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SUMMARY CHRONOLOGY --

FEDERAL INFORMATION AND MONITORING PRACTICES

1. July 31, 1973: Whitehead testifies before Representa-

tive Moorehead's Government Operations Subcommittee on

federal information systems.

2. October 5, 1973: GAO letter to OTP submits questionnaire

(at request of House Government Operations Committee) on

Federal use of telephone monitoring, psychological stress

evaluators, etc.

3. October 18, 1973: OTP responds, notes existence of 3

transmitter cut-off switches in Director's Office.

4. June 3, 1974: Moorehead letter to OTP invites testimony.

5. June 11, 1974: Eger testifies before Moorehead Subcommittee.

6. June 18, 1974: Committee staff submits 9 questions as follow-

up to Mr. Eger's testimony. OTP responds.
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June 3, 1974

Mr. Clay T. Whitehead
Director
Office of Telecommunications Policy
Room 770
1800 G Street, N. W.
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mr. Whitehead:

In late 1973, the Foreign Operations and Government Information Sub-
Committee of the House Committee on Government Operations conducted
a questionnaire survey to obtain data on the current policies and practices
of Federal agencies relative to telephone monitoring and other surveillance

p:eactices.

The information developed by that survey indicates a need for an. undatirg by
this Sub-Committee of the material published in it's report of
which is enclosed for your information. A series of public hearings is being

scheduled to assist the Sub-Comrnitt ee in its efforts to more fully develop

0
 a body of knowledge about the current technology of monitoring equipment
and what can be anticipated in the near future.

This is to confirm tentative arrangements discussed by your .Assistant Director

for Government Cbmmu.nicationa, Mr. Charles C. Joyce, and this Sub-
Committee's Staff Director, Mr. William G. Phillips, about the hearing
scheduled for Tuesday, June 11th. It is our understanding, that the witnesses

from the Office of Telecommunications Policy will be the Deputy Director,
Mr. John Eger, who will be accompanied by Mr. Charles C. Joyce, Jr.
The June 11th hearing will begin at 10:00 a. m. in Room 2203 of the Rayburn

House Cffiee Building and continue in. the aft?..:71.00n. Your witnesses, who
are expected at about 2:00 p, m. on that days.houll present to the Sub-
Committee information on the extent and nature of the use of such equipment

by your office.rhey also should summarize the results of the study of the
adequacy at common law, statutes and Federal regulations to protect individuals

regarding the privacy of their electronic communications and the security
of communications' systems referred to in your testimony of July 31, 1973,
before this Sub-Committee.

°Their statement should expend on and update, if necessary, the material
you previously furnished to the General Accounting Office in response to the
October 5, 1973, questionnaire survey it undertook at the request of the Sub-
Committee,•
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Witnesses are requested to limit their initial oral statement to 10 minutes,

which will be followed by questions from the Sub-Committee members. More

detailed written statements will be accepted from witnesses, and those

written statements in their entirety will be made part of the hearing record.

If you wish additional information, please contact Mr. William G. Phillips,

Sub-Committee Staff Director, at 225-3741.

As required under the Committee rules (copy enclosed), it will be necessary

for you to provde 50 advanced copies of your prepared statement to Mr

Phillips in Room 13-371, Rayburn Houqe Office Building, Washington, D. C.

by 10:00 a. m. Monday, June 10th. Please do not request extensions of this

deadline.

With best regards.

Sincerely,

William S. Moorhead

Chairman
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0 FEDERAL PERSONNEL AND
COMPENSATION DIVISION

B-I42199

UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

OCT 5 1973

The Honorable Clay T. Whitehead
Director, Office of Telecommunication
Policy

Dear Mr. Whitehead:

The Chairman of thd Foreign Operations and Government

Information Subcommittee, House Government Operations

Committee, has requested the U.S. General Accounting Office

to obtain information on the use by Federal agencies of

polygraphs and psychological stress evaluators and of tele-

phone monitoring and other surveillance practices. The

purpose thi s-survcy is rtc -upd-c-tc --prevous Sub ccmmittc c

investigations in this field.

Accordingly, we ask that you furnish full and complete

answers to each item in the enclosed two-part questionnaire

which is being sent to the heads of executive departments

and independent agencies. Responses are to cover all sub-

ordinate organizations within each agency. Within some in-

dividual and independent agencies more than one major 

subordinate organization may use polygraphs, psychological

stress evaluators, and monitoring devices for different pur-

poses or under different procedures. In that event, please

break down the requested data by major subordinate organiza-
tions in addition to providing an agency-wide compilation.

If any portion of the questionnaire seems unclear, and
further advice or explanation is desired, please contact
Mr. Max Stettner, Assistant Director, at 386-3417.

In order that this information can be summarized on a
timely basis for,use by the Subcommittee, the Chairman asks
that we provide the requested information to the Subcommittee
by November 12, 1973.

Your cooperation in assisting us in responding to this
request is appreciated.

Enclosure (as stated)

Sincerely yours

Forrest R. Browne
Director
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WESTIONNAIRE

Part A -- Questionnaire on Polygraphs and Psychological Stress
Evaluators

1. Does your agency possess or make use of polygraphs or
psychological stress evaluator detection devices? (If
major subordinate organizations within your agency engage
in such activity, please list all those organizations.)

2. How many polygraphs and psychological stress evalutor
detection devices are the property of your agency? Your
response should show separate data for each of these two
categories of devices, if available.

(a) Please list the total acquisition cost of all

such devices.

(b) Please estimate the total annual maintenance

costs of such devices and indicate whether

maintenance is performed by agency personnel or

by outside sources.

(c) If your agency leases such devices, or contracts

with other public or private agencies to perform

such tests, please provide the total costs for

such activity during fiscal 1973.

.0) Please estimate all additional expenses attributable

to such testing, such as travel expenses for examiners

to and from location of tests, internal and external

training programs, and all other costs for fiscal 1973.

(e) Do you have on loan to or loan from other Federal

agencies or any other sources any polygraphs or

psychological stress evaluator detection devices? If

yes, give the number of such devices and identify the

agencies or sources involved.

3. Please provide two copies each of all intra-agency
directives, administrative orders, rules, regulations, and/or

instructions governing the use of such devices within your
agency.

4. Briefly explain your agency's general procedures governing
the use of both categories of devices and answer the following
specific questions. (Please explain procedures and indicate
if they are covered by regulation in connection with each
question. If more than one major subordinate organization
within the agency is affected, provide separate responses for
each.)
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(a) For what specific purposes are these devices

. used (i.e., employment interviews, security
clearance processing, suspected improper conduct

of duties, medical measurements, or other purposes.

List in order of most frequent use.

(b) Are the devices used in every instance involving
those purposes listed in answer to (a) above?

(c) What weight is given the data resulting from tests
by these devices, or refusals to take such tests

in relation to other types of investigative
information?

(d) Who makes the initial determination to use such

devices, and is this initial determination subject

to review by higher authority in each case?

