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

Dear Mr • .  ·Ingham: 

October 4, 1976 

Governor Carter has asked �e to respond to your letter 
of July 22 and to thank you for your views and concerns 
re§aaaing 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 R eview. 

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. 

Simcerely, 

Noel J. Sterrett 
:, Science.· and Technology Coordinator 

National Policy and Issues 
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� College of Education 
Division of Educational 

Management Systems 

July 22, 1976 

Jimmy Carter 
Plains; Georgia 

The Florida State University 
Tallahassee, Florida 32306 

Dear. Mr. Carter: 
.... 

The enclosed a�ticle 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 Califor-nia, 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' claim that science and technology 
are·undergirded by 11a 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, 
architeGts, 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. 1 beli�ve it is precisely this distinction: 
which the public intuitively grasps and accounts for, their 
different reactions to these two phenomena. 

I co n s i de r t h i s co n cern w i t h t e c h n o 1 o g y to b e o n e w hi c h w i 1 1 
gain in intensity and become an ex�eedingly sensitive political 
issue in the near future. 

Peace, 

32303 
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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 • .  11Towards a New Policy for Technology:. The Outlines 
Emerge, .. John M. Logsden, TechnologyReview; Oct/Nov 
1972. 

2. 11Technology is for Mankind,11 Jerome B. Wiesner, 
T�chnology Review, May 1973. 

Enclosure 
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/ nitati0ns arc essentially the same for 
· 1th the unperturbed and perturbed 
ratospheric calcuhl!ions, it can be 
;sumed that the differences between 
1e results .for the two cases will be. 
10re reliable than their absolute values. 
·uture refinements in the model struc­
.lfe are being planned. These include 
rimarily increased model resolution 
nd incorporation of an enlarged chem­
;al package, w that NO., distributions 
ap be predicted explicitly. This will 

. •ermit a greater measure of confidence ji' I'!. the clima

.

tot6gical results and should 
l cad to a more detailed picture of the 
i. listribution of 03, both in the natural 

.tratosphere and in a hypothetically 
·' Jerturbed stratosphere. 

'I 1: 
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2. H. Jo hnston, Sdence 173, 517 (1971). 
3. S. Chapman, Mem. R. Meteorol. Soc. 3,. 103 

(1930). 
4. For example. see H. Diitsch, Adra11. G eophys, 

15, 219 (1971). 
5. For, example. see M. McElroy, -S. Wofsy, J. 

Penner, J. McConnell [J. Atmos. Sci. 31, 
287 (1974)] or P. ·crutzen [Can. J. Chem. 51, 
1�69 (1974)]. . 

6. D. Cuimold, F. Alyea, N." Phillips, R. Prinn, 
J. Atmos. Sci. 32, 170 (1975). 

7. E. Lorenz, Tel/us 12, 364 (1960). 
8. E. Hessvedt, Can. J. Chem. 52, 1592 (1974). 
9. One Dotson unit (= 10·3 em) is the thickness 

of the pure Oa layer that would be obtained 
if . all the 0" in 'th� . vertical column were 
conc:entr<ttcd at normal temperature and pres­
sure. 

10. See R. Prinn, F. Alyea, D. Cunnold, A. Katz, 
in The Seconcl International Conference on 
the' Enl'irOirl'!e'nrat J,ipai·( 01 .Aerospace oP­

·erauons iu tile Hi_�h Atmosphere (American 
Meteoroh:igical Society-American Institute of 
Aerorlautics and Astronautics, San Diego, 
Culif., 8 to 10 July 1974) (American Meteor-

r 
I 

Technology Observed: 
I 
r 
l 

I 
Attitudes of a Wary Public 

Supportive of science yet guarded about technology, the 

public is. uneasy about future technological developments. 

:Todd R; La Porte and Daniel Metlay 

The relatively recent prominence 
given to issues concerning the environ­
ment, notably the debate on supersonic 
transport, and to the so-called energy 
cri:;is rem:cts · a growing · uneasiness 
;:bout technological matters among a 
l',CrH:rally acquiescent public. There no 
io!lgcr appears to be a broad consensus 
on the automatic benefits of technologi­
c;il d<::vcloprncnt; its consequences arc 
ir;cn:;,singly pe rce ived as problematical. 
TiJi:; new . situation could .affect both 
c;ciclltists and engineers in terms of the 
kgitimacy accorded their work, the 
limits within which they may do it, and 
ihl: level of resources made available 
1·,,, it. For even though a direct rela-
1 i•.•nship between puhlic attitudes and 
till: way decision-makers hehave is diffi­
c' lit to establish, the public's mood docs 
•:reate bounuaries within which oflicials 
go.:ncrally act. 

This article presents findings concern­

tng the public's. attitude.s · toward tech-

nology and science which suggest that 
considerable refinement 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 one of wariness and some skepti­
cism; (iii) the public applies a rather 
wide range of sometimes contradictory 
values to its evaluation of technology; 
(iv) the public has a distrust of the 
institutions associated with decision­
making in technical policy areas; and 
(v) a clear clement of political ideology 
is present in the evaluations of tech­
nology made by an important segment 
of the public. 

Only recently has there been suffi­
cient evidence concerning potential pub­
lic uneasiness about science and tech­
nology to stimulate systematic attempts 
to· gauge p�evailing opinion . on· these 

, · · ological Society, Boston, 1974), pp. IK0-186. 
I I. A. Broderick, J. English, A. Forney, in 

American Institute o/ Aeronautics and Astro­
nautics-American Meteorological Society In­
ternational Conference on the Environmental 

· Impact of Aerospace Operations Iii the High 
Atmosphere (Denver, II to 13 June 1973) [Am. 
lnsr. Aeronaur. Astronaur. Pap. No. 73-508 
(1973)1. 

,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 II, U.S. Department of Transportation, 

. Washington, D.C., in press). · 

13. N. Sundararaman, D. St. Johit, s. Venkate' 
swaran, in pr_eparation. 

14. The erythemal efficiency function used here 
was taken from P. Cutchis [Science 184, 13 
(1974), figure 8]. 

IS. This research was supported as part of the 
· Climatic Impact Assessment Program by the 

U.S. Department of Transportation ihrough 
contract No. AT 11-1-2249. Computer time 
was provided by the Goddard Institute lor 
Space Studies, New York, through grant NOR 
22-009-727 from the National Aeronautics 

. and Space Administration. 
. 

matters. Most .commentaries 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 beneficial, the great · 

achievements in outer space [among others] 
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 hornogimeous 
groups with each section pursuing its own 
advantage ·at the expense of the rest of 
society. · · 

This slackening in public approvai · 

has been attributed to a number of 
facto�s. Robert Morrison, for exampie, 

cites the distrust of the way. power liold" · 

ers manipulate the world; the concern 
over maldistribution of resources; anxie­
ty about the ethical implications of 
further technological advances in some 
areas . of medicine and the biological 
sciences; and growing awareness tllat 
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 n gru<luate student in the same . 
deportment uml Is also aHiliatcd with the Institute 

· ol Governmental Studies. · 
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·Table I. 
·
Shouldsdence and .technology'.be controlled? 

