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I am pleased to have an opportunity to meet with such a distinguished

group of leaders from such a broad range of industries. I feel very

strongly, as I know you do, that only through this kind of mutual cooperation

and exchange between Government and the private sector can we meet

the challenges and solve the problems facing us in channeling new

technologies. We will be studying very carefully the "propositions" and

!')initiatives" that result from this Conference with just that in min
d.

One of those propositions is that those with leadership and
 decision-

making responsibilities must consider information as a ma
jor industry,

a national resource and a source of economic and pol
itical power. I

think the point of that proposition is well taken. You are tak
ing a broad

perspective and a broad definition of the informatio
n industry. The

technologies -- computers, communications, film, etc. --
 are diverse,

as are the applications -- education, finance, government, transportation,

and, of course, many others.

The direct impact of the information business is already size
able

and growing at a very rapid rate. Of course, the various parts of the

information business will grow and develop somewhat imdependent
ly,

even though there are common technologies and common principles

involved. But the indirect impact of the information business is
 even

more pervasive, and it is there that the concept of an infor
mation industry

is most important to understanding what is going on.
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Almost without our realizing it, the American economy has become

heavily organized around information and the utilization of information.

The inputs to a productive enterprise are no longer the traditional

capital and labor only, bur rather capital, labor, and information. And,

within the general field of information, communication plays a vital role.

Communication is to the information business what transporta-

tion is to the industries dealing in goods and materials. Without good

transportation, production would be scattered, decentralized and

inefficient. Transportation creates large markets and permits efficient

production. But it does more -- it has determined where and how we

Jive. One only need consider the influence of rivers and harbors on

population distribution to see this influence.

More and more of our national resources are engaged in the

information business. Communications will be a major shaping force

in this business. More and more it will determine where and how we

live, how our businesses are organized, how large they become, and

whom they serve. The impact goes beyond our economy. In our society,

too, information technology in the forms of telephone and television have

done much to change our social, political, and broad informational

characteristics.

We have learned from our experience in other fields that regulation

of communications has a tremendous impact on the underlying informa-

tion that is communicated. In broadcasting, for instance, regulatory
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policies regarding the number of television channels, programming

requirements, and advertising support, have heavily directed television

toward programming for mass audiences and mass tastes. As a result,

regulatory policy has increasingly gone to questions of content and

quality of programs broadcast over the facilities. Why? Because

regulation of transmission has shaped the economic incentives and

disincentives involved in providing for the programs themselves, and

because once regulation is established it tends to expand its purview.

The same is true in the common carrier field of communications

where highly detailed regulation oriented around public telephone

service inhibits the growth of specialized communications services,.

Consider, for example, computer/communications services. At

the present time, comiputers are available in a wide variety of con-

figurations and prices. Raw computing power and associated equipment

and software for these services are provided in a competitive environment

that is quite responsible to social and individual consumer needs.

However, when information services draw on communications as well

as computers, they must operate within an economic and technological

framework that is oriented towards the more conventional forms of

communications, and makes carriage of data more expensive and inflexible,

Where we draw the regulatory boundary between computer services and
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communications will have a big influence on the services offered, the

vitality and innovation in the business, and whether the incentives are to

suit the technology, the Government, or the user.

So it is clear that government policies and regulatory concepts in

the area of communications can have a profound effect on the evolution

of the information business. Fortunately, much of the information

industry is still young. If we are to guide this industry in a way that

serves human ends, we must be prepared to back away from immediate

problems and issues and to view things from their largest perspectives.

We must trace our decisions back to fundamentals.

Some of these fundamental considerations derive from cultural

values, including such issues as access, privacy and humanization.

You'll notice that I phrased the last word in the positive: humanization,

not dehumanization. While I do not believe that information technology

will achieve the utopian ideal, neither do I think that machines necessarily
destroy basic human values. Information technology is a tool that we

have placed in our own hands. We can use it to enhance our own abilities

and potentials, rather than degrade them. Our stress should be on

developing the kind of institutions for the technology that serve this

positive function, and not on creating defenses to meet a conjured-up

parade of horribles.

While it is difficult to predict with any certainty the rate of growth

or the detailed composition of the information business of the future, the
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basic direction is clear: More information, mor
e highly organized,

more heavily dependent on technology, and more ra
pidly moved around.

Who will have access to this emerging system 
of information -- access

as a provider as well as access as a receiver?
 Will these forms of

access be widely diffused or highly centralized? How 
will information

access affect our social and political institutions? What will be its impact

on the free enterprise system?

in seeking answers to these questions, we will have to re
call, the

basic principles of variety and diversity that our society an
d our economy

are founded upon. When we structure the information 
business, we structure

the framework for the expression of ideas, for the exc
hange of information,

and for the use of information in business. We will have
 to think of

access that encourages diversity and quality in the so
urces of information,

as well as in the way information is utilized; access th
at benefits individual

human beings and small business, as well as large o
rganizations and

institutions; access that minimizes social polarizatio
n. Finally, we will

have to think of structuring access so as to avoid the
 development a

new class division — the information-poor and the in
formation-rich --

before that situation can arise.

it is obvious that there are many uncertainties in evaluatin
g what

is the best way of providing for access. The answer is neithe
r easy

nor readily 'available. Government cannot force people to be. informed;

it cannot ignore the realities and the freedoms of the marketplace; nor
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can it command the evolution of technology. Government can, however,

search for the public policies that will foster an industry and market

structure that will encourage the applications and the technology

• to grow naturally in the most desirable directions.

Another important issue is privacy -- in its widest sense --

including related issues such as the integrity and autonomy of the

individual. As our society grows more complex, and we become more

independent, we are learning that privacy -- or the capability of controlling

who knows what about you, and why, -- is fundamental to all human

relations. There is a basic interest in privacy which society must not

overlook. However, it is also true that the individual's interest in

privacy is frequently offset by his own interest in disclosure, since dis-

closure is often an indispensable means to achieving another desired

good. Millions of consumers, for example, disclose personal. infor-

mation about themselves in order to obtain commercial credit. There

is also a broader social interest in disclosure. There may be times

when society must obtain some private information in order to act

knowledgeably for the solution of social problems. If we absolutely

prohibited all data acquisition, more would be lost in terms of foregone

social capability than would be gained in terms of greater individual. privacy.

I do not think there can be monolithic principles to guide decision

on privacy. There are certain kinds of information, or perhaps "zones"
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of privacy, which should be: protected from all intrusion. Beyond that,

individual choice should prevail. There is no single best resolution of

the competing interests of privacy and disclosure that applies for each

individual or situation. But, Government can assist in shaping utilization

of information technology so that once an individual or societal decision is

made,. there is an effective mechanism for carrying it out.

The new technologies and the new problems that come about will

not necessarily require new institutions. Indeed, I think the basic

objectives of diversity, choice, access,- and privacy arc likely to be more

fully achieved in our system of private rights and legal procedures for

enforcing them than through any new or eNpanded Federal bureaucracy.

In addition to considerations of access, privacy and humanization,

the information bLu-.;iness must be structured to achieve a degree of

economic efficiency consistent with other goals. The question is how

to do this. Much of our trouble in the present communications industry

stems from two assumptions made years ago when we enacted the

Communications Act of 1934: First, that a good part of the communications

industry is characterized by natural monopoly; and secondly, that extensive

regulation is necessary to prevent resulting monopolistic abuses. In

many ways, the wheel is corning full circle. Instead of natural monopoly,

we find that more and more communications enterprises can be competitive

in nature. And, in such an environment, we find that regulation affords

not just consumer protection, but also uncertainty, delay and expense.

What is the proper balance? Is the substitution of regulation for the
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marketplace really best -- really justified -- or is it only due to the

force of habit? Can the marketplace really be made to work effectively

in such a complex and rapidly changing area?

There are no ready answers for these kinds of questions. We

cannot afford to abandon the marketplace; we cannot afford to give up

the choice, the diversity, and the freedom that it offers, nor can

Government pretend that laissez-faire is an acceptable public policy.

Rather, we will have to create new mechanisms and units of exchange

which enable market incentives to operate. To illustrate this point,

consider the mechanism of copyright. Presently we rely on copyright

laws both to give authors the incentive to produce and to establish a

unit of exchange in the market system. Once an author copyrights a

book, he obtains the exclusive right to sell, publish or copy it. From

the proceeds of the sale or licensing of this right, the author is compensated

for his labor.

But what will happen if library services come to be provided by

a computer based network which feeds information right into the home?

