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BACKGROUND:

During the summers of 1978 and 1979 Professors Kranzberg and Giebelhaus
directed a month-long seminar for journalists at Georgia Tech on the subject
of "Machine-Made America: Technology and Democratic Values." This program
was part of the NEH Professions Seminar program in which business executives,
journalists, labor leaders, lawyers, judges, physicians and health care
professionals, public administrators, and school administrators are given the
opportunity to get away from their daily grind to meet with other professionals
for a period of intense study and reflection on college campuses across the
United States. The Georgia Tech seminar proved to be a great success these
first years and the Endowment office asked us to conduct the seminar for a
third year, this time listing it as an "interprofessional' seminar rather than
targeting it just for journalists. Thus, the program was advertised as being
open to all of the above professional designations and fifty-three applications
were received for the fifteen openings from a diverse group representing many
occupational, geographical, age, and sex designations. The 1980 seminar was
held on the Georgia Tech campus from June 23 to July 18, 1980.

The central focus of the 1980 seminar, as in the past, was the relationship
between changing technology and American democratic traditions. Although the
major thrust of the seminar's work was in the history of technology, we also
tried to relate this historical investigation to issues of current relevance.
This was particularly true during the second two weeks of the seminar. The
directors are both historians in the School of Social Sciences at Georgia Tech
who possess specialties in the history of technology.

The first two weeks of the seminar, which focused on the history of tech-
nology, brought to the participants a facet of American history which was totally

new to most of them. But aside from our discussion of the development of new



machines and processes, the historical case studies we dealt with enabled us
to investigate the extent to which technological innovations have helped to
democratize America, effect fundamental changes in the American way of life,
and at times bring about negative social and human consequences. Readings and
discussion topics were designed to present both the positive and negative
aspects of technology in our past. This intense historical inquiry of the
first half of the seminar was deemed fundamental before embarking on the
second half of the seminar which focused on the twentieth century and specific
human problem areas that have appeared at the interface between technology and
society. One major contemporary issue that served as an organizing theme in
this latter part of the seminar was the issue of energy.

The fifteen professionals who attended the Georgia Tech program indicated
in both their written evaluations (attached) and oral comments throughout the
period, that the goals of the seminar were achieved. They learned a great deal
about subjects that had previously been mysterious to them, found the structure
and format of the meetings conducive to the free exchange of ideas, and dis-
covered that they had been forced to think about a number of issues in new and

provocative ways,

PROJECT ACTIVITIES:

The first segment of the grant period (January - February 1980) was devoted

to planning the seminar and working with the NEH in the advertising and promo-
tion of the 1980 program. Since this was the third time around for us, we were
in a position to re-evaluate the 1978 and 1979 seminars, retaining what had
seemed most successful and revising areas that were relatively weaker. We also
had to do some thinking and planning around the fact that we would be dealing

not only with journalists, but with a much more diverse group of working
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professionals. The directors also had to undertake work on local arrangements
for the June-July seminar. This included housing, food service, library,
recreational, and social arrangements aimed at making our participants' stay

in Atlanta a pleasant one. The months of March and April were largely consumed
with the selection of participants and final planning of the seminar syllabus.
Selection was completed during the first week in May and from that point to
June 23, the directors were busy with final planning and direct communication
with the participants.

There was a relatively large and very diverse pool of applicants this year
of fifty-three individuals. The largest number of applicants were school adminis-
trators (15) followed by public administrators (12), lawyers (6), journalists (5),
union leaders (5), medical doctors and health care professionals (4), engineers
(3), businessmen (2), and librarians (1). 1In an effort to select the fifteen
best individuals, but also to make the seminar as widely diverse in terms of
occupation, region, personal background, and interest, the directors spent a
great deal of time in not only reading the dossiers of individuals, but in '"nego-
tiating" with other seminar directors. Fach applicant was allowed by NEH regula-
tions to apply to three seminars. Sometimes, an individual who had listed us as
his or her second choice, was deemed to be of higher priority than someone who
had listed us first. Therefore, if one of these '"premium" people had nét been
accepted to the first choice, we were free to make the person an offer after
clearing with the other seminar director. This process helped us to come up
with an excellent group of people, but it was very time consuming.

Assisting professors Kranzberg and Giebelhaus on the Georgia Tech selection
committee were Ms. Michele Green, staff writer for the ATLANTA CONSTITUTION and

a 1978 "graduate" of our seminar; Mr. Mitchell Shields, staff writer for



ATLANTA WEEKEND Magazine and a 1979 "graduate'"; and Dr. Walter Bloom, an M.D.
and director of the affirmative action program at Georgia Tech. Among the
fifteen finalists selected were three school administrators, three engineers,
two lawyers, two public administrators, two businessmen, one union leader, one
journalist, and one librarian. Although we were very pleased with our final
list (attached), the committee was disappointed in that we were not able to
attract anyone from the medical field and that there were so few female appli-
cants. Each of our four applicants from medicine accepted positions at other
seminars, and we ended uﬁ with only two women in our final group of fifteen.
One minority applicant, Mr. Wallace Carson, was a member of the seminar.

Prior to the beginning of the seminar in June there was a great deal of
work involved Qith preparing materials for distribution to the participants,
telephoning each individual personally to inform him or her of selection and to
discuss any particular needs or problems, and finalizing the daily seminar
schedule. The directors personally met with the participants upon their arrival
at the Field dormitory on the Georgia Tech campus on Sunday June 22, 1980.
Thirteen of the fifteen seminarians roomed in the dormitory and two of them
stayed in furnished apartments near campus. These two individuals elected to
bring their families with them for the month in Atlanta, and, unfortunately, the
rather Spartan dorms here are not suitable for family living. The directors
located these apartments with the help of the Georgia Tech Housing Office and
the living arrangements worked out very well. 1In general, however, the directors
support the NEH goal of encouraging the participants to live together. We have
found from our three experiences with the Professions Seminar program that much
is to be gained from the contact among the students outside of the formal seminar

setting.