(e) Is the physick_ and mental condition of each person
to be tested considered to determine suitability

to take such a test?

(0 What disposition is made of data derived from
such tests given to persons connected with your
agency (i.e. retained in affected individuals'
personnel files, retained separately, entered
Into a computerized information system data bank,
made available to other Government agencies, etc).

(g) Are the findings of such tests made available to
the subjects of such tests?

(h) Is there a right of appeal in cases of adverse
findings?

(i) Is access to such data restricted and, if so, what
classification or other designation is applied to
the data?

(j) If a person connected with your agency refuses to
take such a test, is that refusal reflected in
any way whatsoever in the individual's personnel
records?

(k) Does your agency maintain special facilities, such
as specially designed rooms, for the performance of
such tests? Briefly describe such facilities and
how they are equipped, stating particularly if they
have two-way mirrors and recording devices. Furnish
photographs, if available.

2
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How many polygraph tests and/or psychological stress
evaluator device tests were conducted by your agency
in fiscal 1973?

How many such tests were conducted by other agencies,
public, private or contractor at the request of
your agency during fiscal 1973?

5. Please enumerate, by job title and grade, all employees of your

agency who are authorized to condu.:t polygraph or psychological stress

evaluator tests and list their salary costs for fiscal 1973. In

addition, please answer the following:
(a) How many of these persons have, as their primary duty,

the conducting of such tests?

(b) What are the minimum qualifications required of those

persons within your agency authorized to conduct such

tests?

(c) Describe any training program your agency provides to

train its own employees, or employees of other Federal

agencies, in conducting such testr...

(d) Does your agency send employees to outside agencies or

schools, public or private, for training in such testing?

If so, please provide the name and address of the training

facility.

3
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Part B -- Questionnaire on Monitoring Practices and Devices

1. Does the agency permit monitoring of (a) incoming,
(b) outgoing telephone calls? For the purposes of this
study, monitoring is understood to include a secretary
or any third person being on the line, either covertly
or overtly.

2. Please state the number of transmitter cut-off
switches (including push-to-talk) in use on telephones
assigned to the agency. Please give the total rental
charge or other cost for such switches during fiscal
1973. Also, please state how many listening-in circuits
are installed on telephone equipment assigned to the
agency and the total rental charge or other cost for
fiscal 1973.

• 3....If.telephone recording devites -ate-used to 1unitor
or record telephone calls, how many such devices are
in use in your agency? Is a beeper or other warning
device required to notify the other party that the call
is being recorded by the devices?

4. If telephone recording devices are used, please
specify the number of recorders wired into telephone
circuits, the number of induction-type attachments that
can be used to record telephone conversations on
dictation machines without being wired into the circuit,
and any other types of instruments that can be used to
monitor or record telephone conversations. Please
indicate which of these devices, if any, are equipped
with a beeper or warning signal.

5. Does the agency ever utilize telephone service
observing devices of any kind? If so, of what type
and for what purposes?

6. Does the agency ever utilize non-telephonic "bugging"
devices? If so, of what type and for what purpose?

7. Please furnish the best available estimate of the total
cost of these (a) recorders and attachments, (b) telephone
service observing devices, (c) non-telephonic "bugging"
devices.

8. Does the agency have any rules or regulations
covering telephone monitoring, recording, and surveil-
lance? If so, please provide two copies.

• 4
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nr. rorrc3t R. Drownn, Director
Federal Personnel and
Compensation Division
General Accounting Office
Vashington, D. C. 2054S

Dear Mr. Browne:

We have received your October 5,
1>-I42119) requesting infomation
polygrapha, pzycitolt)gical :stress
ilionitoring, and surveilla:Ice practices.

Our answers to your questionnaire are set forth in the
enclosure. I would be pleaaed to provide you with any
additional information that you may require.

1973, letter (reference
on this ag=cy's use of

Enclosura

cc:
,-BMEagle
GC Subject
GC Chron
KRobinson/kak/10-17-73

Sincerely,

"

tryan M. Uagle
Executive Assistant
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GAO Questionnaire - OTP Answers.

Reference: B-142199

ANSWERS 

PART A - Polygraphs, psychological stre
ss tests.

I. OTP does not possess nor utilize 
polygraphs or

psychological stress devices.

2. Agency has no such equipment.

3. No directives or the like have 
been issued; use of

such devices is prohibited.

4. No such proced41..es.

5. No agency employee authorized to
 conduct such tests.

PART B - Monitoring practices.

1. OTP does not permit monitoring; 
secretaries may

come on line, but only with kn
owledge of all

parties to a telephone conversatio
n.

2. Three transmitter cut-off switche
s are installed

on secretarial telephone consoles 
in the Director's

office. The total rental for Fiscal Ye
ar 1973

was *90.00.

3. No telephone recording devices used.

4. See answer 3, above.

S. No telephone service observing devices i
n

6. No "non-telephonic 'bugging' devices" u
sed.

7. No such costs incurred.

8. No separate regulations; conform to GSA 
regulations

(41 CFR S 101-35.388-9 (1972)).
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STATEMENT BY

CLAY T. WHITEHEAD, DIR
ECTOR

OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATI
ONS POLICY

ON

FEDERAL INFORMATION 
SYSTEMS

before the

Subcommittee on Foreig
n Operations

and Government Informat
ion

Honorable William S. Mo
orhead, Chairman

Committee on Government
 Operations

U.S. House of Representa
tives

July 31, 1973



Mr. Chairman, I welcome the opportunity to present my

views on the use of advanced information and communications

technology to improve Federal information services, and to

explain the responsibilities of my Office in that regard.

I have with me today Mr. Charles Joyce, the Assistant

Director for Government Communications in OTP.

The Office of Telecommunications Policy was established

in 1970 to provide a focal point for the development of

administration policy in the area of electronic communications,

and to coordinate the activities of the various Federal Depart-

ments and Agencies in this area. The scope of my responsi-

bilities includes electronic communications, and matters arising

out of the joint use of computers and communications. I am

not responsible for matters involving solely the use of

computers, or for matters in the area of information which

are totally apart from any use of electronic communications

systems. But this latter point is not particularly limiting

with respect to the subjects I will be discussing today

since most of the issues of public concern in the area of

information handling involve electronic communications in

one way or another.

I will now try to cover briefly each of the areas listed

in your letter, Mr. Chairman.
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OTP Role in Federal Information Systems 

First, you asked about our role in providing technological
services to other agencies, and in planning, operating and
coordinating Federal information systems. OTP does not
provide technological services to other agencies. Nor do
we operate any telecommunications or information systems,
except as may be needed for our own internal use.

We are responsible for providing policy guidance to

Federal Agencies which do operate such systems, and

for coordinating the efforts of these agencies in the

interests of Government-wide effectiveness and economy.