. .'i . --'��-_;__:_ ______ _:_"-------------'-...:'!___--.,:_--.:..;--'---:--
;. 1·,' '.', I Strongly 

our results should. be 'raised; for stric1ly . 
speaking "the public" referred to in 

.,, 

oj ,' 

Agree- Strongly 
ngree disa.grce disagree. 

... 
Statel'flellt• , _ what follows is- the California popula­

tion. However, that .we can have con­
fidence in the generality of the dala we 

collected is indicated by national esti­
mates of demographic characterisl ics 
such as age, income, sex, race, and 
occupational distributions obtained from 
the 1970 census: these estimates devialr: 
no more, and usually somewhat less, 
than 4 percent from the Califomia 

I. Allow studies; obtain future benefits 
2. Science good, use of sdence bad 

. . 
3.;Control invention and life worsens 
4. No interference with right io 

buy justifiable 
5.' Insufficient knowledge for regulation · 

Science · 

54.2 

45.9 

Tedmology 
14.7 

18.1 

21.4 

2 

32.1 

29,0 

22.5 

26.8 

2 5.1 

3 4 

3.8 5.9 4.0 

5.4 13.5 6.6 

11.0 29.8 21.9 

8.3 27.1 . 19.6 

10.8 27.4 15.3 

· 
.• The full wording of the statements for agreement or disagreement were as follows: I. Unless 
scientists are allowed to study things that don't appear important or beneficial now, a lot of very 
beneficial things probably won't ever be invented. l. Basically all scientific discoveries arc good things; · 
it is just how 'some people use them that causes all the trouble, 3. Any attempt to control whi<h 
inventions are widely produced or made available will make our lives worse. 4. No one should attemPt 
to regulate which inventions are produced because It interferes with the individual's right to decide 
what. he wants to buy. 5. No one should attempt to regulate which inventions are produced bc<ause 

: ., they do not know how to do it. All data are exPressed as percentages (percent across; N = 980). 
' 

Those. expn;ssing nq opinion range<l from 1.5 to 2.0 percent for statements I and 2, and from 
· 4.1 to 5.6 perceflt for st atements 3 to 5. 

· . ·.· ·is pain tee\ · in tones of suspicion . and 
guarded pessimism. Cognizant· of this 
decline in the prestige of science, still 
other writers appeal for Circumspection 

. lest· J}egative public reaction lead to 
,. "harmf4l . restrictions on all scientific 

research" (3) .. 
But ·a· . somewhat different picture 

e111erges fro111 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 overgener!llization and 
grand �i!llplific<ltions as to the scope, 
source, ·and directiqn of anti-science 

· sentimel]ts" (4) i� the finding of at least 
two studies (4, 5). These reports note 
that (i) most people feel that scierce and 
technology have made life better; (ii) 

. . 

·. Public· opinion 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 
scientific knowledge" and about the 
"choice, of ends" to which they' arc 
directed (5, p. 96). Our findings suggest 
that the themes of available systematic 
studies as well as of the. more pessimis­
tic impressionistic accounts must' be 
somewhat, modified. They also tell us 
that' equally. misleading is the charge 
that those who are uneasy abou� . or 
hostile toward technology arc antira­
tional or anti-iptellectual: To accept this 
claim does · nothing to ·assist in, the dis­
covery of what may be ·behind such 
antagonisms or to determine whether 
they are justi�able. 

.:. r 

The Study . Context 

· th,e prestige �f scientists and engineers 
is relatively high; ·and (iii) there is a 
high degree of confidepce in the ability . 
of science and. tec!')nology to solve ·a 

wi<Je range of social problems. Tl:le con­
cl�sion invited by such .findil'!gs is that 

· the American public is general!y f�iend-. As part: of a larger . study of. tech-
ly toward the scientific com!Dunity aml nology and social change, we set out 
that scientists and engineers may pro- in 1972 to probe pujJiic .opinion on a 
ceed with at least cautious optimism wide range of technology-related topics. 
about the public fate of their activities. Accordingly, a ·.survey. was commis-

That. cpnclu�ion is predicated on the sioned to gather information on the 
assumption that the public makes no perceived importance of technology as 
distinction between science and tech- a feature of social change; on criteria 
nology and, further, that if the public considered important in technology as­
generally, is friendly toward scientists,. sessment;. on �pproval or disapproval 
then technologists-those who imple- · • of 12 specific ·future technological ca­
ment technological systems..,..-need fear pacities; on .. perceptions of technology's 
no animated. opposition '(7). But al- effects on the quality· of life; and on 
though a single web of logic and theory attitudes toward scientific work ·as dis­
undergirds both scientific knowledge tinguished from technology. Using ·.a 
and technological implementation, our multistage .sampling design, we inter-
appreciation of their sociopolitical col'!- viewed 980 adult Californians. 
texts is not enhanced by attributing to Since most policies . with respect to 
the public at !arge an implicit melding science and technology are national in 

. of their social. effects. scope, the 9uestion of the generality of 
122 
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profiles. On only one charac1eris1ic, 
education, do national averages dilfer 
significantly from California's. The per­
centage of Californians ( 31.4 percent ) 
with at least I year of college educa­
tion is about 35 percent greater than 
ttie national average (23.3 percent). 
This slight skewing of educational dis-
tribution extends to our.sample as well; 
47 percent had at least I 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. re�cntly sponsored (5) by the 
National Science. F01,mdation (NSF), 
several items common to both surveys 
show a reasonably high degree of cor­
respondence in distributions (1 0). 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, sin�e 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 da.ta gleaned from 
any other single state or region. 

Research in public opinion is· beset · 

with some formidable measurement 
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 interviewed;. 
such is of1cn the case with the data 
gathered here. In addition. the opinions 
measured may not be founded on cor­
rect factuai information; thus, they e:�n 
be altered· by additional information 
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educational efforts or other 
:s. Nevertheless, if we are inter­
in what the public at large thinks 
science arid technology, this tech­
with all its limitations is the only· 

,vailable. 

1l Perceptions in Technology 

l'er the past I 0 years an increasing 
me of work has purported to de­
le some of the social effects of 
nology on people's lives, outlook, 
·Values (II, 12). Some observers 

! argued that technology has become 
source of disquieting changes in the 
11an condition and that it (and sci­
e) is running rampant, beyond con­
I. This argument is perhaps most 
mgly put by Jacques Ellul in his 
:cription of the "technological phe­
menon," a pervasive situation where 
.:ision-making processes arc sci struc­
<ed as to admit of only one oLtcome 
the. rather blind, never-ending implc­

�ntation of new techniques (12). If 
ch misgivings were widespread they 

,.,, •uld 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 consequent tech­
,ological implementation are nearly in­
listinguishable aspects of a continuous 
>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 
';urvey, we have chosen to define science 
�md technology as follows (7): Science 
is. implicitly, the activity of discovering 
n\:w knowledge and includes the devel­
opm�nt of prototype inventions. Tech­
n<;logy, on the other hand, is the activity 
"h ich leads to the. widespread avail­
"bility of products based predominant­
lj on such scientific knowledge. The 

. u:;t:t show that there was considerable 
;,�r�c:mcnt that scientific activities arc 
:nrir,:;ically beneficial and should not 
c:c ':ontrolled, but that the use to which 
:;ci�nlific knowledge .is put can make 
trouble. They also demonstrate that the 
slanLhrd defenses of technological au­
:nnorny arc rejected by a substantial 
fraction of those interviewed. More 
Pc•Jplc disagreed that regulating tech­
nr.!,Jg,· would affect the quality of life 
;,d·;ersely than those who believed it 
wuuld. Ag�·in. more people felt that the 
adv anlages of rcgul�ting,.iedmology out­
w�igh..:d the hcnefiis of. a laisscz-faire 

' appq>ach. _lntcrcstingly.·the sample was 

Table 2. How disenchanted are people with technology? 