The seminar met for the first time on Monday, June 23, and subsequently,
each morning, Monday through Friday, from 9:00 a.m. until 12:00 noon. The
group took lunch together in a private dining room where morning discussions
were carried forward in an informal atmosphere. Some afternoons we assembled
together for field trips or special programs. Daily topics for discussion along
with pertinent reading assignments were listed on the syllabus supplied to each
participant (attached). Reading came from three assigned books which were
purchased from the Georgia Tech bookstore and selected handouts prepared by the
directors.

Each morning there was a presentation made by one of the directors which
was followed by a coffee break. Following the short break there was directed
discussion of the topic scheduled for that day focusing on the day's reading and
the morning presentation. On a few occasions Georgia Tech colleagues visited the
morning session either to make a short presentation based on their specialized
interest and research, or to take part in our discussions. In addition to these
somewhat more formal visits, we arranged to have other colleagues visit us at
lunchtime during the course of the month-long program. The decision to invite
these individuals was partially based on our evaluation of successful meetings
in past seminars, but in some cases it reflected specific requests made by seminar
members. On Monday July 14, the topic for discussion was the social implications
of changés in communication and we were able to have the group speak with Dr.
Jean-Hervé Lorenzi, a specialist in the human implications of computer science
from the University of Paris. 1In town to meet with Dr. Kranzberg on other matters,
we found that his presentation to the NEH seminar was of great interest and value.

Based on the very positive evaluations of the previous two seminars, we did

formally arrange some afternoon activities. Among these were field trips to a



General Motors assembly plant in town, the solar energy experimental facilities
at Georgia Tech, the Georgia Tech test nuclear reactor, and the student-operated
textile mill located on campus in the School of Textile Engineering. The GM trip,
held during the last week of the seminar was an excellent culminating activity as
it allowed the participants to observe many of the things we had discussed about
machinery and the workplace. In addition to a personally guided tour, we had the
opportunity to meet for an in-depth question and answer session with the local
plant management team. The tours of the solar energy facilities and the nuclear
reactor during the third week coincided with our focus on energy questions.v Here
the students could see the technological side of the two main areas of renewable
energy discussed widely today. As our colleagues in both places took advocacy
positions, very stimulating discussions followed both visits. The trip to the
textile facility, conducted early in the seminar, gave the students a unique oppor-
tunity to see an entire range of textile machinery in operation, thus giving a
spark of life to our class discussions of the importance of textiles to American
industrialiand technological development.

On those afternoons when nothing was scheduled, the seminarians were free
to work on their own in the library or in their rooms, to meet for informal small
group discussions with the directors, and to engage in "bull sessions' among
themselves. The feedback from the participants indicated that these latter
sessions were of great value. We were also receptive to suggestions from the
participants for speciai, unscheduled activities. TFor example, one of our par-
ticipants, an engineer with New Jersey Power and Light, procured a video tape of
the Illinois Power Company's reply to a CBS "60 Minutes" broadcast critical of
nuclear power. The group viewed the tape together at the campus Instructional
Resources Center one afternoon and stayed for a very interesting and rewarding

discussion following.



The directors felt that it was important for the seminar to be flexible
enough to allow for the special interests of the participants. Thus, we arranged
special afternoon sessions or invited luncheon guests on an ad hoc basis during
the month period. 1In addition to this, the syllabus was arranged so that the last
week of the seminar would be devoted to topics selected by the group. The first
two weekg, as mentioned above, were a structured examination of American techno-
logical history, and the third week topically focused on energy problems. We
presented the group with a list of ten topics that the-directors were prepared to
cover for the last week and had the group select the five that they were most
interested in. This gave us the desired flexibility without departing too far
from the proscribed course of study that we had developed.

The Georgia Tech 1980 Professions Seminar, '"Machine-Made America: Technology

and Democratic Ideals,"

was very tightly organized. There is no question that
when July 18 came around both directors as well as the fifteen participants were
close to exhaustion. Yet, the group jelled magnificently and there was much
enjoyment along the way. There was a relaxed atmosphere during the morning semi-
nar meetings which allowed for a great deal of open discussion and participation
from everyone. We were very pleased that everyone got along so well and that
people from so many diverse professional backgrounds gained respect for each
other. We did not always agree as a group, and sometimes discussion became quite
heated. We did, however, learn to listen to each other and consider the other
person's point of view.

There were several successful social activities which also contributed to
the degree of cohesiveness among the group. A picnic at the associate director's
home at the beginning of the first week helped to "break the ice' and help every-

one to become acquainted. Many friendships were made among the participants and



small groups made weekend trips together, dined in the evening, or attended
concerts and sporting events in the Atlanta area. We maintained a seminar
tradition by holding an evening softball game with the ATLANTA CONSTITUTION
squad and there was a very enjoyable farewell dinner held on the final evening
of the seminar on July 17.

On July 18 the seminar came to an end and our fifteen participants departed
the campus to return to their respective jobs. It is our hope that the dialogue
begun during the month at Georgia Tech has not come to an end, but is only
beginning. We have heard from several of the semiﬁarians with letters and
telephone calls to indicate this is so. Unlike the 1978 and 1979 seminars, how-
ever, when our graduate journalists would send us clippings of their work, we
have not had as systematic an evaluation of the lasting impressions of the

program.

