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Thank you Commander James. I am very glad to have the

opportunity to be out here with you. This has been in the works

for some time and I think that it has been called on and called

off a niTimber of times. This is particularly enjoyable to me

because I have adopted California as my home state. I spent

a grand total of about three years out here, and, after doing

so, swore that I would never again live on the East coast of

the United States. I got involved in President Nixon's campaign

four years ago and have been there ever since.

A food question, I think, to ask, is what qualifies me for
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this job. I thought about that a lot. The President

quipped on one occasion that he picked me for it because

I didn't know anything about it, and I think that you

people in the Navy may have some experience in that kind

of assignment process. There is something to be said in

a field so specialized as this for putting a specialist

in the top slot. There is also something to be said about

putting someone. in who doesn't know anything about the

specialty, and thereby is forced to concentrate his

attentions on how that particular specialty relates to

the rest of the world. And that very clearly is the route

we have taken - that later route. I should spend a little

time telling you why the Office was set up and just what

our responsibilities are, and you will forgive me if I

get into some things that aren't of interest to all of you

because the area is rather broad, and I hope you will also

forgive me if I have a little trouble focusing on the

things that are of most interest to you. Because of the

nature of the season in the country this particular time

of the year, I have been spending most of my time the last

few months talking to broadcasting groups and have to

refocus my attention on the more technical side and the

military side.
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The first proposal to set up an Office like this

was made to President Truman in the late 1940's, and it

grew out of a study that was,in large part,oriented to

the role that communications played in World War II and

the increasing role people thought it would play in the

national defense scene in the future. It was also oriented

around some of the amazing changes that were taking place

in communications at that time - in communication technology -

-014
television was coming on the scene,Atransitor had just been

invented. We were designing our first submarine cables,

and a science fiction writer by the name of Arthur Clark

had proposed that one of these days communication satellites

might be playing some role although I don't think that

anyone even took it seriously enough to take it into

account at that time. Each succeeding President had a

study made of the communications field and it took various

forms. Sometimes the study was done within the government,

sometimes it was done by an outside group of experts. And,

in every case ,the President was advised to set up something

in the Executive Branch of the government probablyin the

Executive Office ,that would do much the same thing we are

doing now.
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The most recent study was done under President

Johnson where he had a high level task force of government

officials looking at the whole field of communications

policy. They made a number of recommendations at the

conclusion of the Johnson administration. When this

Administration took office, we were faced with that catalog

of policy recommendations. We chose to ignore all of

them, save one,and that one was that the President should

set up some kind of executive branch capability for

dealing with the very rapidly growing problem of communi-

cations policy. We talked with a wide variety of people

from the Defense Department, the Office of Management and

Budget, from the communications industries, and for a

variety of reasons, ended up with the organizational

framework we have today.

The Office itself is quite small. It is quite

small for two reasons. One, this particular President

does not take kindly to the idea of expanding the

bureaucracy. The idea of setting up a new agency is

something he really had to be sold on. And if you are

going to do it, he wanted to do it in a way that you

would not proliferate the bureaucracy. Secondly, the



decision was taken that the Office had to be located in

the Executive Office of the President. The reason for

that was that only by combining the national communi-

cations policy function with the oversight of the

executive branch communications would you have a

sufficient critical mass of people,ftissues to make a

viable agency. Because you had to have this oversight

of government communications and, because the Secretary

of Defense made it quite clear that he wasn't going to

accept any guidance from anybody who wasn't in the

Executive Office of the President, the organization is

located in the Executive Office of the President.

Now, all Presidents, not just this one, don't like

to have big White House budgets and anything that is

included in the Executive Office is included by the

Congress in the so-called White House Budget. There

are, therefore, great pressures to keep that budget very

small - so that the President will not be vulnerable to

criticism and that is another reason we choose to keep

the agency very small.

The Office works - trys to work-by working through

other agencies,tapping their manpower, their capability



-6-

and also by tapping the capabilities of our communications

industry. By and large this has worked pretty well. We

have about 70 full-time employees. We are supported by

about 100 to 150 people in the Commerce Department who do

nothing but work for us. I will confess to a bit of

budget shuffling there. If it were not for this desire

to keep the Executive Office budget very small, those

people would be on our payroll rather than Commerce payroll,

but they,for all intents and purposes, work for us.

Our responsibilities cover the whole field of

electronic communication. The Office, just to digress

for a moment, was established by the reorganization plan

route in which the President proposes to the Congress

that this organizational arrangement be made and the

Congress approves of it. So while it was not established

by a public law, it has the effect of law and it is a

permanent agency on the Washington scene.

There are two Presidential appointees in the Office,

the Director and the Deputy Director. The Director reports

directly to the President. Both Presidential appointees

are subject to confirmation by the Senate. That means

we are answerable to the Congress as well as to the
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President. Our responsibilities fall into three major

areas. The least talked about one is providing staff

support to the President and being the person responsible

for coordinating communication matters within the White

House staff itself. That means anything that comes to

the attention of the White House in communications comes

through our Office, and we coordinate it with whoever else

the White House staff might have some concern. In

the international area and the defense area would be

Henry Kissinger. In the area of communications for health

care and that kind of thing or the broadcasting industry

it would tend to be Mr. Erlichma4 who is responsible for

domestic affairs. So we're really the place that coordinates

all that for the President.

The other two responsibilities we have are not

directly related to the White House function. One is

national communications policy and the other is oversight

of the Federal Government's own electronic communications

system. Let me talk first about the national communications

policy. Such policy as we have today, by and large, comes

from the 1934 Communications Act which established the FCC.

The FCC is an independent regulatory body whose members
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are appointed by the President, and serve for 7 year-terms.

But, although they are appointed by the President, they

don't work for him. Their independence is something

they like to cite to us frequently and it is one of the

reasons why the OTP was necessary. The FCC is responsible

for the on-going regulation of the communications business

in this country. They really have no direct communications

policy responsibility and, even if they did, they are not

directly responsive or responsible to the President.

