects the efforts. 5¢ <ORETECH's Task Forces on Cooperative
Research and Commercialization and our Research Policy

Coizaidee.  Expert advice was given by both members and

nonmembers at the four regional policy forums sponsored by
CORETECH in October. We want to thank the Conference
Board for cosponsorinz those forums with us. We are grateful
for the parucxpatxon of ¢~ many who care about the US.
research commuaity.

et @ s’ Stk

Dr. Joseph A. Saloom
Chairman; (Senior VP,
M/A COV , fnc.)

Hene Jacobs
Vice Chair; (Vice President &
Treasurer, Digital Equipment

Corporation)
Dr. Stanleyl[kenberry Richard Iverson

Vice Chair; ( President,
American Electronis Assn.)

Vice Chair; (President,
University of Illinois)

i)avid L. Morrison Peter F. McCloskey

Vice Chair; (President, Secretary; (President,
1T Research Institute) F'«ctronic Industries Assn.)

(obbty g A

Robert M. Roscnzwelg Philip J/Robinson
Co-Chair, Policy Comn. *tee; Cu-Chair, Policy Cotamittee;.
(President, Assoc, of- (Senior VP, Tektrosiix, Inc.)
American Unijversities)

LORETECH iv

ERI!

oo e




Rt
N

Tabie of Contents

National Research and Development Policies for

1988 and Beyond: Introduction . . . . . . . .. ..

Summary Findings and Policy Recommendations. . . . . .

Recommendation #1: The United States Shouid

Substantially Increase Its Commitment to Research. . .

Recommendation.#2: The United States Should
Substantially and Steadily Expand its
Investment in Academic Research Facilities,

Equipment and Instrumentation. . . . . . ... ..

Recommendation #3: The United States Should
Provide Adequate Incentives and Support
for Industrial Research and Development

and Remove Disincentives to DomesticR&D. . . . . .

Recommendation #4: The United States Should

Actively Encourage Cooperative Research.. . . . . .

Recommendation #5: The United States Should Help
Assure an Adcquate Supply of Well-Trained

Scientists, Engineers and Technical Person.ct. . . . .

Recommendation #6: The United States Should
Act to Improve atid Accelerate the
Commercialization of New and Useful
Technologies. . . . . ... .........

11

14

17

20

24

27

et




. ERIC

PO A v 7ext Provided by R

Loss e s

181

National Research and Development
Policies for 1988 and “eyond
Introduction

..Technology is not a zero sum game; everyone can
be a winner. As Alice said, "All will be winners;
all shall have a prize.’

But Americans must take th: game seriously, for
there are other nations that' do not consider it a
game at all.  (Lewis M. Branscomb, Harvard
Universily)

For the United States, the challenge of the late 20th century
and beyond will be to remain the world’s leader in science and
technology and to realize commercial advantage in our advances.
If we are to capture the rewards from today’s breakthroughs in
superconductivity,  biotechnology, and other emecrging
technologies, then we must nurture, protect, and sti.nulate the
process from discovery to commercialization.

The Council on Rescarch and Technology, COREFECH, offers
the following findings and recommendations in the hope that
they will shed some light o the rclationship between science
and technology and  competitiveness and  what thz  national
government, indnstry and academia can do to help keep us ahead
in the global technology race.}

! "Natjonal Research and Development Policies for 1988 and
Beyond” was adopted by the CORLIY 11 Board of Direciors at
its Deeember 9, 1987 meceling,.
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The Current Picture

Fconomists have long been preoccupied with
policies that control the -business cycle or improve .
static  efficiency, but only a few focus on policies
for growth. The institutional structure of the
Federal Reserve Board has been the subject of
exhaustive  discourse. But the mechanisms for
stimulating  technological  development  hagve
remained in the periphery of economic debate.
That must ‘be changed.  (Martin N. Baily, The
Brookings institution)

The federal government’s rvoles and responsibilities  in
monetary and fiscal policies, as well as in intern-.ional trade,
are widely acknowledged. Less well established is what starts
the engine of economic growth and what keeps it running in a
keenly competitive world marketplace.

Now, as the Administration, the Congress and the Nation
debate our international competitiveness, it is incumbent upon
us, as a country, to explore fully what spurs productivity growth
and hence, enables our future economic well-being,

Leading economists now believe that the single biggest factor
behind productivity growth is innovation and, they have
demonstrated, two-thirds and  possibly 80 percent of the
productivity growth achieved since the Grea: Dspression can be
directly or indirectly attributed to mnovation. In an
industrialized society, research and development is the primary
means by which technological innovation is generated.

However, because firms cannot capture fully the rewards

‘from their innovations -- indeed the rate of return to society

from innovation is estimated to be at least twice that which
accrues to an individua! company -- the market acting alone
creates chronic, systematic underinvestment in R&D. This
situation is further aggravated by the very high risk associated
with R&D projects.  Fully 80 percent of such projects are
beliecved to be e¢conomic failures.  Therefore, economists are
ncarly unanimous that the government should intervens to
bolster rescarch spending.

2y
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Private Research and Gevelopment

For most of the 1960s-and 1970s, the government provided no
special incentive for R&D, and private R&D spending in the
United States was turtually stagnant. The United States trailed

‘both Germany and Japan in the percentage of Gross National

Product (GNP) spent on civilian research:, (1.8 percent in the
United States versus 2.4 percent in West Germany and Japan.)
[See Figure 1.]

