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October 4, 1976

Mr. Roy J.:. Ingham
3219 Thomasville Road
Tallahassee, Florida 32303

Dear Mr.~Ingham£

Governor Carter has asked Be to respond to your letter
of July 22 and to thank you for your views and concerns
regaading science and technology. Your comments will be of
help to him in further developing his policy positions.

Thank you, too for the enclosed articles and your
recommendation of the:statements in Technology Review.

We hope you will continue to support Goevernor Carter
and Senator Mondale. They offer the promise of outstanding
leadership —-- something the people of our. country want and
deserve. .

Simcerely,

Noel J. Sterrett : '
Science and Technology Coordinator
‘National Policy and Issues
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! College of Education The Florida State University

Division of Educational Tallahassee, Florida 32306

Management Systems

July 22, 1976

Jimmy Carter
Plains, Georgia

Dear. Mr. Carter:

The enclosed article describes the results of a study of public
attitudes toward science and technology. Although, as the
authors note, the population in the study was composed of adults
residing in California, the results may be generalized with

some caution to other sections of the U.S.-

Although I have not yet read the Platform of the Democratic
Party, I assume you are planning to take a position on this
issue. May I suggest that the attached paper contains some
highly important data on this topic; specifically, the difference
in the public's attitude toward science, on the one hand, and
technology, on the other.

One distinction between science and technology should be made.
Contrary to the authors' cldaim that science and technology

are undergirded by "a single web of logic and theory,) I view
these two disciplines as having fundamentally different logics.
Science does not have preconceived ends. The scientist attempts
to describe the designs that exist in nature. Technology has
preconceived ends. The technologists (including engineers,
architecgts, physicians, teachers - in general,.anyone who
creates artifacts, either material or processes, to attain some
desired outcome)- do hold specific ends in mind - they have

an image of what ought to be and design plans to attain them.
Rather than describing designs in nature, they create designs
to contrel nature. I believe it is precisely this distinction-
which the public intuitively grasps and accounts for: their
different reactions to these two phenomena.

I consider this concem with technology to be one which will
gain in intensity-and become an exceedingly sensitive political
issue in the near future.

Peace,

TaTlahassee, Florida 32303



Mr. Jimmy Carter
Page Two
July 22, 1976

-~

P.S. Although I suspect your advisor(s) on this subject are
well informed on the literature on this topic, I have

found the following articles to contain thoughtful
statements:

1. "Towards a New Policy for Technology:. The Outlines

1972.

2. "Technology is for-Mankind," Jerome B. Wiesner,
Téechnology Review, May 1973.

RIL:1ly
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{'nnalions arc cssentially ‘thc same for
th the unperturbed: and perturbed
ratospheric calculations, it can be

isumed that the differences between

1e results .for the two cases' will be

ore rcliable than their absolute values.
‘uture refinements in the model struc-
ire are being planned. These include
rimarily increased modecl resolution
nd incorporation of an enlarged chem-
cal package, o that NO, distributions
an be predicted eéxplicitly. This will
.vermlt a greater mcasurc of confidence
itn the climatological results: and should
lead to a more detailed picture of the
‘listribution of O both in the natural
itratosphere and in a hypothetrcally
Jerturbcd stratosphere
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Technology Observed
Attltudes of a Wary Publlc

Supportive of science yet guarded about technology, the

public is. uneasy about future technological developments.

PR

“Fodd R: La Porte and Danicl Metlay .

The relatively recent. prominence
given to issues concerning the environ-

ment, notably the debatc on supersonic

Aransport, and to the so-called encrgy
reflects’ a  growing * uneasiness
ibout technological matters among a
vencrally acquiescent public. There no
longer appears to be a broad consensus

Crisis

on the automatic benefits of technologi- -

cal development; its consequences arc
micreasingly perceived as problematical.
This new .situation could affect both
scientists and cngincers in terms of the
lupitimacy . accorded their work, the
limits within- which they may do it, and

“ihe level of resources made available

Clar

it. For cven though a direct rela-
tionship between public attitudes and
the way decision-makers hehave is diffi-
cult 10 establish, the public's mood docs
ureate boundaries within which oﬂrcnlq
venerally act. ;

This article presents findings concern-
ing the- public’s - attitudes - toward tech-

nology and science which suggest' that
considcrable rcfincment ‘of our past

. generalizations is' necessary. ‘' Evidence
suggests that (i) the public makes a’
distinction in their evaluations of the "~

outcomes of scientific work and tech-
nological work; (ii) the public's reaction
to the impact of technology upon-soci-
ety is onc of warincss and some skepti-
cism; (iii) the public  applies a rather
wide range of sometimes contradictory

values to its cvaluation of technology; °

(iv) the public has a distrust of the
institutions associated ‘with decision-
making in technical policy areas; and
(v) a clcar clement of political ideology
is present in the evaluations of tech-
nology made by an lmportant segmcnt
of the public.

Only rccently has there been suffi- -

cient evidence concerning potential pub-

lic uncasiness about scicnce and tech-

nology to- stimulate systematic attempts
to - gauge prevailing opinion .on- these

'13. N. Sundararaman, D. St.

AN et S e

1974), pp. 180186
English, A. Forney, in

Boston,
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11. A. Broderick, J.
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nautics-American Meteorological Society  In-
ternational Conference on the Environmental
‘ Impact of Aerospace Operations ih the High
Atmosphere (Denver, 11 to 13 June 1973) [(Am..

Inst. Aeronaut. Astronaut. Pap. No. 73-508
(1973)]. .
12, Data’ quoted by A. Grobecker | [Acta

Astronaut. 1, 179 (1974)] from calculations
by J. M. English and A. J. Broderick (Cli-
matic Impact Assessment Program Mono-
graph 1I, U.S. Department of Transportation,
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John, S Venkate:
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matters. Most commerntaries on "these
attitudes have been largely impression-

istic. They note that the “golden age”

of science and technology has passed.

They agree-that the widespread convic:
tion about - the inevitable benefits to-
come from scientific advance (a convic-

tion pointed to as early as 1830 by de
Tocqueville as imprinted ori the Ameri-
can genius) has been severely eroded.

Edward Shils sums up the case (1):

Whereas it was once believed that every
new technological possibility was automat-
ically and inevitably béneficial, the great
achievements in outer space [among othéts]
have helped to dim the.light once ‘cast
by technological progress. . . . Science,
engineering and technology have all be-
come amalgamated into a single entity "
which is conceived as a source of damage
and costly waste. The research workers,
engineers, military men, industrialists, and -
politicians are seen as homogenéous
groups with each section pursuing its own
advantage ‘at the expense of the rest of ‘

- society.’

This slackening in public approval"v""‘
has been attributed to a number of .
factors. Robert Morrison, for example, oL

cites the distrust of the way. power hold-

ers manipiilate the world; the concern .

ovcer maldistribution of resources; anxic-
ty about thc cthical lmphcatlons of
further technological advances in some
areas of medicine .and the biological
sciences; and growing awareness that
much scientific research lacks. social -
relevance (2). The picture of the public
mind. presented in such commentaries

Mr. La Porte is an associate professor in the
Department of Political Science and associate di- .
rector of the Institute of Governmental Studies
at - the University of California, Berkeley 94720,
Mr. Metlay is a graduatc student in the samc .
departmenit and is also affiliated with the lmtltuh:

ol Oovernmentnl Studles
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. 'Table I.jShould_'sciénbce‘and technology ‘be

conlrlélle'd? i
R + Lo .
Greatar L. ... 7 Strongly - Agree- " Strongly
Stalemem’ o agree disagree - disagree.’
: Lo 1 2 3 4 -5
o . ol Science - - o
1. Allow studies; obtain future benefits 54.2 n.1 318 5.9 4.0
- 2. Science good, use of science bad 45.9 29.0 5.4 13.5 6.6
’ . . F— Technology '
3./Control invention and life worsens 147 225 | -11.0 29.8 219
* .. 4. No interference with right to : : - '
' buy justifiable 18.1 - 26.8 8.3 271 19.6
3. Insufficient knowledge for rcgulauon‘ . 214 25.1 - 10.8 274 15.3

e The full wording of the statements for agreement or disagreement were as follows: 1.

Unless

scientists are allowed to study things that don't appear imporiant or bencficial now, a lot of very

. beneficial things probably won't ever be invented. 2. Basically all scientific discoveries are good things;
-, it is just how some people use them that causes all the trouble, 3. Any attempt to control which

inventions are widely produced or made available will make our lives worse. 4. No one should attempt

to régulate which inventions are produced because it interferes with the individual's right to decide -

what he wants to buy. S. No one should attempt to regulate which inventions are produced because

they do not know how to do it.

