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FACE SHEET 

NATIONAL ENDOWMENT FOR THE HUAANITIES 

DIVISION OF FELLOWSHIPS AND STIPENDS 

PERFORMANCE REPORT: NARRATIVE REPORT OF ACCOMPLISHMENT 

INSTITUTION:  Georgia Institute of Technology 
Atlanta, Georgia 30332 

PROJECT DIRECTORS:  Dr. Melvin Kranzberg (Director) 
Callaway Professor of the History of Technology 

Dr. August Giebelhaus (Associete Director) 
Assistant Professor 

Department of Social Sciences 
Georgia Institute of Technology 
Atlanta, Georgia 30332 

PROJECT TITLE:  "Machine-Made America: Technology and Democratic Ideals" 

GRANT NUMBER:  FP-0024-79-205 (Georgia Tech Project No. G-43-616) 

GRANT PERIOD:  December 1, 1978 through August 31, 1979 

AMOUNT OF GRANT:  $45,029 

DATE OF REPORT:  January 29, 1980 

SIGNATURES OF DIRECTORS  



BACKGROUND:  

From June 25 to July 20, 1979, Georgia Tech for the second time hosted a 

seminar for journalists as part of the Professions Program sponsored by the National 

Endowment for the Humanities. Entitled, "Machine-Made America: Technology and 

Democratic Ideals," this month-long seminar was one of twenty-five educational 

experiences organized for business executives, journalists, labor leaders, lawyers, 

judges, physicians and health care professionals, public administrators, and school 

administrators. Held on college campuses across the country, the professional 

seminars are designed to provide the working professional with an opportunity to 

meet in small groups, away from the work place, in order to reflect upon the 

historical, philosophical, cultural, and social dimensions of their careers. 

The Georgia Tech seminar had as its central focus the relationship between 

changing technology and American democratic traditions. Two main questions served 

to guide our inquiry -- To what extent has technology served to democratize 

society? Why and how has society recently moved to democratize technology? Although 

the major thrust of the seminar was the history of technology, we also dealt with current 

issues, particularly during the second two weeks of the program. The directors 

(Melvin Kranzberg and August Giebelhaus) are both historians within the Department of 

Social Sciences at Georgia Tech who have specialities in technological history. 

The fifteen journalists who attended the Georgia Tech seminar indicated in both 

their written evaluations and oral comments that the goals of the seminar were 

carried out successfully. Not only did the participants learn a great deal about 

a facet of American history that is too often neglected, they found the structure 

and fol. 	of the seminar to be conducive to the free exchange of ideas. 

Thi_ historical focus of the first two weeks of the seminar enabled the 

participants to investigate how Americans have confronted technological change in 
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the past. Readings and discussion topics were designed to investigate both the 

positive and ne3ative aspects of innovation and technological change in American 

history. This background was fundamental to the broadened discussion of 

contemporary technology and society issues that dominated the second half of the 

seminar. 

PROJECT ACTIVITIES: 

During the first phase of the grant period (December, 1978 - February 1979), 

efforts were devoted to planning the seminar and beginning the advertising and 

promotion of the 1979 program. Since this was the second time around, we were 

in a position to evaluate the 1978 seminar and incorporate changes that had been 

suggested by the previous year's participants as well as our own ideas. Preliminary 

work on local arrangements also had to be undertaken. This involved housing, 

food service, library utilization, and recreational facilities, all services 

designed to make our participants' stay at Georgia Tech a pleasant one. The 

months of March and April were largely taken up with the selection of participants 

to the 1979 seminar and continued planning. Selection was completed by the first 

week in May, and from then until June 25, the directors were busy with final 

seminar planning and individual communication with the participants. 

There was a slight decrease in applications to the program this year -- 

twenty-five compared with thirty-two in 1978. Out of this pool of applicants, 

however, we were able to select fifteen excellent individuals representing a wide 

geographic area as well as various job experience within the journalism profession 

(see attached list of participants). Many of the fifteen were reporters from both 

large, medium, and small-sized papers, but we also selected a political cartoonist, 

two editors, a public information officer, two magazine writers, and a free-lance 

journalist. Assisting professors Kranzberg and Giebelhaus on the local selection 

panel were Mr, Charles Seabrook, Science Editor for the Atlanta Journals  



Miss Michelle Greene, feature writer for the Atlanta Journal/Constitution (and 

a "graduate" of the 1978 seminar); and Mr. Charles Harmon, director of the 

Georgia Tech News Bureau. 

Shortly before the seminar began, one of the persons selected was forced to 

withdraw because of a serious accident. We were able to replace her with 

an alternate representing a similar geographic and occupational designation 

(female reporter from a small Southern newspaper). At the end of the first week 

of the seminar, another participant had to leave due to a serious illness in the 

immediate family. She received only a pro-rated portion of her alloted stipend, 

but we did not feel it worthwhile at this point to replace her with an alternate 

since the seminar was one quarter of the way completed. 

Participants arrived on campus on Sunday June 24 to check into reserved 

dormitory rooms and meet briefly with the directors. Everone stayed in the 

dormitory with the exception of two individuals who brought their families. 

Unfortunately, Georgia Tech does not have adequate facilities for family living 

and they had to be housed in off-campus accomodations. We were very pleased 

that both of these people were among the most active in the program and their 

living experience did not detract from their full participation. In general, the 

directors support the goal of the NEH Fellowship Division to encourage the 

participants to live on campus. This provides an excellent opportunity for 

the continuing exchange of ideas outside of the formal seminar meetings. 