Figure 1

Estimated Ratios of Non—Defense R&D
Expenditures to Gross National Product
for Selected Countries
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Since 1981, when the Rescarch and Development tax Credit
was first adopted, there have been dramatic gains in private
R&D spending. However, other countries also offer incentives
for research and the United States continues to lag benind
Japan and Germany in the proportion of GNP spent on private,
civilian R&D.
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Basic Research

The ‘United States’ commitment to basic research, the source
of new industrial products and processes, has been increasing in
recent years. However, despite annual increases in the -total’
dollar amount spent in basic research, as a percentage of tota
Federal R&D, bas.. research spending has dropped in cach of
the pasc three years. [See Figure 2]  Federal support of
university basic research has also declined as a proportion of
federal R&D spending. Only about 20 percent of total federal
civilian R&D funding is currently devoted to basic research in
universities,

Figure 2
3asic Research as a Percent of
Total Federal R&D
187
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Univessity research facilities, where about half of all US.
basic rescarch is performed, arc all too often antiquated and
inadequatc and the instrumentation and cquipnrent -used are
frequentlv not state-of-the-art.  Dircct federal support of R&D
physical plant in universities fell from $211.7 million {in 1972
constant dollars) in 1966, to $19.5 million in 198i. [See Figure
3] In 1966, the percentage of NIH’s research granls spent on
instrumentation was 11.7 percent and for NSF, 11.2 percenl. By
1982, these proportions were 4.5 percent und 9 percent for NIH
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: and NSF, ruspectively. Although federal spending on
instrumentation and equipment has been increasing, it still falls
far short of need.

Figure 3

Federal Obligations for R&D Plont
to Universities and Colleges
Fiscal Years 1965—1988 (est.)
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University-industry relations in research waned in the 1970s
and industry. funding of university recsearch, 8 percent ot all
university research funds in 1960, declined to just 4 percent by
the latc 1970s. [Sec Figure 4.  Industry contributions for
uriversity basic rescarch began to rise in the early 1980s. By
7 1986, industry fuping constituted over 5 percent, or $375
) million, of univers..y basic rescarch mories, three times the

dollar amount spent in 1980. This upward trend, although
. encouraging, nceds to continue if aniversities and companies are
’ to begin to fully realize the advantages of working together.
Chief among thosc advantages is the acceleration of technology
transfer.

Compared to the funds spent by the federal government on
basic research, little is spent or donc to sce that new rescarch
findings from research laboratories become new products or
processes.  As a result, the technology transfer process can take
years or not happen at all.  Technology transfer is important to
cempetitiveness  bee: se "those who lead in  translating new

5
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technologies into products and processes will reap the rewards
in competitive advantage” (Fortune, October 13, 1986).

Figure 4
Academic R&D Expenditures by Source: FY 1988
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Scientific and Engineering Manpower

Twenty years ago, the United States led its competitors in

the number of scientists and engincers relative to population.

* This is no longer true. Japan, for example, with half our

popul: ion, has doubled its technical workforce over the past
two decades and now produces more engineers than we do.

Moreover, the proportion of U.S. undergraduates majoring in
the sciences and engineering has declined since the 1970s. At
the graduute level, there has also been a proportional decline of
U.S. citizens receiving advanced degrees in the critical fields of
science and technology. '

For example, more than half of the new PhDs in enginecring
in the United States are awarded to foreign nationals and
overall, foreign students account for about 85 percent of the
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growth in graduate ecucation in the United States. [See Figure

5. This trend does not, it should be noted, reflect any great

increase in the number of foreign graduate students, but rather

a marked decrease in the number of U.S. students choosing to
= pursue graiiuate degrees.

Figure 5

Doctoral Degrees Awarded to Foreign Students
As a Percent of All Doctoral Dagrees
From U.S. Universities

e o

Engineering

One result is that there are about 1,600 vacant engincering
faculty positions at universities, and half have gone unfilled
since 1984,

Because of the fact that the number of students in the
appropriate age brackets for undergraduate school (18-22) will
decline by one-guarter over the 1980-93 period, the number of
science and engincering degrees will also decline unless a
greater  proportion of this group is attracted to these ¢ .
Just to maintain current numbers, the attraction rate wiu “have
10 increase substantially.

Commercialization
It is now clear that America's achievements in research have
far surpassed our rate of success in the commercialization of

technology. In field after field where US. scientists and
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engincers have pionecred, commercialization has lagged or not
happened at all.  For example, the videocasscttc recorder,
invented in the United States, was successfully commercialized
abroad.

The United States can ill afford to ignore the
commercialization problem. ~ Other copntries aggressively pursuc
and strive to improve upon new technologizs and ~mphasize the
manufacturing process that allows production of new products at
comparative advatage.  American ‘companies and institutions
must do the samc. Few Américan universities now offer degree
programs in advanced manufacturing technologics and few U.S.
industries give their assembly line cng’ cs and managers the
statpe  their  counterparts  receive 1a other  industrialized
countrics.