The computer permits easy change in the form of information, including

the selection of parts of several original works to produce a wholly

new product. Copyright laws pertaining only to the form in which an

idea is expressed do not cover the situation I've described, where only

the underlying information of the idea is used, and not the expression of

the idea. Without a broadening of the copyright concept, our author

would starve in his garret and the flow of new ideas would dry up. Those
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of you.who have had experience with copyright can add to this list or

problems — for example, the difficulties of adhering to the procedural

requirements of our 63-year old copyright law, like affixing copyright

notice to information inserted in a data base. You can ponder over

whether an evanescent display of information on a CRT is a "copy"

or not.

My point is this: We could strain present copyright laws to

accommodate new information technology. But there is a limit to how

effective present copyright concepts can be in an environment that is

so foreign to it. For the most successful operation of the market, I

believe we must find a new kind of property right in information. It

should serve the same underlying purposes that present copyright does,

but be suited to the use, value and form of information in the newer

systems of communication. This is only one example of the kind of

changes we must be prepared to make to effectively utilize the market-

place to achieve our purposes.

Let me not keep talking, for I will inevitably get into more and

more of the things you have been discussing already. What I have

tried to do today is to pull out of the complex issues you have been

considering some that seem more important for public policy. Government

will have to deal with these problems and your choices as leaders in your

institutions will be shaped heavily by what Government does. Similarly,

what Government has to do will be shaped by what you do. It is perhaps

trite to observe that Government and industry must learn to work
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together more closely, but I can think of no area where it is more

important, for information is now a major factor in the growth of our

economy -- in the growth of your industry -- and policies for the exchange

of information always have been a major concern of Government. The

importance of all this is matched only by its excitement. We look forward

to having the results of this Conference and to continuing to work with

you in this exciting field.
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Hope T. Ludlow

Inf rmation Technology:
The Revolution Reconsidered

A synopsis of some of the implications
we must face in moving into the Infor-
mation Society of the 70's and 80's

Women dialing kitchen computers for recipes for old-

fashioned cornbread. . . . coaxial TV cables bringing 20

to 40 channels full of information into every home and

business office .... systems managers joining profes-

sors on college faculty rosters in order to expedite and

expand the flow of knowledge to students.

Politicians with detailed access to more and more sec-

tors of the voting public through finely tuned computer

research centers feeding out of central data banks

. .. and, at the same time. John and Mary Voter learning

more about the ins and outs of politics and the issues

of the day, wired in to Capitol Hill through a complex

of newfangled telecommunications equipment.

Add a number of the new, relatively informal "open

universities" to give employees the chance to combine

on-the-job learning with television seminars at

home . . and the possibility that more and more
businesses will be taking over the job of public education.

In such a post-Sesame Street world of electronic class-
rooms and automated libraries, we might even expect
that the information services business would become a
public utility.

If all this begins to sound like scientific fiction come
true, some might also be reminded we are only a dozen
years from Orwell's "1984." Whether we look to the Prom-
ised Land or wait the approach of Doomsday, there's no
doubt now that fantasy and reality are fast merging in
the world of the computer. For we are, as a recent Confer-

ence Board gathering of top executives in business, gov-
ernment, and education heard, moving into the Informa-

tion Society. It's a move which the conferees were told

may prove as momentous a change as the revolution that

transformed us from an agrarian to an industrial society

during the last century.

Descriptions of the coming Information Society varied

from speaker to speaker at the two-day conference, but

there was general agreement that we must recognize the

existence of a major new resource called information

technology. This technology—comprehending the collec-
tion, storage, processing, dissemination and use of
information—carries with it a power far different, and
perhaps far greater, than anything we have yet harnessed
to human use. Its implications for the individual—changes
in our perceptions, attitudes, values, and capabilities

we are told, bring about significant changes in
the way we deal with our external world and with each
other.

Nor is there much time, the conference urged, to deal
with the potentials of this new resource. As individuals
and as institutions we must be willing and ready to adapt
to the new developments, meantime learning how best
to shape the new technology to our needs.

In the quotations excerpted on the following pages an
effort has been made to group the comments of a large
number of panelists as they bear on several different
major areas of interest. While expert opinion of course
varies, emphasizing one or another set of implications
which might be anticipated to flow from the increasing

application of information technology (and these differ-
ences are reflected in the remarks reproduced below),
the thoughts reproduced here are drawn from the entire
conference and should not be read as a transcript of
a specific, actual discussion.

Is this revolution really necessary?
michad: It does us no good at all to talk about that wild
blue yonder out there 20 years from now. What that looks
like will depend on how we get there, and it's how we
get there that is our personal responsibility and burden and
excitement.

For the next 20 years information technology will he
immature as a system. Society will he plagued with endemic

'A description of the Board's program in definition of information
technology, and of an initial report on a study of its implications, may
he found in Charles M. Darling, "Confronting the Information Society,"
The RECORD, March 1972.
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distust —for as far ahead as any of us can see. There will
be a multiplicity of values and of priorities developing as
we pet the kind of differentiation that we're familiar with—a
differentiation that will increase, partly aided and abetted
by information technology, and partly aided and abetted
by the development of voluntary agencies and groups.
An additional factor in these next years will be a growing

preoccupation with self: Who am I and what are my rights
and privileges as an individual, my expressive rights, myoccupational and leisure rights—regardless of color, race,
sex, life style, or what have you. And we will sec theprogessive obsolescence of effective forms of government.All of this means very heavy personal burdens if we expectinformation technology to be a humane and enlarging activ-
ity.

It means each of us has to live with much higher levelsof uncertainty, of knowing we don't know. We're not usedto doing that. It means that we're going to have to learn
to differentiate between information and knowledge.

Information is not knowledge. Knowledge has to do with
effective understanding of society and what can be doneabout it. Information technology provides a basis for greater
knowledge. The ethical issues that are intrinsic to informa-
tion technology are profound and overwhelming. They are
in so many ways disconnected from the available ethics
that we have that anybody with self-respect will have to
struggle with them deeply.

Goldman: I would like to suggest that in thinking about
initiatives to cope with this information revolution, we
should not allow ourselves to become overly preoccupied
with the information industry as an end in itself. I think
it should be significant to all of us—to the country at large,
and to all of us as individuals—that the information industry
is a means to an end—an end that improves the quality
of life, that improves our productivity, that extends our
industry, that enables us to pattern and profile the economy
of the future adequately and properly divided between the
service sector and the industrial sector.

It has to be not something that we hold up on a pedestal
and say, "That is an industry that we'll hitch our wagon

but rather, "That's the horse that can lead the wagon."It is a means rather than an end.

?stellate: What might be new and critical about this topicis the externalization of what were kinds of internalized
information processes. We've externalized our own personal
N,,ftware into hardware tool systems.
These systems perform all kinds and types of informationprocessing for us at greater speeds with much greater preci-sion and clarity, much greater capacity to deal with vastquantities of information than our unaided human senses.

We are then faced with the emergence of a new fusion
of capabilities which quite simply amplifies our capacity
to deal with our environment—but which by its very function
begins to reshape the information content and the ways
in which we perceive our society and our physical environ-
ment surrounding it.

Day: It is my assessment that the United States will not
necessarily go to pot if it does not immediately launch into
a broadly based, tough-minded program of formulating
national policies for the information societies of the
Seventies and the Eighties—but I will insist that failure
to undertake this task may well result in one of the most
costly and irresponsible mistakes we can possibly make.
We are the leader in technology today. We will be the

leader tomorrow if we make this program our national goal
and bend all of our energies to retain the lead.

Webb: Many advances in information technology were
necessary to make projects like Project Apollo possible,
and while such systems were being developed in the United
States, no other country was providing such a stimulus.In the United States, responding to this kind of stimulus,individual scientists and engineers and many industry, uni-versity and quasi-governmental teams were extremelyinnovative. American accomplishments in computers, com-
munications and related fields are now acknowledgedthroughout the world, but we are now into the 1970's and
governmental sponsorship of the kind of projects that pro-duced such advanced systems has been greatly reduced.It is important to recognize that the basic scientific know-ledge in this as in most fields is widely known in the interna-tional community. Through cross-licensing and information-sharing contracts, other nations such as Japan have recentlygained competence in a number of areas of American-developed technology. Some are now allocating public fundsto assist and encourage their industries to increase researchand development in this field.
No one doubts that the present United States positionis impressive, yet any consideration of the information worldof the 1970's and the 1980's must take account of plansand programs in other nations.