The first seminar meeting took place on Monday morning, June 25, 1979. The 

group met each morning, Monday through Friday, from 9:00 A.M. until 12:00 noon, 

took lunch together in a private dining room, and gathered for occasional field 

trips and special programs in the afternoon. The syllabus listed reading assignments 

and daily topics for discussion (see attached copy). Reading came from four 

books purchased at the Georgia Tech bookstore and from supplementary hand-outs on 



special topics. There was a presentation each morning by one of the directors 

that was followed by a coffee break. Following this short break, there was 

a discussion of the day's topic, including both the reading assignment and the 

morning presentation. 

In actual practice, the seminar ran far more informally than it may sound 

here, but a strong effort was made not to let discussions drift too far afield. 

This had been an early criticism made by some of last year's seminar members, and 

in general, we found it possible to strike a good balance between free inquiry 

and directed learning. 

We invited Georgia Tech colleagues to address the seminar on five occasions. 

These individuals were specialists in subjects related to the seminar, including 

slavery, technology, and the Civil War, communications technology, alternative 

technology, solar energy, and appropriate technology for the third world. These 

guest speakers were able to remain and contribute to our general discussion. 

In addition to these formal visitations, we also invited several of our colleagues 

to join us at lunch during the course of the month-long program. Some of these 

people were selected by the directors based on positive evaluations of their 

contribution to last year's program. Other guests, however, came at the request 

of seminar members. Among those who joined us for lunch and gave informal presentations 

were experts in nuclear energy, civil liberties, biomedical ethics, and international 

relations. 

As in the previous year's experience, we found that our participants had both 

eclectic interests as well as a voracious appetite to learn about a variety of . 

new subjects, many of them technical ones. Although these "add-ons" were only a 

peripheral part of the seminar experience, we found them to be a great success. 

' Our faculty colleagues who participated also spoke very highly of their seminar contact. 



Based upon very favorable evaluations of last year's seminar, we also 

arranged some afternoon fieldtrips. The group visited a General Motors assembly 

plant in Atlanta, solar energy experimental facilities at Georgia Tech, the 

Georgia Tech nuclear test reactor, and the student-operated textile mill located 

in the school of textile engineering. All proved valuable, but the G.M. and 

nuclear reactor trips were highlights. The visit to the assembly plant and 

subsequent meeting with plant executives was a supurb culminating activity 

to our class discussions of mass production, the factory system, and the effect 

of technology on the workforce. The tour of the nuclear facility, conducted by 

Georgia Tech colleagues who were supremely pro-nuclear, served as a provocative 

point of departure for discussion. We feel that this component of the seminar 

experience was most successful. 

As we had done last year, the directors made every effort to adjust 

the focus of the seminar to the interests of the participants. For example, after 

the initial two weeks of inquiry into the interaction of technology and 

American society in our past, the seminar voted on topics to focus on during the 

second half of the program. This procedure was announced in the beginning of the 

seminar and topic selection took place at the end of the second week. We also adopted 

a recommendation that grew out of last year's experience -- the assigning of 

individual seminar reports. During the final week separate people took responsibility 

to give a presentation and lead the discussion for part of the morning's meeting. 

In this way we were able to more formally tap the many experiences and extensive 

knowledge of our participants. When we discussed "technology and the environment," 

for example, three seminar members gave brief, informed reports on aspects of 

the environmental issue that they had previously worked on. 



As one may gather from above, the Georgia Tech seminar was very tightly organized 

and jam-packed with activity. Both directors and participants confessed to a 

certain exuberant exhaustion by July 20. Yet, there was also much time for 

informal contact and relaxation. On most afternoons (when no fieldtrip was planned) 

many seminar members could meet individually or in small groups with the directors 

their offices. A picnic held during the first week served as a very successful 

breaker" and other social activities took place during the month. Many 

friendships were made and groups of seminarians were able to take advantage of 

free week-ends to travel to areas of interest outside of Atlanta. The culmination 

of social activities came during the final week of the seminar. The official 

seminar softball team, "The Ramblin Hacks," played a rematch with the Atlanta 

Constitution team. We lost again, but there was much fun and friendship when 

all of those journalists got together. On the last night of the seminar, the 

participants held a farewell party at the dormitory at which all had an 

excellent time. 

Even though the seminar came to a formal end on July 20 when our journalists 

left Atlanta to return to their papers, stations, or magazines, its activities have 

continued. We have been in continuing contact with our "graduates" (as well as with 

the graduates of 1978). In some cases they will write to ask for help with specific 

stories or projects; at other times they will call just to talk. In this sense 

therefore, the activities of both the 1978 and 1979 seminars on "Machine-Made America: 

Technology and American Ideals" are ongoing. 

Results: 

It is difficult to accurately judge the results of a program such as this. 

In the short run we have both the evidence of very positive written evaluations 

(attached) as well as the good will expressed by the participants at the end of the 



month-long program. The fifteen journalists who arrived at Georgia Tech on June 25 

rapidly molded themselves into an exciting and effective seminar. The directors 

naturally found themselves comparing the group with "last year's gang." 

Although the 1978 seminar was very successful and contained several outstanding 

individuals, this year's mixture seemed to have jelled more as a cohesive group. 

The members learned from each other as well as from the syllabus and there was 

an open exchange of ideas among all. 

One indication of the continuing results of the program has been the contact that 

the directors have had with the participants since last summer. Many of them have 

called or written to seek information, elicit opinions, or simply to talk. We have 

received copies of many stories and columns written since the seminar that indicate 

a great deal of thought about topics discussed last summer. Since our seminar 

members were all journalists, we have had perhaps more contact with "graduates" 

in pursuit of factual information as they research stories. This is particularly 

true in terms of energy and environmental issues. Although providing material 

for stories was not the goal of the journalism seminars, it has become an 

unavoidable and generally positive outcome. If our graduates are now better informed 

and more reflective in their daily work we feel that it is all to the good. Most 

of the journalists at Tech also agreed that it would be sometime before they 

could assess the effect of the seminar on their attitudes and outlook. 