The President, if he is to play a role in communication

policy, as he is expected to in essentially every other

area of national policy, has to have someplace that he

can turn to - that works for him - that can speak for

him - to address these problems. And it has been very

clear that communications is growing at an increasingly

rapid rate. You just have to look at the growth of

telephone traffic in this country - growing something

like 20 percent a year - international communications

is doubling about every three years - look at the problems

of our society that we face because of the impact of

television on children - the impact of television on the

political process and you see that at the national level
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the problems of communications policy aren't technical

anymore. They are really fundamental policy questions

that this country has to address. Where are we going

with communications; how are we going to structure it;

who is going to own it; who is it going to be responsive

to; how it is going to be regulated?

Regulatory agencies are basically judicial in

character and are not suited for this kind of thing. It

is our job to be the voice of the Administration, the

voice of the Executive Branch in dealing with all of

these problems. In that regard, we undertake the responsi-

bility for arriving at a coordinated Executive Branch

position on communications policy matters. That takes

us into dealing with the State Department on international

matters, the Justice Department on antitrust matters and

matters of competition, the Department of Transportation

when we're talking about air traffic control communications

and the like. So our job is to make sure that there is

a coordinated Executive Branch position. To clear that

position with the President, if necessary, and then to be

the spokesman for the Executive Branch - the spokesman

for the Administration in dealing with the FCC, dealing
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with the public, dealing with the Congress on these

problems. As I mentioned the whole field of electronic

communications comes under our purvue in this regard so

we deal with international communications, satellites,

under sea cables, frequency assignment, conferences

and the international forums, and the ITU. We deal with

the common carrier industry, the telephone business, data

communications, microwave, domestic communications

satellites and the like. We deal with the broadcasting

business, radio, television and the increasingly growing

field of cable television. Rather than rattle off on

the list of problems that we face there, let me just

cite a couple of general principles that we have distilled

out of our review of these problems.

In the common carrier field, we see that the

largest problem that this country faces is a proliferation

of technology. The growth of electronics - the transistpx,

solid state devices, computers, computer technology -

means there are a whole host of things you can do with

communications now you couldn't do before. It used to

be that the common carrier business meant the telephone

business, but that is very rapidly changing. There are



a whole host of things you can hang on the ends of

communications lines. The question we have to face is

whether we are going to structure all of that business

in the basic common carrier mold that we have had for

so many years for telephone or whether we are going to

move to a more competitive framework as we now have in

the computer field. The basic problem that I think we

face in the common carrier field, again, is massive

growth in technology, and immediate applicability to

all kinds of problems, more and more people wanting to

use this technology and the government having to decide

how much of it is going to be regulated, how much of it

is going to be a monopoly, how much of it are we going

to let develop on a basically competitive non-regulated

basis.

In the broadcasting field, we face a different

set of problems. The electronic media have very rapidly

become probably the most important media in this country.

Most people get their news, their information, through

television. Poll after poll shows that the average

citizen in this country feels that television provides

the most thorough information and the most objective
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information on what's happening in our world today.

think a little common sense would suggest that's not

true. Nonetheless, the people, the average citizen

feels that way. That's where he feels he's getting his

best information. The electronic media, radio and

television, are very heavily regulated by the FCC. The

original rationale for that, of course, was the problem

of interference. You can't have two radio stations

broadcasting on the same frequency. We decided that

they would be the public's air waves and that the federal

government would act as the agency to parcel these

frequencies out and make sure that various people don't

interfere. The basid concept, however, was that the

broadcaster was a businessman, a private businessman,

and would do his business in an unregulated way. Over

the years, FCC decisions and court decisions have changed

that rather considerably. The FCC is told by the

Congress that they are to regulate radio and television

in the public interest, convenience, and necessity.

That's all they are told. Well now, as any good bureaucrat

knows, you're told to do something in the public interest

and that is the only guidance you have, that means you
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can do pretty much anything you want. By and large,

the FCC has been using this authority to regulate in

public interest to extend its regulation from the tech-

nical area to first, the economic area of broadcasting,

and then into content so that the FCC on a day-by-day

basis now is making decisions about what broadcasters

will broadcast. In the area of controversial political

matters, the FCC is deciding what is a controversial

issue, who are legitimate spokesmen for those controversial

issues, who should be allowed to have time to broadcast

his point of view on a controversial issue. In short

we have, over the years, rather seriously blurred the

distinction between the government and the private sector

in this area of electronic communications. We do things

to the electronic media that we would never think of

doing to the print media. What I am building up to is

that the most fundamental problem we face in our national

communications policy, on the mass media side, is what is

the proper role of government regulation of the mass

media, and should we continue to maintain this distinction

between the government and the media; so the first amendment

means basically what it says - the government keeps its
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hands out. Or do we fuzz the first amendment because

of this use of the public's air waves and say that the

first amendment has to be qualified in some way and that

the Government will play an active role in deciding who

gets to. broadcast what. That's gross over-simplification

of where we stand in the national communications policy

area. Just because I have been making a few political

speeches lately, I should let you know where this

Administration stands on those two areas. We feel very

strongly that we should in the common carrier area move

in the direction of as much competition, as little

monopoly, and as little regulation possible. The reason

is quite simple. We have a very active, very vigorous

communications industry. Most of the specialized

communications services will be purchased by sophisticated

buyers in the business world and the government and they

are quite capable of looking out for their own self

interest. If we go the monopoly route, go the route

of very heavy government regulation, all we are likely

to achieve is the rather massive slowing down and the

rather massive inflexibility in what could be an exciting

and important new field.
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System. The Secretary of Defense is designated as the

executive agent of the National Communications System,

and it is our job to formulate policy provided to the

Secretary of Defense so that he can then use it to

actually carry out the management of the NCS.

We are responsible for working with the Office of

Management and Budget for the planning of communication

systems within the executive branch. To make sure that

the requirements and the actual expenditures coincide,

to make sure there is not duplication of facilities, and

to make sure that we are, in short, getting the most

communications for the buck.

Finally, in this area, we are responsible for the

whole field of emergency preparedness in communications.