Day: Last October, at a UNESCO conference in Paris,more than 80 nations agreed to a resolution asking thecountries of the world to participate in the creation of aworldwide scientific and technical information-sharing pro-gram called UNESIST.
It is an open secret that a number of countries have soughtto appraise their information needs and to adopt communica-tion information policies that would serve them in an era
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of change. One of these countries is Japan, another is the

USER. The entry of Japan into the arena of modern com-

munications has been considerable because it goes well

beyond the field of consumer electronics and computers.

For several years Japan has been assessing its information

needs and its information practices. Moreover, it has been

carefully appraising what is going on in the rest of the

world.
Perhaps the best way to describe Japan's interest in obtain-

ing the world's best technological information is to point

out that in 1971 that country announced its intention to

establish a small West Coast information brain factory using

surplus U.S. aerospace scientists and engineers to winnow

through our technological bank for useful information that

might be brought to Japan for exploitation there.

Fnbini: It is interesting to observe that great merchant

countries either have the wisdom to accept, or the means

to create, orderly ground rules for their own protection and

perpetuation. I believe that we will see the creation of super-

national systems of rules and institutions which will permit

world markets to thrive, bringing about the organization

and amalgamation of at least one and very likely two major

computer companies of a poly-national character. This, I

feel, is essential because in my opinion there is a size that

is necessary to survive in the so-called computer-oriented

businesses. Our opinion is that this is 700 million dollars

annually.
Now, the market size that will eventuate by 1980 will

be some 29 billion dollars. The United States' share of

this market will decline from 45% in 1970 to some 31%

in 1980. The Soviet bloc will roughly double its current

percentage of this market. So we must address ourselves

to the question as a nation: What is the best way to participate

in this arena? Should we politically sponsor an international

formation to address the international market? Or do we

block our companies from doing so? I firmly believe in

the future importance of poly-national companies and I am
firmly convinced that the U.S. government should provide
policies and directions to permit U.S. participation.

How are we going to manage it?
Paine: A most important initiative is to create a nonprofit
center which is capable of formulating an alternative national
policy on such critical questions as privacy of information,
regulations, standards, ownership rights, and ethics. This
center should draw upon research being done in other
research centers, and it should be assisted by experts in
government, business, and education.

Day: To help accomplish our most important objectives,
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we must get on with public discussions involving a wide-

spread spectrum of our citizenry in order to map the informa-

tion communication topology of the next two decades. While

it is evident that Johnny Q. Citizen has in his home a

telephone, a television set and a radio, and has become

familiar with the advantages of these and other technologies,

it is not necessarily true that he comprehends the potential

cost and the effects of,grafting the new and more powerful

information handling technologies and techniques onto the

already conventional ones at hand.

It seems to me that if we are going to tinker with his

information environment, and in a way that may change

the way he will live, somehow he ought to be involved

in the discussions which will lead to consensus of national

policy. It would be folly to disregard the feedback signals

we are already receiving such as distrust of the electronic

media, invasion of privacy concern, worry about freedom

of information, apprehension about computers and the like.

The importance of planning in management in this field

can hardly be overestimated. The management I am referring

to does not include management of the content of the infor-

mation and data that passes through the information conduits

in various forms—inkprint, electronic, photographic, or

micrographic. But it does involve an infinite number of

decisions that have to be made about the selection of equip-

ment, the operation and control of the information apparatus,

who pays for the purchase and upkeep of the machinery

and the data it stores and disseminates, the proper mix of

conventional and unconventional machinery to be used,

when to undertake the employment of networks, and how

to work out the myriad agreements needed to structure

regional and international information sharing systems and

subsystems.

Michael: We've got to develop far more effective interper-

sonal skills, group-process skills, than we typically use now.

Furthermore, we have to be prepared for organizational

restructuring. We know a great deal now from the field

and from the laboratory and from observing all kinds of

organizations. There is no hope at all that we will make

a humane go of information technology by laying it over

the traditional hierarchical, pyramidal organizational struc-

tures that characterize all bureaucracies and most govern-

mental and corporate agencies. This means that any organi-

zation concerned with effectively using and responding to

information technology in a humane way, has to be prepared

to make itself over, member by member, structure by struc-

ture—from the chairman of the board and the president
or the secretary of the agency right on down through. It's
painful, hard work, and it's threatening, but if we don't
do it, information technology will destroy us, our values,
our life style.
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ILI V id: To the degree that information systems are imbedded
in he operations of a company or a government, the quirks
and the idiosyncracies of those systems arc going to impact
the style of operation of that entity. These information sys-
tems are created by programmers, and those programmers,
because of the difficulty of managing them, are coordinated
only to a modest degree in most cases. In creating the sys-
tems, the programmers are the people who determine what
the idiosyncracies of those systems are. And, in effect,
the programmers by their programming activities are making
company policy, or government policy.
Many people are afraid that management particularly mid-

dle management, is going to be replaced by information
systems and automating techniques. However, the replace-
ment will not be by machines; it will be by programmers.
Well, what criteria should we apply when we look at a
management information system or an information system
of any kind? How will we determine whether or not it's
going to create inflexibilities, or whether it is going to be
something that will be of net advantage to the operations
of the company or government?

Daddario: I believe we've lost sight of one very important
factor in our thinking about information technology. We
simply must replace our existing ad hoc policy on science
and technology with a definitive national policy on science
and technology without which our country's goals and objec-
tives cannot be achieved. It would be within that national
concept that information technology would then find its
place as an important factor in the accomplishment of those
objectives.

Because a democracy depends on the slow process of
education and public choice to make the system work, it
is important for us to understand the full painful complexity
of the conflicts which are developing between technology
and democracy and which can be improved through such
a policy.

Carey: Do you think that the Congress perhaps could set
itself up in some respects to buffer the society against the
more extreme impacts of new information technologies, to
serve as an educative or social critic--a kind of interpreter
or early warner—to help the public understand? I say this
because this is an extraordinarily complicated area of
change. It sneaks up on people. The technology overwhelms
them; it's marketed, it's there, and they move to take it
before they understand it. Is there a political responsibility
in the Congress as you see it?

Daddario: The Congress, as I see it, has the most important
responsibility because its there where the public has an
opportunity to have its voice heard. It is hoped that with
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the passage of a Technology Assessment bill there will
be created a group which will be responsible for looking
into technological matters, for seeing where the legislative -
process can be improved, where the impingement of
technology upon the everyday activities of life can be benefi-
cial and not harmful. It is important to develop a legislative
mechanism that will get as much information as possible
before the public thrOugh Congressional debate, so that
technical matters can be better understood at the earliest
possible stage.

It's a bill which says, among other things, that emergent
national problems—physical, biological, and social—are of
such a nature and are developing at such an unprecedented
rate as to constitute a major threat to the security and general
welfare of the United States. It spells out that these problems
spring from increasing pressures of population, the rapid
consumption of natural resources, the deterioration of the
human environment, both natural and social. It then admits
that the present mechanisms of the Congress do not provide
the legislative branch with adequate, independent, and
timely information concerning the potential application or
impact of such technology, particularly in those instances
where the Federal Government may be called upon to con-
sider the support, management, or regulation of technologi-
cal applications.

The role of the media—and of government

Wilson: The principle government body that grapples with
the problems information technology poses is, of course,
the Federal Communications Commission, whose statutory
authority was set down in an act of Congress in 1934—a
time when the chief concern of most people when they
thought about the electronic aspect of information sources
was to, insure that one broadcaster would not electronically
interfere with another broadcaster.
That statutory peg, plus a good deal of loose language

surrounding it, have provided in subsequent years an oppor-
tunity for the courts and various commissions to expand
their range of interest to a point where now we have a
very substantial intermix of government constraint and reg-
ulation on the one hand, and private initiative on the other
hand.
This act and the equally dated copyright act of 1902

pose intereststing problems in that neither of these pieces
of legislation anticipated the technological realities of today.
I hope that during the next decade we can take a clearer
look at the regulatory structure we have and ask how—by
more precise language, better practice, and new modes of
departure—we can insure that the public obtains maximum
advantage from the new technologies that are before us.
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Haynes: The superb job of news coverage done by the
media without much coverage of hopeful solutions of the
problem; they report must contribute to individual and social
turbulence.
As a result of information technology there has also been

a dangerous increase in the amount of vicarious or second-
hand knowledge available to the individual. The resultant
lack or decrease of firsthand experiential knowledge causes
the individual to deal with many important problems and
decisions in a detached manner—to the detriment of vi'hat
1 would consider good judgment based on the realities' of
the situation and on the sensitivity that is born of involve-
ment.