192




189

Summary Findings
and Policy Recommendations

CORETECH’s recommendations are directed primarily to the
juestion: What is the appropriate role of the national
:overnment in encouraging research and development?

CORETECH therefore addresses the majority of its
‘ecommendations to tb: national government. CORETECH does,
1owever. also strongly urge U.S. corporations, universities and
-esearch institutes working fogether cooperatively and acting
dlone to apply more of their own -esources to research and
development; to take the lead in finding commercial applications
for new and useful technologies; and, to help make sure that
our workforce is well trained and prepared for the future.

Findings

CORETECH recommends expanding the federal role in
research and development for four major reasons:

1. The unprecedented internationalization of the market place is
illustrated by the fact that fully 70 percent of our products
must compete abroad in world markets or domestically against
imports.  Success in the international economy depends on
science and technulngy, the "knowledge re:olution,” which in
turn depends on our national investment in research and the
highly skilled people to conduct it.

2. The nature of conducting research has been revolutionized
and costs have dramatically increased. While great
discoveries may still result from using simple paper and
pencil, we cannot escape the fact that "we cannot do micro-
electronics without clean rooms with air 100,000 times as
pure as normal rooms, and with floors virtually free from
vibration; we cannot do chemistry and biology without special
ventilation and waste disposdl facilities; we cannot do large-
scale computation without computer rooms with carcfully
controlled environments.” (Dr. Roland Schmitt, Chairman,
National Science Board).
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Economists are in virtual unanimity that, without government
intervention, the marketplace acting alone would fail to
provide adequate spending for research and developmeat
activities. ~ Chronic, systematic underinvestment in R&D is
something that this country can simply not afford. We paid
a high pricc for past complacency, and we now need to
respond with a constructive agenda for action.

Only the national government can send a strong message to
all of US. industry and academic institutions that scientific
and technological advances are essential to the country’s
fature and they will be encouraged by public policies.

Recommendations
Specifically, CORETECH recommends:
Substantially increasing support for academic research.

. Establishing programs to expand and improve the
research infrastructure including university and non-
profit research institute facilitics, equipment and
instrumentation.

Strengthching incentives and support for industry
research and removing disincentives to domestic siting

of company R&D facilities.

Encouraging cooperative research through programs and
incentives.

Increasing financial support to ensure an adequate and
well-trained supply of engineers and scientists.

Improving, accelerating, and strengthening the
commercialization of new and useful technologies.

10
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“ . Recommendation #1

The United States St -Jld Substantially Increase
its Commitment.to Research.

The power of American: inventiveness - from the
light bulb to the laser, from the tractor to the
transistor - is legend. Bu! now the rest of the
world is determined to catch up. . . In the age of
large-scale  science, when research goals become
national priorities and individual laboratory budgets
can surpass the billion-dollar mark, the lone
scientist still plays the central role in the process
of inquiry that leads to breakthroughs.  (Fortune,
October 13, 1986)

In ordér to safeguard and expand our essential research base,
CORETECH recommends that:

o Corporations, whenever possible, should expand their
commitment to basic and applied research.

o Universities should examine their own funding sources for
research with the -goal of maximizing own-source funding of
research. -

CORETECH supports a substantial expansion of the federal
role in basic research and specifically recommends that the
Congress:

o Double the National Science Foundation’s budget by 1992 ‘with
emphasis on sustaining and expanding basic research activities
and related education programs.

o Significantly increase the research budgets at the other
major federal R&D departments and agencies, including: the
biomedical and biotechnology research programs of the
National Institutes of Health and the Alcohol, Drug Abuse,
and Mental Health Administration; the Department of
Defense’s university research programs; the environmental,
energy, and space sciences research programs of the

11
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Environmental Protection Agency, the Department of Energy,
NASA, and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration; and the Department of  Agriculture’s
university-based research programs.

In addition, CORETBCH strongly feels that present law
exclusion for university and other nomprofit basic and applied
research from taxation is critical to our competitiveness and
should be continued.

Academic Research Support

CORETECH endorses the conclusion of the White House
Science Council that: "We must make a greater commitment to
our centers of learning in the 1980s than was provided to them
in the 1970s, and the federal government must take the lead for
the major fractjon of that support.”

For FY '8, CORETECH supported increasing NSF’s
appropriation by 17 percent, the Administration’s requested
amount, as an important step toward doubling the Agency’s
budget by the early 1990s.

For the past 20 years, ir cal terms, funding of NSF’s basic
research  programs has remained essentially unchanged.
CORETECH members feel strougly that this situation must
change if we are to have the kind of scientific and
technological breakthroughs necessary to keep us competitive in
the years ahead.

Tax Exempt Status of University Research

CORETECH strongly supports the continued tax-exempt status
of basic and applied research of universities and nonprofit
research institutes. At a time when basic and applied research
are a critical national need, -thc unrelated business income tax
(UBIT) research exemption should not be restricted.

Research includes both ihe original investigation for the
advancement of basic scientific knowledge and the application of
this knowledge to create new ideas and processes; it does not
include the commercialization of particular products.  Although
problems may arise occasionally in distinguishing between the

12
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two, the proper solution is not a radical change in the curreut
tax treatment of university and‘ nonprofit research institute
research. Rather, the proper solution lies with carefully
examining cited cases of improper characterizations to better
administer existing law. Current law already provides for the
taxation of the commercialization of a particular product by
untversities and other nonprofit research institutions and
CORETECH strongly supports the enforcement of this provision.