To accomplish this task in a systematic way, I have

initiated a joint planning process in which Federal

Agencies with similar operational missions and communi-

cations requirements will work together to optimize

the communications operations in their respective areas

The five initial mission areas which have been identified

for this type of planning are: National Security, Law

Enforcement, Transportation, Environment, and General

Administrative Communications. In each area, the agencies
involved will be responsible for jointly reviewing their

telecommunications plans to eliminate duplication and
achieve maximum economy and effectiveness. OTP will review
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the resulting combined plans to assure overall consistency

and adherence to national communications policy.

Sharing and Interconnection 

Sharing and interconnection of systems are measures which

are pursued within the Government with the objectives

of achieving economy and maximizing the usefulness of

communications and information systems. These are worth-

while objectives, alLnough I am not convinced that they

have been achieved in some of the present programs. In

any event, interconnection and sharing are not ends in

themselves, and they do entail risks of compromising privacy

which must be recognized.

Safeguards

You asked for my views on safeguards needed to protect

against misuses of Federal information systems, specifically

the invasion of privacy and use for propaganda purposes. In

responding to that, let me explain how these concerns present

themselves in Government communications planning, and where

responsibility lies for action.

While there is no single generally accepted definition

of "privacy" or the "right to privacy," it is widely

acknowledged that a reasonable freedom from intrusion

is essential to normal human growth and stability.

The individual should not have information thrust upon
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him. The "right to be let alone" implies a degree of

protection from unwanted sights and sounds.

The claim to privacy in the information context is based

on the dignity and integrity of the individual. These

concepts are tied to the assumption that all information

about a person is in a fundamental way his own, for him

to determine when, how and to what extent it is communi-

cated to others. People also recognize that much of

society's business can be conducted only if confidentiality

of. communications is respected. By protecting this privacy,

society ensures its own well-being and development.

Privacy as a fundamental value is essential to a

democratic system, which has, as its highest goal, the

liberty of the individual. Privacy, however, is not

absolute. There is an inherent conflict, for example,

between the Government's need for information to pursue

justice and an individual's need for personal privacy.

Electronic technology has greatly increased the ability

to acquire and disseminate information. Mechanisms to

ensure individuals their privacy and the privacy of their

communications have not advanced as rapidly. OTP has

undertaken to investigate the adequacy of common law,

statutes, and Federal regulations to protect individuals

regarding the privacy of their electronic communications



- 5

and the security of the systems carrying them. This is

being done with the view towards identifying what policies,

standards, or legislative safeguards are necessary.

Communications, computers and other information techno-

logies lower the cost and increase the speed of large scale

information collection and processing operations. These

technologies can therefore expand the power of the Government

and other large institutions vis-a-vis the individual.

They could, for example, increase the ability of Government

agencies to assemble confidential information about persons

to the detriment of individual privacy. They also could 

increase to an undesirable degree the power of Government

to influence large numbers of citizens with respect to

Government policies, that is, to propagandize the public.

But such results are not inevitable. They must be pre-

vented, •and they can be prevented if we are aware of the

dangers and develop appropriate safeguards. What are

those safeguards?

Privacy

To safeguard privacy, it is essential to protect the

confidentiality of data which, by law, is to be collected

and used for limited purposes, such as census data, tax

returns, social security data, and investigative files. The
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responsibility for protecting such files in most cases must

lie with the agencies charged by law with collecting the data.

Any breach of confidentiality must be laid squarely at that

agency's door. Clear responsibility and procedures for

correction are, as they have always been the best safeguards.

But this simple rule is not enough when Federal systems

containing confidential data are to be interconnected,

•or when confidential files are to be used in shared

information systems. Admittedly, there are potential

benefits to interconnection and sharing in the form of

greater overall economy and wider accessibility within

the Government of useful information. However, such

steps also contain risks or loss o.f effective control

over confidential data. It is in resolving these con-

flicting considerations of Government economy and

effectiveness and sound public policy that my responsi-

bilities come into the picture.

I have been working with the Federal Agencies who have

extensive telecommunications systems to clarify Federal'

policy on interconnection and sharing. We have not yet

come to the point of issuing any all-encompassing policy

document -- perhaps we never will. But we have come to

an understanding that interconnection and sharing are

4111 not ends in themselves. OTP has been insisting on a
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clearer understanding of the magnitude of benefits

and risks involved in interconnecting or combining

Government systems.

Looking to the future, I expect that the planning

process I referred to will provide more information, for

all parties concerned, about plans for the future of

Federal Government information systems. To provide

guidance for this planning, we have initiated studies

to determine more clearly the desirability of shared systems

and the risks involved. We are closely following efforts to

assess the current state of the art in technology for con-

trolling access within information systems so that we will

be well informed on the risks.

Propaganda 

The other area of concern is the possibility of abuses

in the dissemination of information by the Federal Government.

We must recognize that there are important needs for

Federal agencies to provide certain types of information

to the public. However, two types of abuses can occur:

First, undue efforts to influence public opinion in favor

of Federal policies, agencies or individuals, and second,

extensive provision of routine information services by

the Federal Government which could be provided adequately



by the media or other. private organization
s. We are

concerned here today primarily with the fo
rmer possibility,

an abuse which might be called propaganda. 
Again, the

primary responsibility for controlling exce
ssive pro-

pagandizing must be with each Federal D
epartment and

Agency.

An area which bears watching is the provi
sion of public

service announcements by Federal Agenc
ies. Broadcasters

are strongly encouraged by Federal reg
ulators to carry

public service announcements. Federal Agencies may use

this opportunity to support the presen
tation of a wide.

variety of messages regarding their 
activities and programs.

But we should be alert to possible abuse o
f this opportunity

by Federal Agencies the number and type of such m
essages

produced and distributed by the Government 
must not con-

stitute an unwarranted intrusion into the 
public mind.

It is possible for the Government to incre
ase its

"information power" indirectly or even 
inadvertently,

through projects designed for other purposes. 
Efforts'.

to develop, demonstrate or utilize various 
types of

information systems or technologies could 
possibly

become new avenues for Federal propaganda, 
even though

that is not the intended result.

One example of this concern is posed by the ne
w warning

system designed by the Defense Civil Prepa
redness Agency -
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the Decision Information Distribut
ion System, or "DIDS."

The system, which is still being eva
luated, was designed

to serve a worthy purpose, namely, wa
rning of impending

attack or natural disaster. However, there is some basis

for concern about how such a system, on
ce in existence,

might come to be used. In view of the possibility of

misuse, however remote, I believed that it wo
uld be bad

policy to force people to have a DIDS receivin
g device in

their homes. We opposed the idea that legislation should

be sought to force manufacturers to incorporate s
uch a

receiver in every new TV set. OTP established the policy

that any purchase or use of home receivers for warning

wouLd be on a voluntary basis. Further, we are watching

the project closely to assure that no additional funct
ions

are planned for the system which might lead to misuse 
or

to competition with the news media or other private so
urces.

We have also been concerned for some time with Governm
ent

sponsorship of broadcasting-type communications proj
ects,

including the development of broadcasting capabilities

on NASA's ATS series of satellites. NASA is discontinuing such

development projects, with OTP's concurrence, after the laun
ch

of the ATS-F next year.