All data are expressed as percentages (percent across;

= 980).

Those _expressing no opinion ranged from 1.5 to 2.0 Dercent for statements t and 2, and from

"4.1 10 56 peroenl for statements 3 to 5, -

"is. painted - in tones of suspicion’ and
guarded pessimism. Cognizant of this
; “decline in.the prestige of science, still
~_other writers appeal for circumspection
_"lest’ pegative public reaction lead to
. “harmful restncuons on all scnenuﬁc’

‘- research” (3). . .
somewhat different picture

‘But -a’
emerges from reports of recent work

done by public opinion researchers (4-

6). That the scientific community, and
other interested publics, have fallen vic-
tim - to *“quick overgeneralization and
‘grand simplifications as to the scope,
source, and direction of = anti-science
- sentiments” (4) is the finding of at least

two studies (4, 5). These reports note .

that (i) most people feel that science and
technology h\a_vé made life better; (ii)
~ the prestige of scientists and engineers
is relatively high; and (iii) there is a

high degree of confidence in the ability .
" . of science and. technology to solve a

wide range of social problems. The con-
~ clusion invited by such findings is that
“the American public is generally friend-.
-ly toward the scientific community and
that scientists and engineers may pro-
ceed with at least cautious optimism
‘ about the public fate of their activities.

. That conclusion is predicated on the .

“assumption that the public makes no
distinction between science and tech-
nology and, further, that if the public
generally. is friendly toward scientists, .
then technologists—those who imple-
" ment technologlca] systems—need fear
no animated opposition (7). But al-
though ‘a single web of logic and theory
undergirds both scientific knowledge
and téchnological implementation, our.
appreciation. of their sociopolitical con-
texts is not enhanced by attributing to
the public at large an implicit melding
_of their social effects.
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_ scientific knowledge”

' tic

~sessment;
~.of 12 specific -future technological ca-

- Pub]'ic‘obinion data do not speak for
themselves. What they say depends upon-

the questions put to them. In the study
reported here .we sought answers to
questions about the ‘general climate

. for the development and use of
and about the
“choice, of ends” to which they" are
directed (5, p. 96). Our findings suggest
that. the themes of available systematic
studies as well as of the more pessimis-
impressionistic accounts must be
somewhat modified. They also tell us

. that equally. misleading .is the charge
““that those wha are uneasy about.or

hostile toward technology are antira-
tional or anti-intellectual, To accept this
claim does nothing to asmst in-the dis-
covery of what may be bchind such
antagonisms or to dctermine whether
they are justifiable.

P PR NN

The Study. Context

As part.of .a larger study of :tech-
nology and social change, we set out
in 1972 to probe public. opinion on a
wide range of technology-related topics.
Accordingly, a :.survey, was commis-
sioned to gather information on the
perceived importance of technology as
a feature of social change; on criteria
considered important .in technology as-
;on approval or .disapproval

pacities; on, perceptions of technology's
cffects on-the quality of life; and on
attitudes toward scientific -work.-as dis-

" tinguished from . technology. Using:.a

multistage sampling design, we inter-
viewed 980 adult Californians.

‘Since most policies . with respect. to
science and technology are national in
scope, the question of the generality of

our results should be raised; for strictly
speaking “the public” referred to in

. what follows is the California popula-

tion. Howcver, that ‘we can have con-
fidence in the generality of the data we
collected is indicated by national esti-
mates of demographic characteristics
such as age, income, sex, race, and
occupational distributions obtained from
the 1970 census: these estimates deviatc
no more, and usually somewhat less,
than 4 percent from the California
profiles. On only one charuacteristic,
education, do national averages differ
significantly from California's. The per-
‘centage of Californians (31.4 percent)

. with at least 1 year of college educa-

tion is- about 35 percent greater than

- the national average (23.3 percent).

This slight skewing of educational dis- -
tribution extends to ohr'sample as well;
47 percent: had- at least | year of
-college. This higher education level
suggests that Californians in general °
and our sample in particular may be,
on the average, more. likely than re- '
spondents in a national sample to
be informed about science.and tech-
nology. Over a wide range of attitudes
we found no significant difference, how- .
ever, among groups with different edu- -
cational attainment (8, 9). )
- Moreover, when we compare our sur-
vey to that. rec‘cnllyl sponsored (5) by the -
National- Science. Foundation (NSF),
several items common to both surveys
show a reasonably high degree of cor-
respondence  in distributions (10). In -
short, evidence available from indirect
indicators concurs that California does
not deviate from the rest of the nation
in important ways with regard to atti- -
tudes toward science and technology. -
Indeed, sinqe the population of Cali-
fornia is nearly one-tenth that of the .
entire United States and since its econ-"
omy includes a large proportion of the -
total scientific and technological work-
done in this nation, our findings may
have greater policy relevance than-
“would be the case for data gleaned from
any other single state or region. :
Rescarch in public opinion is beset '
with some formidable mecasurement
problems. The data gathered are “opin-
ions” and as such may be transiently
held, possibly changing with time and
circumstance. This may be particularly
true when the attitudes examined are-
not central to the person intervicwed;.
such is ofjen the case with the data
. gathered here. In addition, the opinions
mecasured may not be founded on cor-
rect factual information; thus. they can.”
be altered' by additional information

SCIENCE, VOL. 18&
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Table 2. How disenchantéd are people with technology?

cducational efforts or other 3
s. Nevertheless, if we are inter- o Low Inter- High
in what the public at large thinks Statement® . discnchantment  mediate  discrichantmient
scicnce and technology, this tech- : ' T 2 3 P I3
with all its hmltatlons is the only ' ——— - ' :
ilable. 1. To go back to nature desirable 323 24.6 8.7 22.1 122
vaila 2. Life too complicated 245 333 8.0 24.3 10.0° .
3. Overdependence  on machines 9.2 12.8 5.7 343 38.0
4. Technology can solve problems 5.5 10.3 52 30 9 48 3

* The full wording of the alicnation-confidence statements’ was as follows: 1. It would be nlce if we
would stop building so many ‘machines and -go back to nature. 2. Technology has made life 100 compli-
cated. 3. Pcoplc have become too dependent on machines. 4. People shouldn't worry about harmful
effects of technology because ncw inventions wxll always come along to solve the problems, All data

\l Perceptions in Technology

I
S

ver the past 10 years an increasing
me of work has purported to de-
e some of the social effects of
nology on people’s lives, outlook,
values (I1; 12). Some obsecrvers

: argued that technology has become
source of disquieting changes in the
nan condition and that it (and sci-
e) is running rampant, beyond con-
I. This' argument is perhaps most
ngly put by Jacques Ellul in his
cription of the “technological phe-
menon,” a pervasive situation where
cision-making processes are so struc-
ced as to admit of only onc olitcome
the rather blind, never-ending imple-
2ntation of new techniques (/2). If
.ch misgivings were widespread thcy

: ould provide- a milieu in which the
:. mtrol of science-as well as technology

ould be sought. But such ‘a situation
inges on a general public belief that
:ientific discovery and consequént tech-
ological implementation are nearly in-

iistinguishable aspects of avcontinuous

'rOCess.

