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Background:

Our project was one of twenty-seven month-long summer semi-
nars sponsored by the Endowment for members of professions ({out-
side the field of teéching) in 1978. Titled "Machine-Made America:
Technology and Democratic Ideals," this seminar was one of five
slotted for journalists. This was the first year that the summer
seminars were open to journalists ; other programs were available
for business executives, labor leaders, lawyers and judges, physi-
cians and health care professionals, public administrators, and
school administrators. The seminar ran from June 26 through July
21, 1978 on the Georgia Tech campus in Atlanta, Georgia.

The purpose of the Professions Seminars is to give men and
women who are in positions of leadership and authority an oppor-
tunity to get away from their work for a month and reflect upon
the historical, philosophical, cultural, and social dimensions of
their professions. We feel that our program at Georgia Tech suc-
ceeded in this goal --and our journalists felt the same.

The focus of our seminar was the history of technology. We
examined_the historical relationship between technology and soci-
ety in exploring answers to two main questions: To what extent
has technology served to democratize society? Why and how has
society recently moved to democratize technology? The first half
of the seminar offered a chronological study of the history of
American technology and the second ﬁalf concentrated on topical
problem areas. The dominant theme throughout the entire month
was the interrelationship between technology and American society.

For much of our history as a nation, people viewed technology

as a liberating force that helped to extend the principles of democ-



racy to more and more Americans. Yet, there has always been some
opposition to the advance of technology, and recently there have
been numerous challenges to technological change. Critics point
to the inhumanity of a modern technology that sacrifices social
concerns for the sake of economic growth. Despite the material
progress wrought by technology we are still faced with serious
problems of poverty, crowded urban centers, energy shortages, and
a despoiled environment. To many, the individual seems powerless
in the face of impersonal and omnipotent technological "progress."
Through the use of history our goal was to examine the pros and
cons of technology within the context of the past. By looking at
the ways that man has previously confronted technological change,

we hoped to offer insights into current and future problems.

Project Activities:

The first phase of the grant period was devoted to the adver-
tising aﬁd promotion of the seminar, planning for the seminar it-
self, and the selection of participants. The months of January
and February were largely occupied with the first two tasks,
while the selection process absorbed a good deal of time and effort
in March and April. We completed our selection.by the first week
in May. From that point until the beginning of the seminar on
June 26, final mechanical arrangements, seminar planning, and
communication with the participants took place.

Out of the thirty-two applicants to our seminar, we selected
fifteen working journalists representing a diversity of experience,
age, and background. There were reporters and editors from both

large city dailies and small-town papers; individuals from radio,



television, and national magazines; and free-lance journalists
with wide publication records. Geographically, they represented
all sections of the country: the Northeast, the South, the Mid-
West, the Southwest, and the Pacific Coast. Assisting Professors
Kranzberg and Giebelhaus on the local selection committee were

Mr. Gary Thatcher, staff writer for the Christian Science Monitor;

Mr. John Furman, Director of Broadcast Standards for Cox Broadcas-

ting; Mr. Charles Seabrook, science editor for the Atlanta Journal/

Constitution; and Mr. John Culver, vice president for public af-

fairs, Georgia Institute of Technology.

In addition to planning the academic syllabus for the seminar,
the directors also coordinated local arrangements in conjunction
wifh the Georgia Tech Department of Continuing Education. These
included food and lodging, library and recreational facilities,
and special supplemental programs for the one-month seminar. With
the exception of one person who lived off campus with his family
(Tech haé no adequate facilities for children) and a local parti-
cipant who commuted, the seminar lodged together in a Georgia
Tech dormitory.

The seminar participants arrived in Atlanta on Sunday June 25
and our first meeting was held on the morning of the 26th. We
met for our regular seminar sessions each weekday morning from
9:00 A.M. until 12:00 noon with special topics and field trips
scheduled for afternoons. A daily syllabus listed a topic and
reading assignments for each class meeting. Reading came from
four books purchased at the Georgia Tech bookstore, and photocop-

ies of appropriate articles provided by the directors. Every morn-

ing there was a prepared lecture given by one of the directors



from 9:00 to 10:30. After a coffee break there was a general dis-
cussion of the day's topic.

Oon four occasiops Georgia Tech colleagues visited the seminar
in the morning session to give brief presentations and take part
in the discussion. These specialists spoke on speéific subjects on
which they had done research and published: slavery, technology
and the Civil War; communications technology; alternative technolo-
gy; and technology assessment. The seminar benefitted from expo-
sure to these different points of view and discussions were par-
ticularly lively on these days.

Each day at noon we ate together in a private dining room a-
round the corner from our seminar meeting place. Lunchtime con-
versation usually consisted of a continuation of the morning dis-
cussion. However, on certain days we invited guests to lunch to
make informal presentations and take part in our group discussion.
We planned some of these activities in advance, but others resul-
ted from requests made by the seminar members. They had a vora-
cious appetite to learn as much about current technology as they
could while at Georgia Tech. Since this was not the main purpose
of the seminar, we scheduled most of these sessions for lunch or
for the afternoon. They complemented the morning sessions well.
The students benefitted from learning about the technical side of
the issueé that we were discussing within a more humanistic and
societal framework. |

Among the luncheon programs were slide presentations on
Georgia Tech-sponsored appropriate technology projects in the
third world and solar energy research at Tech; a presentation on
current research in nuclear energy; a discussion on technology

and current economic growth; a discussion with a sociologist on
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the social implications of technology for the third world; and

an informal meeting with a colleague who is an official in the
Georgia ACLU who led.a discussion on the freedom of the press and
the ethical responsibilities of journalists in a democratic soci-
ety. After this presentation the seminar participants organized
an evening discussion on their own to continue the dialogue on
the rights and responsibilities of journalists.

In addition to the supplementary lunchtime programs, we ar-
ranged several afternoon field trips. Among these were the stu-
dents-operated textile mill in the textile engineering department
(and a meeting with students and faculty):; the large General Motors
assembly plant in Atlanta; the nuclear reactor test facility on
campus; and the solar energy experimentation facilities at Geor-
gia Tech. Although some of these trips had been planned ahead of
time, others developed as a response to student demand. For exam-
ple, we had assumed that everyone had at one time been to an auto-
mobile assembly plant. However, during seminar discussions of the
implications of mass-production technologies, we found this not to
be the case. The subsequent trip to the GM plant was a highlight
of the seminar in that it functioned as an excellent culminating
activity, bringing together many of the strands of technical de-
velopment dealt with in the lectures. We toured tﬁe plant and met
later with several plant executives. This experience made real
many of the thingé that we had been discussing in class.

Whenever possible we tried to adjust the focus of the semi-
nar to the individual interests of the seminar participants. Al-~
though the first two weeks of the formal morning meetings were

tightly planned beforehand, we allowed for flexibility in the
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schedule for the last two weeks. The group chose what topics
they wished to investigate from a list that we prepared for them.
As stated above, we also tried to bring in speakers at lunchtime
and arrange afternoon programs that the students requested.

On those afternoons when no "special event" was planned, the
participants were free to do individual research in the library,
meet with the directors informally in their office, or to engage
in activities on their own.

We did find time for fun and relaxation. Weekends were free
and all of the participants took advantage of this time to get ac-
quainted with Atlanta and to do some traveling throughout the
south. A kick-off picnic during the first week broke the ice and
was a large success. We also organized aﬁ evening field trip to
"Ma Hull's," a legendary palace of southern cuisine that must be
experienced to be believed. The culmination of our social activi-
ties came on the last night of the seminar. Our official softball

team, "The Ramblin’ Hacks," lost a squeaker to the Atlanta Journal/

Constitution team, but spirits were lifted by a late-night session

at a local pub.