Our concern is not directed only, or even primarily,

toward high technology projects. Indeed, the use of
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very commonplace equipment can be a cause for concern.

Through the simple expedient of an automatic telephone

answering device, some Federal Agencies have made it very

simple - perhaps too simple - for radio stations to record

and retransmit announcements about Federal programs which

were pre-recorded by Federal spokesmen. The technology

involved here is trivial. The impact of such arrangements,

however, and the potential for abuse, is great. It is

important to be aware of this.

Application of Technology to Information Activities 

You asked my views about the development of systems to

serve the needs of the public for information of all

kinds, and about the agency or agencies which should plan

and coordinate the use of technology for such activities.

I do not believe that any one agency should be charged

with developing information systems for the delivery of

all kinds of information to the public. Such an arrangement

would in all likelihood lead to the design of a massive

delivery system 'which would then have to be filled with

all kinds of data to justify it. This would bring the

Federal Government into direct competition with numerous

elements in the private sector such as publishers, research

organizations, and computer service firms. Furthermore,

the control which a central agency could exercise in

selecting and editing the information to be contained in



•

such a system would be an open inVitation to use it to

manipulate public opinion.

Any proposal for the use of a Government controlled,

electronic communications system for this purpose should

be carefully reviewed by higher levels within the Executive

Branch and by Congress. Such a review should evaluate

the dangers involved, and determine why there is no

alternative way to g(.. the job done. OTP has a

responsibility to conduct such reviews, and we look at

projects which come to our attention from this point of

view.

Communications for Social Needs 

I am aware of the Committee's interest in the report

entitled "Communications for Social Needs" which was

produced by NASA in connection with certain other agencies

in 1971. The report was prepared as one part of an

effort to determine whether and how the research and

development capabilities of the nation could be directed,

through Federal policy and funding, toward -meeting specific

national needs.
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We provided our views to NASA during the preparation of

this report, but their report was not in accordance with

those views. Among the deficiences I noted was too great

an orientation toward Federally owned and controlled

systems rather than toward private ownership and control,

with the inherent dangers I have just described. I

strongly opposed the adoption of this report, and it was

never presented to the Domestic Council or the President.

Thus, the report never received any Administration approval.

This does not mean that all of the ideas contained in

the report were bad. The Post Office has been studying

electronic mail handling for some time. The warning

satellite idea had been considered by our own warning

study group, but rejected in favor of the DIDS system.

Such ideas must be considered openly and each evaluated

on its own merits. For example, although the "Wired City"

proposal as presented in the report was ill-conceived,

there is a need for sensible evaluation of the feasibility

of providing public services over broadband cable communi-

cations systems. Though there is much talk about the

potential for the delivery of educational and social

services over cable systems, cable today is devoted almost

exclusively to entertainment. Cable's full potential

for public service is not likely to be developed by
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private industry, and I think that some Federal program

in this area is appropriate, with adequate safeguards

against the dangers I have described.

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I believe that the potential

value of information technology for Government, for society,

or for the individual is very high. Much of that potential

can best be realized by the private sector in the market-

place. Valid Government functions can also be improved.

There are dangers of a subtle but pervasive expansion of

Federal influences and activity through the use of these

technologies, but such adverse results are not inevitable.

They can be overcome, if we set ourselves to the task, by

adequate law and policy to assure that only the desired

functions are performed. Our responsibility for communi-

cations policy, and our location in the Executive Office

with a broad overview of Federal activities, gives OTP

important responsibilities in the area of protection of

the rights and freedoms with which your committee is

concerned.

This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, and

Mr. Joyce and I will try to answer any questions which

you and the other members of your Committee and staff

may wish to ask.

GSA DC 74.1051
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sented in the NASA report was ill conceivedl there is a need for sen-
sible evaluation of the feasibility of providing public services over
broadband cable communications systems. Though there is much talk
about the potential for the delivery of educational and social services
over cable systems, cable today is devoted almost exclusively to enter-
tainment. Cable's full potential for public service is not likely to be
developed fully by private industry, and I think that some l'ederal
,program in this area is appropriate, with adequate safeguards against
the dangers I have described.

• In summary, Mr. Chairman, I believe that the potential value of
information technology for government,#20for society, or for the indi-
vidual is very high. Much of that potential can best be realized by the
private sector in the marketplace. Valid government functions can
also be improve,' There are dangers of a subtle but pervasive expan-
sion of Federal influences and activity#through the use of these tech-
nologies, but such adverse results are not inevitable. They can be over-
come, if we set ourselves to the task, by adequate law and policy to
assure that only the desired functions are performed. Our respon-
sibility for communications policy, and our location in the Executive,
Office with a broad overview of Federal activities, (rives OTP an im-
portant responsibility in the area of protection of the rights and free-
dom with which your committee is concerned.
This concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, and Mr.

Joyce and I will try to answer any questions which you might have.
Mr. MOORHEAD. First, Mr. Whitehead, I compliment you on your

statement. You are right on the target which is of major concern of
this subcommittee.
We did obtain and study the report "Communications for Social

iNeeds" that you referred to n your testimony. The shocking thing to
me was not so much what it contained, but what wasn't included.
There was little or no concern expressed in it for the potential dangers
of such vast communications systems. It frightened me that apparently
nobody thought this was important enough to even mention it in the
report. I suppose that from your testimony was one of the reasons
that the report was not in accordance with your views.

Is that correct, sir?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. That's correct. I thought the report had too much

emphasis on using Government-owned and controlled systems for
Government information distribution purposes, and that makes it
very hard to apply any safeguards. When the Government is piping
its own information out of its own system there is not the kind of
visibility there that I think we would like.
Mr. MOORHEAD. In the past years this subcommittee, other Members

and committees of the Congress expressed a concern about what was
then called a National Data Bank into which could be fed everybody's
social security number

' 
income tax records, personal data, and similar

types of information. Because of such concern I think that idea was
abandoned.
Am I correct on that statement?
Mr. WitrrEHEAn. -As far as I know, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MOORHEAD. However, if you can provide, as you referred on page

3 of your testimony, for sharing and interconnection systems utilizing
the technology we now have, you could have the end result of a
national data bank, could you not?
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AL.. •

. Mr. WHITEHEAD. That is quite 
possible unless the safeguards are

very firmly built into the technology 
and into the operating procedures

of the agencies that use these 
systems. You could in effect 

have the

same result.
Mr. Moorumn. This committee, I

 mean our parent committe
e par-

ticularly and, of course, this 
subcommittee has been charged with

promoting economy and efficiency 
in government. I am sure that it

would be. more economical and 
more efficient for the Census

 Bureau

and the Internal Revenue Service to
 be interconnected because 

it would

mean probably fewer Census Bu
reau employees. They woul

dn't have

to go out and personally count 
people. They might be able to 

do a

more economical and efficient job.

The Department of Agricultur
e, with complete access to the

 data

bank of the Internal Revenue Servic
e, might make a much better

 analy-

sis of the farm economy and m
aybe produce a better farm p

rogram.

could it not?
Mr. WnrrEnEAD. Well, I'm not 

sure. Mr. Chairman.