Table 1 presents data related to sev-

:ral aspects of the public's' evaluation

of the social roles of science and of

technology. -For: the purpose - of this

survey, we have chosen to define science

and technology. as follows (7): Science
is, implicitly, the activity of discovering
new knowledge and includes the devel-
opment of prototype inventions. Tech-
nelogy, on the other hand, is the activity
which leads to the widespread avail-
ahility of products based predominant-
+ on such scientific knowledge. The
dita show that there 'was considerable
cment that scientific activities are
wetrinsically beneficial and” should not
ce controlled, but that the use to which
scientific knowledge is put can make
trouble. They also demonstrate that the

Ty

standard defenses of technological au-

ionomy are rejected by .a substantial
{raction ‘of those intervicwed. More
heeple disagreed that regulating  tech-
nntogy would affect the quality of life
adversely than those who believed it
would. Again, more people felt that the

“advantiges of regufating. technology out-

“weighed the benefits. of. a laissez-faire

Sapproach, Jnlcrcstin‘gly.--lthc sample was

Tare cxpressed as percemages (percent across;

ranged from lS to 2.6 percent.’

almost ‘evenly split with respéct to
judgments about whether or not the
regulation of technology was possible.
Taken together, these: data imply that
the public. at -large ‘does not find the

outcomes of scientific activity a prob- _

lem. Rather it is the outcome of tech-
nological implementation-- that is the
source of: concern, thercby creating a
potential both' for the demand and for
thc expectation that those outcomes
should- be regulated. A" plausible corol-
lary to these findings, somewhat 'at

odds with other siirvey research, is that
if the public came to sec science and

technology as indistinguishable on the
practical level, the very large consensus

favoring unregulated scientific activity '

might ‘diminish rapidly. SR

Alienation and Confidence

Uneasiness about technology can
havé a more nearly Luddite character:
the belief that further techno-industrial
advance will result in net social loss.
Expressions of longing for a return to

nature or to a more simple life unen-
cumbered by machines typify that trou- -

bled -attitude as, to a lesser extent, does
reduced confidence in technology’s pow-
er to solve man’s problems. People most
disenchanted with technology tend to
accept these notions. Table 2 presents
the pattern of responses to four ques-

‘'tions probing the degree to which the
“alicnated” attitude they convey is held

by the public. It shows opinion to be
divided on the desirability of returning
to a more natural state and on whether
life has been made too complicated by
technology. While a little over half of
thosc questioned did not agrec with
those notions, a third of the sampie did.
Thus, although the typical notions asso-
ciated with technological alienation did
not predominate among our ‘sample,

 they, were accepted by a strong minority.
More: clearly evident were attitudes -
“expressing a limited- confidence in tech- -,

N = 980). The numbers of people expressing no opinion

nology. Strong niajorities, over ‘70 per-
cent, agreed that we had become too-
dependent upon machines and that it is
not sensible to expect technology to

'develop solutions to problems  catised

by technological developimenit. These
relatively hlgh percentages seem to-sig-

" nal deep warinéss about overdependence. i

on or overconfidénce in technolpgy as
a means for dealing with social prob:
lems associated with technological devel-
opment. Perhaps more significant is the
fact that only 5 percent expressed no
“disenchanted” sentimerits, 70 -percent
expressed at least two, and 50 percent

" three or four such notions.

In a sénse, the data in Tables 1 and
2 provide evidence that Ellul's vision of

.a populace enamored with techiique * .
- and ‘unable to resist tectinological dével-
“opment for its own sake does not hold.
‘for our sample.

An undercurreiit ‘of
skepticism . about dependence on techs
nology doés restrain wholeheirted en-
thusiasm about its effects, ‘and it s

" likely that if such skepticism grows, so
will pressures for regulatlng techmcall
development ‘

..
'

Technology, Past Beneﬁts, and

Value Criteria

: -Agains’t this background, what cah‘f

be said about the public's evaluation of

", specific existing technological develop-
- ments? Our sample was asked to indi-

cate whether each of five such develop-
ments have made life in general better
or worse. The technoiogies i question
were highly visible ones, widely imple-
mented and quite well known to most
people: household appliances, automo-
biles, automated factories, thc. space
program, and atomic weapons. Thes¢
things formed a measure of respon-
dents'  overall evaluation of present
technology (13).

Figure 1 presents the distribution of

:this. index. It reflects a distinctly posi-

tive . evaluation, of present .technology

23 L




 NSF survey (5). The data, therefore,
" . show positive public response to past
and present technological development,

the more general consequences of that
development. This combination of atti-
tudes appears to reflect a tension in
values, visible in the priorities held by
. the public which determine whether a
technologica_l development is- “advan-

. tageous.”

Ny highly utilitarian values to more human-
" istic and- egalitarian -concerns—and to
. indicate ‘the importance they should be

consensus on what values should be

- given priority. Yet a relatively high

- degree of support was expressed for-a

wider range of priorities than simply

the economic values of employment and

. taxes which, are often presented as the

basis for decisions on technology-related

‘public policy. Table 3 presents the per-

. centages of respondents indicating what

values were considered “extremely” im-

portant, as well as the.average rank
accorded them by the whole sample.

.. nological development .on employment

“and is‘ths‘isiént with the results of the -

- overlaid with.a set of concerns about’

- Respondents were asked to rank a
" number of social values—ranging from

~given in evaluating technology’s impact.
" Not unexpectedly there was. no strong _

. Not surprisingly, the impact of tech-

the highest percentage of “extremely
important” designations. Perhaps the
most interesting result is that four of
the seven values were believed to be
extremely important by a majority of
the sample. That the public considers
a wide-ranging combination of values
to be important criteria for evaluating
the’ consequences of technical develop-
ment complicates both the activities of
technologists and the task of policy-
makers, for some of these values seem
clearly to be in tension. (Notably, neith-
er the importance of the U.S. image
abroad nor leisure time struck a par-
ticularly responsive chord in the public.)

Thus our data show that a plurality
of the public. seems to approve of the
regulation of technology, that many

more desire-a wide range of values to
be taken into account in its implementa- °

tion, and that in varying degrees an

uneasiness . about the social conse-
quences - of this implementation . is
- present. Now we -ask- what level of

confidence our public expressed in-the
technology-related decisions made by

_its institutions of governance. The de- .

gree to which it regards those engaged
in decision-making as legitimate pro-
vides an approximate. answer.

Table 3. What are lhe lmportant values to be considered in the |mplementauon of lechnology"

was ranked as the most important con-.
sideration, though pollution effects drew -

.~ To increase leisure time

.. 5.96

1.41

] ‘ " conl:ger‘:t‘!mgoal Mean Slandard ’

Goal : of “extreme” , rank- : dc.vm- N

o | - importance (%) ng f'on

- To increase employment - - 1 60.6 ..3.00 155 . 933
" To reduce pollution 723 . 3.16 ;1,74 929
.To make life enjoyable " 410 ,333 . - 1.99 929
To reduce ‘taxes - .56.3 im o 191 ' 933

" To improve the lot of poor people © 597 376 " 1.69 929
To improve the U.S. image abroad 326 5.05 L7 1931
17.8 929

124

) Tablc 4, Atutudes and characlerlshcs of the “potenual pubhc" for technological pohucs
. j ) Matnx of assocnauon ( Pearsons r)
' lnqt?-x -
1 2., .3 4 - 5 .67 ¢ '8
- 1, Evaluation of technology
2. Confidence in L
technology 2302
"3, Alienation from . ) ) o
’ technology —.402 —349 : )
4, Effect on standard .. - Tt S
.., - of living -~ .. - 21 2719 =285
¢ 5. Public under- : . ' :
represcntation —.J311 —.229 207 ks :
6. Parly/ldeology '—.348 —.256 . .358 * 328 ¢
7. Age : 211 270 —.289 . * - —-.303
8. Pollution rank * ¥ ~234 o ¥ L N
9. Regulate technology * * 300 * . ¥
* Correlation coeflicients below .2 and not significant;

Technology and Decision-Makers

- Six situations in which decisions are
made -about how to implement a par-
ticular technology ‘were sct beforc re-
spondents (/4). The respondents were -
then asked to indicate which of cight
actors or institutions would actually
have the most (and the least) say in
making each kind of decision (/5). In
addition,- our’ respondents were asked
to indicate who ought to have the most
(and least) say in the same decisions.
Estimates were then made of the degree
to which the respondents felt that those

“actors whom they saw as actually mak- -

ing the decisions in these various tech- .
nical areas were, in.their opinion, really
entitled to do so. Similarly, the degree -
to - which respondents saw illegitimate.
involvement in decision processes can,
be estimated. '

The spec1ﬁc results varied somewhat
from one decision area to another, but
several consistent ‘patterns emerged. -(i)
Technical experts rated. highly; they.
were seen. as exercising legitimately a
great deal of influence over decisions
in each. of the technical areas. (ii) Top
government feaders drew considerably
less support. Those interviewed per-
ceived government leaders’ to - be in-
volved in all six areas, but in only two,
space travel and military uses of space,
was their presence seen as warranted.
(iii) Business leaders received little or
no confidence from our sample.- While
they were perceived to be influential in
four of the six areas, they were not
welcomed in any of them. (iv) The
public saw itself as the “actor” most
entitled to be involved in all decisior
areas in question.- At the same time i:
saw itself as accorded least access tc
them—again in all six areas."