Low Inter- High 
Statcmen,t* disenchantment mediate disenchantment 

2 3 4 s 

I. To go back to nature desirable 32.3 24.6 8.7 22.1 12.2 
2. Life too complicated 24.5 33.3 8.0 24.3 10.0 
3. Overdependence ·on machines 9.2 12.8 5.7 34.3 38.0 
4. Technology can solve problems 5.5 10.3 5.2 30.9 48.3 

• The full wording of the· alienation-corilldence statements· was as follows: I. It would be nice If we 
would stop building so many ·machines and .go back to nature. 2. Technology has made life too compli­
cated. 3. People have become too dependent on machines. 4. People shouldn't worry about harmful 
effects of technology because new inventions will always come along to solve the problems; All data 
are expressed as percentages (percent across; N = 980). The numbers or people expressing rio opinion 
ranged from 1.5 to 2�6 percent: 

· · 

almost evenly split with respect 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 �ctivity a prob­
lem. Rather· it is the outcome. of tech- · 
nological implementation that is the 
source of. concern, thereby creating a 
potential both for the demand and for 
the expectation that those outcomes 
should be regulated. A plausible corol­
lary to these findings, somewhat ·at 
odds With other sUrvey research, is that 
if the public came to see science and 
technology as indistinguishable on the 
practical level, the very large coriselisus 
favoring unregulated scientific activity 
might diminish rapidly. 

Alienation and Confidence 

nology. Strong majorities, over 70 per­
cent, agreed that we had become too 
dependent upon machines and' that it is 
not ' sensil:ile to expect technology to 
develop solutions to problems' caused 
by technological development. These 
relatively high percentages seem to sig-
nal deep wariness about overdependence . ' ' 
on or overconfidence in technology 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" sentiments, 70 percent 
expressed at least two, and 50 percent 
three or four such notions. 

In a sense; the data in Tables 1 and 
2 provide evidence that Ellul's visi�n �f 

' a populace enamored with' technique 
and unable to resist technological devel" 

· opment for its own sake does nothold. 
for our sample. An undt�rcurreilt of 
skepticism about dependence on tech• 
nology does restrain whoiehearted en­
thusiasm about its effects, 'and it is 

. likely that if such skepticism grows; so 
will pressures for regulating technical 
development. 

Technology, Past Benefits, and 

Value Ciiterlll 

. Against this background, what cah 
be said about the public's evaluation of 

Uneasiness about technology can 
have 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� 
lions probing the degree to which the 
"alienated" 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 
those questioned did not agree with 
those notions, a third of the sample did. 
Thus, although the typical notions asso­
ciated with technological alienation did 
not predominate among our sample, 

· . 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 in question 
were highly visible ones, widely imple­
mented and quite well known to most 
people: household appliances, automo­
biles, automated factories, the . space 
program, and atomic weapons. These' 
things formed a measure of respon­
dents' overall evaluation of present 

· . th.:y1 were accepted hy a strong minority. 
More clearly evident were attitudes 

· expressing a limited contidence in tech-

technology (13). · 

Figure 1 presents the distrihution of 
:this index. It reflects a distinctly posi­
tive. evaluation. of present. technology 
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NSF survey (5). The data, therefpre, 
show positive public response to past 
and present technological development, 
overlaid with a set of concerns about 
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 
te�hnological development is· "advan-

· . . . · .· tageous." 
Respondents were asked to rank a 

riumber of social values-ranging from 
highly utilit!lrian values to more human­
istic an.d egalitarian concerns-and to 

. in�icate tltll importance they should be 
giv�n in evaluating technol()gy's impact. · 

. · Not unexpectegly there was no strong 
consensus �n what value.� should be 
given, priorjty. Yet a relatiVely high 
degree:: of support was expressed for a 
�ider rang�' of priorities than simply 
the economic values of employment and 
ta!les w4ich, are often presepted as the 
basis for decisions on technology-related 

·public policy. Table 3 presents the per­
. �en.t�ges of respondents indicating what 

yalues \Vere qmsidered "extremely" im­
portan�. a.� well as tile' average rank 
accorded tl}em by the whole .sample. 

. Not s4rprisingly, the impact of tech- . 
nological Ljevelopment on emplqyment 

was ranked as the most important con­
sideration, though pollution effects drew 
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 import11nt 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 respo11sive 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 
technqlogy-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 the important values to be considered in the implementation of technolc;�gy? 

No. who Mean Standard 
Goal considered goal rank- de via- N of "extreme" ' ' 

importanc.: (%) 
ing lion 

To increase emplo¥lllent · 60.6 .).00 1.55 933 
To reduce pollution 72.3 3.16 1.74 929 

. To 111ake life enjoyab'e 47.0 3.33 1.99 929 
To reduce ·taxes : '56.3 3.71 1.91 ' 933 

· .To improve the lot of poor people ' ' 59.7 3.76 ' ' 1.69 929 
To improve the U.S. image abroad 32.6 5.05 1.71 '931 
To increas\l leisure time 17.8 5.96 1.41 929 

. · Table 4. Attitudes '!lnd characteristics of the "potential public" for technological poiitics. 

· 1. Evaluation of technology 
2. Confidence in 

technology 
3. Alienation from 

technology 
4. Effect oq standard 

. of living 
I 5. Pu\;>lic ur4er, 

representation 
6. Party /ideology 
7. Age · 
8·. Pollution rank 
9. Regulate technology 

2. 

' .. 

.302 

-.402 -.349 

.273 .279 

-.311 -.229 
-.348 -.256 

.211 . 270 
* 
* * 

Matrix of association (Pe1mori's r) . ' . ' ,'!. . . 

3 4 

· · ·. ' ,, 

-.2�5' 

.207 .. 

.358 * .328 

., 

-,,289 • .. -.303 
-.234 " . .  .. • 

.300 * • • 

• Correlation· coellicients below :!: . l and not significant 

124 

7 8 

.. 
• . .  

Technology and lledsion-Makrrs 

Six situations in which Lb:isions arc 

made about how to implement a par­
ticular technology were set before re­

spondents (14). The respondents wc:n: 
then asked to indicate which of eight 
actors or institutions would actually 
have the most (and the least) say in 
making each kind of decision (15). 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 w,ere, in their opinion, really 
entitled to do so. Similarly, the degree 
to which respon'dents saw illegitimate 
involvement in decision processes .can 
be estimated. 