The four weeks of the seminar were exciting, challenging, and
exhausting for both the participants and the directors. We all
learned from each other, gained respect for each other, and came
to share a common understanding thét there is nothing inherently
evil about technology, but that man must always remain in control.
In the sense that we were fundamentally éoncerned with the issue
of man and his technological society, we believe that our program

addressed the purposes and goals of the NEH.

The end of the seminar on July 21 was not the end of our
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activities. Ever since then we have been in almost constant con-
tact with several individuals, many of whom are developing stories,
instituting new programs at their institutions, or just interested
in talking about some of the issues raised in the seminar. Thus
the seminar represents an ongoing intellectual experience for us

and the fifteen participants.

Results:

Fifteen working journalists representing different specialties
and backgrounds spent a month with us at Georgia Techf They -came
with preconceived ideas about the uses of history, the role of
technology in American life, and the ability of man to control his
environment. Some labeled themselves as "anti-technology" or
"pro-technology" at the outset. At the end of the seminar many
probably still retained their basic attitude, but there were dis-
cernible differences in everyone's views. This was evident from
the evaluations submitted to us (see attachment C), comments made
during the course of the seminar, and the dynamics of the seminar
discussions. Arguments became'noticably more sophicated, the par-
ticipants learned to respect the views of those with whom they
fundamentally disagreed, and many were forced to consider issues
that were either new to them 0r had not previously been taken se-
riously. In short, there was a significant amount of "conscious-
ness raising" during the month-long seminar. This was greatly
enhanced by the informal learning that took place at lunchtime
discussions, dormitory bull sessions, and private discussions

held after class or over a cup of coffee.

It was very difficult to quantify results. Most of the par-
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ticipants said that it would be several months before they would

be able to evaluate in just what ways they had been affected by

the experience. Would the issues raised show up in their printed
work? Would their géneral point of view be changed? We are now
beginning to get feedback on these questions. One columnist for

a major metropolitan daily has recently acted to develop a "futures
beat™ for his newspaper. Taking a lead from the seminar, he is
concerned with questions of energy depletion, appropriate technol-
ogy, the environment, and technology assessment as they relate to
Detroit. We are in contact with him and are helping him with sug-
gestions for carrying out his program. Another reporter from
Florida is currently doing research fgr a feature story on the
effects of technological change on the Fort Lauderdale area. Other
"graduates" have also been in contact with us concerning stories
that they are contemplating or have written.

This is all well and good. We hope that all of our “"graduates"
will have learned some history of technology, been stimulated to
think more about their environment, and will reflect these ideas
explicitly in their work. But this is not the whole story. 1In
a more general sense we hope that these individuals will have ben-
efitted from the seminar experience by broadening'their viewpoints,
and bringing a humanistic approach to their jobs. There is some
evidence that the seminar has succeeded in this more nebulous
area. The interchange among our participants, their sensitivity
to each other's views, and the types of questions that they raised
last summer and are continuing to raise indicate a spirit of gen-
uine commitment. We feel that the experiencé provided Georgia

Tech by the National Endowment has helped to deepen the apprecia-



10.

tion of the humanities by our seminar participants.

Finally, a few words should be said about the impact of the
seminar on its directors and the institution that sponsored it.
We developed strong personal ties with the seminar members. In
the beginning there was a certain student-teacher barrier that
existed, but very soon we all learned to respect each other as pro-
fessionals., The directors learned as much from the seminar as
our journalistic student/friends did from us. There was a legi-
timate sense of sharing -- both of ideas and feelings, that
helped to make the seminar a rewarding experience for us as indi-
viduals.

Georgia Tech is a school that ha;‘sometimes in the past ne-
glected the broader implications of technology in its approach to
engineering education. This is no longer the case. Although
only a peripheral part of the educational activities in our De-
partment of Social Sciences and in the Institute, the NEH summer
seminar was a positive experience for both. In our lunchtime and
afternoon activities we involved a wide number of people from the Tech
community in our activities. Our journalists were sharp. They
asked hard questions and suffered fools lightly-- in short they
were a tough audience for us as well as our colleagues. But all
who had contact with the seminar, both formally and informally,
commented favorable on the experience. The goals of the seminar
fit in well with our growing concern at Georgia Tech for the

societal and humanistic aspects of technology in today's world.
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Evaluation and Recommendation for Change:

Based on the evaluations of the seminar submitted by the par-
ticipants and by their comments during their stay at Georgia Tech,
we believe that the format was successful. If we are asked to of-
fer a similar program in the future, we will make few fundamental
changes in the structure of the seminar. However, there were
several specific criticisms that were very constructive.

At times the seminar discussions needed more direction. 1In
the directors' attempts to involve everyone in a common dialogue
and not squelch someone's ideas, we sometimes allowed certain in-
dividuals to wander too far afield. We also plan to do more with
individual reports and presentations by the seminar members to sup-
plement the common readings. Those people who did make presenta-
tions enjoyed the experience and the group benefitted from it.
Some complained that there was too much reading; others that there
was too little; all liked some books better than others. We would
definitely make changes in the reading assignments, dropping some
and adding others. We would follow the particular suggestion of
one individual to incorporate some science fiction literature du-
ring the last week of the seminar.

Some of the suppligmentary luncheon and afternoon sessions
should be retained; others dropped. Perhaps future seminar mem-
bers would want to add on programs that particularly interested
them. We feel that our flexibility was a definite strength of
the seminar. Most of the participants were enthusiastic about
the afternoon "add-ons."

Comments on the physical arrangements at Georgia Tech were

mixed. All liked the idea of eating lunch together and generally
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approved of the food and the facilities; most were critical of
dormitory accomodation. The seminar was lodged in the newest and
best air-conditioned dorm on the Tech campus; but by the standards
that most are accustﬁmed to, these arrangements were certainly
Spartan. The dorms were well worth the price charged, but were by
no means luxurious. However, we feel that any temporary discomfort
was more than made up for by the advantage of having the partici-
pants live together in the dorm situation.

The participants enjoyed Atlanta and took great advantage of
cultural opportunities in the city. Not everything worked perfect-
ly, but it was such a rewarding and sugcessful program that we are

eager to do it again.

Anticipated Dissemination of Results:

Since this was not a research grant we do not anticipate any
publications by the directors stemming from the seminar. However,
we might mention that we have already received and will probably
continue to receive copies of stories and columns written by our
seminar graduates. In the case of journalists there is potential
for a continual output that will provide an assessment of the im-

pact of the seminar.

Attachments:

A. List of Seminar Participants
B. Course Syllabus
C. Seminar Evaluations

D. Selected Communications from

Seminar Participants
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Participants in Dr. Kranzberg's Seminar:

Machine~Made Anmerica:
Georgia Institute of Technology, June-July,

Church, Daniel C.

Cramer, Dennis R.
Girard, Fred J.
Michelle G.

Green,

Herzog, Dennis M.

Hladky, William G.
Horne, Janet M.
Kelley, Mary Louise

Kelly, Michael J.
Mann, Mark A.

Murray, Laura M.

Powell, Evan A.

Powers, Robert M.

Ronald, Stephen E.

Tidwell, Otto T.

Technology and Democratic Ideals
1978

Staff writer, Bethlehem Globe-Times,
Bethelehem, Pa.

Assistant in Program Development,
San Diego State University Foundation
(KPBS-TV) , San Diego, Ca.

Columnist, The Detroit News, Detroit, MI.

reelance writer, Atlanta, Ga.

Managing Editor, The Glenwood Post,
Glenwood Springs, Co.

Reporter, Savannah News-Press, Savannah, Ga.
News Revorter, The Seattle Times, Seattle,

Freelance writer, Cambridge, MA.