RESULTS:

The short-term results of such a program are relatively easy to assess. A
diverse gfoup of people representing different professions, coming from different
backgrounds and perspectives, and representing all areas of the country, came
together for one month at Georgia Tech to learnm and to hopefully bring back
ideas and points of view which might give them a new outlook on their job. Based
on the written evaluations of the program and the comments made to the directors by
each and every participant, the goals of the seminar were reached. All felt that
the program had fulfilled or exceeded their expectations and that it was a month
well-spent. The directors can testify to the enthusiasm, commitment, and good
will exhibited by all fifteen of our professionals. Although we had conducted

similar programs in 1978 and 1979, there was a major difference this year. The
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journalists in our previous seminars were bright, interested, and anxious to

absorb as much knowledge about as many topics as possible. Sometimes this had a
partially negative aspect--the desire to obtain material for stories rather than
simply broadening horizons. The journalists also seemed to be rather more cynical
as a group than the general population at large. The 1980 interprofessional group,
on the other hand, struck us as being on the whole a more mature and reflective
group. We feel that much of this stemmed from the inherent advantage of the
interprofessional seminar. Participants were forced to consider many points of
view and were constantly being challenged by others. At one point this past summer
for example, our three engineers became the target of criticism because they seemed
to symbolize, by the nature of their profession, everything that was wrong with
rampant technology. Subsequent class discussion made it abundantly clear that

1) generalizations about any given profession are often misleading and 2) that
others with what they may have thought was a more "humanist'" bent were actually
more sympathetic to economic growth and development than were the engineers!

This diversity simply added another valuable dimension to the total experience
offered by all of the Professions Seminars.

As mentioned above, we do not have the follow-up assessment that we had with
the journalists--namely, reading stories that they have written or learning about
programs that they have produced since the seminar. We do have the occasional
letter or telephone call commenting that they do somehow feel "different" about
themselves and their work as a result of the seminar experience, but this is for
the most part very impressionistic data. Several participants have specifically
praised the value of an historical perspective that was gained from the seminar.
We feel that in very general terms this is one of the benefits that history, as

a humanistic study can offer. Others spoke to us about the opportunity that the
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seminar provided to challenge many of their preconceptions about technology.
One engineer, for example, felt that he had been forced to examine the social
implications of his work more, while a school administrator who was also active
in local politics confessed that she had come to the seminar with a biased view
against technology, a view that was partially altered by the experience of the
seminar. The somewhat tangible benefits such as new friendships, a month's intel-
lectual stimulation, and the acquisition of more knowledge about American tech-
nology can be measured to a degree. The more intangible results--how a given
person's life and attitudes toward his fellow man may have changed--are more
difficult to assess. We feel that the seminar provided an environment in which
these men and women, leaders in their respective communities, could grow as
individuals. There was clearly great opportunity for them to expand their hori-
zons. We can only hope that it has done so for a majority of our "students."

The directors also feel that the 1980 seminar had a very positive effect
on Georgia Tech and we were pleased to be given the opportunity to serve as a
host institution. Much of Dr. Kranzberg's work over the past twenty years has
been in communicating his interest in technology to a wider audience. He has also
been interested in communicating a humanistic perspective to his engineering col-
leagues. The activitie; of the seminar, the interaction of the group with our
engineering colleagues, and the very presence of the group on the campus were all
helpful in furthering attempts by the School of Social Sciences to foster study
of technology and society. The seminar was thus a two-way street. We hope that
our seminar participants truly left with something of value from their experience
here; we know that their pafticipation left our campus the better for it.

We might also add a few comments of a personal nature. Both the director

and associate director have tried to be communicators to the audience beyond



academia., The seminar presented us both with a unique opportunity for three
summers to interact with working professionals from many fields. Our journalists
in 1978 and 1979 were wonderful; our interprofessionals of 1980 were even better.
The National Endowment for the Humanities has encouraged us in our work through
the sponsorship of this and similar programs and we sincerely hope that they may
continue. We have made forty-five new friends as well. We frequently hear from
the 1978 and 1979 participants and we fully expect to maintain contact with this
latest group for years to come. It was a very rewarding month for us and we
anticipate our connections with our seminarians to remain a valuable part of our

lives.

EVALUATION AND RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGE:

We feel that the 1980 Georgia Tech seminar was a very great success. Having
conducted similar programs in 1978 and 1979 we weré in a position to "fine tune"
the program, eliminating things that had not succeeded and adding others that
arose from our perceptions of student needs. The very favorable experience of
having an interprofessional. group rather than journalists alone was a very positive
characteristic of this particular program. We had. changed many of our readings
from previous years and, based on the interest from the other seminars, devoted
one entire week to energy technology and its effect of society. We feel that this
judgment was a correct one and would do so again if a similar program were offered.
The field triﬁs and visits made by outside experts were all received very well and
added much to the overall program.

Efforts were made also to incorporate the experience from past seminars into
the daily organization of the 1980 program. We were aware, for example, of some
past criticism that discussions sometimes became too open-ended and there was a

continuous need for direction. The format of planned presentations and discussions
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on a detailed syllabus was retained as it enabled us to accomplish a great deal
within the relatively short time period. The decision to lunch together was a
good one and we found this daily occurrence to be a very helpful device to develop
the cohesiveness of the group. 1In short, after having conducted the seminar for

a third time, we feel that there is very little that has to be changed if we again
offer a program. Our effort to combine a rigorous and planned educational program
along with an environment conducive to open and free discussion was largely a
success.