The specific results varied som�what 
from one decision area to another, but 
several consistent patterns emerged. (i) 
Technical expert�· rated . highly; they 
were seen. as exercising legitimately a 
great deal of influence over decisions 
in each of the technical areas. (ii) Top 
government leaders 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 le;�ders received little or 
no confidence from our sample.· While 
they were perc.eived 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 decisiot: 
areas in question. At the same time i: 
saw itself as accord!!d least access tt 
thcm-a�ain in <�II 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 substat 
tial minority feels that "the degree· t 

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 anq p 
vate institutions. Apparently the instil 
tions e�tablished to represent the vah 
which people want used as criteria 
decisions to .be made about techno log 
use have not kept up public confiden 
At the _same time, technical experts, 1 

entists, and engineers, have been � 

to maintain it, at least until now, e' 
SCIENCE, VOL. 
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the face of apparently substantial 
! trust of the technological decision-
/king processes themselves. •. 
fhis public confidence seems a signal 
:omplishment · for the scientific and 
hnological communities. It may rest 
the public1s perception of the tech-

:al expert's role as a man of knowl­
ge; he is viewed as competent Sim-l rly, people's distrust of business and 
.vernment could be a reaction to what 

. r ey
. 

perceive as the inability . of these 
1 oups to get things done correctly; 
'hat they consider failure on the part 
,: businessmen and politicians to ineet 
Jblic commitments they may attribute · 

mply to incompetence. 
An alternative explanation can be 

Jund in the distinctions noted by 
lcrbert Simon between factual and 
·aluational premises as components of 
�ecisiori:making (16). The ability to 
coder a competent decision requires 
actual knowledge. A person's knowl­
;dge about a decision situation legiti­
mizes. his involvement in it; hence, as . 
we have just noted, the trusted stature 
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 cin technologi­
cal .issues. In so doing-in setting goals 
and establishing priorities-they are ex­
pected to reflect the ·

. public's value 
interests; otherwise, they los_e that right 
and their in-.:olvcment in technological 
decision-making will begin to be con­
sidered invalid. That those. interviewed 
in our survey evinced just such a mis­
trust of business leaders ·and govern-

, mcnt officials opens doubt that these 
· . decision-makers were: really represent­

ing the public's value' pr_eferences. At 
· t he same time; the public ·clearly ac­
c:mled itself · legitimacy to participate 
ill decisions on technological matters 
·;.hilc feeling far removed from any ac­
c.-:'>s to the decision process. 

Thl!sc findings have direct implica­
tiolis for scientists and engineers: (i) As 
"'P!K>sing value ·preferences continue to 
cu111pcte in the decision process, the 
:.cientific and technological communities 
will almost inevitably be drawn deeply 
intu political controversy. Technical ex­
pc:rb could be pressed to represent 
St.1cial values as well as tO provide 
f;tctual information· for policy decisions 
(17J. Iii) That members of the public 
;m: sniously disqtiieted about the exist-_ 
ing decision processes related to tech­
nological developmc�t could result in 

350 . 
340 : 
330.: 
320 .:. 
310+ 
300 .1 . 
290 -i . 
280 :-
270 -i· 
260 .I. 
250 .i.. 
240 -i-
230 + 
220 -'-
210 -i-
200 + 
190+ 
lBO+ 
170 + 
160+ 
150+ 
140 + 
130+ 
120 -i-
110 -1-
100 + 

90 -I-
BO+-
70 + 
60 -i--
50 -i-
40+ 
30-1-
20+' 
10-i-

0-\-

3.9. 

25.3 . ' . 

23.5 

10.9 

-1-35.9 
+ 34.8 

-1-33.8 
1-32.8 

·I- 31.8 
- 1- 30.7 
·1-.29.7 

1-28.7 
I. 27.7 

-'· 26.6 
-!- 25.6 
,_ 24.6 

·+ 23.6' 
-t-'22.5 
'+ 21.5 

1- 20.5 
-j-19.5 

. f-.18.4 

. i-17.4 
1- 16.4 
!- 15.4 
·i- 14.3 
+ 13.3 
-1- 12.3 
-� 11.3 
_,_ 10.2 

9.2 
8.2 

...  7.2 
6.1 
5.1 
4.1 

-1- 3.1 
- 1 - 2.0 

1.0 

2.0-3.0 4.0-5.0 6.0-7.0 
1.0-2.0 3.0.:.4.0 5 0-6.0 . 

Fig. I. FrequencY distribution of Gutt- · 
man index of evaluations of implemented 
technologies (mean, 4.846; variance, 
2.100; standard deviation, 1.449). -

strong prcssu re for its public control. 
(iii) Should that occur, and shbuli:l the 
public begin to·tink scientific discovery 
determinantly to the negative effects of 
technology, the relative autonc:>mY of 
scien'ce could diminish. · 

Technology 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 people most likely to be­
come involved in activities calculated 
to prompt policy action on technology� 
related matters we shall call here the 
"potential public" for technological poli·. 
tics (18). 

Certain aspects of- social 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 people who hold jobs closely in­
volved with some type of technology 
arc likely to number disproportionately 
amdng the citizenry concerned with 
such poliCy. To the extent that the 

-- I 
public enters into cont.toversies involv--
ing technology, participants an� leaders_ 

in the debate are likely to come from 
the segment so described. To the extent 
that decision-makers monitor p�blic at­
titudes; they will feel the views of this 
potential public disproportionately. How 
then did our respondents feel about the 
social effects of technological develop­
ment? 

Using the factors noted above, 'we 
. developed a scale by means of which 
respondents scoring on its upp'er half 
were designated the potential public.'· 
Thirty-one percent of the sample (303 · .  

respondents) fell into this group. This 
number represents a fairly substantial 
proportion of our total sample, prob­
ably higher than the putative national . 
figure, because of the higher·· education 
h!vel of Californians. Comparison of 
the potential public with the remain­
der of thi(sarriple showed that the only . 
major differences in. demographic and 
political characteristic's were that . the 
potential public was somew!lat younger, 
made several thousand dollars more per 
year, and on the average had i 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 diffel-erices were too small to. be sub­
stantively significant (19). In short; the 
potential public for teciiriologital poli� 
tics is generally similar to the restof our . 
sample over a wide range of opinion. 

A very interesting difference between 
the potential public and tlie rest of the 
sample, however, is the degree to which 
their attitudes are interrelated. For 
those not included in the pot�ntlal pub-' 
lie, most attitudes appear to be hap- · 

hazardly organized. That is, they display 
no consistent pattern of internally codr" · 

dinated opinion. But the potential pubiic 
does �xhibit a patterned and cohesive 
set of attitudes toward the outcomes 

· 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 be a source 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 polici�s 
or lack of such policies as was the case 
for gas station owners, truckdrivers, and 
others during the recent fuel distribution 
emergency. 

·Nine indices were used to analyze re- · 
Jationships among this pote!"tinl public's 
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I'.il'inr R�il;-�'· 
Index Evalu­

ation 
C:nnfi­
dc:nce 

Alien­
ation �tun- S:!lltb· l�ur:y y.,,jjt,:: T.::ru-

P.!lf: l_j(Jft hu�: 1: 

Ev�luatk•n of rcchnolf!gy· 
Confidence in lcchnolo�:y .II 

.11 

Alicnntion from technology · 
, -.18' --.21 

-.20 
- ,-.24 

'durcl ti011 

.. 1� -·.li> 

.17 - .. w 
<-.11 .. 