It is in this area of long-term benefits where assessment becomes very difficult. 

How will this NEH experience have influenced general views and perspectives on 

man and his technological society? Many participants have mentioned specifically 

the value of historical perspective gleaned from the seminar. Others praised the 

opportunity that they had last summer to challenge their preconceptions both in 

class discussions and during late night sessions in the dormitory. This last point, 



simply the opportunity for professionals to come together for a month on 

a university campus and engage in free discussion was an obvious but still 

very important strength of the program. 

From the perspective of the seminar directors the experience was a success in 

every way. We learned much from our fifteen journalists, found them to be 

cooperative and intellectually curious, and made lasting friendships in many cases. 

Our department, Social Sciences, and Georgia Tech as a whole benefited from having 

these outstanding people with us for a month. If one uses the yardstick of how 

effectively the seminar has furthered a general appreciation of the humanities, 

we feel that the 1979 Georgia Tech seminar has come off well indeed. The participants 

benefited from a intense month of historical study and problem-oriented discussion. 

Both from their evaluations of that month and our own assessment of their work, 

we feel that the journalists left Georgia Tech with a great deal of information as 

well as a deeper and more reflective attitude toward many contemporary issues arising 

from the interface of technology with society. Similarly, the program meshed well 

with the directors' continuing efforts here at Georgia Tech to further studies of 

the social implications of technology. It is our goal to insure that the humanities 

live in this engineering institution and the seminar experience was valuable in 

keeping our own energy levels high as we labor in this task. 

EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGE: 

We benefited greatly from the participant evaluations of our 1978 seminar by 

incorporating suggestions into this year's program. We plan to do the same if 

we have the opportunity to run a similar program in the future. Our initial 

decision to maintain a flexible posture in the daily planning of the seminar 

proved to be a wise one. The participants appreciated the chance to have a voice 
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in the selection of topics for the last part of the seminar. The adoption of 

oral seminar reports this year was also a success. On balance the fieldtrips 

and lunch-time discussion sections were also very successful. 

We mentioned above that in some respects this seminar functioned in a 

more cohesive way than last year's. In many respects this had as much to do 

with the efforts of the directors as it did with the internal dynamics of the 

group. Quite frankly, we benefited from some of last year's criticism that we let some 

individuals dominate discussions too much. Although we were again sensitive not 

to restrain anyone's freedom of expression, we did do a somewhat better job of 

keeping the discussions on the topic and moving along. 

Some changes were made in the reading assignments from last year, and we 

would make some additional changes if the seminar is offered again. This 

past summer we had dropped one book for another and made additional changes in 

the supplementary reading. Our decision to include more specific material 

on the subject of "energy and society" turned out successfully and student 

evaluations suggest that this should be continued in the future. The written 

evaluations of both our field-trips and lunch-time speakers indicate that most 

should be retained and some dropped. The General Motors and nuclear reactor 

visits, for example, were highly successful while the textile engineering tour 

was only of marginal interest. 

Comments on the physical arrangements at Georgia Tech, as last year, were 

mixed. Everyone enjoyed the eating arrangements, but there was some mild 

displeasure with the dormitory accomodations. Frankly, although our dorms 

are not that bad, the transition back to this type of living is just too much 

for some people. Others, however felt that the dormitory experience was good. 

All commented on the very helpful student staff in the housing office. One 



participant made the useful suggestion that we should provide more specific 

information in our preliminary literature about the accomodations, making 

suggestions about the utility of such items as radios. 

Perhaps the strongest selling point of Georgia Tech is its location in 

Atlanta. There are many cultural and recreational activities in this 

beautiful city and the seminar participants were well-occupied. Through the 

cooperation of the Student Athletic Association we were able to arrange full 

utilization this summer of the new athletic center, including swimming and 

gymnasium facilities. The participants made excellent use of this opportunity. 

We learned much from our first seminar in 1978, have benefited from the 

second experience, and will be in an even better position if a similar program 

is offered again. Although we would make some minor changes to "fine-tune" our 

program, we feel that the 1979 seminar was a great success and we would retain 

the basic structure and organization. 

STATUS: 

In terms of the research and teaching interests of the seminar directors, 

there will continue to be involvement within the general area of technology and 

society. The experiences shared and lessons learned this past summer will 

serve to improve our own teaching at Georgia Tech. We have also found it re-

freshing to have the opportunity to deal with working professionals outside of 

academe. 	The directors continue to be active as communicators to the public 

at large, and the NEH program was in many ways an extension of this activity. 

Dr. Kranzberg is currently involved in the teaching of a course by newspaper 

entitled "Energy and the Way We Live," and he remains active in committee work 

associated with technology and society outside of the academic community. 
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We do not anticipate any specific follow-up grants or undertakings that 

have evolved from the 1979 Professions Seminar for journalists, "Machine-Made 

America: Technology and Democratic IdealsP We are enthusiastic, however, about 

conducting a similar program either for journalists or another profession if 

asked to do so by the Endowment. 

ANTICIPATED DISSEMINATION OF RESULTS: 

We do not anticipate any publications arising from this grant since it 

was a teaching and not a research program. We have received, however, and will 

most probably continue to receive copies of stories and columns written by the 

journalists who are now alumni of the two seminars in 1978 and 1979. In one 

sense the material will be a continuous assessment of the effects of the seminar 

over a period of many years. 