One point of contention remained consistent with both the 1978 and 1979 semi-
nars—-—the dormitory living arrangements. There are always problems when adult
professionals are forced to live in austere college dorms, but Georgia Tech's
older facilities do present some special problems. The success of a seminar
program like this depends to a large degree on how well the chemistry of the
group works, and unhappiness over something as mundane, yet as important as housing,
can work against the harmony of the group. The Georgia Tech administration is
aware of our housing problems and is currently undertaking a major program of dormi-
tory renovation.

Other campus facilities were much more appreciated. The Student Athletic
Complex containing a wide variety of athletic and recreational activities was
made available to our people, and the library, food service, and continuing edu-
cation departments were most helpful. When we called upon colleagues at other
units of the campus to help us in some way or another they were very eager to
cooperate. Among those whom were especially helpful were the Georgia Tech
Engineering Experiment Station, the Schools of Nuclear and Textile Engineering,
the staff of the nuclear reactor facility, the Student Center, and the Instruc-

tional Resources Center.
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All in all, we think that each successive Georgia Tech summer seminar has
improved upon its predecessors. There is very little that we would change if -
offered the opportunity to hold another Professions program at some future

date.

STATUS:

The departure of the fifteen participants in the 1980 Georgia Tech Pro-
fessions seminar for all practical purposes brought the program to a conclusion.
We hope that our 1980 "graduates" will have taken with them a desire to continue
their interest in technology and that the seminar has opened doors for them that
will continue to interest them the resf of their lives. Similarly, there are
no specific publication or research plans that the directors see coming from the
1980 seminar experience. Both will, however, continue their efforts in teaching,
research, editing, and communicating about technology and American society. In
this sense, the 1980 summer seminar is part of the career activity of both the
director and associate director.

Although the directors were interested in conducting the seminar for a
fourth year, we were informed by the Professions Seminar office at the NEH that
it was unlikely that one instutition would be funded fér more than a third year.
At the suggesion of the NEH office we submitted a new préposal for an interpro-
fessional seminar under the title "Energy, Technology, and Values' on the under-
standing that such a new effort would have a better chance for funding. Unfor-
tunately, our proposal was not selected for the 1981 Professions Seminar program.
If the occaéion does arise that we conduct a seminar at some future date, we feel
that our experiences in the past will aid us in putting together a worthwhile

program. In the meantime, we plan to keep in touch with the participants in our



NEH seminars as part of our continuing commitment to the Natiomnal Endowment for
the Humanities. Experience from the 1978 and 1979 seminars indicates that we
will be called upon for a number of requests for information or to just talk

over things with individuals. We look forward to this task with enthusiasm.

ANTICIPATED DISSEMINATION OF RESULTS:

Since Grant # FP-10018-80-0354 funded a one-month Professions seminar and
was not a research grant, the directors have no plans to publish any results

from it.

ATTACHMENTS :
A. List of 1980 Seminar Participants
B. 1980 Syllabus

C. Participants' Written Evaluations
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SYLLABUS

NEH Summer Seminar for Professionals
"Technology and the Democratization of American Society”
Georgia Institute of Technology
June 23-July 18, 1980
Student Center Room 319

Dr. Melvin Kranzberg Dr. August Giebelhaus

Director Associate Director

216 D. M. Smith Bldg. 202 D. M. Smith Bldg.

Telephone: 894-3198 (office) Telephone: 894-3195 (office)
256-1943 (home) 378-2746 (home)

During the first two weeks of the seminar we will examine the role that
technology has played throught American history. Although part of this inquiry
will involve a look into the development of new machines and processes, our dis-
cussions 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 syllabus, including
reading assignements, for that final week.

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 reading for that day. Informal discussion will be
continued during lunch hour in Room 359.

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

John G. Burke and Marshall €. Eakin (ed.), Technology and Chance.

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

Nathan Rosenberg, Technology and American Economic Growth




DAILY SCHEDULE

Monday, June 23

Topic: "Technology and the Democratization of American Society"

Reading: Ferguson, '"Technology as Knowledge;'" Ferkiss, "Technology
and Industrial Man;'" Elgin and Mitchell, '"Voluntary

Simplicity (3)" (photocopies}).

Tuesday, June 24

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 Technolegy:' Heilbroner, ''Do
Machines Make History;'" Mumford, "Authoritarian and
Democratic Techniques;" Rae, '"The Know-How Tradition in
American History" (Kranzberg and Davenport); Ashton, ''The
Industrial Revolution" (Burke and Eakin)

Wednesday, June 25

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

Reading: Rosenberg, Ch. III, "The 19th Century: America as Borrower;
Burke, "Bursting Boilers and the Federal Power" (Kranzberg
and Davenport); Meier, "Technology and Democracy, 1800-1860;"
Fairburn, "The Invention of the Riveting Machine;'" Schmookler,
"Economic Sources of Inventive Activity:;" Ferguson, ''Nonverbal
Thought in Technology" (Burke and Eakin); Woodbury, "The
Legend of Eli Whitney and Interchangeable Parts" (Kranzberg
and Davenport).

Thursday, June 26

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

Reading: Rosenberg, Ch. IV, "The 19th Century: America as Initiator;"
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;"
Wik, "Henry Ford's Science and Technology, for Rural America'
(Kranzberg and Davenport).

Friday, June 27
Topic: "The Development of Industrial Leadership, 1900-1940"

Reading: Rosenberg, Ch. V, "The Twentieth Century;' Giedion, "Engineering
the Household;" Cowan, "The 'Industrial Revolution' in the Home;"



Veblen, "The Role of the Engineers;" Guest, '"Scientific
Management and the Assembly Line'" (Burke and Eakin).