" CORETECH finds the proposed distinction between basic and
applied research, as proposed by the minority members of the
House Ways and Means Subcommittee on Oversight, to be
troublesome. To begin taxing applied research by universities or
other nonprofit research institutions, or even t0 increase
uncertainties by subjecting applied research activites to a
“substantially related test" would be detrimiental for all
concerned. CORETECH cautions that the term "applied
research” is often misunderstood. It is properly defined as
research which applies basic scientific principles to create new
ideas and processes, but not the commercialization of specific
products. As such, thc benefits from applied research accrue
not just to an individual or a single firm, but to society. "If
the United States is now at a weak point in its competitive
capabilities, a major cause is the small amount of currently
conducted applied research,” COREBIECH told Congress 1 1987.
Tax policy should be encouraging university research, both basic
and applied, not discouraging it.
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Recommendation #2

The United States Should Substantially and Steadily
Expand Its Investment in Academic Research Facilities,

Equipment and Instrumentation.

The Nation’s capacity to conduct high quality
research and education programs and to maintain
its competitive position at the forefront of modem
science, engineering, and technology is threatened
by (a) research capital deficit, which poses serious
and adverse consequences to our future national
secunty health, welfare, and ability to compete in
the intemational marketplace. (H.R. 1905, The
Research Facilities Revitalization Bill of 1987.)

CORETECH urges universities to:

Give priority to rebuilding, repairing or replacing their
scientific and engineering research facilities.

CORETECH urges corporations to:

Make use of the enhanced deduction for equipment donations
and the Basic Research Credit in order to help upgrade
university research facilities and equipment.

CORETECH urges Congress to expand substantially funding
for basic research infrastructure, including:

establishing new funds to help research institutions modernize
and expand facilities and equipment;

creating a special research facility category that would
remove the $150 million limit on tax-exempt financing bv
private universities;

providing for realistic depreciation periods for federal
reimbursement purposes; and

enhancing equipment donation provisions.
14
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Research Facilities, Equipment, and Instrumentation

CORETECH urges that the federal government help
universities restore their research tacilities and equipment over
the next decade. It has been estimated that the total federal
and non-federal cost of this undertaking will be about $10
billion.

Specifically, CORETECH strongly supports H.R. 1905, "The
University Research Facilities Revitalization A-~t of 1987, as an
important first step toward providing adequate research
facilities, instrumentation and equipment to meet the nation’s
. basic research needs.

CORETECH further recommends establishing comparable
facilities modernization funds at the other major rR&D federal
departments and agencies.

CORETECH also recommends that nonprofit research
institutes not affiliated with universities but where research and
rescarch training are conducted should be eligible applicants for
the proposed NSF and other federal research infrastructure
grants.

’ Tax-Exempt Financing

Because tax exempt financing is an important funding source
for university research facilities, CORETECH urges Congress to
create a research facility exemption to the $150 million limit on
tax-exempt financing by private, non-profit institutions. Such a
research exemption will permit the nation’s private university
and college research programs to raise funds for research
facilities.

Indirect Costs of Research

CORETECH also wurges the federal government to use
realistic, useful life-times ‘when detenaining indirect costs of
doing research. Specifically, the OMPB circulars governing the
treatment of thes® cos.s at universities and independent
research institutes (OB Circulars A21 and A-122, respectively)
should reflect that a mcre realistic measure of the useful life of
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university buildings is closer to 20 years, compared to the
current assumption of 50 years. Similarly, the useful life of
equipment and  instrumentation should be considered as 5-10
years, depending on .the class of equipment, compared to the
present level of 15 years. These "use allowances' are also
endorsed by the Whiie House Science Council as realistic and
useful.

Enhanced Equipment Donation Provision

CORETECH finds that the enhanced deduction for equipment
donations from companies to universities and other qualified
institutions for scientific rescarch has been a significant source
of state-of-the-art equipment and instrumentaiion for these
laboratories. For example, computer manufacturers donated $74
million worth of products to educational institutions in 1985
according to the Council for Financial. Aid to Education.
Present law provides the enhanced deduction for donations of
inventoried scientific equipment and apparatus to universities
and nonprofit research institutes for use in research or research
training in the physical and biological sciences. CORETECH
supports modifications to the enhanced deduction (Section 170 of
the Code) to increase its effectiveness while avoiding, significant
revenue costs, including:

0 permitting donated equipment to be used for education as
well as for research and research training;

0 permitting software donations to be eligible for the enhanced
deduction; and,

0 several technical amendments,
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Recommendation #3

The United States Should Provide Adequate Incentives
and Support for Industrial Research and Development
and Remove Disincentives to Domestic R&D.

It is good economics, as well as good public policy,
to provide substantial public subsidy for research
and development. (Herbert A. Simon, Nobel Prize
in Economics, 1978)

If the United States is going to prosper at home
and compete abroad it needs all the R&D
investment it can get.  (John Chancellor, NBC
News)

CORETECH recognizes that industrial research and
development is primarily a private activity. CORETECH
therefore recommends that U.S. industry:

0 Make every effort to expand their own investment in
research and development and place R&D needs high on their
corporate priority lists.