Consumer Reporter, The Bergen Evening Record,

WA,

Hackensack, NJ.

Reporter/Photographer, The Times-Mail,
Bedford, IN.

Reporter, Philadelphia Daily News,
Philadelphia, PA.

Southeast Editor, Popular Science Magazine,
Greenville, SC

Freelance writer, Denver, CO.

Assistant Managing Editor, The Minneapolis
Tribune, Minneapolis, MN

News Director, Radio Station WYNF, St.

Petersburg, FL,



NEH Professions Seminar for Journalists

"Machine-Made America: Technology and Democratid Ideals"
Georgia Institute of Technology
June 26~July 21, 1978

Dr. Melvin Kranzberg, Director Dr. August Giebelhaus

Office: Smith Hall Rm 215 Associate Director

Telephone: 894-3198 (office) Office: 202 Smith Hall
256-1943 (home) Telephone: 894-3195 (office)

378-2746 (home)
Syllabus

The first two weeks of the seminar have been structured to
present an introductory overview of the role of technology in
American history. The first part of each day's meeting will be
devoted to an informal lecture on one particular facet of the
technology-society relationship. After a short coffee break,
the seminar will reconvene for a discussion of the ideas pre-
sented in the lecture and contained in the assigned readings for
the day.

During the final two weeks of the seminar, we will examine
particular topics chosen by the group for in-depth study. As
soon as the group has chosen the topics for concentration, we
will provide a revised daily schedule, including reading assign-
ments, for the last two weeks.

Required Reading (on sale at the Georgia Tech Bookstore}:

Thomas Parke Hughes, ed., Changing Attitudes Toward American

Technology
Edwin T. Layton, ed., Technology and Social Change in America
Nathan Rosenberg, Technology and American Economic Growth
Albert H. Teich, ed., Technology and Man's Tuture

Daily Schedule:

Monday, June 26

Topic: "Why Study History? Why the History of Technology?"

Reading: Hellbroner, "Do Machines Make History?" (photocopy):;
Mumford, "Authoritarian and Democratic Technics," {(photocorpy);
Rae, "The 'Know-How' Tradition: Technology in American History,"
(photocopy) .

Tuesday, June 27

Topic: "Technology and the Democratization of American
Society"

Reading: Temko, "Which Guide to the Promised Land: Fuller
or Mumford," in Hughes, pp. 19-36; Miller, "Responsibility
of Mind in a Civilization of Machines," in Hughes, pp. 63-
83; North American Review, "Effects of Machinery," in Hughes,




Reading (Cont'd): pp. 119-41; Olmstead, "On the Democratic
Tendencies of Science,” in Hughes, pp. 143-54; McLuhan, "From
Understanding Media," in Teich, pp. 99-106.

Wednesday, June 28

Topic: "The Transit of Technology, 1607-1800"

Reading: "Technology in Historical Perspective"
Rosenberg, ch. I; "The Economic Matrix," Rosenberg, ch. II.

Thursday, June 29

Topic: "The Beginnings of American Technology, 1800-1860"
Reading: "The 19th Century: America as Borrower," Rosenberg

ch. 111; Ferguson, "Technology as Knowledge," in Layton, pp.
9-24; Hunter, "The Heroic Theory of Invention," in Layton,
po. 25-46; Meier, "The Ideology of Technology," in Layton,
pp. 79-97; Ewbank, "The World as Workshop," in Hughes, pp.
112-18.

Friday, June 30

Topic: "Slavery, Technology, and the Civil War"

Guest Speakers: Dr. Robert C. McMath, Jr., "The Nature of
Slave Labor"
Dr. Dorothy C. Yancy, "Black Inventors"

Reading: Stampp, "A Humanistic Perspective," (photocopy):;
Cochran, "Did the Civil War Retard Industrialization?" (photo-
copy); Salsbury, "The Effects of the Civil War on American
Industrial Development," (photoccpy).

Monday, July 3 -- Tuesday, July 4

Holiday -- No Class

Wednesday, July 5

Topic: "The Formation of an Industrial Society, 1870-1900"

Reading: "The 19th Century: America as Initiator," Rosenberg,
c¢h. IV; Woodbury, The American System of Manufacturing,"

in Layton, pp. 47-63; Sinclair, "The Direction of Technology,"
in Layton, pp. 65-78; Byrn, "The Progress of Invention

During the Past Fifty Years," in Hughes, pp. 158~65;

Adams, "The Dynamo and the Virgin," in Hughes, pp. 166-75.



Thursday, July 6

Topic: "Business and Institutional CGrowth"

Reading: Chandler, "The Beginnings of 'Big Business' in
American Industry," (photocopy):; Marshall, "Edison's Plan
for Preparedness,"” "What is Expected of Naval Board," in
Hughes, pp. 121-210.

Friday, July 7

Topic: "Development of Industrial Leadership, 1900-1%940"

Reading: "The Twentieth Century,"” Rosenberg, ch. V; Layton,
"Engineers in Revolt," in Layton, pp. 147-155; Scott, Tech-
nocracy Speaks," in Hughes, pp. 298-307; Ardzrooni, "Veblen
on Technocracy," in Hughes, pp. 308-313; "Technocracy-—-
Boon, Blight, or Bark," in Hughes, pp. 315-321.

Monday, July 10

Topic: "Innovative Technology in Contemporary America"
Reading: "Technology and Social Options," Rosenberg, ch. VI;
Gordon and Ament, "Forecasts of Some Technological and
Scientific Developments...," in Teich, pp. 6-22.

Tuesday, July 11

Topic: "Current Problems of Innovation”

Reading: A.M. Weinberg, "Can Technology Replace Social
Engineering?;" "Daedalus of New Scientist;"S. Weinberg,
"Reflections of a Working Scientist," in Teich, pp. 22-59.

v

Wednesday, July 12

Topic: "Technology and the Environment"

Readigg: Commoner, "Technology and the Natural Envoronment,"
in Hughes, pp. 52-64; U.S. Office of Technology Assessment,
"Coastal Effects of Offshore Energy Systems," in Teich,

pp. 278-301.




Thursday, July 13

Topic: "Social Implications of Changes in Transportation and
Communication”

Guest Speaker: Dr. James E. Brittain, "The Technology of
Improved Communication: the Telegraph, the
Telephone, and Radio"

Reading: McLuhan, "from Understanding Media," in Teich,

pp. 99-106; Mesthene, "The Role of Technology in Society,"”
in Teich, pp. 156-180.

Friday, July 14

Topic: "Alternative Technology"

Guest Speaker: Dr. Stanley R. Carpenter

Reading: McDermott, "Technology: the Opiate of the Intellectuals,"”
in Teich, pp. 180-207; Goodman, "Can Technology be Humane?,"

in Teich, pp. 207-222; Carroll, "Participatory Technology,"

in Teich, pp. 336-354; Winner, "On Criticizing Technology,”

in Teich, pp. 354-375.

Monday, July 17

Topic:"Technological Interactions With Education and the Arts"

Béading: Compton, "Oxford and Chicago," in Hughes, pp. 288-
298; Leo Marx, "Alienation and Technolegy," in Layton, pp.

121-130; Condit, "Science and Technology," in Layton, pp.
131-14e6.

Tuesday, July 18

Topic: "Human Values and Modern Technology"

Reading: Muller, "Human Values and Modern Technology,"

in Layton, pp. 157-173; Marcuse, "The New Form of Control;"
Ellul, "from The Technological Society;" Fuller, "From Utopia
to Oblivion," in Teich, pp. 107-155.

Wednesday, July 19

Topic: "Technology and the Limits to Growth"

Reading: Meadows et al., "Technology and the Limits to Growth,"
in Teich, pp. 59-81; Freeman, "Malthus With a Computer,"
in Teich, pp. 82-92.