Monday, June 30

Topic: "Innovative Technology in Contemporary America"

Reading: Rosenberg, Ch. VI, "Technology and Social Options;" Price,
"Little Science, Big Science;'" Drucker, "Applied Scienée
and Technology;" Weiner, 'How the Transistor Emerged;"
Ravetz, "Social Problems of Industrialized Science;' Nader,
"Unsafe at any Speed;' Marlowe, "Public Interest--First
Priority in Engineering Design;" Wik, "The Government and
Agricultural Technology;" Pursell, "The Government and
Industrial Technology" (Burke and Eakin).

Tuesday, July 1

Topic: "Slavery, Technology, and the Civil War"
Guest Speaker: Dr. Robert C. McMath, Jr.

Reading: "A Humanistic Perspective' (photocopy); Daniels, "Technological
Change and Social Change" (Burke and Eakin)

Afternoon Program: Visit to Textile Engineering "Tex-Tech" project.

Wednesday, July 2

Topic: "Changes in Communications Technology"
Guest Speaker: Dr. James E. Brittain
Reading: To be announced

Thursday, July 3

Topic: "The Emergence of Large-Scale Business Institutions"

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

Friday, July &

HOLIDAY —-- NO CLASS



Monday, July 7

Topic: "Energy Crises: Past and Present"

Reading: Nef, "An Early Energy Crisis and Its Consequences' (photocopy).

Tuesday, July 8

Topic: "Nuclear Energy: Promises and Problems"

Einstein, "Letter to President Roosevelt;" Atomic Energy
Commission, "Report on the 'Super’;" Sakharov, "Nuclear
Weapons Development" (Burke and Eakin); Lanquette, '"Nuclear
Power--An Uncertain Future Grows Dimmer Still"™ (photocopy).

Reading:

Guest Speaker: Dr. Alfred Schneider

Afternoon Program: Visit to Georgia Tech Nuclear Reactor

Wednesday, July 9

Topic: "Solar Energy: Past, Present and Future'

Reading: Lovins, "Energy Strategy: The Road Not Taken?" (photocopy)

Guest Speaker: Dr. Tom Brown
Thursday, July 10

Topic: "Alternative Technology"
Guest Speaker: Dr. Stanley Carpenter

Reading: Glacken, 'Nature and Culture in Western Thought;'" Rosenberg,
"Technology and Resource Endowment,” Hibbard, '"Mineral Resources:
Challenge on Threat?;'" Gimpel, "Environmental Pollution in the
Middle Ages;'" Dubos, '"'The New Environmental Attitude;" Hostettler,

"Amish Society" (Burke and Eakin).

Friday, July 11

Topic: "Synthetic and Alcohol Fuels"

Reading: Krammer, "Fueling the Third Reich" (photocopy); Giebelhaus,
"Farming for Fuel" (photocopy).



Monday, July 14 - Friday, July 18

We will select topics by class vote from the following list:

. Social Implications of Changes in Communication
. Technological Interaction with Education and the Arts
. The Interaction of Science and Technology

. Human Values and Modern Technology

1
2
3
4
5. Technology and the Environment
6. Innovation and Productivity

7. Technology and the Limits to Growth

8. The Role of Technology Assessment

9. American Technology and the Third World

10. Technology Policy

Monday, July 14

Topic: Social Implications of Changes in Communication'

Reading: Mumford, '"The All-Seeing Eye;" Simon, "What Computers Mean for
Men and Society;" Ramo, "The Systems Approach;' Roszak, '"The
Citadel of Expertise; Ferkiss, "Bureaucracy;'" White, "Dynamo and
Virgin Reconsidered" (Burke and Eakin)

s
Guest Speaker: Dr. Jean-Herve Lorenzi, University of Paris

Tuesday, July 15

Topic: "Technology and the Environment"

Reading: Ayres, "The Industrial Way of Life;" Lilienthal, "Democracy at the
Grass Roots;'" Morgan, "The Garrison Dam Disaster'" (Burke and Eakin)

Guest Speaker: Dr. Fred Rossini

Wednesday, July 16

Topic: "American Technology and the Third World"

Reading: Davis, "The Migration of Human Populations;" Jensen, '"The Food-
People Problem;" Zaheer, "India's Need for Advanced Science, and
Technology;' Clark, "Intermediate Technology' (Burke and Eakin);
Ritchie-Calder, "Technology in Focus —— The Emerging Nations" (Kranzberg
and Davenport)

Guest Speakers: Mr. J.E. Jacobson, Dr. Jay Weinstein

Afternoon Program: Visit to General Motors Assembly Plant, Doraville, GA

Evening Program: Softball game versus Atlanta Constitution/Weekend Magazine




Thursday, July 17

Topic: "Human Values and Modern Technology"

Reading: Commoner, "Are we Really in Control?;" Mumford, "The Technique of
Total Control;" Ellul, "The Technological Order;" Florman,
In Praise of Technology" (Burke and Eakin); Mumford, "Authoritarian
and Democratic Technics;' Huxley, "Achieving Perspectives on the
Technological Order;" Buchanan, "Technology as a System of
Exploitation" (Kranzberg and Davenport)

Guest Speaker: Dr. Daryl Chubin ("Values in Scientific Controversies")

Friday, July 18

Topic: "Technology is the Answer, but That's Not the Question"

Reading: Wallace, "Freedom and Direction;" Keniston, "Technology and
Human Nature;' Drucker, "The Futility and Dangers of Technology
Assessment;' Winner, "Technology as Legislation;" Nelkin, "The
Technological Imperative versus Public Interests;" Brooks, ''Technology
Assessment in Retrospect" (Burke and Eakin)



SEMINAR EVALUATION

TECHNOLOGY AND THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF AMERICAN SOCIETY

1. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the descriptive
material that ycu received at the time of application accurately reflect what
actually happened? .