There are two different aspects of 
that. I think, both of which I've

had some experience in. They are
 effectiveness and economy i

n com-

munications. That's one of my 
principal responsibilities. I have t

n

say that. the case is not firmly 
made that shared systems are 

more

economical. In some cases it adds 
a complexity which adds cost 

and

it may add up with just as much or
 more money being spent to do 

the

same job as several specialized 
systems. So I would not jump to

 the

assumption, as many people frequently
 do, that sharing automaticall

y

entails more efficiency for the.Gov
erninent.

The other aspect of it has to do with
 ,,nalysis of the data. I used t

n

be employed at one of the Nation
's ".zhink tanks" and I certain

ly

know that the analyst loves to get. all 
the data he can, put it toget

hrt

and cross reference it in as many way
s as possible because he ti

dal,

that. gives him a richer form of analy
sis. in many cases that's tr

ue.

but that benefit to the analyst has to be 
offset against the possible 

risto

to privacy and to confidentiality. and t
he analyst is not paid to 

be

aware of those kinds of risks. I think that's w
hy it's very important Ow

you're having these kinds of hearings becau
se that side of it should

get the attention too.
Mr. Moonily:AD. Well, the point I want to (

Yet across, and I 
tbil:k

my views are shared by other members of th
is subcommittee, is 

631

even if there were better economy and efficiency
 involved, it should

sacrified if it meant an invasion of the priva
cy of the individnt

citizen. In other words. I hold the liberty of the 
individual which

referred to in your testimony as a "higher val
ue" than the savim: -

tax dollars, although of course whenever possibl
e we want to 53"

tax dollars.
Arr. WnrrErirAn. I would certainly a!rree. that at 

least in my sehi'f'

of things it is a higher value. The very difficult 
decision comes irlw4;

you face up to the fact that you are paving a 
substantial amoun

t a

money for the safeguards. and those decisions just 
have to be fa's"' v*1

a case-by-case basis to make sure that the economy 
does not can. 50

unsatisfactory or an undesirable risk.
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or the installation of a device necessary for disaster warning pur-
poses? Or do we have the technology to, let's say, interrupt a tele-
vision program, not the broadcaster himself but, say, your office to
broadcast to only those persons who have their television sets turned
on and who might be affected by some impending disaster in the area
where they live?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. :Well, our office wouldn't get involved in any op-

erations like that.
' Mr. MOORHEAD. Well, does any agency, including the Defense De-
partment, have that capability?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Well, certainly we have that kind of technology.

I think that's quite possible technologically. It would entail interpos-
ing of the Government between the broadcaster and his transmitter.
It could be Lite. That leaves, of course, the unsettling question about
how do we warn the people who don't have their sets on. There is
a substantial number of people who aren't watching television particu-
larly late at night.
There is, I think, a lot of analysis to show that sirens and other

kinds of warning indicators also don't reach the largest majority of the
people you would like to reach for this very important program.
The study, I think, was very careful and very thorough in suggest-

ing that this particular approach was the best approach to getting
warnings out to essentially all of the people on a very rapid basis.
Mr. MOORHEAD. So that if we want to reach the people whose

radios or television sets are not turned on we have to have some other
type of gadget in addition to existing radios and television sets. Is
that it?
Mr. 1VHITEHEAD. I think something like that is the best *way to

achieve the warning; yes.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Now, you stated that you oppose the idea that

these gadgets are to be required to be incorporated into radios and
televisions.
Mr. WHITEHEAD. That's correct.
Mr. MOORHEAD. I don't mean any particular individual, but what

type of individual pushed this idea ?
Mr. WiirrEimAn. Well, I come back to my old friends, the analysts.

The feeling among some people was that this system that had been
designed would not be useful on a broad basis nationally unless a
large majority of the people actually had these devices. The warn-
ing program wouldn't be a worthwhile investment for the Federal
Government unless we had some assurance that people had these
devices. And the argument went that people are not likely to buy
them on a voluntary7basis: therefore, we have to require that they be
built into TV sets in order to make sure that people have them. That
was the line of argument.
My judgment was that that was an undue intrusion. People can

decide for themselves whether they need that extra warning device.
They will get a warning through TV, radio if they have those devices
turned on, and for the Government to require that they purchase it
I think is an undue intrusion both on their own economic decision-
making and on their privacy. They can decide whether they want to
have this kind of warnina

k. 
or not.

Mr. 'A fOORIIEAD. Thank you, Mr. Whitehead.

Mpg*



1411.11-

448

Mr. Erlenborn?
Mr. Ent,ExiionN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Whitehead, I want to thank you for your 

statement. I think it

shows the kind of sensitivity that we on this committee 
hope would

be shown in each of the agencies that are making 
decisions in the

area of telecommuncations and particularly data retention and

processing.
I have just a couple of questions.
First of all, I noted in reading your statement you 

left out one

paragraph on page 11. I just wanted to inquire if that was 
inadvertent

or if you intended to delete that. The paragraph 
was, "rather than

any centralization of operations in this area feel that each Federal

agency should determine its own information mission 
and how to

accomplish it as fully as possibly through privately 
controlled infor-

mation channels."
Mr. WiirrEHEAD. The statement you have there, 

Mr. Erlenborn,_ is

the penultimate draft. The version that we did 
submit formally did

not have that paragraph in it. It just raised a lot of 
very unresolved

and unresolvable questions.
Mr. ERLENBORN. So you purposely did that?

Mr. WHrrEinun. I purposely did that.

Mr. ERLENBORN. I thought you inadvertently 
skipped it.

Mr. WHITEHEAD. No.
Mr. ERLENBORN. I made a note on page 4 of 

your statement that

you said that your "office has undertaken to 
investigate the adequacy

of present laws and regulations to protect 
individuals regarding their

privacy."
Could you tell me how far along that 3tudy is 

and what the end

result will be? Will you be issuing a report or will 
you make individual

recommendations to the various segments involved?

Mr. WHITEHEAD. The effort is hardly more than 
a month or two

old at this point. That is not to say we weren't 
doing some looking into

the area before, but I finally determined that 
there was just so much

uncertainty about what the law, the policies, the 
safeguards actually

were that we needed a comprehensive pulling 
together of everything,

and then an analysis of it to see where the gaps are, if 
any.

I don't know when it will be completed. There 
will definitely be $

report, I would think, and if we determine from that 
review that thert

are some gaps, I think it is our responsibility to 
make some uro•

posals and some recommendations for Federal policies, 
for legislation.

or what have you.
Mr. ERLENBORN. 'Well, my real question is, I guess, 

will this all 10

put together in a report or would you, say, contact the 
Congress seI4

rately relative to legislative changes and contact the 
different age

i

n

cies individually as -to changes in their regulations? Or 
will it all le

put together in one formal report? - •
Mr. WiirrEHEAD. I don't think it will be put together in 

one fortail

report. The results of the study probably will be put 
together go,

report, but the specific recommendations would probably 
go to It"

appropriate place: legislation through the President, to 
the (W

gress ;. FCC matters directed to the FCC ; policy matters 
for Feiler*.

agencies could be implemented by us directly though 
the Wel"

executive branch policy process. . . • . • • .