Because we are in the Executive Office, we are responsible

directly to the President for this function rather than

working through the Office of Emergency Preparedness, as

most agencies do in dealing with emergency preparedness

types of thing. In time of severe national emergency,
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In the area of mass communications, we take the

very simple position that the first amendment is more

important than the '34 communications act and that there

should be some pretty significant changes in the laws

governing how the FCC regulates so that they would not

be able to use their technical and economic regulation

as a device for getting into the regulation of content

and as a device for becoming the brokers of who ge
ts to

say what on radio and television.

Let me turn now to another area of our responsi-

bility which is oversight of the federal governments

own electronic communication systems. There has been

a feeling around for some time that the government is

inefficient in its use of communications; that it is

wasting money. It is not a very well known fact, and

it is a fact, that the federal government spends between

5 and 10 billion dollars a year on electronic communi-

cations. Now to get up to the 10 billion dollar figure,

you have ininclude all kinds of electronics that are

employed in using the spectrum. That includes navigation

systems, radar systems, but those are in a broad sense
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basically communications systems. Now this disparity

between 5 and 10 billion dollars is a rather big

disparity. Part of it is intentional because a rather

substantial amount of that is in the area defense

communications, intelligence communications and the

like; and it just doesn't serve a useful purpose to

get topexplicit about what all that is. But part of

it is a legitimate uncertainty in the government itself

as to how much it is spending, who is doing what in

communications and how does it all relate. It is that

uncertainty felt at the White House level, felt at the

Congressional level that was behind setting up of OTP

and giving it its responsibilities in this area of over-

sight executive branch communications.

We have several specific responsibilities in

that regard. Number one, we are in charge of the radio

frequency spectrum insofar as it is used by the federal

government. We try to cooperate as much as we can with

the FCC but we are the source of final decision making

authority for the use of the spectrum by the federal

government. We are the organization that is responsible

for providing policy guidance to the National Communications
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our Office would direct the employment of the Nation's

communications resources and, in very dire emergency

indeed, would be directed by the President to take over

all the Nation's communications; the telephone company,

the television networks, the satellites, and the like,

and to run them to make sure they were directed in the

most effective way. We would also be in charge of running

all of the Executive Branch communications. You can see,

in the time of emergency, we have a very significant role.

The concept is basically to design a system that will be

there in time of emergency and will actually work in time

of emergency. In doing that, we work very closely with

the Defense Department, needless to say, and it is our

concept that Defense probably knows better how to run

communications in a serious emergency than we do; at least

when it comes to Defense functions. So the concept is

that we would, in turn, delegate back to the Secretary

of Defense all military and defense related communications.

That is again a quick oversight of what our responsibilities

are in that area.
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The Office is only two years old, although there

had been a predecessor office that is concerned strictly

with the frequency management and emergency communications

functions. We are making some progress, but I guess I

have to say to you that our main progress has been in

defining the problem. In the Defense field we work quite

closely with the new Assistant Secretary of Defense for

Telecommunications, Dr. Rechtin; and, again, the principal

progress to date has been defining just what are the

problems. It is one thing to say that we shouldn't

spend more than we have to on communications--it is one

thing to say there shouldn't be duplication, but it is a

very difficult problem to say what constitutes duplication.

If the Navy has one requirement and the Air Force has a

slightly different requirement and they each build

separate communications systems, is that a duplication?

If the requirements are widely dissimilar; if the

communications systems that serve those requirements don't

look anything at all similar, it is probably not a

duplication. On the other hand, by going to multi-purpose
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systems, you possibly could meet both of those require-

ments in one system at something less than the total cost

of two separate systems. Now, if the concept is very

simple, the execution is very difficult. In order to

make progress in this area it's going to take, I think,

one important development. That is that there is going

to have to be more awareness of the communicators of the

actual operational problems and requirements that the

people with operational responsibilities face. There's

been too much of a tendency for the communicator to

consider himself basically an electronic mailman. That

was a phrase that Cdr. James coined this morning that I

decided I really liked.

Communicators intend to say, "Give us your

information; either speak it into this microphone or

write it down on that piece of paper and , one way or

another, through our electronic gadgetry,we will get it

somewhere else." But with this very rapid change in

communications capabilities that's coming about, with the

increased importance of communications for command and
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control, that's just not enough anymore. The problems

that we had with the Liberty, the problems we had with

the Pueblo, other kinds of communications problems we

have had in Defense have basically not been hardware

problems. They have not been problems that can be

solved from the standpoint of the communicator

narrowly defined. They have been problems like - how is

communications used in the broader command and control

framework; that is, communications broadly defined.

Communicators are going to have to learn the environment

in which their systems work; they are going to have to

be able to suggest alternatives to the people who have

communications needs.

Now there is another side of that and that is the

people who have on-line command responsibilities and

management responsibilities are going to have to learn

to take communicators a little more seriously. They are

going to have to understand a bit about communications

themselves so they can be aware of the fact that there

are these alternatives.
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Now looking at communications from the perspective

oi the Executive Office, it is pretty clear that most

of the problems aren't technical. But the problems

that we do face are precisely these kinds of problems.

Problems where the requirements have to be bent to

reflect the technical and economic spectrum and political

realities of the communications field. And, conversely,

where the expertise of the communications man has to be

tuned to helping redefine requirements in an appropriate

way so that the requirements and the system can come

together in the right way and the best possible way.

Looking at it from that perspective, I am very encouraged

to see the kind of program that I understand you have here

in the Naval Post Graduate School in the communications

field. It is just as essential that we have people who

have the kind of training you have, and it is essential

we get them promoted and get some of that kind of thinking

at the higher levels in the services and at the Department

of Defense level and indeed at our level. Recognizing
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that has been one of the reasons why I have put a new

emphasis on getting military officers assigned to OTP.

We have right no. six military officers, two from each

service, on full-time duty at OTP. We have a military

assistant to the Director, who is a full Colonel in the

Air Force. He is responsible for liaison between our

Office and the military services. One of his main res-

ponsibilities is to look at this question of the training

and development of communications officers and, conversely,

to make sure the people with line and personell management

responsibilities recognize the growing importance of

communications, to steer some of the best communications

officers in the broader roles and to see that some of the

other officers who will not specialize in communications

still understand the importance of it.