ATTACHMENTS: 

A. List of Seminar Participants 

B. 1979 Syllabus 

C. Participants' Written Evaluations 



Members of Dr. Kranzberg's 1979 Summer Seminar 
"Machine-Made America: Technology and Democratic Ideals" 

Ms. Pearl Alperstein 
Liaison Representative/Communicator, 
Regional Transportation District 
Denver, Colorado 

Ms. Charlotte E. (Beth) Baldwin 
Reporter 
Picayune (Mississippi) Item 

Mr. H. Warren Buckler 
Editoral Writer 
Louisville (Kentucky) Times 

Mr. Roland Giduz 
Alumni Editor & Associate Director 

of Alumni Affairs 
University of North Carolina at 

Chapel Hill 

Mr. Charles E. Hutchcraft, Jr. 
Reporter 
Suburban Tribune (Hinsdale, IL) 

Mr. Robert Alan Klein 
Reporter 
Albuquerque News 

Mr. Robert M. Lane 
Reporter 
The Seattle Times 

Mr. David Ray Money 
Reporter 
The Daily Sun (Texas City, TX) 

Mr. Hamilton Frazier Moore, Jr. 
Feature Writer/Reporter 
Fort Myers (Florida) News. Press 

Ms. Rita E. Pastore 
Producer/Director 
KWSU-TV (Pullman, WA) 

Ms. Barbara Moon Perry 
Feature Writer/Artist 
Fiesta Magazine 

Mr. Malcolm R. Provost 
Assistant News Editor 
The Saratogian (Saratoga Springs, 

New York) 

Mr. William Willard Sanders 
Political Cartoonist 
The Milwaukee Journal 

Mr. Mitchell James Shields 
Free-lance Journalist 
Atlanta, GA 

Mr. Karl Thunemann 
Editoral Page Editor 
The Daily Journal-American 

(Bellevue, WA) 



SYLLABUS 

NEH Professions Seminar for Journalists 

"Machine-Made America: Technology & Democratic Ideals" 

Georgia Institute of Technology 

June 25-July 20, 1979 

Student Center Room 319 

Dr. Melvin Kranzberg 
Director 
216 Smith Hall 
Telephone: 894-3198 (office) 

256-1943 (home) 

Dr. August Giebelhaus 
Associate Director 
202 Smith Hall 
Telephone: 894-3195 (office) 

378-2746 (home) 

During the first two weeks of the seminar we will examine the 
role that technology has played throughout American history. Although 
part of this inquiry will involve a look into the development of new 
machines and processes, our discussions will primarily explore the 
extent to which technological innovations have helped to democratize 
America, effect fundamental changes in American life, and at times 
bring about negative social and human consequences. Most of the third 
week will focus on topics related to energy, a major issue facing the 
United States today. The final week's schedule is open so that we can 
concentrate on topics selected by the group from a list provided. 
Once we have decided on the themes to be addressed during this last 
week, we will distribute a revised syllabus, including reading assign-
ments. 

The first part of each day's meeting will be devoted to an 
informal lecture on part of the topic scheduled for that day. After 
a short coffee break, the seminar will reconvene for a discussion of 
the ideas presented in the lecture and contained in the assigned read-
ing for that day. 

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

Melvin Kranzberg and William H. Davenport (eds.), Technology  
and Culture: an Anthology  

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 Future  
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DAILY SCHEDULE: 

Monday, June 25  

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

Reading: Ferkiss, "Technology and Industrial Man" (photocopy); 
Hughes, "Introduction, Changing Attitudes Toward American  
Technology" and Temko, "Which Guide to the Promised Land: 
Fuller or Mumford?" (photocopies) 

Tuesday, June 26  

Topic: "Technology and the Democratization of American Society" 

Reading: Heilbroner, "Do Machines Make History;" Drucker, "The 
First Technological Revolution and its Lessons;" Mumford, 
"Authoritarian and Democratic Techniques;" Rae, "The Know-How 
Tradition in American History" (all in Kranzberg and Davenport) 

Afternoon Program: Visit to Georgia Tech student "Tex-Tech Project" 

Wednesday, June 27  

Topic: "Alternative Technology" 

Guest Speaker: Dr. Stanley R. Carpenter 

Reading: "Voluntary Simplicity" (photocopy); Meadows et al. 
"Technology and the Limits to Growth;" Carroll, "Participatory 
Technology;" Winner, "On Criticizing Technology" (all in Teich) 

Thursday, June 28  

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

Reading: Rosenberg, ch. I, "Technology in Historical Perspective;" 
ch. II, "The Economic Matrix;" Wilkinson, "Brandywine Borrowings 
from European Technology" (Kranzberg and Davenport) 

Friday, June 29  

Topic: "The Beginnings of American Technology, 1800-1860" 

Reading: Rosenberg, ch. III, "The 19th Century: America as Bor-
rower;" Ferguson, "Technology as Knowledge;" Hunter, "The Heroic 
Theory of Invention;" Meier, "The Ideology of Technology" (all in 
Layton);Burke, "Bursting Boilers and the Federal Power" (Kranz-
berg and Davenport) 

Monday, July 2  

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

Guest Speakers: Dr. Robert C. McMath, Jr. 
Dr. Dorothy Yancy 

Reading: Stampp, "A Humanistic Perspective" (photocopy) 
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Tuesday, July 3  