- . 1 7 '•1 

.l� •. .J"i ' '� \j 

,.JR .. - .'JS :�'"� ,(,{) 

"!' Not siMllificnnl ac .p < .. o�. The slnndard ·error ·in ull lnsmnccs rungcd tfom :n.s 10 .llfl; for rt:&:rcssioH, N =- 2t�:�. 

a!titudes: · (i) a tech!lology evaluation ing on technology as a solution to 
index, as dcs�ribed in Fig. 1; (ii) an present problems is sensible: only slighl-
-index of confidence in technology, com- :)y ·over one-third :(35 percent) feh guitt: 
posed of �he last two items in Table 2; �ure that it is. sensible, while ulrnos1 
(iii) .an index pf technological alienation, half (49 percent) felt that it is not. Final-

in which we used the first two items in .Jy, while the feelings ·of the potential 
Table 2; '(iv) ·aq index of an effect on public did not· extend to widcspr"ad 

'standard of ·living, indicating the ,degree alienation by the more genc:ral condi� 

to which it-was believed that there would iions prompted by complex technologies, 

b.e ·�a dcclfne in the standard of Jiving 45 percent reported some sense of 
· 

if 'there were less technological ·develop- alienation. 

:men!'�; (v) an· unqerreprescntation ·index, The first three indices display u -con-
summarizing- the degree of perce ived sistcnt set of relations . Table 4 shows 
;illegitimate exclusion of the public in that thelsc who regarded present tech,. · 

. 'the 'ctccision-.making pro.::css for three nology as .hencficial also tcnclcd to e:i-

forms . of public technology-rapid pres� confidence in wchnoingy utod to 
transit, military technology, and space hold fewer alienated attitudes. Simila;-ly, 
·exploration; (vi) pollution .rank, .indica!- 'those who expressed confidence in ·rhc 
lng the importance pla.::ed on environ- efficacy of technology .also cxrnc:;scd :less 
mental concer!ls �omparcd with other disaffection. Eu;:h .'1f th�s:: indices ha:l 
criteria; '(vii) an index of technology other correlates. Tkmc p�opk who posi,. 

-rcgula,tion, 'in which we .used the last tivcly evaluated pmscrot. tcchroologies 

:three items in Tahlc I; (viii) age ; and, :tlso tenclecl ro believe !hat t!'r:hrooi"f:l' 
'( ix) :a six-point scale combining party .-is nec�;;sary for mainraining com stan,. 
and ideqlogical identification ranging . chtrd nf lil'in.r, Jr:= .'27.1) mod 'to h� b:.•; 
'from '.;liberal Democrat'' to ''conscrvu- inclined to 'f�el ihat the puhk is II Tid::;·-

. rive Republican" ·(20). rc:rrescntcd in dc::i;;i:llls :ohnut g;w-
Our 'primary interests -here :arc those crnriwnt-supportccl t:·.::hroologies ·( r = 

attitudes toward technology which fall - .31 I J. Pen pie. who gave positive cval-
. into three·areas of opinion : ·(i) att it.u cles . :uatinns ·were, 'll••tahly, snmewha1 ·ol:b­
associ&ted with evaluations about spc- ·(r== =�·1·1) tharo .ihns:: Y.;ho ·did ncot .anrl. 
·cific benefits of present rechnology; _(ii) · ·_prohuhly assn::iawd'witio this ar,r fa::r:1;·, 
attiltrdcii ·associated with confidence or they were rc:lutively nms::rvati''C p:oiiti· 
'Jack 'of !t about ·depending on techno)- cally, Ttlc intervening �·ariahlc :of icbol-
ogy to solve social problems ; and, (iii) •o.�y ·correlates .(r = --· 34FI>) with th:· 
attitudes -rehitccl to n ·fcr!ling •of discn- positive .:;v:thuttions. The ·degree 'to 

chantmont with, or ulienation from._ wlii;;h nil!' :respondents w::rc cmoiidCI]! 
some of the general conditions prompted · 'Or ·duhinns ahout · 'il:pcnding ·nn rech-
hy technology. Su;;h opinions . wauld 'ncilog�· for sliivinr, p;·phi::ms .(lisplayed 
indicate �hOW -the potentia) pub)iC S"CS H similar set ·Of ::ss:.::iati:ms. r.or this 
specific uses ·of 'technology for the nr:ar ·varia hi::, hnw�vcr. ·we oh;;r:rue n -s:onn·-
futurc·.and what its feclinps arc 'nhnut what strong::r relationship ..,.;irh age <Jnd 
the longer term, hroaclcr consequences :1 :hit l::ss pronouncccl assnciatinn ·with 

· of technological development: -palitica l id::ology, 
The d<JIIl ·shovi ·that the potential The: mor� general titlitudcs ·which ·we 

puhlic, _'like the entire sample, WitS gcn- hnvc ·sumnHtrizc,J-:Js a .J,:elirog of "alicrw-
crally positive uhnut the benefit� of tinn''-tottraeti:m t:l 'fh� id:::a or n lc�s 
present wehnolngiea! clt;v::lopnw11t: over contplicutccl and mor:- nntrr•al .worlcl-
·r.5 percent irulicatcd thai these dr:vclop- were: ;o;;s:leiat::ct with th:: grr:arc:;J num-
mcnts hac! hcen apprec:inhly 'hcnr:fi::ial, . •her of other ati ituci�:;. Tho:><: wiw tend:�(] 
Y-�hilc only I() pr�rcrmt hc licvr:d that they to express a di>afi�·.;:tiou wvm:rd r:•.;:h-
huil not h:!:;n, :n1ore was much ���s nology also tcmkllto pui a lower rwalua .. 

.confiqcn.::c ·in the iclr:a that our dcpc:rul- tioro on the hcndits of r�:;tuwlopi::al 

f]6 

development un::l to huvc it:ss c:onkh:11::·.: 
in tc:chnobgy , as a prcihl�m soi•1er. Tio�·· 
were also more :;L�pti(:Ul UtoOUi 1io�­
ncc:essity of techtol-:•f!icul dev�:l:1�>n•::rr. 

for · thr. sake -of maintaining pn::;::m 
standu r::ls of living . ( r-= - .?.5S ') ami 
were concerned ahout .ruhiic: n:pr�:­
·scntutivem:ss "in tec:hnolo{:i::.d de::i:;ion­

making ( r = -- .. 207 J. ln addi�ion, ··:it::ir 
ulicnution was relah:d to the ::onl'i::titlll 

.that the effects ;1f pollution :;loould io:· 

.more taken into a::count wheuev::r l�:ch­
nolopic:a l fie::isious arc ·being .mud:� ( ;· =: 