I really think I have probably touched as much as

can fruitfully do from my perspective. I could drone

on for a long time and talk about a lot of our problems.

It probably would be more interesting to you and even

more valuable to me if I just opened it up to questions.

Any questions?



Q. From my understanding of your Office - what type of

line authority do you have? I mean - you can't tell

the FCC how to conduct its business in communications.

You present to the Secretary of Defense your policies.

Are you the Executive boss saying, "this is the way it

will be done there?" Is it a tacit thing that you just

present the Administration's policy?

A. I don't think Mr. Laird would be very happy if I came

out here and said I was his boss.

Q.

A.

You may not be saying that but when you
 say that this

is the President's wish, is it understo
od in that

manner?

Yes, it is., it is my job to make s
ure the President has

the information he needs to make d
ecisions and then to

pass them back down the line. Now, obviously, I make a

lot of those decisions myself. It is only the big ones

that have to go to the President. I think Mr. Laird and

all the other Cabinet officers un
derstand that function.

We work very closely with the Departme
nt of Defense

people. I would guess that 90% of the prob
lems, we

work out before they ever become prob
lems. As to say

they are never forced to a decision - we 
work out an

agreement.

Probably another 9% of those problems ar
e resolved by me

in consultation with various White House
 people and

saying, "Well, here is a disagreement. 
Somebody is

going to have to swallow hard and do it 
differently

than they would like and we'll work out 
a decision and

pass it down the line. Here's what we think you ought

to do." Now let's suppose in a hypothetical case, that

DOD disagreed. We would have, of course, gone through

the process of trying to understand why
 they disagree,



what their point of view is and we would have the

Secretary's view or the view of someone who is speak-

ing for him. If the decision goes against him, by

and large, he will accept it because it is our job

to take all considerations into account, not just

Defense considerations. But he, of course, always

has the option of saying - well, I don't like tha
t

decision and I i,ant the President to decide it. On

1% of things that actually happens. Either somebody

like the Secretary of Defense feels strongly and

doesn't want it decided by anybody less than the

President himself - and we respect that because some-

times I do that myself. I decide that things are

going against me and I don't want it decided by anyone

other than the President. It goes to the President.

Another category of things in that 1% are things that

all of us may agree completely on but we think it's

important enough that the President personally ought to

know about and ought to have the opportunity to make

the decision himself, even though we all agree.

So I don't think my role is to be the boss of the

communications in the Executive Branch. My job is to

work with all the people who have responsibilities to

do it on behalf of the President and make sure that the

system works.

No in the area of the FCC, it's much the same but

different. We have no direct authority over the FCC.

At least with the Defense guys I can say; "Look, you

want to go ahead and build that system. Fine, but you

don't have any guarantee that there are going to be any

frequencies there." We don't do that very often but

(laugh) it is an effective attention-getting device.

In the area of the FCC we can't do that. We can't control their

budget by going to OMB, we can't threaten to withhold



3

frequencies because the FCC has complete control over

the frequencies in the private sector. What we do is

simply rely on the fact that we speak for the President

and that carries some weight in Washington. It carries

some weight for political reasons and, believe it or not,

it carries some weight because most people believe that

the President is the President of all the people and when

he proposes a policy, it's a policy that doesn't represent

some narrow self-interest. It's not the Bell system

policy, it's not CBS's policy, it's not Ralph Nader's

policy, it is a considered objective view of what would

be good national policy. And that does carry some weight

in Washington - cynics aside.

But we do have a little more clout than just sweet
 reason.

We, of course, can appoint people to the FCC and that

means not reappointing them. We can go to the Congress

and raise issues for the Congress' consideration. The

FCC does have to listen to the Congress. They are an

arm of the Congress. If worse comes to worse, we can go

to the courts and ask that the FCC not be allowed to
 do

something or we can ask the Congress to pass a bill that

requires the FCC to do something.

The picture I am trying to paint for you is that we 
are

not exactly powerless, but we try to work as much as w
e

can through a process of coordination rather than dictation.

What is your feeling on AT&T's data access arrangements

and its effect on competition and on the access arrange-

ments of the switched network?

(another person) Could you tell us a little bit about

what it is before you answer?

A. I was hoping I could avoid that.

I think what you're talking about is the fac
t that if
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you want to transmit data over the Bell system lines

you have to conform your data to fit their requirements.

Number one - it is a fairly narrow bandwidth; it is con-

fined to the voice bandwidth which limits you to a few

thousand bits per second and, secondly, you have to make

sure that your equipment is not going to cause any harm to

Bell's network and I think that is probably what you were

most concerned with - am I right?

Bell sells a handy dandy little device that you put

between your thing and the telephone line. Its ostensible

purpose is to make sure you don't do any harm to the net-

work - you don't put a 100,000 volts on there and

electrocute the telephone repairman down at the switching

office. You don't put signals in there for signaling

purposes; you know, the touchtone dialing - that is someho,)

out of tolerance on frequency and therefore screws up the

Bell System Computer and the like.

There is a lot of feeling that Bell uses this little device,

the coupling device, which costs a lot of money, as a way

of discouraging people from tieing things on the end of

the telephone line unless they are manufactured by Bell.

If Bell manufactures a data terminal, they can tie it

directly into the line; if anyone else manufactures it,

they have to buy one of these Bell coupling terminals

which tends to be rather expensive compared to the cost

of some of the things you would like to tie on the line.

A lot of people suspect, therefore, that Bell is doing this

in part to discourage competition. Now whether they are

doing it for that purpose or not, it very clearly has the

effect of discouraging competition. It's an example of

this problem I referred to earlier, whether we are going to

go the competive route or the regulated monopoly route.

Bell feels, with some justification, that things would work

better if there were one person who had overall responsi-

bility; that there are economies of standardization, and

if you let them provide all of the data communication

services, it would be a better world.
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There are other people who feel that Bell, because they

are so big, because they have so much difficulty raising

capital, they are not terribly responsive and their

requirements for standardization will foreclose all kinds

of specialized equipment that maybe only a million people

would like to use. But, nonetheless, a million people is

a lot of people.