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

Reading: Rosenberg, ch. IV, "The 19th Century: America as 
Initiator;" Woodbury, "The American System of Manufacturing" 
and Sinclair, "The Direction of Technology" (Layton); 
Condit, "Sullivan's Skyscrapers as the Expression of 19th 
Century Technology;" Rasmussen, "Advances in American Agri-
culture: The Mechanical Tomato Harvester as a Case Study" 
(Kranzberg and Davenport) 

Wednesday, July 4 -- HOLIDAY -- NO CLASS 

Thursday, July 5  

Topic: "Business and Institutional Growth" 

Reading: Chandler, "The Beginnings of 'Big Business' in American 
Industry" (photocopy) 

Friday, July 6 

Topic: "The Development of Industrial Leadership, 1900-1940" 

Reading: Rosenberg, ch. V, "The Twentieth Century;" Layton, 
"Engineers in Revolt" (Layton) 

Monday, July 9  

Topic: "Innovative Technology in Contemporary America" 

Reading: Rosenberg, ch. VI, "Technology and Social Options;" 
Muller, "Human Values and Modern Technology" (Layton); 
Gordon and Ament, "Forecasts of Some Technological and 
Scientific Developments. . . ;" Weinberg, "Can Technology 
Replace Social Engineering?" and Coates, "Technology Assess-
ment" (all in Teich) 

Tuesday, July 10  

Topic: "Energy Crises: Past and Present" 

Reading: Nef, "An Early Energy Crisis and its Consequences" 
(photocopy) 

Wednesday, July 11  

Topic: "Soft Paths: Solar Energy -- Past, Present, and Future" 

Guest Speaker: Dr. Thomas Stelson 

Reading: Lovins, "Energy Strategy: The Road Not Taken?" (photo-
copy) 

Thursday, July 12  

Topic: "Alternative and Synthetic Fuels" 

Reading: Krammer, "Fueling the Third Reich" (photocopy) 



Friday, July 13  

Topic: "Hard Paths: Nuclear Energy in Today's World" 

Guest Speaker: Dr. Alfred Schneider 

Reading: Lanquette, "Nuclear Power -- An Uncertain Future 
Grows Dimmer Still" (photocopy) 

Afternoon Program: Visit to Georgia Tech Nuclear Reactor 

Monday, July 16  

Topic: "Social Implications of Changes in Communication" 

Guest Speaker: Dr. James E, Brittain 

Reading: McLuhan, "From Understanding Media;" Mesthene, "The 
Role of Technology in Society;" McDermott, "Technology: 
the Opiate of the Intellectuals" (all in Teich). 

Discussion Leaders: 

Bill Sanders, "Freedom of the Press: The Progressive  
H-Bomb Case" 

Frazier Moore, "Should We Eliminate Television?" 

Tuesday, July 17  

Topic: "Technology and the Environment" 

Reading: Huxley, "Achieving a Perspective on the Technological 
Order" (Kranzberg and Davenport); Goodman, "Can Technology 
be Humane;" "Toward Assessment and Control;" Brooks 
and Bowers, "Technology: Processes of Assessment and Choice;" 
Folk, "The Role of Technology Assessment in Public Policy;" 
Coates, "Technology Assessment;" "Organization and Operations 
of the Office of Technology Assessment;" Coastal Effects 
of Offshore Energy Systems" (all in Teich). 

Discussion Leaders: 

Pearl Alperstein, "Oil Shale and Coal Mining in Colorado" 

Bob Lane, "Mediation of Environmental Conflicts" 

Mal Provost, "Land-River Contamination: The Case of PCB's" 



Wednesday, July 18  

Topic: "Human Values and Modern Technology" 

Reading: Buchannon, "Technology as a System of Exploitation" 
(Kranzberg and Davenport); Muller, "Human Values and 
Modern Technology" (Layton); Marcuse, "The New Form of 
Control;" Ellul, "From the Technological Society"(all in Teich). 

Discussion Leader: 

Karl Thunemann, "The Individual in a Technological Society: 
The Role of the Press" 

Thursday, July 19  

Topic: "American Technology and the Third World" 

Guest Speakers: Dr. Nelson C. Wall 
Dr. Jay Weinstein 

Reading: Ritchie-Calder, "Technology in Focus -- The Emerging 
Nations" (Kranzberg and Davenport). 

Friday, July 20  

Topic: "Technology and the Limits to Growth" 

Reading: "Pure Technology;" Weinberg, "Reflections of a Working 
Scientist;" Meadows et al., "Technology and the Limits 
to Growth;" Freeman, "Malthus with a Computer;" Kiefer, 
"Forecasting in Technology Assessment;" and Baram, 
"Technology Assessment and Social Control" (all in Teich) 

Discussion Leaders:  

Warren Buckler, "Public Resistance to the Proliferation of 
Coal-Fired Power Plants" 

Rita Pastore, "Technology and Man's Future" 



SEMINAR EVALUATION 

MACHINE-MADE AMERICA: TECHNOLOGY AND DEMOCRATIC IDEALS 

Comment on the style and content of the directors:' presenta-
tions. How clear and well-presented were they? 

The presentations followed the plan very well, it seemed to me, and were quite 
well-prepared and interesting. The directors° insight in picking up and re-dis-
cussing seminarians' ouestions was also very refreshing and much -appreciated. There 
was true encouragement to real intellectual stimulation 

In style and content the presentations were definitely well-presented and clear, 
with appropriate re-emphasis, and useful in historical perspective and application. 

journalists too sed1om consider history and its contemporary application. 

2. Comment on the directors' helpfulness and general attitude 
toward the seminar participants. How did the directors contribute 
to or detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the program? 

As noted above, the directors were very helpful---couldnt have been more helpful. 
critical 

I would like to make some constructive/comments in. this regard, but truly 

can guggest anything more in this regard. You ax were both interested, enthusiastic, 

and very effective disciples of your discipline. 

3. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the 
descriptive material you received at the time of application accurately 
reflect what actually transpired? 

Of course it mett expectations. Anybody who says it didn't has only him/herself to 

blame. This was an extraordinary opportunity, to be exploited to the ultimate. We may 

not have done so, but that is in no way the fault of the directors. I read the de- 

scriptive material several times and feel it capsuled quite well what we did in the 

seminar. 



4. Comment on the quality, quantity, difficulty, and usefulness 
of the reading materials. 

Kranzberg and Davenport: 

While from the volume of reading I can't accurately sort it out 
qualitatively without re-studying, I do recall the Kranzberg/Davonport book as one 
of the best---and again, the one from which I gained a long-absent historical perspective 
for myself. 

Layton: 

I found some of the selections heavy going, but wouldn't fault the writer. 

Rosenberg: 

Teich: 
	Ditto mit as for Layton 

Supplementary Articles; 	The Lovins article was the most interesting 

one to me. But for the answering argument, I was particularly appreciative of 

kenneth stampp's "A Humanistic Perspective" 

5. what changes should be made to improve the reading materials 
if the seminar is offered again? 

--Would we read more thoroughly if offered/encouraged to buy the material weeks or 

months beforehand? 



6. Comment on the quality of the guest speakers (both in class 
and for supplementary lunchtime meetings). If we give the seminar 
again, which speakers should be invited to participate? 

Stan Carpenter (Alternative Technology): He was an interesting and 

informative speaker throughout. I bade difficulty respecting his basic premise in that 

it seems to me too self-justifying on any grounds he happend to choose. But I surely 

feel he was an important part of the over-all program. 
Bob McMath (Slavery and Technology): 

He made an excellent presentation; very well-informed and interesting 

Tom Stelson (Solar Energy): --One of the best and most stimulating; 

served to deolish stereotypes which journalists too conveniently take upon themselves for 

others 

Fred Schneider (Nuclear Energy): His integrity and concern, and the 

pure information he furnished were very helpful and heartening. His presentation is 

all-important 

Jim Brittain (Communications): all right, and well done for the four 

ass communication media he presented, but if time is short, I'd consider his pre-

sentation as optional. 

Nelson Wall (Appropriate Technology): A dynamic presentation, but 

perhaps over-kill in making the points. 

Jay Weinstein (American Technology and the Third World): 

An extraordinarily appealing lexturer. I just didn't become steamed up over the particular 

topic. 

Jon Johnston (ACIAJ): Sorry but I missed most of his presentation; but 

was quite interested in what I heard of it. 

Darryl Chubin (Biomedical Ethics) ; I couldn't get into it--my fault. 



7. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included 
in a future seminar? 

Textile Engineering: A very hfblpful tour, that fitted in with the 

lecture material. 

Nuclear Reactor: Very very good 

General Motors: 	F.,5ccellente 

Too many tours could be distractive or frangmentive. I thought all three of these, and 

the spacing of them, were very worth while, and with direct application to the seminary 
and to our individual imperative concerns of today as journalists. 

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

One of the major opportunities of my career in journalism. I cannotspeak highly enough 

of it. Of course the reaction at this point is one of being momentarily overwhelmed, 

but I do expect it will have a oualitiative effect ix as background for my own writing, 

and also serve as an over-all stimulus. I know this to have been the very positive effect 

of a fellowship 20 years ago, and expect the same this time, thank you. 



9. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague? 

Certainly I would. I plan to tell a number of persons about it and to urge 

various ones whom I think could qualify to apply. Since my own facet 

of journalism now is not in the public press, I hope also that you will continue 

to try for the balance in types of journalism. 
10. Additional Comments - any other. ways that you feel that the 
seminar could be improved (use back if necessary). 

In re the above, would the balancing effect have been abetted if some of 

the industrial/trade/business press had been represented. Therm r two-sided 

resulting discussion would have been more helpful. I tend alumys to look for "the 

other side" in any discussion, and felt that we all too often ended up (and started 

out, too0 feeling smugly elite as a group---with scant justification. Of course 

this is a formative situation for all of us, but doubts and skepticism are very 

important for journalists. It is too easy, too neat to believe you have the ul-

timate answer tkmt when you don't. To paraphrase Mel's "lead" in his forthcoming 

article, "We think we have the answers, but too often we don't really know the 

questions." 



EVALUATION OF THE SEMINAR: "MACHINE-MADE AMERICA: TECHNOLOGY AND 
DEMOCRATIC IDEALS." 

1. I found the lectures by Kranzberg and Giebelhaus not only 
clear and well presented, but also informative and often challenging. 
The lectures revealed that both instructors are well read and know 
what they are talking about, although I didn't always agree with 
them. The lectures went well beyond the reading material, giving 
additional insights into the history of technology. I do have one 
gripe, however. I wish more time was given to the whys and wherefors. 
For instance, it was only touched on briefly as to how man's attitude 
toward technology developed. It was covered to some extent in the 
reading and to some extent in the lectures. I would have liked to 
spent more time on this because a major part of what we were studying 
had to do with attitudes. If anything is to be done to convince 
modern man that technology is not always for the better the first 
step, of course, is dealing with man's attitudes. 

One last point--the lectures were presented in a fairly 
objective manner, which is to the credit of the instructors. But 
there were times when I wanted them to make a value judgement. They 
did so occassionally when questioned. 