-· . . :·HIO) uttd, perhaps mor�: :;if!niil::mt1-

.ly, w ·an incrcusiug pmpew;iry t:; c:m­

sider scriow;ly rile m:ed ·for ;·t:guimiu? · 
tccbnoi:>,gy -( r =-- - .:�;;4 J. Th:,:;�: t�:u:J­
ing wward f::clings ;,f <ilieuation w::re 

rcl<•tive!\' ,voung ( r = -· . :2H9 ) .  This ag:: 
fat:l:Jr wus pnoh;ihly ussociaH:d wit\1 
the ir partisan- anq id�oiogl:;al PG':'SUi!­
sinns ,i:Jr ·th:�y w�:i":' ai:w :rr::ponderantiy 

fl::m:ocraii:: and iihcral ( r =: - .:l :> B ) .  
Thw; in the pou:ntia!' puhli:: n immhcr 
of 11triwde�; h::s::d oi1 judf!ntCIIts ah:lllt 

rhe r::lari:m:ihip ·rif r:�:.:hnolngy tn ccP­
!I:mii:: w::ll-hcing, nrt ::mt::c;:r�s fm ·the 
::nl'ir:111m::!lt ·mod fo;· th:m:1:;�:ui:: ck::i­
!iior:-nlakillg, aurl on upprPva� of n�gl:­
lation of t::::iuo:ti:>f:)" werr ::nns!:acnti:· 
r::lat;,d w n .mor:: �·.::ncraliz:�d :::11uiiti:m 
nf t:�cim:obpic:i! dis:;cnt. 

To c:lmrl::tr ou� anaiysis, Tef!rcssion 
C!letli::ients wen: cai::ularccl for tlw pri­
m�ory f<a;:tms , 10 ci::tcrmine til:� pmpnr­
tinn nf varian::c eKpiain�d·b;' the .c;et·:Jt 
attitudes tb;:u,:s:�d ltiWVl': (:;:��· Tahl:: 5), 
Some of ·lh:: as;;:1::iatinns :;:rm;;ici::•:::d in 
Tahi:: ·•l ·PH"ted 1:' he 'h:pend:.:nt upon 
an intervenirog variable, Nl•v::rthc!i::s�;. 

.age, p:1i itical diflcrenec;;,. · d!,sati.:;fa:.:tinn 
with de::isirin-n1aking, and •::due jitd):­
mr:rns remain imprmant pr:·.di::wrs nf 
attitudes rnwarcl u·.clmniogy (21). 

Summury 

Our analysis of· tlw imcr·-'i:�ws with :\ 

sampl:: nf lhr: Cali f1 iru i:t p11i1ii:: ahrHtl 
ll IIIII)!C nf th: •i 1 atriiiHi::s Ul\"l;trd l:'.�i,­
lllltogr :;hows thar n nondifi::ation II\' our 

·unri::;,;tandiu:·. cif tlw :.:nlit•,::t i ·.t:: :ilat:: n! 
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mine on th is subject is in order. The 
cerrent assessment of the public as 
largely, and somewhat vacantly, enam­
c.red with ·.�cience and technology does 
P.Ot 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; moreover, it is likely' to make 
assessments on those relationships so 
perceived. 

To the degree this group. has "anti­
technological"' feelings. these feelings 
are clearly linked 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, preeminen-tly sensible. 

What the alignments visible within 
ui� potential public portend for the 
fc;;u;e is not clear, although they do not 
allen;• us to. accept an inference drawn 
h:m past studies-that because the · 
;•our,g retain confidence in scientists 
:c;·,d engineers all is well for the general 
·:J:;�·,:;te of science and technology. We 
Dr,. only speculate whether, as these 
yount�\:r people grow older; they will 
ca;ry their uneasiness about technology 
" . :h ihcm. \Vcrc they _to do >:o, and 

• c rc :hi; group to be joined by still 
'-, -'�;�,;:e:r people who also hold these 
... ·yy attitudes. the context of scientific 

''"::l <ec.hnological work could become 
r;·,uch more fraught with political con­
::c·vcr�y. Another point emerging from 
c1ur interpretation is how very crucial . 

:c, -continued free scientific inquiry is 
i.'-,2 di<.tinrtion ·between scientific w0rk 
:1nd _ ;echnol0£!ical activities apparently 
n0v1 m2d� hy· a·· siz.ahlc porti0n .of the 
puhlic. Should this distinction hccome 

lost, perhaps through continual 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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Mr. David.Unell. 
·10301 IlO Service Road,· AlSO· 
New Orleans, ·Louisiana 70127 

Dear Mr. Unell: 

October 4, 1976 

Governor Carter has asked me to thank you for your 
letter _of July 22 regarding the space proqram. Our staff 
is currently working on this partic�larl subject and .will 
be reportigg to Governor Carter soon. Your concerns 

will be of help to him in further developing his policy 
positions. 

· 

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

Sincer�ly, 

Noel J � Ster.rett 
Science and Technology Coordinator . 
National Policy and Issues · 
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October 4, 1976. 

Mr Victor Alan Ramey 
M·icanopy, 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 
devecboping his policy positions on the program� 

. ·. ,• ' 

Your continued support for Governor Carter and 
Senator Hondale is greanly appreciated. 

Sincerely,. 

Noel J • .  Sterrett 
Science.and Technology Coordinator 
National Policy and Issues 
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"-'• JIMMY CARTER 
PLAINS, GEORGI A 

DEAR �. CARTER I 

JuLY 20_1 1976 
MICANOPY, FLORIDA 
32667 

THIS LETTEA IS MORE THAN A CONGRATULATIONS ON YOUR WELL-DESERVED AND UNAN IMOUS 
NOUINAT I ON a; THE DEMOcRATIC PARTY. BE lNG A SoUTHERN oR Of" A SMALL SoUTHERN 
TOWN, I F"EEL EVEN MORE KEENLY AWARE OF' YOUR COURAGE AND {,DETERMINATION TO BE 
PRESIDENT. As OF' THIS MOMENT, I HOP'E THAT YOU DO BECOME f'AESIDENTe MY SMALL 
CONTAIBUTION TO THE DEMOCRATIC PARTY IS MEANT F<l" YOUR CAMPAIGN. 

HOWEVER, I FEEL OBLIGATED TO BRING SOMETHING TO YOUR ATTENTION. IN RRESIDENTIAL 
POLITICS, IT 19 OF RELATIVELY LITTLE IMPORTANCE. BuT, TO MILLIONS OF INTELLIGENT 
AMERICANS, WHA� I SAY HERE IS VERY IMPORTANT. 

I FEEL THAT THE E XP�ATIQN pt SPACE CAN BE CONTINUED AND EXPANDED; AND THAT 
THIS EXPLORATIONC'DuFNOT HAVE TO bOMPETE WITH OR DETRACT F"ROM PROGRAMS CON­
CERNING SOOIAL JUSTICE OR RE-EMPLOYMENT OR FOREIGN AF"F"AIRS OR ANYTHING ELSEe 

I 

I DARE SAY THAT THESE MILLIONS ARE DISTURBED BY THE RECENT �")>ISCLOSURES THAT 
YOUR RUNNING MATE, SENATOR MONDALE, IS GENERALLY AGAINST SPACE EXPLORATION AND 
THAT HE FEELS THAT NASA TAKES FOOD OUT OF THE MOUTHS OF THE POOR. 