I am talking around your question. We have this problem under

study and I wouldn't want to say right no4 how we are going

to come out on it. I think that the Bell system certainly

can move in the direction of making it easier for people

to tie things into their system. I think they ought to

and I say that both from a national policy standpoint and

from the standpoint of the government as a communications

user. There are lots of things the government would like

to tie into these lines. We could save a lot of money if

we could do it directly. I think we will move in the dir-

ection of getting Bell to accept any reasonable device that

people want to tie onto the ends of their communications

lines.

You mentioned that the problems with communications, as

you see it, are not technical problems but in a recent

review of the Department of Defense before the House

Armed Services Committee they hit pretty hard on technical

problems and, I guess really to be fair with you, they

centered on the idea that applying the technology and hit

on the fact that it takes some 12 to 14 years from the

idea of a system to get it on the street in use for

communications. They particularly would like to restructure

the procurement cycle. Is this something you might

impinge upon in your Office?

A. Yes, we are working on that. One organizational mechanism

I didn't mention, which I probably should, is the so-called



6

Government Communications Council. It actually has a

name this long but we call it the Government Communications

Council. I chair it and it has membership at the

Assistant Secretary level of each of the Departments

that has major communications responsibilities - DOT,

Department of State representing CIA, DOD, GSA, and the

like.

That Council has taken up the question of procurement

and were looking at just that question. To be fair to

myself, when I said the problems were not technical, I

meant that we can, by and large, do technically whatever

we want to do. Communications technology far outpaces

the actual applications. We know how to do all manner

of things. We know how to do it in a reasonably economic

way. It doesn't take 12 years to get something from

concept stage to actual application. As a practical matter

it usually takes only 2 or 3 years or, if it is a very big,

very complicated system, it can take 5 to 6 years. The

difference between that number and the 12 year number is

the bureaucracy and the management arrangements we have

in the Federal Government for arriving at requirements,

designing systems to meet those requirements, getting

them through the bureaucracy and the budgeting process,

getting them through the Hill, and then actually getting

them installed. It is that process of application that

we've got to devote our attention to.

I was kind of surprised when I read this business about

long procurement cycles. Congress was complaining about

DOD and DOD problems. It is amazing to me how Congress

can lay the entire blame on DOD. Certainly they share

some of the blame for the problems of getting the dollars

spent on communications.

A. Absolutely. Congress is - I don't want to assign a

percentage - Congress is an integral part of the problem.
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I think that one of the benefits of having an office

such as ours, that does have this oversight of the

communications policy process, is that we can work with

DOD and GSA and the Congress - and we can go back to the

Congress and say - Hey, it's not all their fault. Part

of it is the fault of how we do business in assigning

frequencies, part of it is your fault in how you approve

expenditures and here is a new idea for handling it that

will shortcut that process.

I am rather disappointed that we haven't pursued a more

aggressive policy in the domestic satellite area. Can

you comment on this?

A. I am kind of disappointed, too. If you ask most people

in Washington, they would say that my Office has been

pretty aggressive; indeed, too aggressive. One of the

problems of working at this policy level of government

is that you can outdo your welcome very easily. And, if

you go around hitting the FCC and other people over the

head and saying; hey, why'don't you move in this a
rea,

at some point they get tired of that and they say; l
ook,

there are important reasons why we didn't move and jus
t

to show you, we're not going to move for a little while

to prove that they are really important. You have to use

a little cajolery and be a little political, I'm afraid.

We have been pushing this for some time. The first

application for a domestic communications satellite system

was made to the FCC in 1965. The FCC, to their credit,

was just about ready to move and make a decision in 1969.

Unfortunately, they had been making their decisions based

on the policies of one President and they were suddenly

faced with another President. The system they had been

going toward was a highly monopolistic consortium of

companies - bring a bunch of companies together in a

consortium - ATT, RCA, IBM, COMSAT and the like - and
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have them jointly own a communication satellite system

for domestic applications. All of the inconsistencies

and all of the decisions, etc. that could not be made by

that consortium would be made by your friendly FCC.

We thought that that was too much government involvement.

It didn't have to be a monopoly. It was wrong to set it

up as a monopoly. It ought to be competitive. There was

room up there for essentially an unlimited number of

systems, at least unlimited in comparison with likely

demand over the next 10 or 20 years. We thought it ought to

be competitive.

It took us about 6 months to work out a policy for compe-

tition. It has taken us now 3 years to get the FCC to

accept and implement that policy. But it has been adopted

and I have no doubt that there will be 3 or 4 systems

approved in the next few months. You should see construction

beginning essentially immediately. And it will be competitive.

Earlier you were talking about beating on the FCC: how do you

fit into this deal with the microwave linkjChicago to St.

Louis„ which seems to be muscling in on Ma Bell's business?

That's a good case in point. We took on this domestic

satellite question that I mentioned because we felt that

the common carrier business in this country ought to become

more competitive and if we didn't start with a brand new

field and make it competitive from the outset that we were

never going to get anywhere. So, we took it on, in part,

because it vas important in its own right but also because

it had very clear policy implications in other areas.

The one area we had most immediately in mind was terrestrial

microwave communications services, we thought that there

ought to be a competitive, basically non-regulated market

for terrestrial micro-wave services. We thought that if

we get it through in the satellite area that it would then
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be easier to bring about in the terrestrial area. Just

by looking at the DOMSAT area, emphasizing to the FCC
that this was going to be the trend of policy for at
least 4 years, they began to look at that kind of
policy in other areas and , much to their credit, they
on their own hook moved to make terrestrial micro-wave
services - the specialized micro-wave - basically
competitive and do it, actually, before we ever got the
DOMSAT thing worked out.

We were instrumental in terms of bringing the FCC to
the awareness of this problem; making sure they under-

stood what the policy was going to be; and then when

they began to move in this area, to encourage them.

You mentioned heavy FCC regulation of television

reporting and content - especially, I think, here in

Campaign '72, in regards to the Fairness Doctrine, do
you think the Fairness Doctrine is being applied? John
Schmitz doesn't seem to think he gets his time on tele-

vision. Do you think it is worthwhile? Should he get his
chance? Should the FCC decide who is a viable candidate?

In 25 words or less - huh?