Thursday, July 20

Topic: "The Role of Technology Assessment"”

Guest Speaker: Dr. Frederick A. Rossini, "A Critique of
Technology Assessment and Environmental
Impact Analysis"

Reading: Brooks and Bowers, "Technology:Process of Assessment
and Choice;" Folk, "The Role of Technology Assessment in
Public Policy;" Coates, "Technology Assessment;" "Organiza-
tion and OPeration of the Office of Technology Assessment;"
in Teich, pp. 223-277; Baram, "Technology Assessment

and Social Control," in Teich, pp. 311-335.

Friday, July 21

Topic: "Technology for Man's Future"

Afternoon Programs:

Tuesday, June 27: Dr. W. Denney Freeston, Jr., "Textile Engineering
at Georgia Tech;" The Georgia Tech student "Tex-Tech" project.

Wednesday, June 28: Mr. Ross W. Hammond (Georgia Tech Experiment
Station), "Appropriate Technology for Less Developed Societies.”

Monday, July 10: Dr. Thomas E. Stelson, "Solar Energy Development
- at Georgia Tech."

Monday, July 17: Dr. Alfred Schneider, "Current Research in Nuclear
Energy."

Monday, July 17: Visit to Tech test nuclear reactor

Wednesday, July 19: General Motors Tour







L, Comment on the quality of the outside speakers, If we give the
seminar again which speakers should be invited to participate ?

Bob McMath (Slavery):

very good - invite back

Dot Yancy (Black Inventors):
missed her lecture - can't conment

Ross Hammond (Appropriate Technology):
poor presentation and spoke too much from a public relations
point of view. wouldn't invite back

Jay Weinstein (Appropriate Technology):

very interesting, especially because of his work overseas.

invite back
Tom Stelson (Solar Energy):

interesting, but not very objective. Too involved with
getting pgrants and good public relations to be helpful - don't invite
Jim Brittair {Communications): ' back

would suggest you have hin expand on his lecture about how
comminications affected living patteqﬁﬁ\ - invite back
‘Stan Carpenter (Alternative Technology):

great lecture. would give him more time. dinvite back

Fred Allvine (Economic Growth)g

lousy speaker. Not impressed. a waste of time. don't invite back.

Jon Johnston (ACLU):

did not hear him speak, but talked with him personally at
mel's office. a very interesting man, especially because
of his southern background, Invite back.
Fred Schneider ?Nuclear Engineering?s
interesting lecture, especially his opinion on the safety of
nuclear energy. sugrest he doesn't get too technical. Invite back.

Fred Rossinl (Technology Assessment):

very interesting and usefulZ% studies of environmental
impact statements. Invite back.

*** Suggest you invite Evan Powell down to Atlanta one day
to lecture about how Popular Science evalutas new products.
He's a very interesting person and seems to be an expert
in his fieldg
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detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the course? -
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3. Comment on the quality, quantity,;. and difficulty of the reading
materials, )
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L. Comment on the quality of the outside speskers, If we give the
seminar agaliln which speakers should be .nvited to particlpate ?
Bob McMath (Slavery): ‘
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Which should

5, Comment on the value of the field trips tsken.
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6., How mach did you get from the seminar?

overall wvalue to you?
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7. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague?
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8. Additional Comments - any other ways that you feel the seminar
could be improved (use back if necessary).
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Seminar Evaluation

Machine-Made Americas Technology and Democratic Ideals

How clear and well-organizza were the presentations?

Sea g’ 2.

1, Comment on the style and content or the instructors’ prezentatLons.

2., Comment on the instructors®' helpfulness ana general attitude towara
the seminar participants. How did the 1instructors contribute to or
detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the course?

Sy M s,

& T P Yt Mkmﬁ«l‘w /uudv% nrla
% WWMMMMW teg. Lo Mol
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3, Comment on the quality, quantitys and difficulty of the reading
materials., R )
Hughes: 7 :

Layton: :S

Bosenbergsls:

Telchs b

Supplenmentary Articles: j)

What changes should be made to lmprove the reading materials?
WWM&MIML, MMMWMJ Come szful
didey Lanth Lo AT inky



y, Comment on the quality of the outside speskers. If we give the
semlnar agaln which speakers should be invited to participate ?
Bob McMath (Slavery): N

Dot Yancy (Black Inventors):
ot Joon [ Ton knief.

Ross Hammond (Appropriate Technology): ﬂbﬂtj &».khm-

Jay Weinstein (Appropfiate’Technology)z :peo.

Tom Stelson (Solar Energy): 7%&»/’

Jim Brittain {Communications): W

‘Stan Carpenter (Alternative Technology): ﬁMQJ.z&WﬂQﬁQG%gp #MMQQJ,

Fred Allvine (Economic Growth): ;Lﬁfuff

Jon Johnston (ACLU): )ﬁﬁhlxb%j——dh;) df/naw.érﬁzjk.

Fred Schnelder (Nuclear Engineering): ; &;“Puaa~4L/ 4 Puj\

LI LI e & \/u7 CoTurial G,

Fred Rossini (Technology Assessment): ;pzt,_



5, Comment on the value of the field trips taken, Whlch should
be included in a future seminar? .
Textlle Engineering: ;@ng,,

Nuclear Reactorsbjﬂbmﬂ’

General Motors: ;4Aa¢’”/

Ma Hull's: p\’:_}_ W —

6. How much did you get from the seminar? , How would you rate its
overall value to you? & Q M ') I/ D, s /?M 748

7., Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague? 2}£>L—"”’

8. Additional Comments - any other ways that you feel the seminar
could be improved (use back if necessary). ) a

QM\,D?M M%Wh&gﬁ'h W«QQ







4, Comment on the guality of .the outside speakers, If we give the
seminar again which speakers shguld be invited to participate ?
Bob Melath (Slavery):s —- ,&.,

Dot Yancy (Black Inventors) :r:DY'(j, 6‘3"f’g'{'{‘j 3 6*4 “ ;51 F}H"V‘*f@%{gl‘ﬁ?

Ross Hammond (Appropriate Technology) s Tp\{\ev ?SHLB" Mj &Q(\J'C CV{
pnd cpegher. D

Jay Weinstein (Appropriate Technology) x){\l—

Tom Stelson {Solar Energy): B

Jim Brittailn {Communications): 'TQt‘t‘_g'é:{e ,SPSI‘}/E@\Q M/@'ncgergwi
Su(o\iﬁc\:,[’ 6ut &mm‘wtj fresem‘[’n"ﬁ‘om

‘Stan Carpenter (Alternative Technology)si~~= Q,;(C(’ {(e“"(
Fred Allvine (Economic Growth): A

Jon Johnston (ACLU): NO{“ m%}[{j | ﬁfp (I'CK)é (8 76 ouL Y .
Seninne, fud o&mj, |
Fred Schneider (Nuclear Engi’ne'ering): ne_ ?ﬁ:‘f‘&&'“‘ Qhal'h@@r
Lwe Cver gpohan {o.

Fred Rossini (Technology Assessment): 4—-{‘ &,@o



5, Comment on the value of the fileld trips taken, Which should
be included in a future se

minax?
Textile Engineerings: P&JCQ«,,'{ ﬁ@

Nuclear Reactors /4 «%\
General Motors: /e‘g* 'f-

Ma Hull'ss A\ ++

6. How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its

overall value to you? @.u'\t-e !/\" ‘1- T ‘@C?f I? e ty I’H@VQ
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7. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague? @Q?;M e'{eiy,

8. Additional Comments - any other ways that you feel the seminar
could be improved (use back if necessary).
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Seminar Evaluation

Machine-lMade America: Technology and Temocratic Ideals

l., Comment on the style and content o1 the instructors' presentations.
How clear and well-organized were the presentations?