CORETECH also finds that, although industrial R&D is and
should be primarily private and market-driven, the federal
government nonetheless has an important role to play and should
act to:

o Strengthen the R&D tax credit and make it permanent.

0o Remove statutory and regulatory disincentives to R&D,
beginning with Treasury Regulation 1.861.8.

The R&D Tax Credit

To correct structural underinvestment in R&D and to spur
innovation, Congress should restore the R&D tax credit to its
original 25 percent incremental rate and make it a permanent
part of the U.S. Tax Code.
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The R&D tax credit is the single provision in the Code
designed to increase applied industrial research. It was first
adopted in 1981 as part of the Economic Recovery Tax Act and
was in effect during a period of dramatic gains in private R&D
spending, from $309 billion in 1980 to almost $60 billion in
1986.

The original R&D tax credit expired on December 31, 1985.
During 1986, the year its extension under tax reform was
debated, R&D spending increased but at a significantly lower
raic than the previous year, 9 percent as compared to a 12
percent rise' in 1985. R&D projects are multijear projects that
are associated with considerable risk for individual companies.
CORETECH therefore urges Congress to make the R&D tax
credit a permanent, stable part of the Code. Most economists
who have studied the credit agree that it should be made
permanent.

A study conducted by Drs. Martin Baily and Robert Lawrence,
both of the Brookings Institution, showed that a permanent R&D
tax credit would more than pay for itself. Using standard
cconomic assumptions (and a 25 percent rate for the credit),
they estimated that a permanent credit could boost GNP by as
much as $17 billion annually beginning in 1991.

Because of the RaD tax credit’s unique incremental nature, it
is important that Congress restore it to its original 25 percent
incremental rate. The credit can be claimed only for increases
in company R&D spending that are above the company’s average
R&D spending for the prior three-year period.  The true
effective value of the credit was therefore only 7 percent when
it was set at the 25 percent rate.  Following last year's
reduction to a 20 percent incremental rate, the credit’s re.
incentive value is now on the order of 4.5-5 percent.

A number of proposals have been put forward to alter the
structure of the R&D tax credit. Several significar( changes
were already made such as tightening the definition of eligible
R&D under the 1986 extension, but a number of other important
issues were raised and not fully resolved. For example, the
extension of the R&D tax credit to startup ventures was
proposed but not included under tax reform.
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CORETECH endorses extending the credit to startap
companies. CORBTECH has carcfully studied the possibility of
making additional changes to the current structure of the R&D
tax credit. It will be consulting with its Congressional sponsors
and the Treasury Department to determune if such changes are
practical in the current political environment.

Section 1.861.8

The inclusion of Section 1.861.8 in the Treasury Department
regulations is a disincentive to domestic rescarch and
development because it requires US. companies with foreign
operations to allocate a portion of their domestic R&D
expenditures to income carned abroad. The net effect is to
Jdisaliow a full deduction for domestic R&D expenditures.

CORETECH thercfore urges Congress and the Administration
to put in place a permanent and fair altermative to Section

1.861.8. Congress has recognized the potentially harmful effects -

of this .regulation and has passed temporary moratoria on its
implementation. The last moratorium expired in August, 1987.
Thus, CORETECH urges Congress to aut swiftly to preveat
movement of R&D abroad where similar disincentives do not
exist, but where significant incentives are in effect to encourage
R&D.
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Recommendation #4

The United States Should Actively Encourage
Cooperative Research.

If we are to have an acceptable future in an
increasingly  technological and competitive world,
and if we are tc respond adequately (o national
needs in areas. of economic competitiveness,
national security, and quality of life for all our
citizens, the time has come when a new
parnership  involving  all  three, the federal
govemment, universities and the private sector,
must be forged.  (Report of the White Houze
Science Council, February 1986)

Cooperative  rescarch  between  various combinations  of
corporations, universities, rescarch institutes and the government
is important to achieving technology transfer and economic
cfficiency.  CORETECH thercfore belicves that the public and
private sectors should act to strengthen cooperative rescarch.

Specifically, OORETECH calls on industry and academic
research institutions to:

0 Make every cffort to initiate or expand th & cooperative
research ventures,

0 Examinc their own cultural or institutional barriers to fuller
participation in cooperative rescarch relationships.

CORETECH further recommends that the federal government

take a number of steps to facilitate and encourage cooperative
rescasch:

o Explore additional multidisciplinary, cooperative approaches to
research projects.

0 Provide secd grants on a matching basis for technology
partacrships, that is, cooperative research projects between
any combination of companics, universities, rescarch

20
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institutes, and government laboratories which appear likely to
lead to commercialization of useful technologies.

0 Establish a federal pilot progran. to demonstrate a "Small
Business” ‘University Research Program to allow academic
researchers to begin to explore the commercial applications
of their work.

o Institute new Presidential awards for outstanding academic-
industry joint research.