These data are consistent with a num
ber of recent findings. Certain Harri
Poll results have shown that the publi
places “a great deal of confidence” i
scientists and engineers; the NSF-spor
sored study (5) indicates that a substa
tial minority feels that “the degree «

- control : which society has over’ tecl

nology should be increased.” And mar
polls show a significant increase in tl
public’s distrust of all public and p:
vate institutions. Apparently the instit
tions established to represent the val:
which people want used as criteria
decisions to be made about technolog
use have not kept up public confiden
At the same time, technical experts, «
entists, and enginecrs, have been a
to maintain it, at least until now, e\
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the face of apparently substantial
ftrust of the technological decmon-
kmg processes themselves.
[This public confidence seems a signal
:omplishment for the scientific and
hnological communities. It may rest
the public’s perception of the tech-
:al expert’s role as-a man of knowl-
ge; he is viewed as competent. Sim-
rly, people’s distrust of business and
wvérnment could be a reaction to what
‘ley perceive as the inability of these
{oups to get things done correctly;
‘hat they consider failure on the part
+! businessmen and politicians to meet

thc commiitments they may attnbute i

mply to incompetence. ‘

‘An alternative explanation can be
ound in the distinctions noted by
lerbert Simon between factual and
-aluational premises as components of
‘ccision-making (/6). The ability " to
cecnder a competent decision requires
‘actual knowledge. A person’s knowl-
:dge about a decision situation legiti-

mizes his involvément in it; hence, as.

we have just noted, the trusted staturc
. of technical experts.in the public’s mind.
‘" But valuational elements also are an
integral part of any decision process.
Advocating certain ‘social values, politi-

" cal and business leaders claim the right

to participate in decisions on technologi-
cal issues. In so domg—m setting goals

v and establishing priorities—they are ex- -

" pected to reflect the ' public's value
“interests; otherwise, they losc that right
_and their involvement in technological
dccision-making will begin to be con-
sidefed invalid. That those .interviewed
in our survey evinced just such a mis-
trust of business leaders ‘and govern-
“ment officials. opens doubt that thesc
" decision-makers. were “really represent-

ing the pubhcs value preferences. At

““the same ' time, the pubhc clearly ac-

corded itself - legitimacy . to participate

in dccisions on . technological matters

while feeling fat removed from any ac-

coss 1o the decision process.

These findings . have direct implica- -

tions for scientists and engineers: (i) As
spposing value preferences continue to
compete in the decision process, the
scientific and technological communitics
wifl almost inevitably be drawn deeply
into political controversy. Technical ex-
purts could be pressed to represent
social values as well as  to provide
factual information for policy decisions
(/7). (i) ‘That members of the public

©are seriously dlsqulcted about the exist-. .

ing decision processes . refated to tech-
nological development could result in
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Fig. 1. Frequency distribution of Gutt-

man index of evaluations of implemented
technologics  (mean, 4.846;. wvariance,

“2.100; . standard deviation, 1.449). - .

strong pressure for its public control.-

(iii) Should that occur, and should the
public begin to’ link scientific discovery
determinantly to the negatlve effects of
technology, ‘the relative autonomy of

science could dlmlmsh

‘Technolo.g)yl and the Potential * -
Public for Political Action
Whatever the public’s attitudes, they

are not likely to become-the’ basis for ‘
public policy. unless crystallized "into

articulate demands’ for change. Efforts

to voice demands, to organiZe pressure

for or against policies and political can-
didates come only from those portions

of the general population- motivated to

action. Those peoplc most likely to be-

"come involved in activitics calculated

to prompt policy action on technology-
related matters we shall call here the

“potential public” for technological poli-,

tics (/38).

Certain aspects of socml life seem a
priori to make people aware of and
interested in policy for science or tech-
nology. More highly educated people,
people who have voted in'past elections,
and pcople who hold jobs closely in-
volved with some type of technology
arc likely to number disproportionatcly
among the citizenry concerned with
such" policy. To the extent that - the

public enters_ into conttoversws involv- -
ing technology, participants and lcaders,

in the debate are likely to come from
the 'segment so described. To the extent

that decision-makers monitor public at- .
"titudes; they will feel the views of this -

potential public disproportionately. How

" then did our respondents feel about the
social effects of technologlcal develop- T

ment?
"Using the factors noted above, we

"developed a scale by means of which .
- respondents’ scoring on its upper half .
were designated the potential public.
* Thirty-one percent of the sample (303
respondents) fell into this group. This . .
- number fepresents a fairly substantial

: proportion of our total samiple, prob- -
ably higher than the putativé national -

figure, because of the hi‘g'her"educ'ation
level of Californians. Comparison of

the potential public with thé rémain- '

~.der of the sample showed that the only -
- major differences in. demiographic and -
political characteristics were. that' the .-

potential public was somewhat younger

‘made several thousand dollars more per °

year, and on the average had 2 more

years of education (about 2 -years of -
college). While the potential public' was "
- a bit more_*“pro-technology” with re-

spect to the variables reported above,

the differences were too small:to be sub- -

stantively significant (19). In short the
potential public for technologlcal poli:

tics is generally similar to the rest of our .

sample over a wide range of opinion.
A very interesting difference between

the potential public and the -test of the

sample, however, is the degreé to which

their attitudes are * interrelated. For ~

those not included in the potentlal pub-"

lic, most attitudes appear ‘to .be hap- - ..

hazardly organized. That is, they dlsplay ‘

no consistent pattern of internally coor- -~
_ dinated opinion. But the potential public -

does exhibit a patterned and cohesive
set of attitudes toward the outcormeés

“of scientific’ work and toward techno-

logical activities. While we do not wish

to suggest that the attitudes of the .

larger group are unimportant, its rela-

tively random responses do indicate that

it is not likely to bc a sourceé of much
criticism. The issue - area apparently

lacks salience for these people. They - -

are therefore likely to be acquiescent to
policies governing technology, unless of
course they are personally confronted
with visible outcomes of such policiés
or lack of such policies as was the case

for gas station owners, truckdrivers, and - -

others during the recent fuel dls(rlbuuon
emergency.

_ ~ Nine indices were used to analyze re- - i
‘latlonshlps among this potentml publlc s_f DI -3
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’ *'Nat significant at.P <..05. The standard -error -in ull'lnsiunccs rimgcd from

index, as described in Fig. 1; (i) an
‘index of confidence in technology, com-

;posed of the last two items .in Table 2;

(iii) .an index of technological alicnation,
‘in which we used the first two items in
.Table 2;iv) ‘an index of an effect on
“‘standard of Jliving, -indicating the .degree

~ to which 'jt'was believed thatthere would -

be.“a dccllne in the standard of living
"if there were less technological ‘develop-
‘ment”; (v) an‘underrepresentation-index,
:summarizing. the degree of percecived

~ _illegitimatc cxclusion of the public ‘in

.'the_‘decision-making process for ‘three
forms ' of .public technology—rapid
‘transit, ‘military technology, and space

‘exploration; (vi) pollution rank, .indicat- -

ing the importance placed on environ-
mental concerns compared with aother
criteria; ‘(vii) an .index of technalogy
regulation, ‘in” which we .uscd the last
three items in Table 1; (viii) age; and,
‘(ix) 'a six-point scale combining party
and idcological
‘from “libcral Democrat”

.

. Our ‘primary intcrests here :arc those
attitudes toward technology which fall

“into three arens of opinion: (i) attituces

associated "with cvaluations about spe-

cific ‘benefits of present ‘rechnology; (i) -

attitudes ‘associated with confidence -or

" lack ‘of it nbout depending on technol-

ogy to .solve social problems; and, (iii)
attitudes related to a ‘fecling ‘of discn-
chantmont with, “or
somc of the gencral conditions prompted
“by technology. Such opinions “wauld
indieate thow the potential public sces
- specific ‘uses -of ‘technology for the near
“futurc-.and what its feclings arc ‘ahout
" the longer term, hroader con%equ:-ncrs
'nf technological “develonment;

The dats -show ‘that- the potential
public, like the entire sample, was gen-
crally. positive about the  benefits . of
‘present 1echnolagica! develapment: over

. 65 pereent indicared that these develop-
—.ments had heen apprecinbly ‘heneficial,
while only 16 pereent helicved that they

had  pot: heen. Ihore” was much less
confidencein the idea

26

(i) 'a.-tech_nqlogy cvaluation’

45 pcreent

identification ranging .
to “conserva-

alicnation from, .

" a similar sct--of ass

that our depend-

ing on technology. as -a solution to
present problems is sensible: only slighi-
1y ‘over one-third (35 percent) fel quite
sure that it is ‘sensible, while .uimost
half (49 percent) felt that.it is not. Final-

“ly, 'whilc the feelings ‘of the potential

public did not’ extend to widespread
alicnation by the morc general condi-
tions prompted by complex technologics,
‘reported some scnse  of
alicnation. .