The lectures were organizeds clear. The presentationsv however,
at times became sin:Eracked; dealing with“unimportant'materials.
In additions some lectures became toc detailed:, or esoteric. No
lecture should fasx last more than 2 hours. Even if a lecture

is goods it is lost on xixxtem listeners because of fatigu®s

ofren Fevp Hears |

2, Comment on the instructors' helpfulness ana general attitude towara
the seminar participants. How did the instructors contribute to or
detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the course?

The instructorss being history professorss were history oriented.
The majority in the €roup were present or future criented. That -
situation caused some dissatisfaction. Once instructors sense thigfs,
it is felt the instructors attempted to accommodate the groupi’s —
orientation without sacrificing § histarical perspective. Nothing
more can be asked of the instructors.

3. Comment on the gquality, quantity; and difficuliy of the reading
materials. ) :

Hughes:
I have a general comment on all the readingss.
layton: All were interesting, but XEmEXXRBEHIREE XRR
' some readings in all the books were esoteric.
Most of the readings were over written and some
Rosenberg s were down right boring. This observation comes
from one who dislikes academic x writings.
Teichi

Supplementary Articles:

What changes should be pade to improve the reading materials?

I don!t knowy since I am not famitiar with the literature
EXAXERXe2 axkaiakie on technology.,






5., Comment on the value of the field trips taken, Which should
be included in a future seminar?
Textile Engineering:

Nuclesr Reactor:s

very valuable

General Motors:

very valuable
Ma Hull'ss

yuck

6, How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its
overall value to you? L .

The seminar placed technology’s HA develorment in am historical pert
spective. It forced me tc think in %tgkxmzx new terms. Alsc was
introduced to new ideass approaches, etc. Wished the seminar, thoughs
put current technological controversieex in focuss which it didn/t do.

7. Would you recommend thls seminar to a colleague?

Yes.

8. Additional Comments - any other ways that you feel the seminar
could be improved (use back if necessary).



Seminar Evaluation

Machine-Made America: Technology and Democratic Ideals

1, Comment on the style and content or the instructors® presentations.

How clear and well-organized were the presentationst Content: extremely
informative, aporopriate to the subject. Organization and COOTOLnfflOH of
subjects was skillful, demonstrated both expertlke and thoughtfulness.

A strong rw&»point was~that the instructors took suggestions from class
members regarding particular areczes of interest and concern and then Xr
actually incorporated the suggestions into the course material.( I didn't
feel as if we were Tound to some preconceived notion of what the class
should be; Bmrornxoymxmxioumks we witnessed Democrﬂ0/ at Work,) Style:
generally conducive to the task at hand, which wa_ﬁconveyvnt large chunks
of information which’ 'es to be dafer dlgeqtcd and assimilated, Class

discussion perlodu were particulerly satisfactory and well-directed.

2. Commgnt on the instructors' helpfulness and general attltuae towara
the seminar partic:ipants. How did the instructors coniribu ite to or
detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the course? PBoth did

ounerb "jobs in meking the seminar--1 hate to use this kgzk vord, but
I can't find an appropriate substitute--meaningful. They hmﬁﬂmm“v suprlied
more questions than answers--which is as it should be~-and they were
altogether lacking in the Lmmminbzwr academician's distain for reporters and
writers of npmazdamefxrx turgid layman's prose. They also #X engincered
outolde ER aCu“V‘tieb——lﬂClule? a trip to Tech's nuclear facilities-zmf as
“@:well as zn afternocon softball ggme——tiat heightened the general appeai
and value of the seminar. I can't really think of any wx way that they
could have done a better Job in this particular area; I think tha' part of
the reason that I enjoyei--onad profited from--the experience so much was
i)ec(CJ se G% and el Jmmdmyphg drovided fertile ground for lntCllQCuh(l
omment on the guality, quantith and difflculty of  the reading grovwth,
materials, o o ) s { four Rbokﬁ.)
Hughes: (No problem w1th ouentlty or difficulty w;&h any of the
These readings (along with those in Teich) were most enjoyable

because they were the most accessible to those who have no particular
o%rnegs for the dryish writings of zcademicians. :

Useful and interesting in parts, but generally less compelling

than the wnihiz other two anthologies. Still, the information's what
you're after; I tend to compare everyone to Thomas Wolfe,

Rosenberg:
Surprisingly interesting. I have little understanding of the machina-
tions of the economy, so I didn't pick this one up with any degree of
%pgiifpation. It was a good choice, I think; I'm glad I read it.
eichi e
The sort of book I'll orobably loan out, which is to # say I think
that it has lastinl value. A good complement to the other readings.
On the whole, a welil-bolanced sclection of texts,

Supplenentary Articles;

Provocative. pilauant. A l:t+le cheﬂkv, like a fine wine,

Actually, they were ¥ well worth the time it took to read the:m, which
is wmore %u than you can say about most nublished material.

What changes should be. made to lmprove the reading materials? - N
Hone, with the TRXENQE exception of the addition of a few “kuxmx randon

RG2S YA )
Ve \‘mag~7wne articles avnearing in the popular press (i.e. Hew Times,
Lo Mother Earth News, etc.) which might be used to illustrate the .

ctokes, insirhis, ete. that erop up in writings of non-eXperts oy
wvha are tzxings on thO aeamo cublects. -




L, gomment in tge %uality of .the outside speakers, If we give the
sémlnar agalin which speakers should be invited to particivat
Bob McMath (Slavery): P pate 7

Knowledgeable. Agreeable. Ask him back.

Dot Yancy (Black Inventors): Perhaps not. Interesting subject,
but Yancy isn't a compelling spezker. It may be better to ask her to
talk about a slightly different :=u® (but related ) subject; the whole
area of xyz#-antebellum black inventors is so murky--as she noted--that

Ross Hammond (Appropriate Technology): it's difficult to say anything

: " $ey_truly noteworthy zbout it.
Good foil for other speakers ; good presentation. Yeg, = vt

Jay Weinstein (Appropriate Technology) s

Interestﬂﬁng followup to HammonXfd's talk. Thoughtful. Perhaps more
valuable than the less-kphilosphical technical specialists.

N
Tom Stelson (Solar Energy):

fine. could have been more philosphical, but the information was
valuable.

Jim Brittain {Communications):

Not the best speaker we heard, but the presentation was pretty
good., Other subjects--colar energy, avoropriate technology--were

Jrore interesting, but this was a worthy adcition.

Stan Carpenter (Alternative Technology) s

My favorite. A rebel in the midst of Fhilistines. Excellent foil
for hard-core people like the man who guided us through the nuclezar
facility at Tech. He should definitely be included next year,
Fred‘AI{vine (Economic Growth).s ,

His personality was more compezlling than what X he had to say,

I thought. Interesting blend of egomania and intelligence, Great
delivery. Optional for next year.

Jon Johnston (ACLU); '

Really engaging, even if his talk wasn't precisely concerned with
Technology. (as it Democracy, then?) I liked the debate about
freedom of speech for Nazis, etc. Provocative. Good example of the

Fred Schneider (Nuclear Engineering)Southern liberal to present to
Rather dry speaker, btut certainly = Yankees who think we still have
knowledgeable and fairk, consider- \«segqggated'gringing_fountaips,

&n, the fact that most nuclear engineers secm to be zealots. His talk
red Rossini (Technology Assessment): - was just a little a2bsove my head,
Really interesting thinker; good spokesman for the proponents of
technology assessment. A repeat performance weould be warranted, I
think.

¢



5. Comment on the value of the field trips taken, Which should
be 1included in a future seminar?

Textile Englneering: orthy, instructive. Keep it.