Mr. ERLENBORN. What NI
ization of this report? Deo,:
his authorization before it i
authority without clearing
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although it might well be of

Policies pertaining to th(
munications activities of e.N,
conic directly to the Presidi
wilt those and resolve then

iwe think there s some masc
stIod iiitg is can importantbedonebo 

both
hnlovuagyh ts. 

ERLENBORN. Legisla
throti the President?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Yes, the
Mr. ERLENBORN. Through
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Through
Mr. ERLENBORN. To get tc

your office opposed the requi
"receivers in their TV' sets ai
chase or use of home receivers
At what point in time was

tion because I recall last fall
sane statements relative to t
that I even heard them on th
I'm curious as to whether ye
the chairman's comments.
Mr. JOYCE. The date of thE

ERLENBORN. So that poM r..TorcE. About a year be,Mr. ERLENBORN. About a ycMr. WHITEHEAD. I do thinkMr. Moorhead's comments, tNASA report or some other
bed that gave us cause f13; fable publicly and he wa:me kind of concern and IMr. MOORHEAD. If the gent.-Ase no consideration to the
about which Mr. Whit‘v.:. potential abuses of propa4#—a of privacy, et cetera. I thfr,t t hat reason.

Mr. Kru.EN-nonN. Well, I tht: .4 eonvern. It was particulariihony now that you establven by the chairman. NI might have suspc!Pm (hal rinan's comments. I'm
7il1rintin'5 

comments.
'WHITEHEAD. I might st*--,rt:,while for the chairman



an.
r your statement.
this committee hopf; 1st.n.44
re making decisions
larly data retention 444

statement you left out al.
iuire if that was in:Hive:11,i.
ragraph was, "rather t!
ea I feel that each Fe4-.1,
ation mission and h4.14 t.
privately controlled nao

ye there, Mr. Erlenbor,1.
e did submit formally
d a lot of very unresullh4

at?

ntly skipped it.

e 4 your statement 0-.14
gate the adequy-i
Is regarding t .?

study is and What the r7,.1,
or will you make indiviikt:
'volved?
more than a month or tv
IA doing some looking i
hat there was just so mu

.ies, the safeguards actiial.:!
ing together of everyth.
aps are, if any.
. There will definitely k I
from that review that tht
sibility to make some ta,,
.eral policies, for legislat

t is, I guess, will this all le
contact the Congress ;:41,i
contact, the different
gulations ? Or will it all

put together in .one forintl
will be put together n3
would probably go to tLs.
he President, to the C4g..
policy matters for 14'eds.r1,.
rectly though the internA4

•
ir7r"",11"t" 917,1777 "''

449

fr ERLENBORN. Wh
at would be the procedure in the final

 author-

of this report? Does this
 need to go to the President and have

a- :int horiza tion before i
t becomes policy or do you have some

 policy

.0,ority without clearing th
rough the I resident?

‘,.fr. WHITEHEAD. Well, the 
report I have in mind would be just 

a

iveunl statement. Such 
a thing would not need to go to t

he President

sough it might well be of inter
est to him.

policies pertaining to the execut
ive branch itself and to the corn-

Inications activities of executive 
branch agencies may or may not

•r.10 directly to the President'
s personal attention. We try to imp

le-

nt those and resolve them wit
hout his personal involvement unle

ss

, think there is some reason that 
he would have an interest or some-

•ng is important enough that we 
think ought to have his attention.

it can be done both ways.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Legislative 
proposals. Would they be cleared

:trough the President?
r. 1V11ITEHEAD. Yes, the normal exe

cutive branch clearance process.

Mr. ERLENBORN. Through OMB?

Mr. 1ViurrEuEAD. Through OMB, that's
 right.

Mr. ERLENBORN. To get to the DID 
system, I know that you said

four office opposed the requirement for ma
nufacturers to incorporate

....rivers in their TV sets and preferred a 
policy of voluntary pur-

d'Acie or use of home receivers.
At what point in time was that policy estab

lished? I ask that ques-

tion because I recall last fall the chairman of 
our subcommittee made

wane statements relative to this. They got suc
h widespread publicity

oat I even heard them on the radio in my own 
congressional district.

I'm curious as to whether youi policy was esta
blished before or after

ole chairman's comments.
Mr. JOYCE. The date of the warning policy is 

November 11, 1971.

Mr. ERLENBORN. So that policy decision was 
made—

Mr. JOYCE. About a year before.
Mr. ERLENBORN. About a year before the 

chairman's comments?

Mr. WurrEHEAD. I do think, Mr. Erlenborn,
 I recall vaguely hearing

%Ir. Moorhead's comments, too. As I recall 
those were based on the

!.‘F-;.‘.. report or some other reports from agenci
es lower down that I

!oeribed that gave us cause for concern, and I thi
nk those just became

trailable publicly and he was probably reacting 
to that. It caused us

the came kind of concern and led to the policy.
Mr. MOORHEAD. If the gentleman will yield, m

y concern was that it

rme no consideration to the potential dangers 
involved in such sys-

1 ns. about which Mr. Whitehead has testified—no 
consideration for

t!,.. potential abuses of propaganda, no attention to
 the possible inva-

"Ii of privacy, et cetera. I thought it was really a 
shocking document

for that, reason.
1_ Mr. Emmy-norm% Well, I think it is quite interesting 

that you share

!IIR concern. It was particularly gratifying to me to 
find out from your

iniony now that you established this policy prior to t
he publicity it

.3s given by the chairman. Now, if you had told me it was
 November

til'• 1972, I might have suspected that your polic
y was a result of

;e elkairman's comments. I'm happy to see that you ag
reed even before

h. chairman's comments.
1.WitrrimEAD. I might say, Mr. Erlenborn, tha

t I still think it's

trthwhile for the chairman and people like him to 
criticize these

--"terisr
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things when they see them because the executive branch isn'
t perfect,

and we do need these kinds of things called to our attention. We don't

always anticipate them.
Mr. ERLENBORN. Well. I think we all agree with you, particularly

when you say the executive branch isn't perfect, and I want it under-

stood in the record that my inquiry about the time relative to 
the chair-

man's comments was in no way meant to criticize t
he chairman's

comments.
Apparently at that time he was not aware of the pol

icy decision that

had been made in OTP. But again, I was very pleased t
o discover that

that policy decision was made before the broad 
publicity given to the

chairman's comments.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. 'A IOORHEAD. Mr. Stanton?
Mr. STANTON. Mr. Whitehead, what organization 

did you work for

before you came to the White House?
• Mr. WrirrEnEnn: I was with the Rand Corp.

Mr. STANTON. How long did you work there?

Mr. WHITEHEAD. Off and on a total of about 3 
years.

Mr. STANTON. Three years. And where did you 
work before that?