The first three mdlccs dmplnv a-con-

sistent set of relations. Table 4 shows
that thosc who regarded present wech-

nology as bhencficial also tended to cx-
press confidence in technoiogy and 1o
hold fewer alienated attitudes. Similaily,
‘thosc who cxpressed confidence in ‘the
cfficacy of technoingy.uiso cxpressed less
disaffection. Euch of ‘these indices had
ather corrclates. Those people who posi-
tively cvaluated present.
also tended 10 belicve that technoiogy
is necossary for maintaining our stn-
dard of living (r:=.273) and 10 he iogy
inclined 10 feel that the publc s undei-
represented in o desisions about
crpment-supported  technologies
— .311). Peaple.who gave positive eval-
‘uations “were; moiably,

.( ro=

10VGa
ot

Z11) than those who Jdid not.and.

" probahly associated with this age fustor,
they were relatively conservative poiiii- .
“cally.
Ceogy ccorrelates (1= -

The intervening vagiahle :of ideoi-
3dB)
positive cvaluations. . The degree 1o
which ourrespondents ‘ware coufident

“cor sduhious uhowt - depending con sech-

nalogy for .saiving probizms displaved
ciations, For this
variihlz, howsouer, 'we observe . sonie-
what strronger relationship with age and

a ‘hit ‘less pronounced association - wiih
palitical ideology.

The morea ‘pgencral ulllltl(l(:i which ‘we
have summarized-as-a fecling of “ulicni-
tion"—atrraction: 1o the idea of a less
coniplicated and more nataval world—

were associated: with the greatest nam-
her of other attitudes. Those wha tendad
1o express @ disaffection ovard ech-
nology also-tended 1o.pui o lower evaliie-
tion "on the “henelits of 1ezhnological

‘sentativeness in technologicai d

technologics

of attituder

somewhat «older

with the

undaistanding of the

085 10 06, tor regression, N o= 260

development and o have iess confideno:
in wechnology as a problem soiver, Ther
were also more siepticul abowi e
necessity of techrological develapmen
for the suke -of maintaining Dreseni
standards of living . (r__— 255) and
were concerned about pubiic  repre-

making-(r = —.207). In addition,
ulienation was related to the conviction
that the effects of pollution should e

more taken into account whenever ¢eh-

nological dezisions are ‘being made (7 =
—..300) and, perhaps more signifizant-

"1y, 10-an increasing propensity 1o con-

sider seriousty the need Tor seguiating’
technoingy (r = — .234). Those wnd-

ing wward feelings of dlienation were
relatively voung (r = — 289). This age
factor was  probubly  associamed  with
their partisan- and  wieologizal persua-
sioni For they wers aiio preponderantiy
Demacrutic and jiberal 358).
Thus in the powential public & number
hased on judgments about
the relationship ‘of wchnology o eco
nomiz well-heing, on cons for 'the
snvironment aud for demociatic deci-
sior-making, and on upprowal of rugn-
fation of wehnoiogy were  consistentiy
refated -2 mors
of wehnoiogical d

(r:. —_

To.complete our an.uysxs Tegression
coeflicients were: caizuiuted for the pri-
mary factors o determing ‘the propor-
tion of variance “\.pl.un"d by the set-of
attitudes discussed - above (sae Table 5).

“Some of the assni iations cons idizred in

Tabie 4 proved w he d::nnml ntupon
an intervening variable, Novertheiess,

aige, naditical difierences,-dissatisfaztion

.

with decision-making, and vaine -judg-
ments remain imnoitant predicors of
attitudes toward wchnoiogy (27).

Summary

Qur analvsis ofthe interviows with s
sample of the Califoruia pubiic
a range of theiz attitadas ward
nology

anont

shows thad @ modification of our

aoliestive sinte of
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mincé on this subject is in order. The
current  assessment  of - the public as
largelv, and somewnat vacantly, enam-
cred with science and technology does
rot hold. Nor does a picture of a public
generally hostile and alienated by tech-
nology. Neither panglossian , optimism
nor prophecies of doom can be sup-
ported by these interviews. ;Rather a
more mixed picture emerges. Out of
that picture, a potential public can be
isolated, whose mood it behooves sci-
ence policy-makers to watch. This group
" tends to associate a number of related
conditions. with technological develop-
ment; moréover, it is likely to make

assessments on those relationships SO .

perceived.
To the degree this group. has “anti-
“technological” feelings. these feelings

are clearly linkéd to the group’s aware- .

- ness that the social consequences of
. technology can. produce conditions
which threaten- important values. The
particular distribution of age and politi-
cal identification suggests that those who
are young and who identify themselves
as “liberal” form the core of potential
* opposition to technological development
and that such’ opposition is at least in
part a function of different value prefer-
ences. The associations between political
identification and attitudes about tech-
nology, distrust of decision-making, and
-concern for environmental impacts all
make this point. In. short, “technological
dissent” cannot be written off as anti-
intellectual and without " foundation. It
is, in fact, preeminently sensible.
What the alignments visible within

thz potential public portend for the:
ure is not clear, although they do not

151

aliow us to.accept an inference drawn

irom past, studies—that because the’

Vvoung  relain confidence in scientists
:i6 engineers all is well for the general
zlimate of science and technology. We
zan only “speculate. whether, as these
iounger people .grow older; they. will
carrv their uncasiness about technology
ihem. Were .they 1o do so, and
“.re. this group 10 be joincd by still
vounger people who also hold these
wary atttudes.- the context of scientific
zng icchnological work could become
iiuch more fraught with political con-

waih

‘oversy. Another point emerging from
our intcrpretation is how very crucial

10 vontinued free scientific inguiry is
ih2 distinction “between scientific - work
and icchnological acuvities apparcntly

now made by-a sizable poriion -of the .
public. Should this distinction bccome -

~=  the
" dross-tabulate’ response on this variable with —----

lost, perhaps through contihual merging
of science’s role with technology's by

the popular press, attitudes now mainly .

associated with technology could spill
over to scientific research as well.

Yet our data also provide evidence
of the successes of the scientific and

technological communities. They have
become such a critical part of life that

people are seriously concerned with
their future development. The "oppor-
tunity is present for both communities
to find ways of responding to the situa-
tion so that thoughtful action can be
taken to implement technology for the
benefit of the commonweal..
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other. In the former case, the relationship.
has party .or ideology intervening ‘betwcen age

and the attitude in question. In that instance

age does not have an independent efiect; it
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. October 4, 1976

Mr. Dav1d Unell
110301 IO Service Road, AlSO
New Orleans, Loulslana 70127

Dear Mr. Unell:

Governor Carter has asked me to thank you for your
letter of July 22 regarding the space program. Our staff
is currently working on this particularl subject and will
be reportigg to Governor Carter soon. Your concerns
will be of help to him 1n further éeveloplng his p011cy
p051tlons._

Thank you . again for writing and we hope for your
continued support for Governor Carter and Senator Mondale.

Sincerely,

Noel J. Sterrett

Science and Technology Coordinator -

National Policy and Issues
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. October 4, 1976

Mr Victor Alan Ramey
Micanopy, Florida 32667

Dear Mr. Ramey:

_ Governor Carter has asked me to thank you for your
letter of July 20. He appreciates very much your taking
"the time to share your views about the space program with
him. Your concerns will be of help to him in further
devedoping his policy positions on' the program.

Your cohtinued suppéré’for‘Goéernor,Carter and
‘Senator Mondale is greahly appreciated.. '

. "Sincerely, -

Noel J. Sterrett .
Science and Technology Coordinator
National Policy and Issues



JuLy 20, 1976
MicanoPy, FLORIDA
32667

MR, Jimmy CaRTER
PLaINS, GEORGIA

Dear Mr, CARTER:

THIS LETTER 1S MORE THAN A CONGRATULATIONS ON YOUR WELL=DESERVED AND UNANIMOUS
NOMINATION OF THE DeEMOCRATIC PaRTY, BEING A SOUTHERNOR or A SMALL SOUTHERN
TowN, | FEEL EVEN MORE KEENLY AWARE OF YOUR COURAGE AND ( DETERMINATION TO BE
PRESIDENT, AS OF THIS MOMENT, | HOPE THAT YOU DO BECOME PRESIDENT. MY SMALL
CONTRIBUTION TO THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY 1S MEANT FOR YOUR CAMPAIGN,

However, | FEEL OBLIGATED TO BRING SOMETHING TO YOUR ATTENTION, |IN PRESIDENTIAL
POLITICS, IT 1S OF RELATIVELY LITTLE IMPORTANCE., BUT, TO MILLIONS OF INTELLIGENT
AMERICANS, WHAT | SAY HERE 18 vsnv IMPORTANT,
| FEEL THAT THE EXPLO ) ON_OF _SPACE OAN BE CONTINUED AND EXPANDEDj AND THAT
THIS EXPLORAT | ONETOES NOT HMAVE TOCOMPETE WITH OR DETRACT FROM PROGRAMS CON=
CERNING SOOIAL JUSTICE OR RE-EMPLOYMENT OR FOREIGN AFFAIRS OR ANYTHING ELSE.