I HAVE NO ECONOMIC T I_ES TO T HE SPACE INDUSTR-Y oR TO THE PHYSICS OR CHEMISTRY 
DEPARTMENTS OF' THE UNIVERSITY C1F FLORIDA. I AM A SHIFT SUPERVISOR AT THE 
ALACHUA COUNTY DETENTION CENTER. BuT, I, WITH MILLIONS:oF OTHERS, LOOK FORWARD 
EAGERLY TO EVERY NEW PHASE OF' OUR SPACE PROGRAM. TODAY, F"OR EXAMPLE, WITH THE 
LANDING OF' VIKING I ON MAAS1 WE FELT GREAT EXCITEMENT, PROF"OUND SPIRITUALISM 
AND EVEN PATRIOTIC PRIDE. 

PLEASE DO NOT UNDERESTIMATE THIS POWERFUL AND DEEPLY HELD F"EELING. I AM ASKING 
THAT YOU NOT SEEK TO DISMANTLE NASA OR THE S�ACE PROGRAM, BUT TO EXPAND IT. 

SINCERELY, 



Mi:'. Bobby Brant 
344 Law Steeet 
Darlington, B. C. 2·9532 

Dear Mr. Bryant:· 

... 

October 4, 1976 

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. · · 

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�Coordinator 

'National Policy and Issues 
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Mr. Anthony J. Asaro 
368 Penn Avenue · 

October 41 1976 

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 wtll be reporting to Governor Carter 
soon. If you have any particular input for us, please let 
me know. 

· 

I hope you wili support Governor Carter and Senator 
Mondale because they offer the promise of outstanding 
leaaership .,..-·something the people of our country want 
and deserve. 

Sincerely, 

Noel Sterrett 
Science·and Technology Coordinator 
National Policy and Issues 



)68 Penn Avenue 

Staten Island, New York 10)06 

Govenor Jimmy Carter July 22, 1976 

Plains, Georgia 31780 

Dear Govenor Carter: 

I am a Physics and Earth Science teachere 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 politicallye A good number of teacher­

scientist like myself,,with an interest in space, wonder where you stand on 

this issuee Another question relating to thisc Are you a member of the 

NATIONAL SPACE INSTITUTE? 

I am a regestered Republican, buta like youy-appeal and stylee You appear 

to be an honesto sincereo good, and intellegent 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. 

Sincerely yours). J1 · 

, . a.z/7 . tp1o..MJ 
Mre Anthony fo saro 

P.S. Please don't s'end a form letter. 

Thankyou. 
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October 4, 1976 

Mr.Colin Hunter 
490 Easy Street, Apt. 9 
Mountain View, Ca.lifornia 94043 

Dear Mr. Hunter: 

Governor·carter has asked me to thank you for your 
letter of July s; The space program is under consideration 
by our staff now and wt'll be reporting to Governor Carter 
soon� If you have any patticular input for us, plea�e 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 Sterred!t 
Science and Technology Coordinator 

. National Policy and 'Issues 
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Gov. Jimmy Carter 
Carter Headquarters 
Plains, GA 

Dear Governor Carter: 

490 Easy St. Apt. 9 
Mountain View, CA 9404) 
July 5, 1976 

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, especial� the space shuttle. 

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

Sincerely; 

Colin Hunter 



/ .  
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October 4, 1976 

Mr. Douglas L. Love 
208 s. Sale Street 
Ellettsville, Indian·a 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 developing his policy . 
positions. 

The space pro�;ram is under consideration by our staff 
nm-1. and wt'll be repor.ting 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. 

Sincerely, 

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



.. 

--

Douglas L. Love 
208 s. Sale St. 
Ellettsville, In. 

Jimmy Carter & Organization 
Plains, Ga,. 

Greetings. 

47429 

I �latched your fishing party on the news the other night, 
and it looked like a lot of good, ecological fun until you 
started putting de-oxidant into the water. That could have 
been your fatal mistake. The environmentalists and anti-power 
freals:s got the message that when it comes to getting the big 
fish, you'll do anything. 

I am in environmental publishing and educ ation. I have 
been accused of destroying the environment by those �1ho do not 
't'Tant to understand what I am trying to do. Therefore, I would 
like to let you take the opportunity to tell me about these 
de-·oxidants, their biodegradability, the amoUnt you used vs. 
recommended dosages, and what it did to the ecosystem of your 
pond. I realize that this pond is your Olm private property, 
etc., but of course you are looking at a l�ase on some public 
property that I \'lant to be able to trust you �1i th. 

The McCarthy in 176 committee asked me to get him on ·the 
ballot in Indiana, as I am anti-partisan. (ANti Daley, actually.) 
I have left off doing this, as I believe you are doing what Me 
CArthy wants to say he's doing. But if this de-oxidant thing is 
as bad as it lools:ed on TV, I might have to start getting some 
petitions out. I think it's going to be close, and although a 
few McCarthy electoral votes may go your way, anything detracting 
from your st:;.,ength in Indiana \'lOUld de1'inately hurt your chances 
agains t  any of the boyscout-Fascists running in Party X. 

While I've got your press releases coming as a 
let me know your ;eosition on the space program,. Be 
as you can about military involvement and funding. 
curious as to hOll much tobacco you raise. 

response, 
as detailed 
Also, I am 

P.S. Church looks like another nice guy. Why not run t"t>m 
"nice guys" for P & VP? 



October 4, 1976 

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

Dear Dr. Friedman: 

Governor,Carter has asked me to thank you for. your 
letter of July 15 and for sharing your views about the 
space proqram. Your concerns will be of help to him 
in marther developing his policy positions. This, -� 
program is under consideration by our staff now andAwill 
be reporting to Governor Carter soon. 

· 

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

Sincerely, 

Noel Sterrett 
Science and Technology Coordinator 
National Policy and Issues 



Governor Jimmy Carter 
% 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 6ut 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 h�ve 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 requires 
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. 

1440 E. New York Drive 
Altadena, California 91001 

Louis D. Friedman, Ph.D 



Mr. Ken Denney 
Route 3 
Carrollton, Georgia 30117 

Dear ·Mr. Denney : . 
· 

' -. ·  

October 4, 1976 

(• 

Thank you for your letter of July_l5 • .  Please accept 
my apologies for the delay in responding to you. 

Governor Carter appreciates your taking the time to 
share you� views with him. on the space program. As one 
who hopes to represent ali the people of our country, he 
values your concerns and recommendations-. They will be of 
help to him in further developing his policy p6sition on 
the space program. · 

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

·request to demonstrate your support. 

Enc. 

Sincerely, 

Noel Sterrett 
Science- and Technology Coordinator 
National-Policy and Issues 



July 15, 1976 

Jimmy Carter :Presidentia 1 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 administratio n, 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 startilrlg 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 people 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 itself can bring about new breakt hroughs t hat 
improve medical technology and thusly the welfare of the 
people. 

I am a supporter of Mr. Carter, and am sure that he w ill be 
an excellent President. Might I have sent to me some cam­
paign buttons and ot her political paraphernalia to demonstrate 
my support? �erhaps 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 De mocrat. Therefore: Congratulations 
to our thirty-ninth President in ou r two hundredth year! 

Sincerely yours, 

�� 
Ken Denney 
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September 10, 1976 

Mr. Newell Starrett 

2500 COLORADO AVENUE · SANTA MONICA. CALIFORNIA 90406 
TELEPHONE (213) 829-7511 

Assistant Issues Director 

National Campaign Headquarters 
P. 0. 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 m y  inquiry. 