0 Make the Basic Research Credit permanent.

0 Make cooperative research eligible for the Basic Research
Credit.

The Basic Research Credit

COREIECH commends the Congress for adopting the new
Basic Rescarch. Credit under the 1986 Tax Reform Act to
encourage company support of basic research at universities and
other qualified research institutions. CORETECH urges Congress
to make this Basic Research Credit a permanent part of the Tax
Code. A permanent credit is more likely to encourage stable
funding of multiyear projects. The Basic Research Credit is
currently scheduled to expire on December 31, 1988. A two-year
time period is simply too short to determine the credit’s
cffectiveness in stimulating company support of basic research,
“which is, by its very nature, long-term and high-risk.

CORETECH also believes that all types of cooperative basic
research should be eligible for the Basic Research Credit.
Because of their key role in technology transfer, for example,
consortia of companies to do basic research are potentially of
great benefit to society. Contributions to these consortia should
be applicable to the Basic Research Credit.

Multidisciplinary Research Centers

CORETECH supports the National Science Foundation’s
initiative to fund more joint multidisciplinary research centers.
CORETECH agrees with the view of the White House Science
Council that we must promote a broad interdisciplinary approach
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to research that will "improve cooperative linkages between
scientists, engineers, and industry CORETECH notes that a
multidisciplinary  approach to enhance problem solving
capabilities is being followed by NSF in its Engineering Research
Centers, and by the Department of Defense through its
University Research Initiative, and by NASA which funds
multidisciplinary centers for the commercialization of space.

At the same time, CORETECH recognizes that the strength of
multidisciplinary research depends upon the vitality of the
individual disciplines brought together.  Multidisciplinary and
traditional, department-based research should be viewed as
fundamental- and supportive activities. CORETECH therefore
supports expanding federal support of multidisciplinary research
but notes:

Any revision of the culture and structure of “what
has been a very successful research environment
ought to proceed cautiously -and should not
jeopardize the competitive individual investigator
system which has served us so well. Individual

autonomy and pluralism - often cited as the
foundation of the innovative capacity of U.S.
science - may be undermined by moving the

individual investigator to a Ssecondary role.
(Harold T. Shapiro, Issues in Science &
Technology)

CORETECH is .particularly concerned that any increase in
funding of multidisciplinary endeavors be on a stable and
predictable basis and that it not be at the expense of individual
basic research funding. Indeed, as the previous sections
outlined, CORETECH strongly supports and urges increased
funding for traditional basic research and basic research
facilities and equipment.

Program Development and implementation

CORETECH believes that there is a need for additional
government support of cooperative research undertakings,
particularly as they relate to commercialization. Two new types
of assistance are therefore recommended: "seed” grants for
cooperative research with commercialization potential and a
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Smal Rusmness University Research Program. These two new
thrusts will be developed further by CORETECH as discussed
under-Recommendation No. 6 of this Agenda.

Academic/industry Joint Research Awards

CORETECH supports instituting a new Presidential award for
outstanding academic-industry join! research in the belief that
such recognition will bring attention to innovative programs and
encourage others in industry and academic research to consider
joint research undertakings.
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Recommendation #5

The United States Should Help Assure an Adequate
Supply of Well-Trained Scientists, Engineers
and Techtical Personnel.

The skill, dexterity and knowledge of a nation’s
people is the most powerful engine of its economic
gowth. {Adam Smith)

CORETECH urges universities and other academic institutions
to:

0 Closely examine the allocation of their own resources to
determine how (o increase the number of students,
particularly women and minority students, choosing to enter
scientific and technical fields.

CORETECH urges corporations to:

o Initiate (or expand) their financial and training programs for
students in scientific and technical ficids. To the extent
possible, companies, cooperative research ventur:s, and
independent research institutes, should offer ssork/study
programs to acquaint students at undergraduate anc¢ graduate
levels with state-of-the-art equipment and instrumentation
and ongoing corporate research and development activities.

CORETECH strongly recommends that the federal government
should:

o Pay close attention to and provide support for the training
of American students in mathematics, science, engineering,
and computer sciences and to insure an adequate supply of
university faculty members in these disciplines.

o Significantly increase the number of graduate fellowships in
mathematics, science, engineering and computer science, and
take special steps to encourage women and minoritics to
enter these fields.
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o Reconsider the effect of the 1986 Tax Reform Act on
students and how it will affect rescarch and development.

Graduate Fellowships

CORETECH endorses significantly increasing the number of
graduate fellowships in scientific and technological fields
awarded by such federal agencies as the National Science
Foundation, the National Institutes of Health, the Department of
Defense, and others.  Specifically, CORETECH endorses NSF’s
proposal to award an additional 200 graduate fellowships. At
the same. time, CORETECH supports providing adequate federal
financial support for able undergraduate students in mathematics,
chmputer sciences, engineering and the biological and other
natural sciences.

Mathematics, Science, Engineering
and Computer Science Education

CORETECH recognizes the importance of improving
mathematics, science, engineering and computer science training
at all levels of our educational system. Specifically, CORETECH
recommends:

o Reauthorizing the Education for Economic Security Act,
which expires at the end of FY 87, with emphasis on
improving the training of American students in mathematics,
sciences, computer scicnce, and engineering from elementary
school  through their undergraduate education; women and
minorities are currently underrepresented in these fields and
their participation should be encouraged under federal
programs;

o Emphasizing forcign language training to facilitate U.S.
knowledge of foreign technology and scientific advances and
exchanges;

o Strengthening programs such as the Presidential  Young

Investigator Awards which help attract science and
engineering faculty.
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Taxation of Student Aid

The Tax Reform Act of 1986 included various forms of
student assistannce in gross income, except that portion spent for
tuition and equipment. CORETECH urges Congress to reconsider
the impact of the Tax Reform Act on students, and to examine
how the taxation of fellowships, scholarships, and other forms of
student assistance (including tuition remission) is affecting
research and development,

26
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Recommendation #6

The United States Should Act to Improve and
Accelerate the Commercialization cf New and
Usetul Technologies.