, )
| DARE SAY THAT THESE MILLIONS ARE DISTURBED BY THE RECENT 7 DISCLOSURES THAT
YOUR RUNNING MATE, SENATOR MONDALE, 1S GENERALLY AGAINST SPACE EXPLORATION AND
THATY HE FEELS THAT NASA TAKES FOOD OUT OF THE MOUTHS OF THE POOR,

| HAVE NO ECONOMIC TIES TO THE SPACE INDUSTRY OR TO THE PHYSICS OR CHEMISTRY
DEPARTMENTS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA, | AM A SHIFT SUPERVISOR AT THE
ALacHua County DeTention CenTeER, BuT, |, WITH MILLIONS OF OTHERS, LOOK FORWARD
EAGERLY TO EVERY NEW PHASE OF OUR SPACE PROGRAM, TODAY, FOR EXAMPLE, WITH THE
LANDING OF VikING | ON MARS, WE FELT GREAT EXCITEMENT, PROFOUND SPIRITUALISM
AND EVEN PATRIOTIC PRIDE,

PLEASE DO NOT UNDERESTIMATE THIS POWERFUL AND DEEPLY HELD FEELING, | AM ASKING
THAT YOU NOT SEEK TO DISMANTLE NASA OR THE SPACE PROGRAM, BUT TO EXPAND IT,

SINCERELY,




. October 4, 1976

Mr. Bobby Brant .
344 Law Steeet ' [
Darllngton, B. C. 29532

Dear Mr. Bryant:

Your card to the "Family Weekly" has been forwarded
to our office. The space program is under consideration
by our staff now. . If you have any input for us, please
let me know. - - . » S

I hope you will'support Governor Carter and Senator
Mondale because they offer the promise of outstanding

leadership -- something the people of our country want

and deserve.

Sincerely,

Noel Sterrett

Science and Technology Coordlnator

‘National Policy and Issues
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October 4, 1976

Mr. Anthony J Asaro~f‘
368 Penn Avenue
Staten Island New York 10306

;Dear Mr. Asaro:

Governor Carter has asked me to thank you for your
letter of July 22. The space program is under consideration
by our staff now and w@ll be reporting to Governor Carter

soon. If you have any particular input for us, please let
me know.

I hope you will support Governor Carter and Senator
‘Mondale because they offer the promise of outstanding
leadership -- something the people of our country want
and deserve.

Sincerely,

Noel Sterrett »
Science and Technology Coordlnator
.. National Policy and Issues



&

368 Penn Avenue
Staten Island, New York 10306
Govenor Jimmy Carter July 22, 1976
Plains, Georgia 31780
Dear Govenor Carter:-
I am a Physics and Earth Science teacher. Since you are a scientist,

I was wonerding where you stand on developing Space Resources? As you

——
know, the spinnoffs®' from the space program have helped the United States
economically, socially, medically, and politically. A good number of teacher=-
scientist like myself, .with an interest in space, wonder where you stand on
this issue, Another question relating to this: Are you a member of the
NATIONAL SPACE INSTITUTE?

I am a regestered Republican, but; like yourappeal and style. You appear
to beran honest, sincere, good, and inteilegent individual, We have not had
a man in the White House like you for a long: time, - You seem to be a logical
choice for President, I try to convince the people I come in contact of
that fact, | ‘ -

. Best of Luck with the election,-ewecececeeac-lr, Presidenteeccececcsacanss

Sincerely yours,, - /7 :
. Mr, Anthony J., Asaro

P.S. Please don't send a form letter,
Thankyou,



October 4, 1976

Mr. Colln Hunter :
490 Easy Street, Apt 9 : ,
Mountain View, California 94043

Dear Mr. Huntéf:'

Governor Carter has asked me to thank you for your
letter of July 5. The space program is under consideration
by our staff now and wdll be reporting to Governor Carter

soon. If you have any particular input for us, please let
me know. :

I hope you will support Governor Carter and Senator
Mondale because they offer the promise of outstanding

leadership -- something the people of our country want
and deserve. .

Sincefely,

Noel Sterreét ‘
Science and Technology Coordlnator
'National Policy and Issues



490 Easy St. Apt. 9
Mountain View, CA 94043

Gov. Jimmy Carter
Carter Headquarters
Plains, GA

- Dear Governor Carter:

I am considering whether I should vote for you. I would like to know
your position on the future direction of the space program, particularly
the manned space program, especially the space shuttle,

. I would be happy to receive a position paper; copy of a speech, or a
personal letter,

Sincerely,

Colin Hunter



October 4, 1976

Mr. Douglas L. ‘Love
208 S. Sale Street
Ellettsville, Indiana. 47429

Dear Mr. Love:

Governor Carter has asked me to thank you for your
"letter.o He appreciates very much your taking the time
to share your views about the environment. Your concerns:
will be of help to him in further develop1ng his pOlle .
positions.

The space program is under consideration by ourAstaff
now. and wi?ll be reporting to Governor Carter soon. If you
have any particular input for us,_please let me know.

Thank you again for writing and we hppe for your
continued support for Governor Carter and Senator Mondale.

Slngerely,

Noel J. Sterrett :
Science and Technology Coordinator
National Policy and Issues*
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Douglas L. Love
208 S. Sale St.
Ellettsville, In.
w7429
Jimmy Carter & Orghnization
Plains, Ga.

Greetings.

watched gour fishing party on the news the other night,
and 1t looked like a lot of gonod, ecologlcal fun until you

started putting de-oxidant into the water. That could have
been your fatal mistake. The environmentallsts and anti-power
frealts got the message that when 1t comes to getting the big
fish, you'll do anything.

I am in environmental publishing and education. I have
been accused of destroying the environment by those who do not
want to understand what I am tryilng to do. Therefore, I would
like to let you take the opportunity to tell me about these
de-oxidants, their biodegradability, the ‘abount you used vs.
recommended dosages, and what 1t did to the ecosystem of your
pond. I realize that this pond is your own private property,
etc., but of course you are looking at a l8ase on some public
property that I want to be able to trust you with.

The McCarthy in '76 committee asked me to get him on the
ballot in Indlana, as I am anti-partisan. (AHti Daley, actually.)
I have left off doing this, as I belleve you are dolng what Mec
CArthy wants to say he's dolng. But if this de-oxldant thing 1is
as bad as 1t looked on TV, I might have to start getting some
petitions out. I think 1t's going to be close, and although a
few McCarthy electoral votes may go your way, anything detracting
from your strength in Indilana would definately hurt your chances
agalnst any of the boyscout-Fasclsts running in Party X.

While I've got your press releases coming as a response, '
let me know your position on the space program. Be as detalled
as you can about mIlIltary involvement and runding. Also, I am
curlous as to how much tobacco you ralse.
~ Sincerey, -
ouglas”L., Love\_
P.S. Church looks like another nice guy. Why not run two
"'nice guys" for P & VP?



October 4, 1976

Dr. Louis D. Friedman
1440 E. New York Drive
Altadena, California 91001

Dear Dr.. Friedmdn:

Governor Carter has asked me to thhnk you for. your
letter of July 15 and for sharing your views about the
space program. Your concerns will be of help to him
in dnrther developing his policy positions. This, (%
program is under consideration by our staff now andAw111
be reporting to Governor Carter soon. '

Thank you agaln for wr1t1ng and we_hope for‘yourf .
continued support for Governor Carter and Senator Mondale.

Sincerely,

Noel Sterrett
Science and Technology Coordlnator
Nat10na1 Policy and Issues



Governor Jimmy Carter
7% Post Office
Plains, Georgia 31780

Dear Governor:

Recognizing that you are the probable next President, and your consequent
responsibility to formulate the national program and policies for the next
several years, this letter is being written to express alarm at a short-
sighted, de facto, policy now underway. I refer to potential cessation
of deep space exploration.