Nuclear Reactors: Frightening, instructive. Good choice,

General Motors:

Valuable; would ne good to take earlier in the
seminar, as it helps you visualize Ifm2 the incredible mgxiz comnléxid
of mass production, waich is something Xuwx that doesn't come through
Ma HEull'st: - the ¥ same way in the readings. . :

A

Sorry I missed it.

6. How nruch did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its
overall value to youf L
I think that the seniner was extremely valuable;
I came in with a strong anti-technology bies, and I thirk that I°%11
vrobably be much nmore fair in covering anything thst has to do with
technologxical change, etc., than I would have previously. 4&And I think
ZKTK that's imnortant; I don't believe in total objectivity, but I believe
that it's necesszary to expunge any bize that's attributable to Zrpmzmmpomn -
ignorance or misinformationx--which was certainly acconplished during the
month-lons onclavght of readinge and discussions, And believe it or not,
(despite the contention that New York Times reporters hold the world by
the genitals) for every zctive writer who displays a2 responsible attitude
toward techological changce, there are probebly a thousand peons wro are
7. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague? influenced by said res--
#ﬂ/,,//pénsible attitude. So the vositive
T iinfluence extends much further thar
Pt . \\:fbmy own little head.

P T T e e L e
ya ————

. Definitely. Severzl of my friends were distinctly
jealous of my opportunity.

8. Additional Comments - any other ways that you feel the seminar
could be improved (use back if necessary).

observations: LT

The serinzr evinced the ‘gou¥y s0lid planning that was behind it.

The subject was particularly ‘good for journalists (see question six.)

andon~ The format was well-conceived (it was a good idea, for example, for the
& the outside speakers to ¥emusedmix visit from time to time.)
P tineg  Sugrestions: T

‘clect. I hate to counc¢ like G

Cioriz Steinem, but why were only four women
present? (was it because a proporticnately small number an-lied? 1 suspect
S0.) . —

Evedn morc Tield trips might bex nlanned for the aftern-onc--Tech has a
wealth of bizarre nlaces that would te apvropriate (it misht be elucidetir
to sec a monster computer, for example.)



Seminar Evaluation

Machine-Made Americas Technology and Democratic ldeals

1l, Comment on the style and content or the instructors' presentations.
How clear and well-organized were the presentations?

Excellent.

Would like to have heard more from Gus -- perhaps soms joint
presentations.

2. Comment on the instructors® helpfulness ana general attitude towara
the seminar participants, How did the instructors contribute to or
detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the course?

Your informal approach stimlated general rapport.

3., Comment on the quality, quantityy and difficulty of the read ing
materials,

Hughes:  Introductory notes helpful.

Tayton: Selections more interesting, bibliography
stimilated further feading.

Rosenberg: Most readable.

Teichs Least readable.

Supplenentary Articles:
Mumford most interesting, Chandler lesst.

What changes should be made to improve the reading materials?
Assign less reading immediately pertinent to each topic,

more optional including other books in library.



L, Comment on the quality of .the outside speakers, If we give the
seminar again which speakers should be invited to participate ?
Bob HMcMath (Slavery):
Interesting, but probably no more so than regular instructors.

Dot Yancy (Black Inventors):
Very interesting -- have agein.

Ross Hammond (Appropriate Technology):
Informative -- have sgalin.

Jay Welilnstein (Appropfiate Technology) s
Tom Stelson (Solar Energy):

Jim Brittain {Communications):
Informagtive -~ have again.

‘Stan Carpenter (Alternative Technology) s
Mcst interesting -- have again.

Fred Allvine (Eccnomic Growth):
Jon Johnston (ACLU):
Fred Schneider (Nuclear Engineering):

Fred Rossini (Technology Assessment)s
Very interesting -- have again.

Other speakers failed to hold my attention. Perhaps some
optional edvance reading would prepare the unitiated for
these topics.



5, Comment on the value of the field trips taken, Which should
be included in a future seminar?
Textile Engineering: Very interesting -- repest.,

Nuclear Reactor: Trip should be repeated, perhaps with
advance orientation.

General Motors: Eye-opening -- repeat.

Ma Hull's:  Dlsappointing...liked Mary Mac's much better.
Suggest group dinner there early in course so participants
can return independently.

6, How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its

ﬁverall value to you?
evealed the narrowness of wmy interests and the addltional concerns
I should have.

7. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague? vyag,

8. Additional Comments - any other ways that you feel the seminar
could be improved (use back if necessary).
Start earlier in June if weather is likely to be coaler then.



Seminar Evaluation

Machine-Made America: Technology and Democratic Ideals

l, Comment on the style and content o1 the instructors' presentations.
How clear and well-organrized were the presentationsy

The first two weeks of lectures were well-organized.

The last two weeks sometimes
lost focus.

Style was always excellent --- I like the humor. One note for .Gus-
crediting authors and their works, at times, detracted from your general observations.
You often told us too much, with important points overwhelmed with footnotes.

2, Comment on the instructors' helpfulness and general attitude towarda
the seminar participants, How did the instructors contribute to or
detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the course?

Mel and Gus always seemed to put this seminar first --- that created a good enviornment.
Mel's cautious yet enthusiastic optimism for technology in the face of well-reasoned
criticism was refreshing. Shows he is not tied-up with the hobgoblin of consistency.

-

3., Comment on the quality, quantity; and difficulty of the reading
materials, )

Hughess
A_

Laytons

B- (often simple-minded)

Rosenberg;

C- (dull, subject much more interesting than Rosenberg allows)

Teich
Suppléhentary Articles;

What changes should be made to ilmprove the reading materials?

Notwithstanding Rosenburg, fewer yet longer articles could be investigated.
Frankly, I don't know what materials are available.




Using a '+' , '0', and '~' to;indicate high, medium, and low value I give
these marks. ‘

4, Comment on the quality of .the outside speakers. If we give the
seminar again which speakers should be invited to participate %
Bob McMath (Slavery):

0

Dot Yancy (Black Inventors):

Ross Hammond (Appropriate Technology):
+

Jay Weinstein {(Appropriate Technology):

0]

Tom Stelson (Solar Energy):
0

Jim Brittain (Communications):

+

‘Stan Carpenter (Alternative Technology):
0

Fred Allvine (Economic Growth)g

Jon Johnston (ACLU)}s
)

Fred Schneider (Nuclear Engineering):
0

Fred Rossini (Technology Assessment):

o



5. Comment on the value of the field trips taken, Which should
be included in a future seminar?
Textile Engineering:

N.A,
Nuclear Reactor: ]
N.A.

General Motors:

Very interesting, include in next seminar

Ma Hull's: -

include in next seminar

6, How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its
overall value to you? . :

If it weren't for this seminar I would have not noticed the obvious, i.e.
technology is a central ¢ategory in understanding today's world.

7. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague?

Because this is Gus' bottom line question I'1ll give a bottom line answer.

-~

Some colleagues yes, some colleagues no.

8. Additional Comments - any other ways that you feel the seminar
could be improved (use back if necessary).

I had fun reviewing Williams' book for khe group. It made me organize some of my
thoughts without laboring over a tome. I don't know how you can do this for
each participant, but the pursuit of answers, in my case "What is T.V.?", without
having to be definitive seems engaging while not being oppressive. You have got
to make us responsible for something! -



Seminar evaliulationseo

l. Instructerts presentdiion.
The material presented was clear and understandable(except

some ©f those jokes,I tell yoUa.es)e However the readings and the

<

lectures 4id noi«aiways relate that much.