2. I don't think there was anything that a participant wanted 
done that the instructors didn't try to accommodate. Both were 
willing to bend over backwards to help out. I especially appreciate 
the efforts outside the classroom by Giebelhaus, who I'm sure 
sacrificed much valuable time to lend a helping hand. As for their 
enthusiasm, not much need be said other than they were very much so. 

3. Let me answer the last part of this question first. The 
material describing the seminar had me intrigued but proved only 
to be a tantelizing appetizer. The seminar gave me much more 
information and insight than I had expected. The outside speakers 
I appreciated very much, and the instructors should be complimented 
for their foresight that led to this. The outside speakers gave 
the seminar an added depth to the seminar that I wasn't expecting. 

4. Kranzberg and Davenport: 
The readings were balanced and covered a wide area. This 

book, in particular, has led me to obtain books by authors included 
in this work for further reading. 

Rosenberg 
This was at times dry and very slow moving--but this is 

only a criticism of style. I generally find academic works to be 
so. One criticism I mentioned to Giebelhaus is that these people 
seem to be writing to each other, using a language intelligible 
only to them, but not attractive to the general public. I found 
what most of these people had to say important and worthwhile for 
others outside academia to read. I wish the authors would make 
an effort to reach the general public, for it's the general public 
that is much involved in this matter--this matter of how much 
control the public will have over technology, if it is to have any 
at all. This can be done not only by going to periodicals available 
to the public at large but also the material must be written so as 
to keep the layman interested. 
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Layton: 
Again, this book covered a wide enough area to be 

worthwhile, and was fairly balanced. 

Teich: 
The works in this book I found to be the most--what 

can I say--arousing. In some ways it was like reading an ongoing 
debate. 

5. These books and the supplemental material serve the course 
well. 

6. 'tan Carpenter: 
The voice in the wilderness ; I love voices in the wilderness. 

Thank goodness we have them, and thank goodness for Stan Carpenter. 
It was said that not all that he proposes is practical, but at the 
same time I don't think he's all that impractical, either. I wish 
his voice could be heard more. 

Bob McMath: 
One of the more interesting of the guest speakers. His 

insight into the South is invaluable. 

Tom Stelson: 
He Increased my blood pressure by a few points when he 

stepped into the nuclear area. But I do find it freshening that 
he does see ahead to the need for alternative forms of energy. 
And he does serve as a counterpoint. 

Fred Schneider: 
I think he, along with Carpenter, were the most thoughtful 

of the speakers. He seems to be a very open-minded individual, 
willing to admit the flaws that plague his field of interest; he, 
too, should be heard more. The nuclear proponents could use him 
more. 

Nelson Wall: 
I like people like Wall, who seem to be able to move ahead 

and adjust to new situations, which he must do. He has an open 
enough mind--from what I saw, anyway--to be willing to adapt to 
methods in mid-stream, when his first approach wasn't working. In 
other words, he seems to be the right man for the job he has. 

Jay Weinstein: 
Spread him out some more and get more practical work out 

of him. 

Jon Johnston: 
Johnston is generally on the mark and, I think, understands 

the press and the issue of the freedom of speech quite well; his 
assessment as to what is actually an infringement upon that freedom 
is fairly accurate. 

Daryl Chubin: 
He was a valuable resource person, but I wish he had been 

more than that. 



I would say that if this seminar is held again, to bring 
them all back. 

7. Textile Engineering: 
I've always wanted to see how thread is made and how it is 

then weaved into material. I was fascinated by the machines, even 
the dangerous ones. 

Nuclear reactor: 
Did not attend this because I was reluctant to be zapped with 

more radiation. I think a nuclear reactor can be better explained 
by using diagrams. However, there is something about actually 
being there and seeing the thing first hand. I've done that and 
didn't see a need to do it again. 

General Motors: 
This was a very worthwhile field trip. It provided more than 

one perspective of a highly technological world. The General Motors 
plant was certainly the most interesting of the three trips. 

I would say all three should continue to be included. 

8. This is a difficult question to answer, for actually the 
seminar was of more value than I can express. It has certainly 
given me numerous ideas for stories, stories that I have already 
started to write. It has given me a foundation from which I can 
now make value judgements concerning technology and has made me 
conscious of the need to question any technology that comes, 
instead, as the press has too often done in the past, of merely 
jumping on the bandwagon of progress. Most important is the 
historical perspective I have gained from the seminar. All too 
often journalists lack this; as you've probably noticed, while 
reading the popular press, a lot of things seem to be happening 
for the first time. This is another reason I think the historians 
we read in this seminar should be getting out to the commong man--that 
is to provide this perspective, to show that we've been here before. 
And maybe then we'll be more optimistic about getting back there so 
we can go ahead. 

9. Yes, I would recommend this seminar to my colleagues:-or to 
anyone else for that matter--if only they could attend. 



SEMINAR EVALUATION 

MACHINE-MADE AMERICA: TECHNOLOGY AND DEMOCRATIC IDEALS 

1. Comment on the style and content of the directors' presenta-
tions. How clearand well-presented were they? 
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2. Comment on the directors' helpfulness and general attitude 
toward the seminar participants. How did the directors contribute 
to or detract from your interest. and enthusiasm for the program? 

3. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the 
descriptive material you received at the time of application accurately 
reflect what actually transpired? 
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4. Comment on the quality, quantity, difficulty, and usefulness 
of the reading materials. 
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5. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials 
if the seminar is offered again? 



6. Comment on the quality of the guest speakers (both in class 
and for supplementary lunchtime meetings). If we give the seminar 
again, which speakers should be invited to participate? 

Stan Carpenter (Alternative Technology): 
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7. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included 
in a future seminar? 

Textile Engineering: 

Nuclear Reactor: 

General Motors: 

8. How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its 
overall value to you? 
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9. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague? 