Well, the Fairness Doctrine is always written with a

capital F and a capital D. One of the virtues of having

someone come into a field that doesn't know anything

about it, like I said I did, was that I could ask naive

questions - like - "I would like to see the Fairness

Doctrine." People would kind of look at you and, after you
have asked about 3 times, the lawyer comes and says,

"Guess what - there isn't a Fairness Doctrine."

"What do you mean?"

"Well - you know - the Fairness Doctrine is kind of the

idea that broadcasters ought to be fair."

"Well, why is it always capital F, capital D?"

"That is because there are a stack of cases this high that
have been interpreting what is fair. If you add it all up,
that is capital F, capital D."
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I would then say, "What is in these cases? How do you

distill them?"

"Well - nobody has ever done that."

I am not trying to blow my own horn here and saying that

everybody involved at the FCC in the Fairness Doctrine is crazy.

But, the Fairness Doctrine had evolved in just that way and

no one knows just what it is. So - no one knows quite how

it ought to be applied, and the result of that is it is

handled in a very ad hoc way of the FCC and the courts

deciding what seems more or less fair in this particular

case in the light of some of those things in that stack

that we have already done. That's by way of background.

Because of that confusion, nobody knows whether the Fairness

Doctrine is being applied fairly or not - in John Schmitz'

case or anyone else's. The FCC does, I think, the best job

that they can under the circumstances. We have urged that

the FCC completely review the Fairness Doctrine and, at

a minimum, tell us what it means. They have done that and

are finding that it is not very easy to tell us what it

means. Dean Burch and the other commissioners over there

have really spent a lot of time on this thing. Something

will come out of it; I don't know what it will be.

The broader question involved in what you asked is can

something like the Fairness Doctrine ever work? Can the

government in a practical way, or in a healthy way, be

involved in making these kinds of decisions? I guess that

I would have to say that I rather doubt it. You have to

understand that I start out with a prejudice which is that

the First Amendment is very important and Ale ought not to

usurp it through bureaucratic and technicratic regulation.

So I start off with the prejudice that the government

should not even try to get involved in these fairness

questions unless it absolutely has to.

I think some kind of legislative review of the fairness

Doctrine will be required and, in the meantime, the FCC
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- thank goodness it is not our problem - is just making

do the best they can. We have proposed that there be an
experiment in the complete eliminating of the Fairness
Doctrine in the radio area. Find a few representative

radio markets - one or two big cities and a couple of

predominantly rural states - and try to de-regulate

radio and just say the Fairness Doctrine doesn't apply

there for awhile and see what happens. My hunch is that

not very much dire would happen and we would conclude

that - you know - just like in the case of newspapers

that things pretty well sort themselves out without the

government playing the mediator.

When you get to television you carft be quite so cavalier

because television is very powerful. .There are a very few
stations in each market and you do feel rather uncomfort-
able just saying the government will just leave its hands
off and whatever that guy wants to do is fine. You get
even more nervous when it comes to the networks where
you have 3 companies controlling about 95% of the view-

ing in the prime time hours in this country. The idea of

that much economic control over the media without any

government recourse is a bit disturbing. It is not any

easy question but something is going to have to be done.
One way or another we will sort it out.

Q. Sir, something along the same line. Cable television -
has a policy commitment to support it been made and will
it be regulated by the FCC in much the same way as regular
TV?

A. CATV is something the government is clearly going to
encourage. I think the government has a responsibility
to encourage the development of new technologies and
new industries for the simple reason that if people want
to buy the services they must be getting something out
of it and the government should not stand in the way.
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We've got a problem in that CATV doesn't seem to fit

the '34 Communications Act. TV wasn't invented then

and CATV certainly wasn't invented. The FCC doesn't

have any guidance from the Congress on what it ought

to do. It more or less cites its blanket authority

and crosses its fingers. The result has been more or

less patchwork regulation, no particular overall policy

concept and several serious questions about the FCC's

authority taken to the Supreme Court. In the latest

Supreme Court decision you had 4 justices deciding the

wrong issue in the right way and you had 4 others

deciding the right issue in the wrong way and the

Chief Justice, to his credit, threw up his hands and

said, "I don't agree with either camp but we can't

have chaos and for the time being we'll uphold the

FCC's authority to regulate but there has got to be

some Congressional guidance in this area."

The President, last year, set up a Cabinet level

committee to address that long run policy question

and to make proposals to him. I am the chairman of

that committee and I expect that we will be making

our recommendations to him sometime next month.

Along the same lines of CATV, who viii be responsible for

determining what kind of end devices go on the end of a

cable? I have seen some reports where you can hook

almost anything to the end of a cable like devices to

read meters for water and electricity. Who is really

going to decide? You know you could put a bug on the

end of that thing with no trouble at all.

True -

That will be very much dependent upon how the government

decides to set up the regulatory and policy structure for

CATV. I don't think there is much question but what
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cable operators will have some kinds of common carrier
responsibilities. If I present myself to them and say

I want to rent some capacity on your system to tie

something onto it that they will be required to lease

that capacity. Many cable operators feel that they

ought to be able to control the whole thing much as

the telephone company now controls the whole telephone

field - that the cable operator ought to own the end-to-

end system and nobody else can tie anything else into

it. I don't think that view will prevail. One way or
another we will find a way to let entrepreneux; come in

and rent capacity on a cable system and look up whatever

types of terminal devices they would like to hook up.

One of the big problems,it seems to me,is that the

Communication Act is not equipped to handle the situa-

tion. Has your office given any thought to revision of

the '34 Act or to write a new Communications Act?

A. Well, if there were to be a new Communications Act, the

Congress would have to pass it. The tradition in this

kind of thing is that not much happens unless the

President takes the leadership. That is the way our

system has evolved and I would expect it would apply in

communications as elsewhere. If there were to be a

revision, the leadership would have to come from the

President and, therefore, from our Office.