The seminar met my expectations and the descrlptlve material
received reflected what actually happened.

2. Do you feel that the NEH Professicns Seminar Program is worthwhile? Should this
and similar programs be continued?
Yes - It should be continued. It gave me a greater awareness of the
diverse opinions regarding the solution to the problems facing society
today.

3. Comment on the style and content of the directers' presentations, How clear and
well-presented were they?

The style and content was effectlve in achieving the goal of the seminar.

The topics were well presented and enabled the participants to express
their views.

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

I felt their helpfulness and attitude toward the seminar participants
was excellent,

5. Comment on the quality, quantity, level of difficulty, and usefulness of the
reading materials assigned,

Although the quantity of the reading material was substantial - on the
most part it was of good quality and timely. Some minor changes in
assignment could be made. Specifically, the assignments for the last
week; i.e., the readings on technological assessment and technological
monitoring should have been assigned earlier.



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

7. Comment on the value of the guest speakers in the program. Were there too many?
Too few? Were there any who particularly stand out in your mind?

Most of the guest speakers were excellent, and I valued the oppor-
tunity to hear the different views and philosophies. The discussions
at lunch were excellent, but I found that there were too many side
conversations .going on. Perhaps in the future, after lunch is com-
pleted, some time could be devoted to a more formalized presentation
in the form of questions § answers.

8. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included in a future
seminar? Which if any should be dropped?

I enjoyed the field trips and found them very informative. The only
problem I found was hearing the guides explain what was going on.

9, How much did you get from the seminar? How would yoﬁ rate its overall value to you?
The seminar provided me with an awareness of the impact technology has
had on our lives. The fact that there could be many solutions to solve

the problems facing society today. How to deal with the different
opinions.

10. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague?
Yes.

11. Additicnal Comments (use back if necessary)



SEMINAR EVALUATION

TECHNOLOGY AND THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF AMERICAN SOCIETY

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

The seminar surrpassed any expectations I had prior to attending. The syllabus

prepared me for the subject matter we covered. The directors delivered

what the syllabus indicated they would.

2. Do you feel that the NEH Professions Seminar Program is worthwhile? Should this
and similar programs be continued?
Yes, on both counts. I was introduced to many new subjects, concepts and
attitudes during this meeting. Tamiliarity abounded as well throughout
the subject matter presented providing a feeling of confidence toward
both the directors and their Tield of studye.

3. Comment on the style and content of the directors' presentations, How clear and
wvell-presented were they?
Both directors' presentations can only be described as lucid. Both are

high pover lecturers who not only state their positions clearly but re-
main unbiased when the views of others are considered.

4. 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? . .
The directors handled even the hard cases with poise. They seemed always

ready and willing to present the material in spite of the MHonday morning
blues, etec. I looked forward to all the vpresentations knowing that each
director offered something new and valuable each day.

5. Comment on the quality, quantity, level of difficulty, and usefulness of the
reading materials assigned.
I found the Rosenbers book difficult to pick up. I had no ' ~oblems
with the rcading in the other two books. I especially enjor . the strictly
historical readings and less enjoyed the philosophically lexsaiing material.
Readings tied closely with the presentations and covered all facets of
the subjects studied.



6. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials if the seminar

is offered again?
I would leave the reading as is in spite of my feeling of difficulty
with Rosenberg. Those lacking my economics mental block would probably
handle this material with little difficulty. It made me, and I think would
make others, read "harder" and find the other material all the easier
and clearer for it.

7. Comment on the value of the guest speakers in the program. Were there too many?

Too few? Were there any who particularly stand out in your mind? :
I can only say that all the guest speakers were outstanding and well
chosen. Dr. Schneider was ny absclute favorite probably because of his
confidence in nuclear energy and his explanation of the process and its
benefits.

8. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included in a future

seminar? Which if any should be dropped?
OUTSTANDIRG!!! Don't change this a bit.

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

After the rigors of mathematics and the logics of computers, history is
my favorite subject. Much of the historical data given in the seninar
was new with respect to the point of view we were given of it. I view the
study of history as an aid in preparing for the future by answering
present guestions and solving current problems based on what has hapvened
in the past. This is how I intend to use much of the information I re-
ceived in the seminar, '

10. Wuld vou_ recommend this seminar to a colleague?
C ABSCLUTLUIZNT! U

11. Additional Comments (use back if necessary)



SEMINAR EVATLUATION

TECHNOLOGY AND THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF AMERICAN SOCIETY

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

The seminar content met my expectations almost exactly although I should say that
my expectations were not fully developed until sometime during the first week of
the seminar. I think that the implications of technology on society are only now
beginning to register in the mind of the man on the street. '

2, Do vou feel that the NEH Professions Seminar Program is worthwhile? Should this

and similar programs be continued?
This seminar program was very much worthwhile and should be continued or even
expanded. People must become aware of the kinds of problems we studied.

3. Comment on the style and content of the directors' presentations. How clear and
well-presented were they?

Although the directors have dissimilar styles of teaching, they are both excellent
presentors.

4. Comment on thz 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?

I don't know how the helpfulness and general attitude of the seminar directors could
have been better. Preparation for this seminar was done in depth and in every other
aspect of the program great attention was given to .detail.