Whitehead: We have to realize that when we structure
the information business, we also structure the framework
for the expression of ideas in our society and the use of
information in our economy. We'll have to think of access
that encourages diversity and quality in the sources of infor-
mation, as well as in the way the information is utilized—ac-
cess that benefits individual human beings and small
businesses as well as large institutions, access that minimizes
social polarization rather than aggravates it, access that
avoids development of a new class division between the
information poor and the information rich before that kind
of division can occur. It is obvious that there are many
uncertainties in evaluating what is the best way of providing
access of all these kinds.

Harwood: One characteristic of the news industry from
the print standpoint is that, with the exception of very few
communities, most newspapers have achieved a monopolis-
tic position in their local markets. I see nothing in the way
of technology that is likely to change that situation, but
by their nature these local papers are labor intensive enter-
prises that require substantial revenues to function and
there's simply no technology in the offing that is going
to change that character.
News broadcasting, on the other hand, is characterized

by considerable local competitiveness, which CATV will
intensify. And with regard to the question of access, I would
venture to say that we probably have more diversity of
information in this country than in any country in the world.
And that access is increasing as we develop, particularly
in the periodical field or in broadcasting, more and more
special interest units.

Conversely, it seems to me that in their efforts to maintain
mass markets, local newspapers and networks are being
forced by various social pressures to broaden the range of
their coverage, and are becoming more open and accessible
to all elements in the population.

I think there is no indication at the present time that
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limitations on access by the print media are sufficiently
severe to have generated strong public pressures for govern-
mental intervention or for the enactment of access legisla-
tion. The FCC, I think, is moving in the other direction,
toward more regulation of broadcasters and to more severe
interpretations of the fairness doctrine. One development
that will affect access and the problem of diversity, I believe,
is a growing interest on the part of the news industry in
some concepts of self-regulation, concepts of professional
standards that are being developed as an alternative to access
legislation.

The impact of information technology on
education—and vice versa.

Day: As the systems proliferate nationally and global-
ly—and the process is well under way—their day-to-day
management, and the development of interconnections
between them to permit intermingling in the employment
of diverse information, demands knowledge and skills that
are in short supply today.
No university anywhere to my knowledge has undertaken

programs to train men and women in the requisite skills
to operate the teleprocessing and international networking
systems. But these are the complex aspects—the technical
aspects, the social aspects and the political aspects. At this
stage, however, we have hardly made a dent yet in finding
ways to solve the problem of measuring performance and
determining the cost benefits of information services.

Howe: I think young people typically leave colleges or
schools rather uninformed and uninitiated as far as the whole
communications revolution is concerned, and I think they
need to learn not only about these instruments but they
need to learn to use them. If you look at Dartmouth College
today you will find that over 50% of the students at that
institution are using computers as a tool for learning while
they go through college, and they come out of there not
just having used those computers, but having some sense
of what the computer means in modern society. That should
happen to more youngsters, in high schools as well as col-
leges. I suspect that the making of movies, the making
of television programs—this kind of experience as a part
of the learning experience—needs to be increased.

Paine: Education should start early and there is already
evidence that this is happening. In an experimental program
at Stanford University, children of both preschool and school
ages are taught advanced mathematics and other complex
subjects far faster and more efficiently with computers.
Similar programs are being conducted by the Navy for train.

57



ing midshipmen. But these examples are only a tiny begin-ning. There's no national plan. I think we need to establish,for example, a clearing house that would bring togetherraw information, design overview reports, publish and circu-late them: a bibliography of studies, books, and conference
proceedings could be developed.By 1975 we will need nearly 2 million people in the
computer field, dwarfing the number of lawyers and scien-
tists needed, for example. This clearly represents a major.
shift in our professional ‘vork force in the future.We need to design and introduce into management'
development programs in universities, corporations, and
government, appreciation of the scope and potential of infor-
mation technology—as a resource, as a tool for policy formu-
lation and resource allocation, and as an industry. Permanent
courses must be designed, more timely transmission of
knowledge achieved, and adequate funding developed to
train the talent required to manage information technology.
Haynes: In the .area of education, I am concerned about
the emergence of a new class of pseudo-information techni-
cians in our schools, who, paradoxically, by contributing
in dchumuni7ing of the educational process by relying
on the techniques of the teaching machine and closed-circuit
television, are also contributing to the de-individualizing
of the education process.In graduate education many students regard information
technology's advances—the computer and microfilm, forexample—as devices to make the job of research easier.
The individual student does not see these as advances freeing
him to apply more time and energy to the development
and use of his own analytical ability, his own creativity
and innovativeness in problem-solving. Graduate student
theses today are all too typically a mass of undigested facts.
They, the embracers of the technology, therefore become
inadequate when it comes to the use of the technology,
and the professor ends up with stomach trouble.This point has broader ramifications as a threat to social
stability. Information technology can help the individual
to define and to understand his own and society's problems,
but because information technology is not at present really
oriented or capable of working toward problem-solving,
there's a great imbalance between, on the one hand, knowl-
edge and understanding of data, and on the other hand,
how the data should be used to solve problems.
Green: The point is not to find educational uses for informa-
tion technology, but to find the ways in which the technology
can serve educational ends better than it has in the past.
I'm suggesting that within the last decade in this country
e have lost sight of what the education ends are up through

the secondary school.
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In this country we have just about reached the point at
which any expansion of the secondary system is goining
to come to a halt. We have used the elementary and secon-
dary system as a means of access to upward social mobility,
and we've been doing it for 60 years. But if 85 to 90%

• are going to be finishing secondary school, one of the results
will be that this will no longer be a means of upward social
mobility.
Indeed, the reason we have a dropout problem in this

country is not that there are so many of them—there have,
in fact, been fewer and fewer every year—but that education
has become so comprehensive and so universal that being
a dropout is now for the first time in our history a disaster.
We've created this problem by the expansion of the educa-

tional system. So we can't talk about how to make use
of the information technology in order to attain educational
purposes because we don't any longer know what the pur-
poses are. And this is becoming a problem of crisis propor-
tions in the lower sectors of the educational system. We
no longer know how to make use of the educational system
as an instrument of continuity.

Heyns: In the next two decades I believe there'll be a greater
variety of institutions involved in learning, in education—a
greater variability in the socio-economic class, and age
groups from which students come. There will be more
dropping-out and dropping-in, more transition training,
more continuous education, less preoccupation with training
the young, greater use of informal instruction and practical
experience, both simultaneously and successively, and a
marked increase in the individualization of instruction both
as to pacing and as to content. I also see an increase in
accountability testing to see if our pedagogical practices
are indeed effective.
The question in my mind is not whether these changes

will occur, but how rapidly will they occur and what can
we do to increase the incentives toward these changes and
how can we reduce the resistances.I believe there are at least three reasons behind the resis-
tance to change in educational practices. First, the claims
for the new technology as it relates to education have been
highly exaggerated, with the result that the failures along
the way have disappointed the users of the new kinds of
apparatus. Secondly, the new materials have been time-
consuming to develop and costly to install. Thirdly, teachers
and others connected with the innovative materials have
felt threatened by them.

Dennis: Perhaps the busing issue will become obsolete in
the information society. We'll no longer have to bus people
to the schools, we'll instead deliver the educational services
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to the. people: And perhaps the packaged materials that

we deliver will be less vulnerable to degradation.

Howe: I think the educational institutions will continue to

change at a slow rate, but the fiscal problems of education,
both in elementary and secondary and in higher education,

may force the educators into sonic reluctant changes. I sus-

pect that it is because of fiscally competitive reasons that
private business has gotten so adventurously into the compu-

ter and other types of technology. I think that the competi-
tiveness of education to capture the public dollar has led
toward some vague concept of efficiency, and that the com-
munications revolution may catch on to some degree through
that competitiveness.

I was told the other day, for example, by the president

of Michigan State University that his beginning economics
classes there are taught in large part by a closed-circuit
television apparatus: he would have to have an economics
faculty about twiee the size if it were not for this.

Heyns: Information technology can release the teacher to

do the educational tasks for which there is really no readily

available technical substitute: setting standards, motivation,

evaluating, providing practice in the use of concepts and

the evaluation of data. If in the process of encouraging

the use of technology we recognize the existence of these

other objectives and make room for them and the pedagogical

methods that seem to be related to them, then we will get

much more rapid, appropriate applications of technology.
"At the same time, I believe that my colleages in education
need to be helped to realize that we cannot continue to

get money and political and social support primarily from

testimonials.