We toyed with the idea when the Office was first

established of doing something like that. We con-

cluded that we didn't know how to rewrite the

Communication Act and, if we undertook to rewrite it

as a whole, it would take us 10 years and by that time

it would be out of date. There would be too much



controversy. It is too big an undertaking. So the
approach we are taking is to examine it piece by
piece and ask if it is still suitable for today's
technology - for today's society - and should this
piece of it be changed - should this piece be tied to
that in a different way? I think what you will see is
a more or less continuous revision process as the
technology changes and the society's uses change. As
we see problems in regulation, we'll more or less go in
and do rifle shot surgery on particular portions of the
Act rather than try to rewrite the thing as a whole.

I aould like to see the idea of the Communications Act
fade into history. We would have a body of communications
law and policy that could be changed in a fairly flexible
way as conditions require.

Does your Office have any contact with Congress other
than that as far as your relations with the FCC are
concerned?

Y8s,we have a lot of contact with the Congress. We have

contact with our own appropriations committees. Being an

agency we have to go up and defend our budget just like
everyone else. We have a lot contact with the Congressional
committees responsible for the FCC, for Defense - for

instance, the Armed Services Committee when they look into
Defense Communications problems will usually be talking
to us as well. So we do have very close contact in the
Congress. Much of it very constructive and non-partisan.
Some of it rather intensely partisan - rather political -

but to answer your question, we do have a lot of dealings
with the Congress - and vice versa.

You mentioned the role that your Office plays in emergency
communications and I as just curious as to how thick your
op-order is when you take over the communications of the
country.
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A. Surprisingly enough, it is not very thick

We are obviously not going to run it all from one

point. What we are going to do is set up a rearrange-

ment of management reporting lines so that it is controlled

by the President - so that resources are available to

whoever the President thinks ought to have access to

those resources. We would work through the FCC, and the

Secretary of Defense and there would be massive delegations

and they each have their own orders for how they would

handle things in time of emergency. I have never thought

of stacking them up in the big stack but I would guess

it is pretty thick.

Q. What is the future for Public Broadcasting?

A. The future of Public Broadcasting is rather mixed. There

have been some fairly sharp disagreements between this

Administration and the Public Broadcasting system based

principally on two points:

One - we think they are devoting far too much of

their attention to news - public affairs-type of activities, as

opposed to the educational and cultural activities that they

were supposed to stress.

Secondly - they were moving in the direction of

setting up a fourth network funded at tax expense and con-

trolled by a rather small bureaucracy in Washington that,

in their idylic world, would be responsible to no one

but themselves. We thought that that kind of aggregation

of power was wrong and that there should be more emphasis

as to what stations around the country would like to have

more opportunity for them to do some of their own pro-

gramming - more of a say by those stations in what kind

of programming was being provided to them by the network.
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Until those questions are worked out, the future of

Public Broadcasting is going to continue to be in

some doubt. Not its existence but its role and its

direction.

I think that after the political fuss got over - as

you can imagine there were a lot of charges that we

were doing this because we wanted to intimidate

Public Broadcasting; that we wanted to control it

for political reasons. Once that got out of the way,

people began to see that there were serious problems

there. The whole Public Broadcasting Community, both

people in Washington and the stations around the

country, are trying to address these questions in a

responsible way. I'm hopeful that we will get some-

thing worked out.

Do you see any growth in the direct role that OTP plays

in the management of Federal communications?

A. I sure hope not. The concept of this Office as one

that coordinates and makes sure that the system produces

the right result rather than telling the system what the

right result is, is something that we want to continue

to stress. If we are not happy with the way things are

working in Defense, rather than try to take it over and

run it ourselves, we would try to work with defense to

change their management so it does produce the right

result.

Q. One thing you haven't discussed at all today is - I have

seen some items in the news recently about Russia pro-

posing that transmissions from satellites be controlled.

I saw one short blurb which was against our policy,

which I assumed it would be. How aggressively are we

going to fight this? I assume that it will come up at

conferences of the ITU. Are we going to go at this

aggressively? Are we going to stand back and let the

other countries determine our space communication for us?
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We are going at it very aggressively. It is coming

up in two forums; one is UNESCO where there is basically

a French supported resolution that is very similar to

the Soviet resolution. The Soviet resolution came up

in the UN itself. We have vigorously opposed both. The Soviet

resolution has been put off for 2 years which was a victory

for us. We think that if we can study this type of thing

to death that we can keep it from ever coming into being.

It is the kind of thing that countries get interested in

periodically and, if you can diffuse them, you can tide

yourself over for quite a length of time. If you can get

them past that emotional stage, you're OK.

The UNESCO resolution was to come to a vote, I believe,

today and I haven't heard but we have been fighting that

very aggressively. We work very closely with the State

Department, with USIA, and we get the word around, pretty

effectively, that the U.S. is opposed to this - lining

up countries that we think have some influence with other

countries. So, to answer your question, we are opposing

it aggressively and will continue to do so. But it is

not a simple problem; it is going to keep coming back to

US.

There are 3 different interests that like to promote this

kind of thing. The Soviets have their own very obvious

interest in limiting the flow of information. The French

and a few other European countries still cling to the

concept that control of communications is a form of

valuable colonial or imperialistic power extending their

influence around the world. They would like to get more

and more of this kind of thing in international forums

where they think they would have an important voice.

Most worrisome is the little countries around the world.

Lots and lots of African, Asian, and South American

countries that feel that they don't want to be dominated

by the U.S. They turn on their television sets, if they

have them, and they see Bonanza and I Love Lucy. Bonanza
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has been shown in ninety some countries - translated into

20 languages - it is just incredible. These countries

are feeling very strongly that they just don't want

political domination by the U.S. - they don't want

cultural domination by the U.S. - and limiting the flo4

of communications is one way they see of reaching that

objective. So it is going to be very difficult.

Along the same line, aren't the third world countries

concerned that a lot of their people have TV sets but

they don't have the resources for a National Communications

System, and that we could bombard the airways for

propaganda purposes?

I think many nations do fear that .One approach we are

trying which seems to be moderately successful is to

argue that this would limit their capability for having

access to educational TV and would limit their capability

to put up their own educational TV systems. A lot of

governments that would oppose this kind of thing, once

you point out the fact that maybe their education ministry

could control the satellite system, they suddenly get very

interested again. We don't particularly want to support

that kind of use of communications for political purposes

within countries; it's a far lesser evil than the kind

of thing we are talking about.