Technology is the wild card of the future..
Recognizing  this unbreakable link  between
technology and economic competitiveness, industries
and nation today are caught up in a desperate race
to create, apply, and protect new technologies. If
the United States. is to maintain competitiveness
and jobs, it has no choice but to strengthen its
scientific base and improve its capacity (o
commercialize. (Pat Choate, The High-Flex
Society)
CORETECH's recommendations to improve our capacity to
commercialize technologies fall into two broad categories,
including:

0 Accelerating and strengthening the technology transfer
process, including the acquisition of and improvement upon
technology from abroad.

o Providing specific incentives and programs. {0 encourage
commercialization.

In addition, CORETECH stresses the importance of
cooperative research (sce Recommendation #4 of the agenda) to
achieving technology transfer, economic efficiency, and
thierefore, commercialization.

Further, CORETECH's research policy committee will develop
specific legislative proposals in the area of commercialization.

Major Factors Affecting Commercialization

Three major factors form the basis for CORETECH’s policy
recommendations on commercialization as follows:
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The Essential Research Base. CORETECH notes that at the
same time that we, as a nation, must emphasize commercial
application, we must safeguard and increase our investment in
industrial, academic, and government  research. A healthy
research base is critical to ensuring future advances that will,
in turn, lead to tomorrow’s new products and processes.

It was no accident that the Post World War II period of
phenomenal growth coincided with massive investments  in
science and technology that began in the earlv 1940s and
accclerated after the Sputnik challenge of the late 1950s.
However, for the past 20 years, the National Science
Foundation’s spending in real terms on basic research has been
flat; federal support for university research facilities and
equipment has plummeted; and, industrial R&D has lagged behind
our major competitors when measured against Gross National
Product. CORETECH strongly reiterates its call to reverse these
trends.

Private Industry Initiative. corerECH further emphasizes
that US. companies bear the primary responsibility for bringing
new products to market and for advancing and implementing
manuiacturing  technologies. If we are to meet the
commercialization challenge, American industry must be
aggressive in secking out new ideas and more determined in
secing  that they become commercially-viable. American
universities, for their part, must engage in a wider dialogue,
including greater personal interaction, with industry to increase
their awareness of corporate technology needs and of the
commercial potential of their laboratory findings,

As in other policy areas, CORETECH addresses the majority
of its recommendations on commercialization to the public sector
because the federal government does have a critical support role
in facilitating private initiatives. It is CORETECH’s view that
government must make a meaningful commitment to supporting
the commercialization of new and useful technologies and that
without such a commitment, our competitiveness will be in
jeopardy.  Overall, meeting the commercialization challenge will
requirc the cooperation of all affected sectors: labor, academia,
and government as well as business.
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The Broader Context. Finally, CORETECH recognizes that
there are many factors which directly and indirectly affect the
commercialization process. Even if all of COREYECH’s
recommendations are implemented, they will not ensure
successful commercialization unless there is a healthy economy
including available capital and healthy markets. Knowledgeable
obscrvers have also pointed to our preoccupation with short-
term profitabdity, our trade and budgetary deficits, our low
ratés -of saving and investing, and our society’s litigiousness as
influences on the commercialization -process.  Although these
factors. lic outside the scope of the CORETECH agenda,
CORETECH members recognize their importance and feel that
these issues. must be addressed by policymakers in government
and leaders‘in the private sector.

Given thicse findings and general . directions, the following
recommendations are offered by CORETECH to improve and
accelerate commercialization:

Recommendations on Commercialization
Technology Transfer

The commercialization process depends on the effective two-
way communication of research findings and technological needs
between scientists and engineers involved in research, on the
one hand, and those involved in product development,
manufacturing, and marketing, on the other. Until very
recently, however, little attention was paid to how technology
transfer occurred. Few models currently exist to demonstrate
how it can be accomplished successfully. Fusther, and very
importantly, there has been precious little effort expended to
learn about, apply, and improve upon technology and.
manufacturing processes from abroad.

To improve and accelerate the technology transfer process,
CORETECH strongly urges corporations, universities, and
research institutes to:

o Examine the ways in which their own researchers,
administrators, managers and officers communicate research
findings and technology needs. If not already in place,
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companies and academic research institutions should establish
-procedures for (1)  identifying commercial technology needs

to those within company R&D divisions or within academis
rescarch institutions; and (2) communicating new research
findings to other divisions within each company and
university and to other sectors of the research community.

Establish (or expand) their owi personnel exchange programs
to encourage the interchange of scientists, engineers; and
R&D managers among industry, academis, and government
laboratories. These exchanges will encourage person-to
person relationships that many feel are the key to successful
technology transfer.