5. Comment on the quality, quantity, level of difficulty, and usefulness of the
reading materials assigned.

Since the reading materials were authored by a number of different people, there
was a considerable variation in their styles of writing. Some were better than

-. others. Overall, I was very pleased with having the reading material presented in

this type of short essay because it enabled me to get a capsule view of the authors
thinking very quickly. The large number of authors provided a wide latitude of
thought.,



6. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials if the seminar

is offered again?
I really don't know how you could improve the reading materials unless those of a
supplementary nature might be displayed in the seminar classroom.

7. Comment on the value of the guest speakers in the program. Were there too many?

Too few? Were there any who particularly stand out in your mind?

The guest speakers were all good and were interspersed often enough to keep new ideas

flowing. I particularly enjoyed the talk regarding nuclear reactors.

8. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included in a future

seminar? Which if any should be dropped?
The field trips were appropriate and also well done. I would not delete any of them
but would add if possible to the number so that as many as two per week might be

experienced.

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

The overall value of the seminar for me is a rearrangement of . .information that I
already had plus enough new to start my thinking processes all over again. I think
I am much more sensitive to the impact of technology on society than before.

10. Wuld you recommend this seminar to a colleague?
Positively.

11. Additional Comments {(use back if necessary)



SEMINAR EVALUATION

TECHNOLOGY AND THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF AMERICAN SOCIETY

1./iTo what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? ZDid the descriptive
material that you received at the time of application accurately reflect what
actually happened?
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6. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials if the seminar
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SEMINAR EVALUATION

TECHNOLOGY AND THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF AMERICAN SOCIETY

1. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the descriptive
material that you received at the time of application accurately reflect what
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6. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials if the seminar
is offered again?
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TECHNOLOGY AND THE. DEMOCRATIZATION OF AMERICAN SOGIETY
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SEMINAR EVALUATION

TECHNOLOGY AND THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF AMERICAN SOCIETY

1. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the descriptive .
material that you received at the time of application accurately reflect what
actually happened?
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2. Do you feel that the NEH Professions Seminar Program is worthwhile? Should this
and similar programs be continued?
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participants. How did the directors contribute to or detract from your interest

and enthusiasm for the program?
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5. Comment on the quality, quantity, level of difficulty, and usefulness of the
reading materials assigned.
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6. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials if the seminar
is offered again?
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7. Comment on the value of the guest speakers in the program. Were there too many?
Too few? Were there any who particularly stand out in your mind?
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8. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included in a future
sem1nar7 Whlch if any should be dropped7
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9. How much ? id you get from the semlnar? How would you rate its overall value to you?

2 e AU o . 4 r J v PR
Sl ALl </ / Aoy P ST SR T A A D DN Y AN DT A
s st 7 e . . e o ‘. +
PR - . - N s . r - ¥ Iy ’.'( PR !"' i ; ¢ .
A LI T e A ."i,'[,-'/':'(:f L 3LAL ALyl '_'/;i-_"i [ R NP A A (sz' . ,4 b /f.,,// B3 e
- .0 B . . ¢ s r ’ -
v - ’ / ra . N /f ’ —— N s #
(' u',/:/_l - »’\//" s I,/,' f:—"_/’ /,, ///4/' J’AT/”!/ PR -—( \J’.é e ;.-‘, - ! /41*/1 - _I 'l.
- . , /',' A {
. ’ . o 3 T i s i s [y .
&'L L_(\/' /-’?‘.‘,!, s ’/ _//," . ;::-{’ B A i ‘\‘:’ f, v W A .7' i (’( . .
10. Wuld you recommend this seminar to a cclleague?
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SEMINAR EVALUATION o . . e

TECHNOLOGY AND THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF AMERICAN SOCIETY

1. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the descriptive
material that you recelved at the time of application accurately reflect what
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2. Do you feel that the NEH Profe551ons Seminar Program is worthwhile? Should this
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3. Comment on the style and content of the directors' presentations, How clear and
well-presented were they?
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4. 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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5. Comment on the quality, quantity, level of difficulty, and usefulness of the
reading materials assigned.

/vLuac,/ /(’/--'/M%a, /,t (.t <¢4:7.(j ?/ug i A g LD CU«tﬁ t_) (\Q

]
-
.

/P ;2 o
t'?-:/u',/fi;j« l»; /f “/“) J/»u’ L f“'-‘l 7’(-“



6. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials if the seminar
is offered again? !

j‘,’v7 ; \/i AT {/L_ ) A Ol LY/ ,/J/L/‘_k b AL 77
Q_/‘Lu/i‘\w.,t[ L‘-%\k b }gf/zc ol —K{T— L—’»( (.L%(L_(. cf , o

|
&[/u@ e (,’ {p&‘f,_‘{z;(_u owvicl, aos [(:»ﬂA“CL{ /u .&/iug/ic’f_ﬂc_q‘ é)

Q’La/}LA.C,M,ch,ua. G ¢ e ﬁ//c T _,(,f,w, Jc-w ) ,

51(( [:4\ R

7. Comment on the value of the guest speakers in the program. Were there too many?
Too few? Were there any who particularly stand out in your mind?
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8. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included in a future
seminar? Which if any should be dropped?
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9. How much did you get” from the seminar? How would you rate its overall value to you?
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10. Would you recommend this seminar to a colleague?
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SEMINAR EVALUATION

TECHNOLOGY AND THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF AMERICAN SOCIETY