While, as you have undoubtedly found in your campaign, it can hardly be
claimed that space exploration is a major national issue; it is hard for
me to imagine a broader, more enlightening hope for an American theme.
Deep space exploration, borne out of national prestige and reaction to
Russian pre-eminence, offers even a greater vision to our people. It is
an alternative (perhaps the only one) to war and weapon-making for advanc-
ing the technology and the aspirations of society.

It is now well established that scientific and social benefits of planetary
exploration are immediate and profound for mankind. The climatology of
Venus and Mars has already opened our eyes to possible Earth atmospheric
evolution as a result of man's modification. Similarly, the study of Lunar,
Martian, Venusian, Outer Planet satellite and Mercurian composition will
undoubtedly have far reaching significance in the search and management of
our terrestrial resources. But it is the economic and social significance
of space exploration that requires support of your new administration.

Interestingly enough, this support does not require major new funds or
programs. It does require commitment and purpose. Long term activities,
like deep space exploration, can only be planned and conducted effectively
if there is a feeling of commitment and purpose -- beyond the transitory
ones of yearly programs. The United States now spends less than one-tenth
of one percent of its budget on deep space endeavors. The economic, social,
national and international benefits from our unmanned explorations have been
achieved at a yearly cost less than that of a single weapons system (like
the ABM, B-1, Trident, etc.).

But, since 1970 only two new planetary projects have been approved. Right
now the planetary science community is looking forward to its destruction.
Ironically this occurs while receiving its most exciting data ever -- but,
the early 1980's will see no planetary encounters save for a single Saturn

flyby four years after its 1977 launch. If the community dies then what
exploration can we conduct?



Gov. J. Carter -2- - July 15, 1976

What is required is a base of exploration. Less than $300M/year (8% of
NASA's budget, 0.1% of the nation's) would provide such a base. It would
also provide the opportunity to conduct a sustaining, cost-effective and
exciting adventure for humanity.

"Knowledge, more than guns or butter is the true power of modern states."
These words written by Lawrence Lessing in 1964 are more true today and
for the future. The American ethic of building a great future requ1res
us to explore our frontiers, to understand our environment and to
contemplate our place in the universe. This cosmic perspective of
thinking is the alternative to a hidebound future. Your support of

deep space exploration can and should provide impetus, purpose and
benefits for mankind.

Sincerely,

| AAdS

Louis D. Friedman, Ph.D

1440 E. New York Drive
Altadena, California 91001



October 4, 1976

Mr. Ken Denney
Route 3 :
Carrollton, Georgia 30117

Dear Mr. Denney:

Thank you for your letter of July 15. Please accept

.my apologies for the delay in responding to you.

Governor Carter appreciates your taking the time to
share your views with him on the space program. As one
who hopes to represent all the people of our country, he

~ . values your concerns and recommendations. They will be of

help to him in further developlng 'his policy p¢ 51tlon on
the space program. : .

I hope you will suoptinue to support Governor Carter
and Senator Mondale. I enclose a bumper sticker per your

‘request to demonstrate your support.

‘Sincerely,

- Noel Sterrett .
Science and Technology Coordlnator
National Policy and Issues

" Enc.



July 15, 1976

Jimmy Carter Presidential Campaign
P.0. Box 1976
Atlanta Georgia, 30301

Gentlemen:'

I am interested in Mr, Carter's position concerning the

future of the space program in the United States,
‘\./

Does the nominee concur with the apparent consensus of

the American people that the money used for space research

and exploration would be better spent for welfare purposes?

Does Mr, Carter intend to pursue space exploration for
militaristic purposes, such as orbiting weapondry?

In his administration, will there be enough of a space pro-
gram so that there can be employed by that agency a large
number of employees- such as aerospace engineers who have
spent a great deal of money and time in school to earn their
degrees in order to participate in the space program, Will
these and others expert in rocketry and engineering be
forced to find other jobs completely unrelated to aerospace?

For myself, I would hope that the nominee, and soon to be
President Carter will not allow those who have spent a life-
time in preparation for their chosen career find that career
closed to them simply in the name of better health care for
the people.

If Mr, Carter intends on starting the process of the Govern-
ment becoming more responsive and palitable to the people as
he says, there can surely be made some room for these dedi-
cated veople who can find new technological greatness for
America in a reduced bureaucracy, Surely there is a happy
medium between more money for welfare and the advancement

of human intelligence- through, if 1 may point out, a sci-
ence which in itseélf can bring about new breakthrougns that
improve medical technology and thusly the wélfare of the
people,

I am a supporter of Mr., Carter, and am sure that he will be

an excellent President. Might 1 have sent to me some cam-
paign buttons and other political paraphernalia to demonstrate
my support? Perhaps two buttons, one of Carter and another

of he and our next Vice- President, Mr. Mondale,

And to Mr, Carter, himself may I say, congratulations from
a fellow Georgian and Democrat. Therefore: Congratulations
to our thirty-ninth President in our two hundredth year!

Sincerely yours,

= d
Ken Denney



Ken Denney e
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System

Development TELEPHONE (213) 829-7511
Corporation

25“00 COLORADO AVENUE : SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 90406

September 10, 1976

Mr. Newell Starrett

Assistant Issues Director
National Campaign Headgquarters
P. O. Box 1976

Atlanta, Georgia 30301

Dear Mr. Starrett:
I recently wrote to your headquarters regarding Governor Carter's
position with regard to libraries and information science, but I
didn't know to whom the inquiry should be addressed. I have just
talked with Mr. Lou Lerner who tells me that you are the person
who will be able to ‘answer my inquiry.

Enclosed is a copynof my previous letter to Governor Carter. I
would greatly appreciate a prompt reply since I need to address
the American Society of Information Science on October 4.

Sincerely,

W

Launor F. Carter, Ph.D.
Vice President

Studies & Evaluation
LFC:dd

Enc.
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ﬁaveﬁapmenﬁ: TELEFHOWME (2i3) 629-7511

Corporation

September 2, 1976 o ' ;

Honorable Jimmy Carter
National Campaign Headquaerters
P. O. Box 1976

Atlanta, Georgia 30301

Dear Governor Carter:

The American Association for Information Sciences is holding
its national convention in San’ Francisco during the week of
October 4. A symposium is being organized in which senior
members ¢f the information sciences will discuss what they
believe would be the nature of federal support for the infcr-
mation sciences under a Carter administration and under a Ford
administration. I have agreed to give my perceptions of the
cCziticn the Carter administraticn weould toke. It would ke
mosi neipful if you could indicate what your position is with
regard to federal support to the informaticn sciences area.

To help focus your thoughts it might be helpful if I described
the area covered tyv the information sciences. Generally, the
informetion sciences includes libraries and library services,
information dissemination programs, and research in information
needs and methods of filling these needs. For example, the
federal government has been supporting a national library
program under the Library Services and Construction Act passed
in 1964. The Nixon-Ford administration budgets have either

been zero or extremely modest in recommended funding of this
Act. Hewever, each year Congress has appropriated approximately
$50,000,000. Wculd a Carter administration support the Library
Services and Construction Act with similar or larger appro-
priations? For activities like likrary services, would a Carter
administration favor categorical support or support through

general revenue sharing?

Another area covers the major information exchanges and clearing-
houses. These range rirom programs like the Educational Resources
Information Center (ERIC) to highly technical information services
regarding materials, energy programs, and so forth. Probably the
best known of these centers is MEDLARS of the National Library

of Medicine, which is a nationral computer-based on-line information
system covering the medical and biological literature. Would the
Carter administration increase or decrease support of such
activities? Does it have any plans for integration of the
presently widely dispersed information centers?



Jimmy Carter
Page 2
9/2/76

A third area has to do with research and development in the
information sciences. Most of the basic work in the area is
supported by the National Science Foundation, but other
organizations such as NASA and the National Institute of
Education have also been instrumental in studying user require-
ments and methods of satisfying them. What would be the

position of the Carter administration with respect to supporting
basic research and development in the infcormation sciences and,
more broadly, with respect to the support of research and develcp-
ment in the broad field of science and engineering?