Actively monitor and aggressively seek to .apply and improve
upon scientific, technological and manufactoring  advances
from other countries.

To facilitate technology transfer within the private sector

and between government laboratories, companies, and academic
institutions, CORETECH recommends that the federal
government:

0

Provide federal tax incentives to encourage companies to
enter into personnel exchanges of scientists, engineers, R&D
managers and officers with academic institutions aad
government laboratories.

Expand federal fellowship programs to encourage exchanges
of scientists, engineers, and research administrator between
corporations, academic institutions, and government
laboratories.

Establish a federally-funded program to develop and test
creative models of technology transfer. These models should
analyze the respective advantages of and interaction between
"market pull" and “technology push® technology transfer. In
the former, user needs and wants are identified and efforts
are made to satisfy these through technologicaily-innovative
products and processes. In the latter, research findings are
disseminated in the expectation that new product and process
development will ensue.




211

Ensure that the findings of non-classified research from
federally-funded rescarch and from federal laboratories
remain freely accessible.

Establish mechanisms to ensure that information about
ongoing research in federal laboratories is known in relevant
industries and academic institutions,

Fully implement the Technology Transfer Act of 1986 to
effectively transfer technology from government laboratories
to industry. Congress should monitor implementation of this
Act closely to determine what, if any, impediments remain to
industry access to the non-classified work of government
laboratories.

Ensure that federal policies do not inhibit the traditional role
of nonprofit, -tax-exempt research institutions in the
technology transfer process.

CORETECH recommends that the U.S. Departments of
Commerce  and State intensify their efforts to identify
relevant and useful information about technological and
scientific developments in key industrialized countries for use
by American companies and academic institutions..

Form an advisory group from industry and academia to advise
the US. Departments of Commerce and State on the
acquisition of scientific and technical information from
abroad. This group should pay particular attention to the
programs that provide translations of Japanese and other
foreign scientific and technical literature to ensure that they
are directed to areas of greatest need.

Include international technology flows as part of U.S. trade
negotiations. A rcport prepared for the President's
Commission on Industriai Competitiveness concluded that "a
glaring asymmetry" characterizes the international flow of
technological knowledge and that the flow has been
preponderantly "out from the US.  CORETECH therefore
urges U.S. trade negotiators to make the equitable flow of
technology a priority negotiating item.
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Commercialization Programs and incentives

Because of the ‘high national stake in the commercialization
of emerging and useful technologies, companies, academic
institutions, and the government should make a concerted effort
to raise its visibility and encourage its improvement,

Toward that goal, CORETECH «calls on companies and
universities to give -manufacturing technologies a higher priority.
Specifically, CORETECH urges that:

0 Academic institutions establish new or expand ongoing degree
programs in advanced manufacturing technologies,

o Corporations should actively support these programs by being
involved both in their development and ‘implementation and_
on a continuing basis through traiing and internship
programs,

CORETECH recommends that the federal government assume a
more active role in facilitating private sector initiatives to bring
new products to market and advance new processes. The federal
governmeat should take the following steps:

0 Alter the Small Business Innovative Research (SBIR) program
to () previde a part of agency funds for unsolicited
preposals; and (2) provide funding to bridge the trancition
between the Phase I start-up period and the Phasc II
implementation period of the SBIR program.

o Establish a federal demonstration program for developing and
testing new commercialization models, including advanced,
flexible manufacturing centers, for companies, universities
and state support programs.

o Encourage the development of degree programs in advanced
manufacturing  technologies by establishing a new federal
fellowship program for pre and post-doctoral students in that
field,
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o Encourage commercialization of research conducted under
federal sponsorship by allowing all performers of such Ra&D
ownership of intellectual property developed thereunder.

o Expand the current R&D tax credit to allow companies to
claim R&D expenditures made to develop and improve
manufacturing processes (including assembly processes) that
are related to the mannfacture of a new or improved
products.

o Make the R&D tax credit permanent.
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Future Agenda items

CORETECH members recognize that a number o s
recomunendations require greater specificity for consideration in
the legislative process. CORETEBCH's Rescarch Policy Committee
will further discuss and develop new proposals for federa’
programs to: :

1. Model and test creative methods of technology transfer.

2. Develop and test new commercialization models, including
advanced, flexible manufacturing centers, for companics;
universities and state support programs.

3. Provide seed grants for technology partnerships.

4. Assist states and communities in spurring the commercial
application of useful technologies.

In addition, the CORETECH Research Policy Committee will
look into federal antitrust laws as thzy apply to cooperative
rescarch ventures, including "generic* joint manufacturing, and
as they influence competitivencss in a global cconomy.
CORETECH will try to determine if there is a uced for change
in antitrust law and, if so, what direction that change should
take.

Finally, CORETECH members believe that American
intellectual property is a valuable national resource, and we
must work actively to strengther its protection among our
trading allics. We need to assure effective *rotection (o
increase  America's competitiveness in international markets, and
to maintain incentives for American innovative efforts through
rescarch and development.  Therefore, CORETECH's Research
Policy Committee will also be looking into tke intellectual
property system as il protects U.S. intellectual property rights
both domestically and internationally. CORETECH will try to
determine if change in intehectual property protection is needed
and, if so, what form that change showd take.
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