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

actually happened? ] ’
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2. Do you feel that the NEH Professions Seminar Program is worthwhile? Should this
and similar programs be continued?
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3. Comment on the style and content of the directors' presentations. How clear and
well-presgnted were they?
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4. 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? (:;1
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5. Comment on the quality, quantity, level of difficulty, and usefulness of the
reading materials assigned.
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6. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials if the seminar
is offered again?
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7. Comment on the value of the guest speakers in the program. Were there too many?
Too few? Were there any who particularly stand out in your mind?
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8. Comment on the value of the fiecld trips. Which should be included in a future
seminar? Which if any should be dropped?
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9. How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its overall value to you?
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11. Additional Comments (use back if necessary)

%\WQ 15 &fﬁua Lhere Dﬂw\ﬁa(fu o @ n?‘_;
 eddieresi g ook ol Per LT veri Gyins W%«(
T VekStad ot B are vespending L

fo,ccmlmwkfﬁ.z, 6«;/[ 3{05% A\a(oqu W»OJL(

be ugd a)f'fm_cg Yo incurve “de s'mt(wt\[ﬁ (f’

“ A - s Q‘-/
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6. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials if the seminar

is offered again? )
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7. Comment on the value of the guest speakers in the program. Were there too many?
Too few? Were there any who particularly stand out in your mind?
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8. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included in a future
sem1nar7 Which if any should be dropped?
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9. How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its overall value to ycu?
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SEMINAR EVALUATION

TECHNOLOGY AND THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF AMERICAN SOCIETY

1. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the descriptive
material that you received at the time of appllcatlon accurately reflect what
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2. Do you feel that the NEH Professions Seminar Program is worthwhile? Should this

and similar programs be continued? ; -~

3. Comment on the style and content of the directors' presentations. How clear and
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well-presented were they? f i

4, 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? i .
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5. Comment on the quality, quantity, level of difficulty, and usefulness of the
reading materials assigned.
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6. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials if the seminar
is offered again?

7. Comment on the value of the guest speakers in the program. Were there too many?
Too few? Were there any who particularly stand out in your mind? :
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8. Comment on the value of the fleld trips. Which should be 1ncluded in a future
seminar? Which if any should be dropped? -
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9. How much did you get from the seminar? How would yoﬁ rate its overall value to you?
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11 Additional Comments (use back if necessary)
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SEMINAR EVALUATION

TECHNOLOGY AND THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF AMERICAN SOCIETY

1. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the descriptive
material that you received at the time of application accurately reflect what
actually happened7

. ) ﬂ
A -
/«\ RS AU A I & lut -« (‘/‘( / ’“"@ //‘ L&_‘—tLL tu/‘-« / AN ~

[\'e
Vi~ R \,M\-Q . R "‘l) {\J L AN ( LWL R T e Jaag ht \-tL_L
;(‘ L-««\‘l»i -{,L'Mw\ Al v"gm'/tcu]lw« £

(LAt “f"“"

2. Do you feel that the NEH Professious Seminar Program is worthwhile? Should this
and similar programs be continued? :
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3. Comment on the style and content of the directors' presentations, How clear and
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4. Comment on the directors' helpfulness and general attitude toward the seminar
participants. How did the directors cont“1bute to or detract from your interest
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5. Comment on the quality, quantity, level of difficulty, and usefulness of the
reading materials 3551gned
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6. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials if the seminar

is offered again? . T . . . .
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7. Comment on the value of the guest speakers in the program. Were there too many?
Too few? Were there any who particularly stand out in your mind?
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8. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included in a future
seminar? Which if any should be dropped? < A Y
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9. How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its overall value to you?
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10. Wuld you recommend this seminar to a colleague?
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SEMINAR EVALUATION

TECHNOLOGY AND THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF AMERICAN SOCIETY

1. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectations? Did the descriptive
material that you received at the time of application accurately reflect what
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3. Comment on the style and content of the directors' presentations. How clear and
well-presented were they
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4. Comment on the directors’ helpfulness and generzl attitude toward the seminar
participants. How did the directors contribute to or detract from your interest
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6. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials if the seminar
is offered acaln // ' ~
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SEMINAR EVALUATION

TECHNOLOGY AND THE DEMOCRATIZATION OF AMERICAN SOCIETY

1. To what extent did the seminar meet your expectatioms? Did the descriptive
material that you received at the time of application accurately reflect what
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2. Do you feel that the NEH Professions Seminar Program is worthwhile? Should this
and similar programs be continued?

/
% { e g Cc//s/p e lf w{ﬂj‘:“aﬁ{_ll -RAA/(/ /04/\-&‘4 [HL’{/ & ’(u(' ‘_’LLM
/{“"" M ‘k ¢ /T"U C e w//(/:::'»* 2 (/4//12/\,/»"/ b /(/ku‘ D

3. Comment on the style and content of the directors' presentations, How clear and
well-presented were they? ,
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4. Comment on the directors' helpfulness and general attitude toward the seminar
participants. How did the directors contllbute to or detract from your interest
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5. Comment on the quality, quantity, level of_diffiéulty, and usefulness of the
reading materials assigned.
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6. What changes should be made to improve the reading materials if the seminar
is offered again?
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7. Comment on the value of the guest speakers in the program. Were there too many?
Too few? Were there any who particularly stand out in your mind?
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8. Comment on the value of the field trips. Which should be included in a future
seminar? Which if any should be dropped?
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9. How much did you get from the seminar? How would you rate its overall value to you?
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10. Wuld you recommend this seminar to a colleague?
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11. Additional Comments (use back if necessary)
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