Mr. WHITEHEAD. I was in the Army and then I 
was in school.

• Mr. STANTON. Does your function at the 
White House have any rela-

tionship to Herb Klein's function and office? 
•

• Mr. WHITEHEAD. No, it does not.
' Mr. STANTON. You have no relationship?

Mr. WHITEHEAD. No, sir.
Mr. STANTON. Thank von. I have no lumber 

questions.

Mr. 'MOORHEAD. Mr. McCloskey?
Mr. McCLosit.Er. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Whitehead, I was impressed by page 8 
of your statement on

which you indicate a quote that "We should be 
alert to possible abuse

of this opportunity by Federal agencies: the 
number and type of such

messages produced and distributed by the 
Government must not con-

stitute an unwarranted intrusion into the public 
mind."

You are referring there. I take it, to public s
ervice announcements

by Federal agencies. that you encourage private 
broadcasting networlo

to use from time to time or the Government encourag
es. Is that correct!

Mr. WHITEHEAD. That's correct.
Mr. McaosEET. You don't mention public television 

in this stale.

ment. Is that intentional or did you not feel public 
television was not

worthy of inclusion in this statement?
Mr. WITITETTEAD. The principal reason I didn't mention 

it was be-

cause the FCC tends to reaulate and license public 
television stations

in a somewhat different way. I think there's an implicit 
assumption

that almost everything they do falls in the public service 
category P.

opposed to the licensing of commercial stations where it is 
presume,:

that the Federal Government has to require a certain amount 
of Pubfr

service or it wouldn't get done. That was the reason for 
focusing 02

commercial broadcasting.
Mr. McaosicEr. Let me go to the public television 

question. 1117

we created the Corporation for Public Broadcasting in 1967 ice

to insulate it from governmental intrusion.
You would concur in that intention of the act?

1

Mr. WHITEHEAD. Yes.
Mr. McCLosKEY. Back

similarity between statenic
vision and statements that
on public television. I ha
from the desk of Lyn Nofzi
of the Republican Nationa
publican National Committ
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. Mr. WHITEHEAD. Yes. •

Mr. McCLosKEY. Back in 1972 I was Impressed by the apparent
similarity between statements that you were making on public tele-

vision and statements that were being made by the Republican Party
on public television. 1 have a memorandum here, Mr. Whitehead,
from the desk of Lyn Nofziger, deputy chairman for communications

of the Republican National Committee on the letterhead of the Re-

publican National Committee addressed apparently to all Republican

(3ongressmen dated January 24, 1972. It states as follows:

I urge you to take the time to read the enclosed remarks of Congressman
Clarence "Bud" Brown of Ohio concerning public television broadcasting. 

Con-

gressman Brown, who was a member of the Subcommittee on Communications and

Power of the Commerce Committee, points out that public television has 
be-

come a victim of fiscal responsibility and partisan non-objectivity in its hiring

practices and progr

Were you concerned at or about that time in January of 1972 in the

Office of Telecommunications Policy that the Public Broadcasting

Service had become antigovernment, antiestablishment in its program

and content?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. I think our principal concern, Mr. McCloskey,

was
Mr. McaosKEr. You understand my question? Please proceed.
Mr. WHITEHEAD. I think so. Our concern was that there were very

difficult questions of policy raised by tax money flowing into the fund-
ing of what might be considered public affairs or journalistic kinds
of programing. It has to do with some of the concerns here today about
propagandizing the Government, using its power or its money to dis-
seminate information.

Certainly insulation was envisaged for the funneling of money into
public television and that was correct. We simply came to the conclu-
sion that in the very sensitive areas of journalism and public affairs
programing that there was really no adequate way of building in
enough insulation and the best policy simply was not to use Federal
funds for those purposes. We did have that type of concern.
We also had concern-
Mr. McCiiosliEy. May I interrupt just a minute?
Mr. WiirrEnEAn. Certainly.
Mr. MCCLOSKEY. I want to understand precisely what you are

saying.
You did have concern about the use of Federal dollars for public

affairs programs over public broadcasting. Is that correct?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. That's correct.
Mr. McCLosKEy. And your concern was not what you have expressed

in your statement here that there was overpropagandizing by Govern-
ment in the Public Broadcasting Service, but concern that the Public
Broadcasting Service was being used for antigovernment propaganda.
Is that correct?
Mr. WurrEHEAn. No, that's not what I was saying. What I was sav-

ing was we were concerned about the precedent of taxpayers' dollars
being used directly for a journalistic function.
Mr. MCCLOSKEY. That concern was not, then, over excessive govern-

mental propaganda cominc, out over the Public Broadcasting System;
was it?
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Mr. WurrEHEAD. We feel there is a fine line when the Government is
involved in fundine•

t' 
it directly. There is a potential for abuse.

Mr. McaosKEY.By Government—
Mr. WHITEHEAD. By the Government and by the public broadcast-

ing people. When a large segment of your money comes from one 
source, particularly the Government, there is a tendency to want to
please the people who are giving you the money. So there can be an im-
plicit biasing of information in order to please the people who are
giving you the money.
Mr. McCieosieEr. I commend you for that worthy concern over the

Public Broadcasting Service trying to please Congess, for example,
in its pronouncements to the public. But the statements that you were
making in the winter of 1971 and 1972 were directed to precisely the
opposite concern, were they not?
Mr. WHrrEHEAn. I'm not sure I understand.
Mr. McCLosilEy. Your concern then was a danger of tax dollars

being funneled into the Public Broadcasting System and being used
for anti-Government propaganda or antiestablishment broadcasting.

Isn't that correct?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. I think there is a potential for abuse in the fun-

neling of Federal money into this kind of activity. It can take both
forms. It can take the form of distributing information that is favor-
ing what is felt by the administration or the Congress in power at a
particular point in time. It can be abuse of the opposite form.
Mr. McaosKEY. Well, let me quote it to you from a speech that

you made on October 18, 1971, where you use the term "Northeast
liberal media establishment control of public television." You were
there concerned about anti-Government use of the Public Broadcasting
System, were you not?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. I don't recall that specific comment. I'm sorry.
Mr. McaosicEy. Well, I am referring to a booklet on the Office of

Telecommunications Policy put out in 1973 by the Network Project.
Have you seen this?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Yes, I have.
Mr. MCCLOSKEY. They refer on page 17 to a speech that you mad

entitled "A Speech to the National Association of Educational Broad-
casters in Miami on October 18, 1971."
Mr. WHITEHEAD. I did give such a speech, yes.
Mr. McaosKEy. Did you use the term "Northeast liberal meth

establishment"?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. I don't recall using that phrase in that speechThere are some inadequacies in the document you are looking $t•Mr. 'McCloskey.
Mr. 'MCCLOSKEY. This is why I am surprised, with the comnienioyou have made on public television and its abuses, that there is nothir'tin this statement to the subcommittee today that would indicate th"concern on your part. •
Let me go to a second point. At any time. Mr. Whitehead, in rt.;position on the White House staff as the Director of the 011iceTelecommunications

-
Telecommunications Policy, did you maintain liaison with the 1:orlican IN Committee to attempt to coordinate White Houseand Republican National Committee policy in this field of tele('munications ?