2e dnstructors! helpfulle :

The “instructorfs nelpfullness and general attitude" qould not
have veen betiter. T

3¢ Reading materialse

On the whole 1 was not that impresséd ﬁ,th'the feadings;
I did enjoy the Layton end Rosenberg books., I liked the
supplemenfal readihgse The aount of reading wés not that great
end could be Increased o big,

ly« Speskers

Four Starssssr Stan Cerpenter; Fred Schneider(dthought his talk
was a.bit dry, this is a very important issue that needs to be
_discussed); Jothohnson(always to good to discuss civil liberties),

Two starsiit Ross Hammond, Jay Welnstein, Tom 5telsgn, Fred
Allvine and Fred Rossini.

One Star: Dot Yancy and Jim Brittain,

5. Fileld trips.

More, more, more, Very good.

6.75eminar value,

I'd give it a 3.0 on a scale of l;.0. Besides the natural value
of meeting fine people(instructors included), it was gond to

plck up a technoclogy view of historye 1 -wish my history clasces
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tha impeact of
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F oIS
irection our present techrnolpy is

-

1M
(254

entioned belore

}7}

-
A

¢

more about the &
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\-{v‘ &J

to discu

taking up.
T Recommending the ssmir

Yfi Sfe‘
B¢ Comments. )
st The 31,200 stipend was very adequate, The

Randowm thought
dorm rooms were...well something ekse.. 1 enjoyed seeing Georgls

o ®

and parts of Atlanta~-lit is probably something 1 would not havs

} s 116 N \.:O e Ty if."u
had & chéves Lo do otherwics



Semiﬁar Evaluation

Machine~Made Americas Technology and Democratic Ideals

1. Comment on the style and content or the instructors®' presentaiions.
How clear and well-organized were the presentations? ‘

MBl's was generally very informetive end enjoyeble, althoush he -
had 8 tendency to Zx etrey from the suject at hand (which would
have been fine -- his andtotes were usuelly amusing and worth
listening to -~ but the structursl ccnfines of the classes zEkumfx
did't allow time for much othsr then the topic for the day). Uldn€t
hear enough from Gus -- would have liked to have heard wore.

2., Comment on the instructors' helpfulness ana general attitude towara
the seminar participants. How did the instructors contribute to or
detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the course?

Both el snd Gus were more then helpful when approsched about
enything -- not just matters related to the topic of the seminsar.
My only recommendation would te that they make a point of telling
particinents explicitly that they are aevallasble cduring the afternoons
to discuse anytning thet the perticiprant might want to telk
about. That might (it's really a long-shot, thece folks being
journalists who usual]y don't do mcre than eosolutelj necessary)
leed to more independ¥nt study by some part1c1pant

3., Comment on the quality, quantity; and difficulty of the reading
materials, '

Hughess The most comprehensive, although some judicious editing

wouvld -heve mace it more enjoysble (don't forget we're
not scholars).

Layton: Very 6ry ;LLJchu s> e vortaunile informetica is there

if one tekes the tine to sort it out. It's cifficult to
cr’tiuie £nd :nthloc_, cince score vriters will e ¢ reeckle
to .6 resders £nd otners vill neot.

Rosenbergs Round-file ite

(\‘dealin5 with a lot of methodology, »
Teicht Except for the portionsswhich I failed to begin ™ to
comprehend anud doubt that I could have without at least

e couple of semesters of work in those areas, I thought
it was

the best of the bunch --psrticulerly iiercuse, Freomankh—
Supplementary Articles: ;‘F Che sl oviTy o, (E“H“Wtzngepn

Louuvir, ¢ iz evident in the chove critigaes, rercmrber )

wWe arg jour:n Ol’ett end crin e wbe; we see worcs we tnlnk cculd

ted without chanzing the meaning of anything.
What changes éﬁodﬁ&' e made to improve éhe reading ggterials?

Would it be possible to escsign psrts of the class certaln

readlingsasnd other members other readings
diversit{ 1
on

in the hooe@-that
dis=zcuss

n_reading assign¥ménts would lead to lilvelier
37 (Not to sucrest thet oure wepa not 13ivels )




L, Comment on the quality of the outside speakers, If we give the
seminar again which speakers should be invited to participate ?
Bob McMath (Slavery): Bring him beck =-- his topic was interesting,
althou&h nis precentsticon was lers then
dynemice.

Dot Yancy (Black Inventors): She seemed to know & lot of namese snd
¢ates snd not much elgs. bould look for o
revlocerenta

Ross Hammond (Appropriate Technology): t.ycric, £lthovgh his
rrogrem sceve to be of utmost Importence Iin today's world.
Wi e L ad seel c"»(hle of seeing what kEEx he dld in
ralatieon to everyibhirg clsc.
Jay Welnstein (Appropriate rr‘echnology); Le

vegelble Lo nrove iy end Lose oo end

-4

¢

(&

gced. Would 1t
ar tooelier:

=iy
[

(

Tom Stelson (Solar Energy):
cnergy, but thon o o T,

¢:2d egolar

Jim Brittain {Communications):Would have him bsck only if ke c¢ould

relate 29ih Centrpry coamrunicsilcors cdevslopments to what's golng

! on today. Like Lot Yency, m3 sszwsd bo Xaoe 2 1ot of nemes end
. dates, L1t not thelr relavince.

.Stan Carpenter (Alternative Technology)s™ . .2s u.f

PR RNV
he hod bto teoll asout sliernstive fzelnelogye. + thl trote
coobainly deserved oo f0os dapl g the ssnlioeg cod e Lruzsninpia
esgntation was too tecdious and, goite Ireakly, boring.

Fred A11vine’ {Economic Growth)s T wer le 1out Lo Tisisa Lo By
Teuoinon vy, cdnteetone TUL 5 " ndy would
se happy. Loatt forcs DT o on TRV CEA

Jon Johnston (ACLU)t -5 niy more thea an howe. Zo ~ws Sool:tl, Lhs

“ oapticulete ontcf Ll cotrior vw 1liet. T Uo.
Fred Schneider (Nuclear Enginﬁerinb)g T oz cowld acke his
mpasEztlut o Tsss Laet Teet T4 a2 g orope anzlly undersiiod,
L s o, rnet T e T T T g o LHO DV P
v - '

Fred Rossini (Technology Assessment) s Ho-hummy.

o et A d




5. Commnent on the value of the field trips taken, Which should
be included in a future seminar?

Textile Engineering: Would be more valuzile 1f ricre kkikm time were
akipkedx sllotted to cpend with the director cnd less sceing
the macoines work. A11 in &1l, worthwhile,

Nuclear Reactor: Uidn't attend.

General Motorss Uns of the highlights of the four weeks, possibly
Leceuse 4 nec nover oo enytinia, Jike ithast. Guite

!
o&;led my mind. Certsialy do 1t cgsiu,

e PUR T I &
ire iuxl‘\,’ s XU

L} - . s .
Ma Hull's: CYratendlng

6. How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its
overall value to you? .
e rmoet velu ole thing 1 left Atlsnts with is the reelizetion that
not all technology is inherently evil. &xkkz To be honest, before
I came to Atlenta, you could have clnseed me as sn anti-technologist.
Eut after spending four weeks at lYech, 1 thlnk I have become ¢
bit sensitized to other polnts of view, although I don't think my
besic bilas has chanwed that much. No longer, though, will my response
by’my 'don't do it,' but insteed I think it will be 'do it right
and only after 00351deringé ALL elternatives.’

7. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague?

Absolutely.

8, Additional Comments - any other ways that you feel the seminar
could be improved (use back if necessary).



Seminar Evaluation

Machine-Made America: Technology and Democratic Ideals

1l, Comment on the style and content or the instructors' presentations.
How clear and well-organlized were the presentations?

I found the lectures for the most part fascinating, but there were points of
repetition which I feel went beyond tying materials together. But as a former

history student, I prefer an anecdotal approach mifitim where a framework of
concepts has been previously erected,

2, Comment on the instructors' helpfulness and general attitude towara
the seminar participants., How did the instructors contribute to or
detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the course?