Bennis: The information society also means that there'll
be a movement of some educational personnel from employ-
ment in the public sector to employment in the private sector,
as commercial organizations become larger participants in
the educational process. And it means, too, that we'll have
to think about the role of the teacher-professor changing
from a content specialist or professional representing
psychology or astronomy or x-ology to an agent or coor-
dinator, a manager of educational resources. So education
will be progressively less dependent on place and on build-
ing, and I think, personally, that the data computers and
so forth will possibly be more helpful to the admiministration
and running of universities in the next 15 years than they
might be for learning and teaching.

Howe: It seems to me that we've been trying to bring com-
munications to education backwards, trying to bring about
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major systems of change rather than infiltrating from the
bottom level—the classroom—and doing something about
that classroom teacher's attitudes. We have been very vigor-
ous about providing all sorts of workshops, seminars,
institutes, and so on for teachers and professors to perfect
their knowledge of their subject fields, but have not been
vigorous at all about providing ways for them to learn the
use of the new communications technology.

There is, however, now going to be more and more com-
munications technology all about us. And this is going to
pull education out of the institutions to some degree. There-
fore, as education begins to take place in homes, during
leisure time, or in business hours, and while we're sitting
on trains or airplanes, there's going to be an increasing
gulf between expensive, institutionally oriented education
on the one hand, and noninstitutionally oriented and less
formal education on the other. And unless education institu-
tions pay some attention to that gulf, they are in some
danger of becoming obsolete.

A new kind of man may be needed

Boettinger: In his latest collection C.P. Snow has a brilliant
essay called “The State of Siege,"2 in which he says no
matter where you go in the world one comes across a similar
paradox: We know so much but we feel we can do so
little. It is a complete inversion of the hopes and the glory
of the information technology. The old Apocalypse once
said that the truth will make you free. I say that may be
true, but the facts constrain you. Information is not free
and information limits your imagination. As Whitehead said,
"fools act on imagination without knowledge, but pedants
act on knowledge without imagination." And what we need
is a bit of synthesis between the two.

Also, in a period of information overload, there is a
psychological reaction in which people will turn inward.
They will turn to smaller and smaller in-clubs where they
can be comfortable. Sometimes it's a politics of nostalgia;
other times it is the formation of a congenial club mentality.

In this particular situation, with a tremendous potential
of the amounts of data available, and with the need to sim-
plify that data in order to take a positive course and explain
things to wide varieties of people, we see, I think, the
emergence of a new type of person in business hierarchies.
It is that of the intelligence officer—without the usual
penchant for secrecy, weapons, or espionage.

It would seem to me that the role of the intelligence
officer is, in this context, to structure the shape, to actually
shape the information requirements and the outputs of the
various operational data processing systems. Because there

'CT. Snow, Public Affairs (New York, Charles Scrihncr's Sons, 1971).
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is a difference between information, which is merely
unpredictable events, and intelligence, which is patterning
that information in a form congenial for decision.

Eia Niles: Through technology we arc bombarded with
masses of unevaluated and often conflicting data. There
is too much for the individual to digest and to put to produc-
tive use. As a result he feels socially impotent: he rejects
all information, he distrusts the uses to which information
is put, and ultimately he retreats or withdraws from his
social role.

Michael: Information technology presents to decision-
makers at all levels the burden of coping with extra-rational
needs that become extremely intense and that need to be
dealt with in an uncertain and ethically ambiguous world.
These needs include trust in oneself and in others, confidence
in one's intuition and in one's ability to express feelings
about one's value. These are all needs which our society
has been appallingly successful at displacing from the con-
duct of effective rational activity.

It turns out, fortunately, that partly through information
technology there are additional technologies available for
enhancing one's self-knowledge: sensitivity training,
therapy, meditation, biological feedback—many techniques
that allow an individual to look far more deeply into himself
than most do. Without that deep look, we won't be able
to make it humanely in the information society.

Will it mean more freedom for all
—or more power for some?
NVilson: Information occupies a curious, indeed, paradoxical
place in theories of democratic society. On the one hand
we believe that information is an essential perquisite to
freedom—that the free citizen is a person who can choose
from as diverse a variety of information sources as possible.
On the other hand, information is also regarded as an essen-
tial element by which governments or other instrumentalities
can control society. How to reconcile the value of informa-
tion as a source of control is a crucial question.

NkI !ale: All of our other resources in the environment,
both human and physical, are dependent upon information
and knowledge for their evaluation and utilization. Thus
information and knowledge in themselves are not like other
material resources. They're not reduced or lessened by
increased use or wider sharing. They tend to gain in the
process of sharing. In fact, very often we can end up with
more than we started with.
That sort of change obviously has very great repercussions
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throughout the society. You're dealing now with a resource
which doesn't obey the same kinds of laws as other kinds
of material resources that society has hitherto depended
upon. Most of our ways of valuing and structuring our
interactions are very often dependent upon the scarcity of
material means. And here, really for the first time in a
large, organized way, is a resource that changes that entire
way of thinking.
Our older forms of power are still based on possession

or control over physical assets. The new kind of information
environment creates new kinds of assets, new kinds of prop-
erty. It tends, in a sense, to create a new and powerful
property class.

Guttentag: The problems multiply for those who are now
the elite, those people with power, but these problems at
the same time provide those on the other side with great
opportunities. Those without power simply have more infor-
mation available than ever before, and fewer skills are
needed to use this information. Also, it is possible to have
instant constituencies in the information society. Styles and
ideologies are transmitted with incredible speed across the
country. For example, one of the things that social scientists
learned from Woodstock was that it was possible for an
enormous group to establish very common norms and values
with limited face-to-face contact. Groups which don't have
sophisticated means of communicating with each other are
nevertheless able to obtain power and cohesion because
of the media. They can also very quickly learn methods
of protest that give them an even greater opportunity to
grab a share of the power.

Jones: I do not think that information technology is going
to create elites. Without any doubt, it will create the possibil-
ity for new kinds of groupings. But I think I should take
a more relaxed, more philosophical approach to the problem
and give a little historical perspective to the matter.

Since the Federal government began to respond to the
personal problems of the individual in a massive way, as
it did following the Great Depression of 1929, there can
be no doubt that there has been an ever-increasing demand
for information of all kinds—to which our information
technology has responded in rather full measure. Lately
we began to turn to the problems of Mr. and Mrs. America
per se in our central government organization, and govern-
ment created the departments of Health, Education and Wel-
fare, of Housing and Urban Development, of Transpor-
tation—and I think others will be coming down the road
as time goes on.

But this move to concern itself with Mr. and Mrs.
America, I do not believe, has concentrated power in any
kind of elite because the individual belongs to many different
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groups. lie moves in and out of them, and he joins them

in lough walitions of power to deal with problems that

affect him as an individual.

Alter all, we must recognize that in all of this the growth

of information does of course depend on technology, but

technology alone neither determines its nature nor its own

uses. Our greatest protection against the growth of these

power elites within the democratic system, in my judgment,

is the fact that we still adhere to the concept that reason

is a political asset. And that it is never destroyed by unreason,

or even by the unreasoning use of technology under certain

circumstances.
Nothing about information technology or the formation

of these elitist groups determines in the last analysis the

common good. It's put through a much larger screen of

public response, public communication, public intervention,

if you will, through the process by which our laws are

made.
Information technology without doubt will help us in the

long run to collect the kind of information upon which

to base the major decisions that a democratic state must

make as to what is socially, politically, economically and

fiscally feasible. Information itself can't do that, nor can

any combination of special elites using information
technology. They're just not pervasive enough.

Bennis: It seems to me that many people are operating
on the assumption that we are seeing a radical shift from
the Marxian notion that power stems from property to a
new notion that power stems from information. I question
that assumption. I think that information may be the least
influential source of power in society. One example of this
is that a person who has probably served on too many task
forces sees that the task forces seem to get better all the
time and the problems seem to get worse. My two-culture
gap is not C.P. Snow's, between science and humanity;
it's between those men who have power and no knowledge,
and those men who have knowledge and no power, and
it seems to me that the assumption about an elite is a little
bit premature.

Can we protect individual privacy and

still promote social growth?

Haynes: Is there any need to protect the legions of people
who are part of the revolution of information technology
—hut don't know it? talking about the unwitting victims
of commercial advertising in its broadest sense, of violence
in film and TV, the perpetration of socially deleterious
stereotypes in some of the media.