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

MACHINE-MADE AMERICA: TECHNOLOGY AND DEMOCRATIC IDEALS 

1. Comment on the style and content of the directors' presenta-
tions. How clear and well-presented were they? 
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2. Comment on the directors' helpfulness and general attitude 
toward the seminar participants. How did the directors contribute 
to or detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the program? 
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3. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the 
descriptive material you received at the time of application accurately 
reflect what actually transpired? 



4. Comment on the quality, quantity, difficulty, and usefulness 
of the reading materials. 
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5. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials 
if the seminar is offered again? 
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6. Comment on the quality of the guest speakers (both in class 
and for supplementary lunchtime meetings). If we give the seminar 
again, which speakers should be invited to participate? 

Bob McMath (Slavery and Technology): 
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Nelson Wall (Appropriate Technology): 

Jay Weinstein (American Technology and the Third World): 
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Darryl Chubin (Biomedical Ethics): 
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7. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included 
in a future seminar? 

Textile Engineering: 
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Nuclear Reactor: 
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8. How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its 
overall value to you? 
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Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague? 

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

MACHINE-MADE AMERICA: TECHNOLOGY AND DEMOCRATIC IDEALS 

1. Comment on the style and content of the directors' presenta-
tions. How clear and well•presented were they? 
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2. Comment on the directors' helpfulness and general attitude 
toward the seminar participants. How did the directors contribute 
to or detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the program? 
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3. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the 
descriptive material you received at the time of application accurately 
reflect what actually transpired? 
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5. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials 
if the seminar is offered again? 
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4. Comment on the quality, quantity, difficulty, and usefulness 
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6. Comment on the quality of the guest speakers (both in class 
and for supplementary lunchtime meetings). If we give the seminar 
again, which speakers should be invited to participate? 

Stan Carpenter (Alternative Technology): 
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7. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included 
In a future seminar? 

Textile Engineering: 
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8. How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its 
overall .value to you? 
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9. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague? 

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

MACHINE-MADE AMERICA: TECHNOLOGY AND DEMOCRATIC IDEALS 

1. Comment on the style and content of the directors:' presenta-
tions. How clear and well-presented were they? 

2. Comment on the directors' helpfulness and general attitude 
toward the seminar participants. How did the directors contribute 
to or detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the program? 

3. T hat extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the 
descriptive material you received at the time of application accurately 
reflect what actually transpired? 
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4. Comment on the quality, quantity, difficulty, and usefulness 
of the reading materials. 
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5. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials 
if the seminar is offered again? 
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6. Comment on the quality of the guest speakers (both in class 
and for supplementary lunchtime meetings). If we give the seminar 
again, which speakers should be invited to participate? 
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7. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included 
in a future seminar? 

Textile Engineering: 
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8. How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its 
overall value to you? 
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9. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague? 
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10. Additional Comments - any other ways that you feel that the 
seminar could be improved (use back if necessary). 
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1. Comment on the style and content of the directors' 
tions. How clear and well-presented were they? 
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2. Comment on the directors' helpfulness and general attitude 
toward the seminar participants. How did the directors contribute 
to or detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the program? 
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3. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the 
descriptive material you received at the time of application accurately 
reflect what actually transpired? 
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A. Comment on the quality, quantity, difficulty, and usefulness 
-1›:f the reading materials. 
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5. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials 
if the seminar is offered again? 
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6. Comment on the quality of the guest speakers (both in class 
and for supplementary lunchtime meetings). If we give the seminar 
again, which speakers should be invited to participate? 
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7. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included 
in a future seminar? 
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9. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague? 

10. Additional Comments - any other ways that you feel that the 
seminar could be improved (use back if necessary). 
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2. Comment on the directors' helpfulness and general attitude 
toward the seminar participants. How did the directors contribute 
to or detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the program?, 
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3. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the 
descriptive material you received at the time of application accurately 
reflect what actually transpired? 
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1. Comment on the style and content of the directors' presenta-
tions. How clear and well-presented were they? 
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4. Comment on the quality, quantity, difficulty, and usefulness 
of the reading materials. 
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5. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials 
if the seminar is offered again? 
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6. Comment on the quality of the guest speakers (both in class 
and for supplementary lunchtime meetings). If we give the seminar 
again, which speakers should be invited to participate? 
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8. How much did you get from the seminar?" How would you rate its 
overall value to you? 
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9. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague? 
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10. Additional Comments - any other ways that you feel that the 
seminar could be improved (use back if necessary). 
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SEMINAR EVALUATION 

MACHINE-MADE AMERICA: TECHNOLOGY AND DEMOCRATIC IDEALS 
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2. Comment on the directors' helpfulness and general attitude 
toward the seminar participants. How did the directors contribute 
to or detract from your interest and enthusiasm for the program? 
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3. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the 
descriptive material you received at the time of application accurately 
reflect what actually transpired? 
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4. Comment on the quality, quantity, difficulty, and usefulness 
of the reading materials. 
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5. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials 
if the seminar is offered again? 
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6. Comment on the quality of the guest speakers (both in class 
and for supplementary lunchtime meetings). If we give the seminar 
again, which speakers should be invited to participate? 
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7. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included 
in a future seminar? 
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9. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague? 
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10. Additional Comments - any other ways that you feel that the 
seminar could be improved (use back if necessary). 
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6. Comment on the quality of the guest speakers (both in class 
and for supplementary lunchtime meetings). If we give the seminar 
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7. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included 
in a future seminar? 
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8. How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its 
overall value to you? 
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9. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague? 

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