In a speech shortly after you took office you said OTP

was going to take an immediate look at 5 areas, one of

which was a search for waste and duplication within the

government in communication systems. One goal was the

elimination of this duplication. How successful has this

search been?

That search has not been very successful. The hot area

that everyone wanted looked at and has been causing a lot

of controversy for some time was the GSA's FTS and the DOD

Autovon system. There is a lot of feeling that those two

ought to be merged - that you would realize great
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economies of scale and the whole thing. We courageously

took that one on, realizing that we were likely to lose no

matter what we did.

We found a very interesting result. Merging those two

systems would cost you money. Had you merged them in the

beginning when you were planning them, you would have saved

a large amount of money. That particular example, and some

others, have led us to focus our attention not on correcting

mistakes of the past but avoiding mistakes in the future.

Once you've got all of the hardware in there it is very hard

to achieve economies in operation by combining them. By and

large what you do is add interface requirements, you add new

people to interface the systems and it ends up costing you

more money. The time to get at it is when you are planning

it. In that regard, this government communications council

I told you about has on its agenda the area of government-

owned satellite systems; has on its agenda the field of

radio navigation systems which includes everything from

LORAN to satellite navigation. So in these very costly

areas we will get on the problems of duplication before

they actually come into being. Before we spend the money -

before OMB authorizes the money - before we agree to give any

spectrum for these systems, we'll have an assurance that if

there is duplication or if there are specialized systems

that we have the cheapest overall way.
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Thursday, October 26, 1972:

5:00 p.m.
7:13 p.m.
9:40 p.m.
11:00 p.m.

Lv Dulles via TW 891
Ar Los Angeles, California
Lv Los Angeles via RW 737
Ar Monterey, California

(Tom Mustin, Geoff Chesbrough and Commander James will meet you at
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at the Naval Postgraduate School campus.

Friday, October 27, 1972:

7:30 Breakfast in BOQ dining room with Tom, Geoff,
8:30 a.m. and Cdr. James.

8:30
9:30 a.m.
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OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS PRICY

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

WASH I NGTON, D.C. 20504

April 17, 1972

Memo to: Tom

From: Chuck

Subject: Invitation to the Naval Postgraduate School
at Monterey, California

Coordinated
with: Brian, Linda, and Judy

The Naval Postgraduate School is a 63-year-old, fully
accredited graduate school (authorized to award doctorates)
with a distinguished faculty numbering 300 (predominantly
civilian). The student body, most of whom are studying
for advanced degrees, numbers about 1650 officers including
some from the Army and Air Force and some from foreign
countries. It is the Navy's major source of advanced
education for officers to obtain high level technical and
engineering competence. It has been called the Navy's
"MIT" at the graduate level. About 200 graduate students
are studying in the fields of Engineering Electronics,
Communications Engineering and Communications Management;
your visit would be particularly relevant to these. I
envision you making a short address to this group followed
by questions and discussions in a seminar or symposium-type
arrangement. All officers are full-time students, wear
civilian clothes and are exempt from all military duties
including formations and reviews. Tom Mustin earned his
Master's there. Dick Hough is on the Board of Advisers
(list attached).

Recommend you accept; perhaps for August in conjunction
with another trip out West. This is the first invitation
resulting from our plan to gain OTP exposure at top service
schools. This is an excellent opportunity to reach a select

and exceptional group of officers who have outstanding career
potential and bright futures.

If you concur, request signature on attached letter.



NAVAL POSTGRADUATE SCHOOL

MONTEREY, CALIFORNIA - 93940

Dr. Clay T. Whitehead
Director of Telecommunications Policy
Executive Office of the President
Washington, D. C. 20504

Dear Dr. Whitehead:

IN REPLY REFER TO:

NC4(32)/ees
5721

1 6 MAR 1972

I understand from conversations between members of my staff and
Colonel Jiggetts that it might be possible for you to visit us and
to speak to our students here at the Naval Postgraduate School.
Such a visit would be of great interest and value to our students,
faculty and staff, and we would be most happy to welcome you at any
convenient time.

Our student body numbers about 1,650 officers, most of whom are
studying for a graduate degree, and includes members of all the
U. S. Armed Services as well as approximately 120 officers repre-
senting 22 foreign nations. About 200 graduate students are study-
ing in the fields of Engineering Electronics, Communications
Engineering and Communications Management. Your visit would be
particularly relevant to these programs.

It would give us great pleasure if you could find the time to come
to Monterey. If you can see your way clear to accept this invita-
tion, we will contact Colonel Jiggetts to arrange the details of
your visit.

Sincerely,

„A./Le-fru)

A. S. GOODFELL W
Rear Admiral, U. S. Navy
Superintendent





36

• • •
BOARD OF ADVISORS. . .

The NPS Board of Advisors is a distinguished group of

civilian educators, business and professional men. The Board

visits the campus periodically to examine educational pro-

grams, recommend improvements and discuss plans and prob-

lems with the Superintendent. Present members are:

Dr. Ralph D. Bennett, Independent Consultant

Rear Admiral William A. Brockett, USN, Ret., President,

Webb Institute of Naval Architecture

Dr. Lawrence R. Hafstad (Board Chairman), Chairman,

Committee on Undersea Warfare of the National Re-

search Council

Mr. Richard R. Hough, Vice President, American Telephone

and Telegraph Co.

Dr. Neil H. Jacoby, Dean, University of California (Los

Angeles) Graduate School of Business Administration

Dr. Donald R. Mallet, Vice President for Student Services,

Purdue University

Dr. George J. Maslach, Dean, College of Engineering,

University of California, Berkeley

Dr. Dean E. McHenry, Chancellor, University of California,

Santa Cruz
Dr. Robert W. Morse, Director of Research, Woods Hole

Oceanographic Institution

Dr. David S. Potter, Chief Engineer, Milwaukee Operations,

Delco Electronics, General Motors Corporation

Admiral James S. Russell, USN, Ret., Consultant, Boeing

Aircraft

Mr. Emmett G.Solomon, Chairman of the Board, Crocker-

Citizens National Bank

•