Paine: Priority efforts should be made to reduce the literacy
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gaps which exist in information technology between top

management and technologists so that communications do

not break down between today's experienced management

who use empirical judgment to solve problems and the

emerging management generation who will increasingly sub-

stitute decision models for experience; between producers

and users of information technology; and between experts

and the public so as to dispel myths, reduce threats (real

or imagined), and prevent unwarranted antagonisms against

information technology.

Roark: We've been talking as if the computer had somehow

the qualities of leadership, as if the computer could take

us somewhere—to a new utopia, maybe. The computer,

of course, is nothing of the sort. The computer is what

I like to call the great multiplier. It can take whatever we're

inclined to do and multiply its effectiveness. And if, in

corporate life, our management is one which tends to be

uncertain and indecisive, then the management armed with

computers can be 10 times as uncertain and indecisive.

So the computer has no qualities of its own. It's a great

neutral. Our problem, therefore, in business and industry

is going to be trying to bring selectivity, order and structure

into the use of these information technologies.

Paine: The computer is merely a tool, like the pen or the

typewriter, but in the wrong hands it can inflict hardship,

even oppression, with ruthless efficiency. Society must resist

any erosion of rights as confidential data are computerized

and merged into huge national information systems. The

initiative here is to determine those areas where regulations

can he privately or self-administered and those where they

May he publicly administered by government.

Haynes: I think there are dangers, by far the greatest being

the impact of information technology on the traditional right

of individual privacy. With or without the consent of the

individual, information technology permits more organiza-

tions to amass more personal data on individuals, and it

similarly permits others to use those data for ends that are

often detrimental to the individual. I'm speaking specifically
of personnel data banks, law enforcement agencies, con-

sumer credit organizations, banks, insurance companies,

government, the armed services, hospitals, licensing
agencies, schools, and so forth. Do individuals no longer
have the right to withold information about themselves or
to determine to whom it should be given?

Daddario: The basic data needed to support social legisla-
tion and to establish national policy are accumulated every
10 years by the Census, and are included in income tax
returns, Social Security information, etc. We recognize that
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there is national and Congressional opposition to using this

data laecaiuse tfis information is considered an invasion of

privacy. The Congress and the people don't trust the

agencies of the government; they don't believe .that if this
information is made available that individuals will be pro-

tected. .1 hat is, of course, a MaiOr problm, and yet if

m.s: are lin.thie to utilize such vital information and protect
1101%1(10.d pi k acy as we do so, our society will he unable

to meet the complex demands placed on it, and our ii lits
a, join% ittuals will be in jeopardy because of that inability'.

lietineti: I think that if, in fact, the various data bases
owl c\isr within the country today were linked by some
data transmission schemes, it would be fairly simple concep-
walk , although reasonably difficult physically, to have
polik ‘-makers have access to all of the data in any way
necessary for policy decisions and yet maintain the
indk idual's privacy.

There would need to be rules. For example, it could
be made a Federal felony' to transmit Social Security num-
licks, say , and other data related to individuals in the same
basic transmission, because then one computer system or
center could thus identify individuals to another center.
Instead, the data requested could be returned, but without
identifying numbers. With that one simple rule, and without
the construction of any centralizing switching force that
mild let a given indk idual collect the data in one place,

there should be no objections.
With that one rule, it would he possible to establish a

network among, the Federal agencies in such a way that
for policy-making decisions the data could .be integrated,
but in fact the potential for invasioh of privacy would be
virtually nil and the potential for some ominous force from
outside the U.S. to come in and have access to all our
data would not exist-- because the data, in fact, would be
separa ted

NIichael: In order to keep information technolog,y from tak-
ing a monstrous course we're seeing some innovations. One
kind is by deliberately infiltrating an organization for a few
years until one has the information necessary to leak that
might demonstrate how that organization has been misrep-
tesenting itself. The Pentagon and the Food and Drug
Administration have experienced this, and I'm certain we'll
see more of it simply because there are more people who

themselves more with the problems of society
rather than with the survival of the organization they are
allowed „oh.

I don't mean to suggest thatti I e only way the individual's
ess to information can be protected is at the expense

et the oteanization by in asion, infiltration and so forth.
\\ hat I %%ant to point out is that all organizations operating

in conventional ways, government agencies as well as corpo-
rations, set their own survival ahead of the welfare of the
environment they are presumably related to. And that survi-
val, if we follow the usual procedures that have been success-
ful, is one in which information is restricted for the use
of the organization and the aggrandisement of its effective
control over its environment.

If one of the devices ;hat comes to be used is to attack
and go in and get that information, then I would hope that
over time such action might encourage some organizations
to see a virtue and a necessity in soliciting feedback and
putting out information, rather than equating survival with
the restriction of information.

Whitehead: There is a basic interest in privacy which soci-
ety must protect. However, it is also true there is a broad
social interest in disclosure. There may be times when soci-
ety must obtain some private information in order to act
knowledgeably for the solution of social problems. If we
absolutely prohibited all data acquisition about individuals,
more would be lost in terms of foregone social capability
than would be gained in terms of greater individual privacy.
There cannot be a single monolithic guide to privacy.

There are certain kinds of information, or "zones" of
privacy which should be protected from all intrusion. But
beyond that, there is no single best resolution of the compet-
ing interests of privacy and disclosure that applies either
for each individual or each kind of situation.

Government, however, does have a role in assisting. in
shaping the utilization of information technology so that
once an individual or social decision is made, there is an
effective mechanism for carrying it out. I think it's important
to note that this will not necessarily require new institutions.
Indeed, the basic objectives of diversity, choice, access,
and privacy are more likely to be achieved in our system
of private rights and legal procedures for enforcing them
than they are through any new or expanded Federal bureau-
cracy. We should pay attention to how to update existing
systems and to enhance our capabilities to meet the new
situation..

Sanford: I don't think information technology is going to
make Congress or government any more effective of itself.
Not do I think it's going to make government more repressive
or coercive. I would suggest that it might make it less coer-
cive and less repressive as it gives us the tools for more
people to know what's going on.

I certainly believe that it will not of itself create more
elites, and if it does, this is nothing new in American society.
We've had elites all the time from Revolutionary days
throughout the history of this nation. Far from developing
this, we might very well now have the tools to spread out

The Conference floard RECORD



the rimer of decision-making to a 
greater extent than ever

t%,:tjite. •
A sell.renewing government with the capacity 

to bring

lordlier information to monitor what's g
oing on in all of

the %arsons programs gives us again 
a capacity to have

the kind of government that keeps up .w
ith the problems

e%en anticipates them. We've now pu
t together, for

%Ample. %1 hat normally would have been 
called a library

At the Duke Medical Center. We arc
 going to call it a

ominunications Center. It gives us a new ca
pacity in the

Is et ot health care throughout the whole sout
heastern

p.sttot the country. Again, ten governors ha
ve joined what

All the Southern Growth Policies Board, organ
ized for

0:c last lime because of this new technol
ogy. We can find

.ind plan not to make the same mistakes the
 cities of

the \milt haw made.

ause \%e've got this technology, we can find
 out what

those decisions should be, and we can he
lp educate the

people to support that kind of decision. So I do
n't see us

JUNE 1972

moving to an elitist, repressive, coercive society. Rather,

I see all of this new technology leading to the kind of

federalized, open, reorganized, revitalized, self-renewini4

government that we ought to have.

Whitehead: While I don't believe that information

technology will bring about any utopian ideal, neither do

I think that machines necessarily destroy human values.

It's people who destroy human values.

Information technology is the tool that we have placed

in our own hands. We can use it to enhance our own abilities

and our own potentials to enhance the importance of the

human individual. We can use it for all those constructive

things just as easily as it can be used to degrade them.

To do so, our stress should be on developing the kind of

institutions for the technology that serve this positive func

tion, and not on creating defenses to meet a conjured-up

parade of horrible possibilities.
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9/8/72

Called the New York Conference Board
and talked with Mr. Worssam's
secretary, Mrs. Cetani, to tell her
that I had discovered no one had written
or note or called Mr. Worssarn or
Mr. Trowbridge to thank them for
the lovely clock which they sent to
Mr. Whitehead after he spoke to
the Conference Board on February 15, 1972.

Apologized for the long delay but
appreciated the clock very much.

She will relay the ire ssage.