Enclosed is a copy o; 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, 

�"'���� 
Launer F. Carter, Ph.D. 

Vice President 
Studies & Evaluation 

LFC:dd 

Enc. 
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September 2, 1976 

2500 COL.Ol';ADC' AVENUE · SANTI>. MONIC.<> , CALIFORNIA 90406 

TELEPHOfiE (213) G29-75n 

Honorable Jimmy Carter 
National Campaign Headqucrters 
P. o. Box 1976 
Atlanta, Georgia 30301 

Dear Governor Carter: 

The A1nerican Association for Information Sciences is holding 
its national convention in San1 Francisco during the week of 
October 4. A symposium is bei�g organized in which senior 
members of the info::::-mation sciences will discuss what thev 
believe would be the nature of federal support for the infor­
mation sciences under a Carter administration and under a :Fora 
administration. I have agreed to give my percep·tions of the 

most h�lpful ii you could in�icate �hat y0ur pociition is with 
regard to federal support to the information sciences area. 

To help focus your thoughts it might be helpful if I described 
the area covered by the information sciences. Generally, the 
information sciences includes libraries and library services, 
inf ormation 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 t his 
Act. However, each year Congress has appropriated approximately 
$50,000,000. Would a Carter administration support the Library 
Services and Construction P�ct 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 from programs like the Educational Resources 
Information Center (ERIC) to highly technical information serVic�� 
regarding materials, energy programs, and so forth. Probably the 
best known of these centers is �£DLARS of the National Library 
of Medicine, which is a natior:al computer-based on-line information 
system covering the medical and biological literature. Would the 
Cart�r admin istration increase or decrease support of such 
activities? Does it have any plans for integration of the 
presently widely dispersed inf'ormation centers? 
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A third area has to do with research and development in t_he 
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. �vhat 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 p ermission to quote 
from your reply? 

Sincerely, 

�-·�·� 
Launor F. Carter, Ph.D. 

Studie6 & Evaluation 

LFC:dd 



The Bevans 

Ael-y-Bryn 
1540 Hermitage Court 
Durham, N. C. 27707 

Mr. Harry K. Schwartz 
National Task Force Director 
Jimmy Carter Presidential Campaign 
2000 P Street, N. W. 
Washington, D. C. 20036 

Dear Mr. Schwartz: 

September 15, 1976 

Attached is a letter fro·m 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. 

WB:vr 

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

Attachment 

, .,..,-

\ \ 



, ., 
, . . 

/ 
.; 1.· I 

System 

Development 
.Corporation 

:;?500 COLORADO �VENUE • SANTA MONICA, CALIFORNIA 90408 
TELEPHONE (213) 829·7511 

September 2, 1976 

Honorable Jimmy Carte.r 
National Campaign Headquarters 
P. 0. 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 of the information sciences will discuss what they 
believe would be the nature of federal.�·support for the infor­
mation sciences under a Carter administration and under a Ford 
administration. I have a to erc.eptions of -:.he 

csi-t · � the Carter ad:r:.inistration would take. It lilO'..!-- _c 

most helpful if you could indicate w at your position is with 
regard to federal support to the information sc�ences area. 

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

information sciences includes libraries and library services, 
information dissemination programs, and research in information 
needs and methods of filling these n�eds. 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 administr�tion budgets have either 
been zero 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 \ 
Services 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 from 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 �£DLARS of the National Library 
of Medicine, which is a natiol!al computer-b2sed on-lin e 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? 

,. 



. 
, 

. . .. 

/" Jinuny 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 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 ��re you will appreciate that a p�ompt 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 yo ur permission to quote 
from your reply? 

Sincerely, 

· ���· � 
Launer F. Carter, Ph.D. 
Vice Pre::iC.e:lt 
Studies & Evaluation 

LFC:dd 
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THE INSTITUTE OF 

ELECTRICAL AND 

ELECTRONICS 

ENGINEERS, INC. 

WASHINGTON. D.C .• OFFICE 

2029 K Street N.VI. 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, the National 
Science, Engineering and Technology :!>olicy and Priorities Act. 

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 develo�!!l.ent e.�f:)rts i::-. 
recent yea�s has threatened our historic position of world 
leadership. Total R & D funding fell to 2. 3% of GNP in 1974, 
while the reduction in Federal support of R & D has dropped 
from 2% of GNP in 1964 to 1. 2% in 1974. \.Jould your administration 
support increased Federal support �� to 
strengthen this country's position in research and developm2nt? 

3. Engineers believe that corrective actions and positive programs 
are required now to avert a second and more severe e�ergy crisis. 
P: .. r:- a r::.sth:)::! c.:f �'7·::-:i_•:t:i.ng 13'.cCh :-l .·risis, will your administration 
support the establishm�nt of a comprehensive and coordinated 
national ene:rgy program designed to reduce the Nation's dependence 
on foreign sources of fuel? 

4. Would your administration support the amendment of the Service 
Contract Act of 1965 to cover professional employees who have 
suffered under the current wag�� tactics of NASA 
contractors? 

E /"' 61'�'1 
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5. ·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? 

6. Under the Age Discrimination Act of 1967 the burden of proof of 
discrimination is placea on the individual. This in turn forces 
him to bear the legal fees as well as possible reprisals from the 
employer such 33 th� threat of losing his job. Hould 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? 
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Very truly yours, 

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 En�ineers 

John F. Sweers, President 
American Institute of Industrial 
Engineers 

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

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

· c-t /J - -
1 /hovfc-1-
Charles H. Brokaw, Chairman of Board. 
American Society for Quality Control 

Frank B. Lanham, President 
American Society of Agricultural 
Engineers 

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

- - - -

,�c?J� 
Earle C. Miller, President 
American Society of Mechanical 
Engineers 

Warren E. Alberts, President 
Engineers Joint Council 
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George Burnet, President 

American Society for Engineering 

Education 

Carl J. Long, President 

Illuminating Engineering Society 

Joseph K. Dillard, President 

Ins titute of Electrical and 

Electronics Engineers 

Harold Hichael, Past-President 

Institute of Trans portation Engineers 

Joseph L. Pentecost, President 

National Institute of Ceramic 

Engineers 

Ed. E. Slowter, President 

National Society of Professional 

Engineers 

Curry E. Ford, President 

Federation of Haterials Societies 

, Seymour �-J. Brm.;rn, Director 

Society of American l1ilitary Engineers 

-------------------------

Earl I. Riegner, President 

Society for Experimental Stress 

Analysis 

William H. HcClarran, President 

Society of Fire Protection Engineers 

Eugene M. Herchant, President 

Society of Manufacturing Engineers 

Arminta J. Harness, President 

Society of Homen Engineers 





October 4, 1976 

Ian Callum . 
620 ··south State 
Ann Arbor; Michigan· 48010 

Governor Carter has asked me to respond to your letter · .  
and to thank you for sharing your views. 

I enclose for you a packet of material on the issues 
that you � .. 17ill find helpful. in answering many of the questions 
in 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 �. Sterrett 
.National ·Policy and Issues 

Enc • .  
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