T can't imzgine how either instructor could have been more eager to ufusx transmit
personal enthusiam for the material to the group. T particularly enjoyed the
interplay between Mel and Gus, the different views of 2" different gensration, of
scholars, which gave & living quality to the historic dialogues.

3. Comment on the quality, quantityy; and difficulty of the reading
materials, '

Hughes s Fatn Sellahards, nuned)
Layton: ! ‘

) R | -
Bosenpergl E);@.QQQ&& _— 356(9 M-MS TegngyWLS ¢ THRIE
&Gy | This boek I really enjoysd.

Teichy DA& ] DNQ. Anci, I admit, helpful.

Supplenentary Articles: For the most part good, except the long Stamp (sp.?)

piece which was p-rhaps too minute,

What changes should be made to improve the reading materials?

If sample newspaper articles on several subjects discussed could be

found, this might help bridge the gap been scholasticism and application, might
impress the relevance of the material,



4, Comment on the quality cf .the outside speakers, If we give the
seminar agalin wnich speakers should be invited to participate ?
Bob lMeMath (Slavery): orisp presentation. a plus,

Dot Yancy (Black Inventors): pgther scattered delivery. somewhat neutrel.

Ross Hammond (Apprcpriate Technology): very powerful person, germane to
the core problems tackled im the month. Certainly a highlight.

Jay Welinstein (Appropriate Technology): a key balance to Hammond, another
factor in the equation,

Tom Stelson (Solar Energy): alse a very goed presentation, and as important
as example of technological advocacy (along with neuclear proponents),

Jim Brittain {Communications): very knowledgable but perhaps too much
straight history and too little attention to interactions -=- this a matter of
direction, I would guess, rather than anything elsd,

Stan Carpemter ~(Axbornative- Technology s - animportant, and significant,
balance to Mel, Perhaps he should have been augmented by others of similar
viewpoints.

Fred Allvine (Economic Growth): . character. as interesting for howhe
said things as for what he saild. x ' '

Jon Johnston (ACLY) s nothing relevant to stated topic that I remember,
but a thoroughly nice gentleman,

Fred Schneider (Nuclear Engineering)s a balanced, restrained advocacy
presentation, I gound his confidence profocative.

Fred Rossini (Technology Assessment)s a delightful senge of Humor
made what might have been a rather dry recétal of bureaucratic procedure
quite enjoyable,



5. Comment on the wvalue of the field trips taken, Which should
be included in a future seminar?

Textlle Engineering: Enjoyed seeing the progression of technological
changes represented in machines, Not bad., Probably include.

Nuclear Reactor: Forget it,

General Motors: Very interesting, 'bhOU.gh T think we weze failed to press
executives on relevant matters during discussion session. (This is retrospect.)
High point. include. )

Ma Hull'S: Wi11 Ma survive the move? Will she use less sugar someday?

Very memorable,

6, How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its
overall value to you? .

I feel intellectually refreshed. Perhaps that is what I most value from the
seminar, So far, I have not scheduled dozens of new stories based on the
geminar. I did not particularly consider its primary value as vocational,
Instead, I sense a sharpening of awareness, of reflection, on matters which
formerly passed bye without notice., A few editorials have benefited, I guess,’
But I believe I have bemefited in ways far deeper than I can easily express.

7. Would you recommend thls seminar-to a colleague? YES

8. Additional Comments - any other ways that you feel the seminar
could be improved (use back 1f necessary).
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‘e BURT STODDARD From FRED GIRARD
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Subject:.  NEH SemMinAR
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S
3

A

AS CONSERVATIVE, HAVE "oPTED OUT" -= GIVEN UP THEIR ‘
CONSUMER=ORIENTED EXISTANCE FOR ONE OF RELATIVE SIMPLbCITY,
oo IN TUNE WITH THE ECOSTRUCTURE RATHER THAN |¥S CANNIBAL,
v_,é IT's A TRUE MOVEMENT, AND ONE THUS FAR UNTOUCHED BY ANY
v % MAJOR NEWSPAPER. PEOPLE HAVE NEVER BEEN MORE INTERESTED
A IN REAOING ABOUT THEIR FUTURE, | FEEL, AND WE'RE IN A
13& POSITION TO DESCRIBE TO THEM ALTERNATIVES,
i B As | COLLATE MY NOTES OVER THE NEXT FEw WEEKS I'tLwL
o BOTH BE WRITING ON THESE SUBJECTS MYSELF AND PASSING ON
1 STORY IDEAS ON MATTERS | CAN'T HANODLE ALONE,
- .t
j THANKS FOR GIVING ME THE oppoawumtqv. : //Cj
3 :

P

R P

o e A s T

e s obsmnarC o

- 4

FOR FOUR WEEKS BEGENNING JUNE 26, 19?8, I ATTENDED
A SEMINAR AT GEORGIA INSTITUTE oF TECHNOLOGY ENTITLED
"MACHINE~MADE AMERICA: TECHNOLOGY AND DEMOCRATIC !DEALS."
THEe SEMINAR WAS ONE OF A SERIES SPONSORED BY THE
NATI'ONAL ENMDOWMENT FOR THE HUMANITIES, INTENDED "4eoTO
GIVE MEN AND WOMEN WHOSE DECISIONS AFFECT THE QUALITY
AND DIRECTION OF OUR NATIONAL LIFEeooTHE OPPORTUNITY TO
STAND BACK FROM THEIR .WORK -AND EXAMINE THE HISTORICAL,
PHILO%OPHICAL, CULTURAL AND SOCIAL DIMENSIONS OF THEIR
PROFESSIONS." EACH SEMINAR BRINGS 12 To 25 PARTICEIPANTS
TOGETHER WITH A DISTINGUISHED HUMANIST FOR A MONTH OF
FULLTIME STUDY, .

. . . 4

FIFTEEN JOURNALISTS, REPRESENTING NEWSPAPER, RADIOG
TELEVISION,‘MﬁﬁmllNES AND FREE~LANCE AREAS, FROM ALL
OVER THE COUNTRY, ATTENDED THE GEORGIA TECH SEMINAR UNDER
THE DIRECTION OF DRrRe MeLviIN KRANZ2BERG, RECOGNIZED AS ONE
OF THE PIONEERS AND AUTHORITIES OF THE GROWING DISCIPLINE
KnNOowN AS HisTorY ofF TecaAnoLoGY, KRANZBERG AND RIS
KNOWLEDGEABLE COLLEAGUE, DR, AuGUST GIEBELHAUS, DISPELLED

SEVFRAL STEREOTYPICAL IMAGES I'VE HELD ABOUT ACADEMICIANS,

THEIR KNOWLEDGE AND AUTHORITY COVER AN [NCREDIBLY WIDE
RANGE, AND LEND EASILY TO PRACTICAL A®PLICATION,

THE EXPERTENCE WAS OF VALUE TO ME ON AT LEAST THREE
LEVELS, FIRST, THE MONTH OF CLOSE CONTACT WITH JOURNALISTS
FROM ALL OVER THE NATION FORMED FRIENDSHIPS AND CONTACTS

THAT WILL LAST FOR YEARS., SECOMD, | DERIVED A WEALTH OF -
COLUMN MATERIAL,

THIRD, AND MOST IMPORTANT?! | BROUGHT BACK A VIS|ON
OF A BROAD NEW AREA OF JOURNALISTIC CONCERN: NOT ONLY - °
ALTERNATIVE ENERGY FORMS, BUT ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES
THEMSELVES. TEN MILLION AMERICANS, BY ONE SURVEY DESCRIBED

cc: Birw Gries
Mer KRANZBERG
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