Eva
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OFFICE OF TELECOMMUNICATIONS POLICY

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20504

March 8, 1972

To: Eva Daughtrey

From: Robinson

Subject Clock

This is in response to your request of Thursday,
March 2, 1972, for advice regarding one Jefferson Electric
"Golden Hour" electric clock (a now-discontinued stock item)
forwarded to Mr. Whitehead by Messrs Alex Trowbridge and
John Worssam on behalf of the New York Conference Board,
following an address to that broadly-based businessman's
group February 15, 1972.

As you know, Executive Order No. 11222 of May 8,
1965 (3 CFR 306 (1964-65 comp.)) generally precludes the
acceptance of any gifts by Government employees, except as
individual agency regulations may provide. OTP's standards
of conduct regulations (36 F.R. 25414 (December 31, 1971))
provide that no employee of the agency may accept any gift
from persons who may be affected by agency actions; gifts of
minimal value, however, may be accepted from such persons.

The gift in question was forwarded by an organization
with little, if any, stake in the actions of this agency.
Moreover, it is of marginal value--estimated less than $15.

I conclude that Mr. Whitehead legally may retain the
item and you may so advise him. As we discussed, I believe
a telephoned acknowledgement by you would be more appropriate.



3/2/72

Ken Robinson didn't think there was a problem with

accepting the clock -- didn't feel it was worth more

than $5.00 wholesale.

Mr. Whitehead asked that we let Ken know that he'd

better be careful or he would add appraiser to his

job description.

3/3/72

Gave Mr. Robinson the message and he said he's already
that.

Told him that I had checked a jeweler this morning to
advise that when they sold that particular clock about
a year ago it retailed for $38 to $40 -- probably wholesale,
$20 to $22.

Ken doesn't feel it is worth that and will check and give
US a note.

'7 2._



March 14, 1972

Miss Ina Liss
Public Information
The Conference Board
845 Third Avenue
New York, New York 10022

Dear Miss Liss:

Since Xi'. Whitehead is out of town, I am replying to your
letter of March 9 discussing the air date for the tape of
the luncheon session at the Conference Board's Conference
on "The United States in the Information Society of the
70's and SO's."

I appreciate very much your letting us know when the tape
will be aired. We will be looking forward to hearing
about it. Many thanks for taking the time to keep us
posted.

Sincerely,

Linda X. Smith
Special Assistant
to the Director

cc;
DO Chron
DO Records
Whitehead (2) —
Eva
LKS Subject
LKS Chron
Lamb
LKSmith:jem



845 Third Avenue
New York, N. Y. 10022
(212) 759-0900

0 THE CONFERENCE BOARD
Mr. Clay T. Whitehead

Director
Office of Telecommunications

Policy
The White House
Washington, D. C. 20500

Dear Mr. Whitehead:

March 9, 1972

Just a short note to let you know that New York City radio

station WNYC-AM (830 ks.) has scheduled for broadcast a tape

of the luncheon session in which you participated at The

Conference Board's "United States in the Information Society

of the 70's and 80's" conference on February 14. Air date

is scheduled for Thursday, March 16 at 12 noon.

While we realize that WNYC does not transmit too far beyond

the New York City area, we thought nevertheless that you'd

like to be aware of the broadcast.

Thank you again for your participation and please don't

hesitate to call should you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Ina Liss
Public Information
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about this conference

A new resource of strategic national and international importance has been
developed. Some refer to it as the information sciences, others as the
information process, still others as communications. By information
technology we mean the collection, storage, processing, dissemination and
use of information.

"Within two decades," says Max Ways, "these new information
technologies have become an indispensable part of the web that holds
society together. If society had to get along without these technologies, the
business life of the United States would be imperiled to the point of.
disaster. The new ways of handling information have brought about
fundamental changes in governmental and political processes. They have
altered the psychological and cultural attitudes of hundreds of millions who
have only the haziest notion of how the new technology works."

Today, information technology provides us with the capabilities for
formulating and ordering our goals, for increasing management's
effectiveness, for freeing man to participate in broader and more
meaningful activities, and for narrowing the gap between the haves and
have-nots. If we fail to recognize this potential we may drift in another
direction. We may create and strengthen the power of management elites,
circumscribe the freedom of man, and create a new kind of rich-poor gap
between those, regardless of economic status, who know how to command
the information technology and those who do not.

"The next 20 years," continues Max Ways, "will be the critical period
when the quality of our response to information technology will be
disclosed."

A panel of 42 experts, under the direction of The Conference Board and
the sponsorship of its Senior Executives Council, has just completed a
major overview of this important subject. It is entitled — Information
Technology; Some Implications for Decision-Makers, and it will be available
in January 1972.

The Conference Board has invited a distinguished group of citizens to take
part in a conference that examines some of the most important conclusions
in this study and what they should mean for us today.

This conference is intended primarily for those in and moving into
leadership positions in business, government, education who are concerned
about the problems and opportunities moving swiftly in our direction, and
who want to understand their implications and leadership options for
today.

7,e1QA(41
Alexander B. Trowbridge

President



monday, february 14, 1972

9:00 A.M. — Starlight Roof

MANAGING CHANGE

A New Imperative

A. B. TROWBRIDGE, President

The Conference Board

9:15 A.M. — Starlight Roof

CHANGING INFORMATION ENVIRONMENT

A Powerful Resource Emerges

JOHN McHALE, Director

Center for Integrative Studies

State University of New York

9:50 A.M. — Starlight Roof

NEW MEANINGS FOR TRADITIONAL INSTITUTIONS

Government

Moderator: WILLIAM D. CAREY, Senior Staff Consultant

Arthur D. Little, Inc.

Discussants: EMILIO Q. DADDARIO, Senior Vice President

Gulf & Western Precision Engineers Co.

ROGER W. JONES, Consultant

Office of Management and Budget

The White House

TERRY SANFORD, President

Duke University

Education

Moderator: WARREN G. BENNIS, President

University of Cincinnati

Discussants: ROGER W. HEYNS, President

American Council on Education

HAROLD HOWE, II, Vice President — Education & Researd

The Ford Foundation

THOMAS F. GREEN, Co-Director

Educational Policy Research Center

Syracuse University Research Corp.

Professor of Education

Syracuse University
continued. .



monday, february 14, 1972

Business

Moderator: ROBERT 0. ANDERSON
Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive Officer
Atlantic Richfield Company

Discussants: HENRY M. BOETTINGER
Director of Management Sciences
American Telephone & Telegraph Company

W. ROBERT WIDENER
President
Information Management International

Corporation

MAYFORD L. ROARK
Director, Systems Office
Ford Motor Company

12:30 P.M. — Empire Room

GET ACQUAINTED LUNCHEON

2:00 P.M. — Starlight Roof
REGULATIONS FOR DEVELOPING INFORMATION
TECHNOLOGY AND PROTECTING THE PUBLIC

Moderator: JAMES Q. WILSON
Professor of Government and Chairman
of the Department of Government
Harvard University

Discussants: RICHARD HARWOOD
Assistant Managing Editor for National Affairs
The Washington Post

JOSEPH M. KITTNER
McKenna, Wilkinson & Kittner

EUGENE V. ROSTOW
Professor of Law
Yale University

continued . . .



ANTITRUST ANALYSIS
Nightmares — Opportunities —
New Building Blocks of Analysis

Moderator: FREDERICK M. ROWE

Kirkland, Ellis & Rowe

Discussants: ANDREW AINES, Senior Staff Associate
Office of Science Information Service
National Science Foundation

BETTY BOCK, Director, Antitrust Research
The Conference Board

ALLEN C. HOLMES
Jones, Day, Cockley & Reavis

JESSE W. MARKHAM

Professor of Business Administration

Graduate School of Business Administration
Harvard University

THE INDIVIDUAL

Enriched or Impoverished?

Master or Servant?

Moderator: ERWIN D. CANHAM
Editor-in-Chief
The Christian Science Monitor

Discussants: MARCIA GUTTENTAG, Director
Harlem Research Center
City University of New York

ULRIC HAYNES, JR., Senior Vice President
Spencer Stuart & Associates

DONALD N. MICHAEL, Program Director
Institute for Social Research
University of Michigan



tuesday, february 15, 1972

9:00 A.M. — Starlight Roof

COMPETITIVE POSITION OF U.S. IN

TOMORROW'S INFORMATION WORLD

Moderator: JAMES E. WEBB, Attorney — Treasurer

The National Academy of Public Administration

Discussants: ISAAC L. AUERBACH, President

the Auerbach corporations

PAUL BARAN, Consultant

Institute for the Future

EUGENE FUBINI

E. G. Fubini Consultants, Ltd.

MANAGING THE RANKING RESOURCE

International Trends

U.S. Policy Quest

Moderator: EMILIO Q. DADDARIO, Senior Vice President

Gulf & Western Precision Engineers Co.