Mr. WHITEHEAD. No, We didMr. McCLOSKEY. HOW WOcontroversy in his capacity as
in the Republican National Co
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Well, I ti

in the communications areahonestly don't know how he be
Mr. McCLosKEY. Was there

the Republican National Com
icv during your tenure?
•Mr. WHITEHEAD. Not that PThe Office of Telecommunwithin the Executive Office ofliaison as such with the Republi
Mr. MCCLOSKEY. What a

President?
Mr. WIIrTEITEAD. No.
Mr. McaositEy. No liaisonMr. WurrEHEAn. •No.
Mr McCLositEy. No attempNational Committee or the Cothe policy determinations that vMr. WitrrEHEAp. No.
Mr. McCLosKEY. I have no fuMr. MoonHEAD. Ms. Abzug.
Ms. ABZUG. Thank you, Mr.I would like to ask you ahere my colleague, Mr. McCDo you have any recollectioTrziewals in 1972?
Mr. WIIITEHE.AD. Yes, I do.Ms. Anzuc. Do you have anets of your remarks whichp!Ileola" and "elitist gossip?"Mr. WHITEHEAD. Yes.

.A itztrG. Is it your imprest,rmine what the standards f!..-rrai of content?
r. WitrrEirEAD. No, it is not.Mg. A nzuo. Then what did voi%fr. WHITEHEAD. I did not a'toting.
4. .1 ItZro. Oh, what did you'Ir. WHITEHEAD. I was, in O.Fir ,'rittnent licenses commercial%I k. A Az LTG. I see.'fr. 'WHITEHEAD. I was maid!!:r. bill that I announced inI in the Congress. isaidur wild prohibit the Federaas to what programuood programing. -I waslag that to the extent t• 37S-73_16
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rr WHITEHEAD. No, we did not.
%tr. McCLosKEY. How would Mr. Nofzige

r be aware of this

....ntroversy in his capacity as deputy chairman for 
communications

olio Republican National Committee?
%tr. WHITEHEAD. Well, I think Mr. Nofziger has had an 

interest

the communications area and broadcasting generally, and I

snestly don't know how he became aware of it.

Mr. McaosKEY. Was there no liaison between the White House and
Republican National Committee, on the telecommunications pol-

, v (luring your tenure?
'Mr. WitITEHEAD. Not that I'm aware of.
The Office of Telecommunications Policy is a separate agency

thin the Executive Office of the President. We have never had any

,.son as such with the Republican National Committee.
Mr. McCLosKEy. What about the Committee to Re-elect the

!'n.sident ?
Mr. WMTEHEAD. NO.
Mr. McaosKEY. No liaison whatever?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. NO.
Mr MCCLOSKEY. No attempt to coordinate policy by either the

National Committee or the Committee to Re-elect the President with
the policy determinations that your office was making?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. NO.
Mr. McCLosKny. I have no further questions.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Ms. Abzug.
Ms. ABZUG. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to ask you a question which starts out somewhere

there my colleague, Mr. McCloskey, ended, but in the same vein.
Do you have any recollection of your remarks concerning license

rrnewals in 1972?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Yes, I do.
Ms. ABZIJG. Do you have any recollection with respect to the con-

tents of your remarks which. included such words as "ideological
plugola" and "elitist gossip?"
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Yes.
MS. -kW:1G. IS it your impression that it is the role of OTP to de-

termine what the standards for public broadcasting should be in
terms of content?
‘Ir. WHITEHEAD. No, it is not.
Ms. Attztra. Then what did you mean by those remarks?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. I did not apply those remarks to public broad-

Is. Anztia. Oh, what did you apply them to?
.; J ir. WHITEHEAD. I was, n that speech, discussing how the Federal
' -avernment licenses commercial television stations.

MS. ABZUG. I see.
Mr. WnrrEnEAD. I was making the point, regarding one aspect
the bill that I announced in that speech, that we subsequently in-
kitteed in the Congress. I said that there was a provision in that bill
it would prohibit the Federal Government from setting its own
Wards as to what program and content should be or what con-
futed good programing. I was explaining that provision of the bill

:a saying that to the extent there are abuses, for example, to the

"'m" rxWerripgrr".--,r,e Tr",
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extent there is elitist gossip it should be corrected within the televi.sion industry and not by the Government.
Ms. ABZUG. You have no recollection at all about your discussion in

that same speech of what kind of substantive content would be con.
sidered appropriate?
Mr. WurrimEAD. That's not my function, Ms. Abzug. Indeed, I hal,

great reservations which I made clear in that speech about the Govern.
ment having anything at all to say about the content of televisiot.
programing.
Ms. ABZUG. Well, let me ask you this.
Do you recall this statement: "station managers or network official,

who have failed to act to correct imbalance or consistent bias from th,
networks or acquiesce by silence can hardly be considered willing par.
ticipants to be held fully accountable by the broadcasters community
at license renewal time."
Mr. WiirrEHEAD. I do recall that. That was in that speech.
Ms. AnzuG. Yes, and do you recall that before that speech you said

"television station owners and managers must have full responsibility
for what goes out over the public's airways no matter what the origin
of the program, stations' licenses have the final responsibility for
news balance. Who else but management can or could correct so-called
professionals who confuse sensationalism with elitist gossip in tht
cruise of news analysis?"
Mr. 'WHITEHEAD. That's what I said.
Ms. ABZUG. Now you choose. I suppose, to interpret that as meaninz

something entirely different. Is that correct?
Mr. WHITEHEAD. I think I stand by what I said, Ms. Abzug.
Ms. ABZUG. Fine.
Why do you think that the role of the Office of Telecommunication.

Policy is to determine this basis for license renewals? Don't we have a
Federal Communications
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Federal Communications Commission?
Ms. Anzrq. Yes, sir.
Mr. WHITEHEAD. Yes, indeed. However, one. of the principal prob.

lems in the broadcast area of telecommunications policy is the way
television stations are licensed. What are the criteria? How are they
applied? And it is impossible to address broadcast communication,
policy without asking yourself how the license renewal process should
work.
I have had concerns for some time that the Federal Communicati0n3

Commission has been intruding itself into the area of program eon.
tent in considering license renewals and we do not think that is appro-
priate for any segment of the Government.
Ms. ABZUG. I see. So you thought perhaps :your office should do that
Mr. WnrrEnEAD. No. 'What I was saving was that legislation shoulslbe introduced and should be adopted to Wohibit that practice, and OWwas what I was saying.
Ms. Anzua. Are you aware of the fact that in 1968 the Bureau of th!Budget, I believe, issued a statement or recommendation to the "'roildent of the 'United States on Federal communications organizat10rL5While their report, like others, I think, that have gone on here for sot!'"time, recommended a centralized office program for Federal commit'

eat ions activities, they felt tli
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