I am sure you will appreciate that.a prompt answer to this

letter would help me portray an accurate picture of vour position
and would certainly be more informative than my largely
untutored speculations. Do I have your permission to quote

from your reply? : B

Sincerely,

. : : ) '

Launor F. Carter, Ph.D.
Vice Precident

I T I o~ Tepre Y aa L
Studies & Evaiuation

LFC:dd



Ael-y-Bryn
1540 Hermitage Court

Durham, N. C. 27707
The Bevans September 15, 1976

Woel . ot

. \ ) LI
Mr. Harry K. Schwartz P‘Aw y ./g{’ voest 3
National Task Force Director ' 2t 7( £ if; e

Jimmy Carter Presidential Campaign
2000 P Street, N.W. W e V.
Washington, D.C. 20036 ' 4

.~

Dear Mr. Schwartz:

Attached is a letter from Dr. Launor F. Carter, Vice
President of the System Development Corporation. I'd be
most grateful if you would see that it got to the right person
for action in the Campaign organization.

Many thanks for your help in this matter.

‘ rdially yo

William Bevan
WB:vr

cc: Dr. Launor F. Carter
Dr. Lewis Branscomb

Attachment -
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2500 COLORADO AVENUE - SANTA MONICA CALIFORNIA 90408

Development | TELEPMONE (213) 829-751

Septemberv2; 1976

" Honorable Jimmy Carter

National Campaign Headquarters
P. O. Box 1976

Dear Governor Carter:

The American Association for Information Sciences is holding
its national convention in San Francisco during the week of
October 4. A symposium is beiug organized in which senior
members of the information sciences will discuss what they
‘believe would be the nature of federal. support for the infcr-
mation sciences under a Carter administration and under a Ford
administration. {_hggg_ggreﬁd_LQ_9l!Q_EX_EQEEEEE£QB§_$;_;:E__
Egg;:;c“ the Cartcr administraticn would take. It would &2
most helpful if you could indicate what your p051tlon is with
regard to federal support o the 1nformatlon sciences area.

g

To help focus your thoughts it might be helpful if I descrlbed
the area covered by the information sciences. Generally, the

" information sciences includes libraries and llbrary services,
information dissemination programs, and research in information
needs and methods of filling these nzeds. For example, the

-federal government has been supporting a national library

program under the Library Services and Construction Act passed
in 1964. The Nixon-Ford administration budgets have either

been zerc or extremely modest in recommended funding of this °

Act. However, each year Congress has appropriated approximately,
$50,000,000. Would a Carter administration support the Library \
Serv1ces and Construction Act with similar or larger appro-
priations? For activities like library services, would a Carter
administration favor categorical support or support through
general revenue sharing?

Another area covers the major information exchanges and clearing-
houses. These range rrom programs like the Educational Resources
Information Center (ERIC) to-highly technical information services
regarding materials, energy programs, and so forth. Probably the
best known of these centers is MEDLARS of the National Library ‘
of Medicine, which is a national computer-based on-line information
system covering the medical and.biological literature. Would the
Carter administration increase or decrease support of such
activities? Does it have any plans for integration of the
presently w1dely dispersed 1nformatlon centers?
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‘A third area has to do with research and development in the

information sciences. Most of the basic work in the area is
supported by the National Science Foundation, but other
organizations such as NASA and the National Institute of
Education have also been instrumental in studying user require-
ments and methods of satisfying them. What would be the

position of the Carter administration with respect to supporting
basic research and development in the information sciences and,
more broadly, with respect to the support of research and develop-
ment in the broad field of science and engineering?

I am sure you will appreciate that a prompt answer to this

letter would help me portray an accurate picture of your position
and would certainly be more informative than my largely
untutored speculations. Do I have your permission to quote

from your reply?

Sincerely,

RN
Y

Launor F. Carter, Ph.D.
Vice Precident

T

-
-
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THE INSTITUTE OF

ELECTRICAL AND
ELECTRORNICS

ENGIMEERS, INC.

WASHINGTON, D.C., OFFICE
2029 K Street N.V. Washington, D.C. 20006 (202) 785-00i7

July 30, 1976

QUESTIONS ON ISSUES OF CONCERN
TO IEEE/USAB FOR PRESIDENTIAL

CANDIDATES

The engineering and scientific societies worked actively for
the reestablishment of the position of Science Advisor to the

President.

. This was accomplished in PL 94-282,
Science, Engineering and Technology Policy and Priorities Act.

the National

Will you instruct your Science Advisor to actively seek the
input of the engineering and scientific societies on national
policy questions where an engineering and scientific input
would enhance the decisionmaking process?

Reduction in the Nation's research and development efforts in
recent years has threatened our historic position of world
Total R & D funding fell to 2.3% of GNP in 1974,
while the reduction in Federal support of R & D has dropped

leadership.

from 2% of GNP in 1964 to 1.2% in 1974.
support increased Federal support G
strengthen this country's position

WOuld your admlnls*ratlon

in reoearch and developm°nt°

Engineers believe that corrective actions and positive programs
are required now to avert a second and more severe energy crisis.

Ac

2 nsthod 2f avoiding such a

P
Srisis,

support the establiishment of a comprehensive and coordinated
national energy program designed to reduce the Nation's dependence
on foreign sources of fuel?

Would your administration support the amendment of the Service

Contract Act of 1965 to cover professional employees who have

suffered under the current wag-

‘contractors?

Lr EPCY

,425425%4L 2 D

Plnssen ¥ VIS L/
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AT tactics of NASA
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will vour administration
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‘Employed engineers and scientists who invent are generally

required to convey all patent rights to their employers -
usually without any significant participation in the financial
return from the invention. Would your administration support
an amendment to current Patent Law (Title 35, U.S. Code) that
would improve the financial benefits to the employed inventor
whose employer realizes a substantial saving as a result of the
invention?

Under the Age Discrimination Act of 1967 the burden of proof of
discrimination is placed on the individual. This in turn forces
him to bear the legal fees as well as possible reprisals from the.
employer such as the threat of losing his job. Wouid your
administration support the establishment through Executive Order
of affirmative action programs that would protect the older

employee working for Government or under Government contract?



Page 3

Very :ruly yours,

Kvasnit P

Vincent S. Boyer, President
American Nuclear Society

- David Standley, President
. Air Pollution Control Association

Grant Hansen, Past-President
American Institute of Aeronautics
and Astronautics

- K.F. Timmerhaus, President

American Institute of Chemical Engineers

John F. Sweers, President
American Institute of Industrial
Engineers

I

Julius J. Harwood, President
American Institute of Mining,
Metallurgical and Petroleum
Engineers

Oitscep oo

William ?. Chapman, President
American Society of Heating, Refrig-
erating and Air-Conditioning Engineers

Ll He (G
i[‘//{{;\/%.ok t ,/Ls’{‘éz—w“’
Charles H. Brokaw, Chairman of Board
American Society for Quality Control

Frank B. Lanham, President
American Society of Agricultural
Engineers

W=

Arthur J. Fox, Jr., President
American Society of Civil Engineers

o

Earle C. Miller, President
American Society of Mechanical
Engineers '

Warren E. Alberts, President
Engineers Joint Council

-
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George Burnet, President ' Curry E. Ford, President
American Society for Engineering Federation of Materials Societies
Educat%gg

-
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Carl J. Long, President ;Séymour W. Brown, Director
Illuminating Engineering Society Society of American Military Engineers

Joseph K. Dillard, President Earl I. Riegner, President _
Institute of Electrical and Society for Experimental Stress -
Electronics Engineers Analysis

ool 7 Freeit | //’ZZ/MM /4/ 7 /fém

Harold Michael, Past-President o ‘William H. McClarran, President
Institute of Transportation Engineers Society of Fire Protection Engineers
- '. .,A,‘, / \-) ’,
l/
Wf@,m NG netanA
: I
'Joseph L. Pentecost, President ' Eugene M. Merchant, President
National Institute of Ceramic Scciety of darufacuhhlrg Engineers
Engineers -

&£ & ot
Ed. E. Slowter, President Arminta J. Harness, President

National Society of Professional Society of Women Engineers
Engineers
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October 4, 1976

Ian.Calium_
620 South State

‘Ann Arbor, Michigan 48010

. Governor Carter has asked me to respond to your letterﬂ

”_and to thank you for sharlng your views. .

I enclose for you a packet of material on the issues
that you will find helpful in answering many of the questlons

'1n your letter.

~ We hope you will continue to support Governor Carter
and Senator Mondale. They offer the promise of outstanding
leadership =-- something the people of our country want and
deserve. . :

Sincerely,

Noel J. Sterrett -
National Pollcy and Issues
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