Discussants: GEORGE B. BENNETT, Consultant

The Boston Consulting Group, Inc.

MELVIN S. DAY, Head

Office of Science Information Service

National Science Foundation

JAMES E. WEBB, Attorney — Treasurer

The National Academy of Public Administration



TODAY'S LEADERSHIP INITIATIVES

Decisions That Can't Wait

Moderator: THOMAS 0. PAINE, Vice President

General Electric Company

Discussants: EDWARD E. DAVID, JR., Director

Office of Science and Technology

The White House

JACK E. GOLDMAN, Senior Vice President

Xerox Corporation

EDWARD S. SAFFORD

Corporate Vice President—Planning

Cahners Publishing Company, Inc.

12:00 Noon

RECEPTION — Hilton Room

12:30 P.M.

LUNCHEON — Empire Room

Chairman: A. B. TROWBRIDGE

President

The Conference Board

Speaker: CLAY T. WHITEHEAD

Director

Office of Telecommunications Policy

The White House
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0 THE CONFERENCE BOARD
WHO'S WHO

AT

The Conference Board's Meeting on

"U.S. in the Information Society of the 70's and 80's"

ANDREW AINES

ROBERT O. ANDERSON

Waldorf-Astoria
February 14-15, 1972

Senior Staff Associate, Office of Science
Information Service, National Science Founda-
tion; received B. B. A. from Boston University

in 1937, M.S. in experimental psychology from
the University of Maryland in 1951, M.A. in
international affairs in 1961. At the con-

clusion of his military service, Mr. Aines
became a regular army officer and remained
in this status until he retired from active

service as a colonel in 1967. Mr. Aines

followed his dual career pattern as a military

scientist and as a senior logistician. The
last three years of his career in the military
were spent as a technical assistant to the

Director of the President's Office of Science
and Technology. From 1967-1971 Mr. Aines
spent in the same capacity as a Federal civil
servant specializing in science communications,

computers and related fields.

Chairman of the Board and Chief Executive
Officer, Atlantic Richfield Company; graduate
of the University of Chicago. Mr. Anderson
was elected to the board of directors of The
Atlantic Refining Company (now Atlantic
Richfield Company) in 1963 and was named
chairman of the company's executive committee
in 1964. He assumed his present position in
1965. Mr. Anderson is owner of the Lincoln
County Livestock Company and a director of
numerous business, civic, charitable, educa-
tional and cultural organizations. He served
from 1961 through 1965 as chairman of the
board of the Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas,
Texas.

(over)



ISAAC L. AUERBACH

PAUL BARAN

JEORGE B. BENNETT

-2-

President, the Auerbach corporations; received
BSEE degree from Drexel University and
master's degree in applied physics from
Harvard University. Upon completion of his
military service, Mr. Auerbach became a
member of the design team for the first com-
mercial electronic computer, the UNIVAC. As
division manager with Burroughs Corporation,
he was responsible for organizing. and
directing Burroughs' defense and space research

and developments efforts. Following this,

Mr. Auerbach founded the Auerbach corporations.
He is an advisor and consultant to both
government and industry in the international
computer community.

Consultant, Institute for the Future; received
B.S. in electrical engineering from Drexel
Institute of Technology in 1949; M.S. in

engineering in 1959 from University of
California at Los Angeles. Prior to joining
Rand Corporation in 1959, Mr. Baran was
employed for 10 years in engineering system
design on radio telemetering, radar data
processing and computers. In 1968 he left
Rand and helped establish the Institute for
the Future where he has served as secretary-
treasurer and vice president. MY.. Baran
resigned from the Institute in 1971 to work
independently but continues a close relation-
ship to the Institute as special consultant.

Consultant, The Boston Consulting Group;
received B.S. degree from West Virginia
University and his master's and Ph.D. degrees
from the Graduate School of Industrial
Administration, Carnegie-Mellon University.
During his graduate studies, Dr. Bennett
conducted research at the Danish Technical
University in Copenhagen, Denmark, and at
Handelhogskolan in Gothenburg, Sweden. He has
worked as a consultant for the American
Bankers' Association and the Stonier Graduate
School of Banking since 1968 and has been a
member of the Boston Consulting Group since
1970.

(o v e r )



WARREN G. BENNIS

BETTY BOCK

HENRY M. BOETTINGER
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President, University of Cincinnati; received
B.B.A. from Antioch College; attended the
London School of Economics; received Ph.D. in
social sciences and economics from M.I.T. Dr.
Bennis assumed his present position in 1971.
He was previously academic vice president of
the State University of New York at Buffalo
and chairman of the Organizational Studies

Group at M.I.T.'s Sloan School of Management.

He has taught at Harvard University; the

University of California; Boston University;
IMEDE; has been associated with the University

of Lausanne; and served as director of a new

school of management sponsored by M.I.T. and
the Ford Foundation in Calcutta, India.
Presidents of both political parties have

appointed Dr. Bennis to advisory posts.

Director, Antitrust Research, The Conference
Board; received Ph.D. in 1942 from Bryn Mawr
College. Since 1956 Dr. Bock has served with
The Conference Board. She was formerly a mem-
ber of the American Bar Association Commission
to Study the Federal Trade Commission; member

of the economic staff of the Federal Trade

Commission; liaison between the Federal Trade

Commission and the Attorney General's National

Committee to Study the Antitrust Laws; economist
Office of Small Business, United States

Department of Commerce; managing editor,

Antitrust Department, Research Institute of

America; research economist, Buffalo Foundation;

instructor, City College, New York City;

occasional consultant on antitrust problems.

Director of Management Sciences, American

Telephone and Telegraph Company; received

bachelor of engineering degree in 1948 from

Johns Hopkins University, attended New York,

Michigan and Pennsylvania Universities. Mr.
Boettinger began his Bell system career in
1948 and assumed his present responsibilities
in 1971 with AT&T. Prior to assuming his

present position, he held a number of adminis-
trative posts with The Chesapeake and Potomac
Telephone Company of Maryland, Michigan Bell
Telephone Company and AT&T in New York. Mr.
Boettinger's early business career included em-
ployment as a draftsman, surveyor and electronics
testman. Mr. Boettinger is currently adjunct
professor of management philosophy, Pace College.
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ERWIN D. CANHAM

WILLIAM D. CAREY

EMILIO Q. DADDARIO

Editor-in-Chief, The Christian Science Monitor.
Mr. Canham received his B.A. degree from Bates
College and in the same year became a reporter
for the Monitor. He took a three year's leave

of absence as a Rhodes Scholar at Oxford

University and received B.A. and M.A. degrees
there. Between college terms, he was assistant
Monitor correspondent at League of Nations
assembly sessions in Geneva. In 1930 he covered

the London Naval Conference and began service as

the Monitor's Geneva correspondent. From 1932-
1939 he was chief of the Monitor's Washington
bureau and then went to Boston as general news

editor. Mr. Canham became the Monitor's chief
editorial executive with the title of managing

editor in 1942 and in 1945 became editor. In

1964 he assumed his present position.

Senior Staff Consultant, Arthur D. Little, Inc.;

received A.B. from Columbia University in 1940,

an M.A. in government from Columbia in 1941 and

an M.P.A. from Harvard University in 1942. Prior

to assuming his present position, Mr. Carey served

with the Bureau of the Budget, from 1942 to 1969,

in the Executive Office of the President and was

assistant budget director from 1966 to 1969.

Senior Vice President, Gulf & Western Precision

Engineers Company; received B.A. degree in 1939
from Wesleyan University; graduated from the

University of Connecticut Law School with a

bachelor of law degree in 1942. Mr. Daddario

is a member of the Connecticut and Massachusetts

bars. He served as Mayor of Middletown,

Connecticut, 1946-1948; Judge of Middletown

Municipal Court, 1948-1950; and member of U.S.

Congress where he served as chairman of

Subcommittee on Science, Research & Development

and Special Subcommittee on Patents and

Scientific Inventions, 1958-1970. Besides his

present post with Gulf & Western, he is also a

senior partner in the law firm of Daddario,

Slitt, Jacobs & Sullivan. Since 1971 Mr.

Daddario has been a visiting professor at M.I.T.'s

School of Political Science.
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