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PREFACE

This document has been prepared to give Members and their staffs a brief and

comprehensive view of recent key documents describing the Office of Telchnology

Assessment. Wherever possible the exact terminology of the primary reports is

used to minimize the need for reference to the many original sources.

The first two facing pages (p. ii & iii) of this study are a condensed chart

of the provisions of the Act, showing the "OTA at a glance". This listing is

followed by a summary (I) of the concepts, background and rationale underlying the

creation of the Office.

The two main chapters (II and III) of the report review the provisions of the

Act and its legislative history.

Appendices include a reprint of the Act (A), the list and biographies of the

members of the Technology Assessment Board (B), a reprint of "Operational Concepts

for Implementing Technology Assessment" from the Senate committee print (C) and a

selected annotated bibliography (D) of several key documents Members and their

staffs may wish to acquire for further information.

Note: This multilith has been updated on February 6, 1973, to present the

new membership of the Technology Assessment Board (see Appendix B). Those sections

which have been altered from the original edition (December 19) to indicate

more recent actions have been marked with an asterisk (*).
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OTA AT A GLANCE - FUNCTIONS AND STRUCTURE

Rationale -- the Congress needs to:
"(1) equip itself with new and effective means for securing competent,

unbiased information concerning the physical, biological, economic, social,
and political effects of such(technological) applications, and

(2) utilize this information, whenever appropriate, as one factor in the
legislative assessment of matters pending before the Congress, particularly
in those instances where the Federal Government may be called upon to con-
sider support for, or management or regulation of, technological applications."

Functions -- the OTA shall:
"provide early indications of the probable beneficial and adverse impacts

of the applications of technology and to develop other coordinate information
which may assist the Congress, and;

(1) identify existing or probable impacts of technology or technological
programs;

(2) where possible, ascertain cause-and-effect relationships;
(3) identify alternative technological methods of implementing specific

programs;
(4) identify alternative programs for achieving requisite goals;
(5) make estimates and comparisons of the impacts of alternative methods

and programs;
(6) present findings of completed analyses to the appropriate legisla-

tive authorities;
(7) identify areas where additional research or data collection is re

quired to provide adequate support for the assessments and estimates de-
scribed in paragraphs (1) through (5) of this subsection; and

(8) undertake such additional associated activities as the appropriate
authorities specified under subsection (d) may direct."

Assessment activities undertaken by the Office may be initiated upon the re-
quest of:

(1) the chairman of any standing, special, or select committee of either
House of the Congress, or of any joint committee of the Congress, acting for
himself or at the request of the ranking minority member or a majority of
the committee members;

(2) the Board; or
(3) the Director, in consultation with the Board.

Technology Assessment Board (13 members)
6 Senators 3 majority from each house.
6 Representatives 3 minority from each house.
Director of OTA (non-voting)

Board selects Chairman (From House during even numbered Congresses)
and Vice Chairman (From the other house)

Director and Staff

Director -appointed by TAB (Level III) for term of six years
Deputy Director appointed by Director with TAB approval (Level IV)
Staff selected by Director per TAB policies.
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Technology Assessment Advisory Council (12 members, staggered 4 year terms)

Functions: The Council, upon request by the Board, shall--

(1) review and make recommendations to the Board on activities under-

taken by the Office or on the initiation thereof in accordance with section

3(d);
(2) review and make recommendations to the Board on the findings of any

assessment made by or for the Office; and
(3) undertake such additional related tasks as the Board may direct.

Members
10 public members appointed by TAB

("who shall be persons eminent in one or more fields of the physical,
biological, or social sciences or engineering or experienced in the
administration of technological activities, or who may be judged quali-

fied on the basis of contributions made to educational or public activi-
ties")

the Comptroller General
the Director of the Congressional Research Service of the Library of Congress.

Chairman and Vice Chairman elected by TAAC.

Relationships

OTAtndrawcn Congressional Research Service and General Accounting Office for
all the same services each renders the Congress.

GAO to furnish financial and administrative services.

OTA and NSF to maintain "a continuing liaison" on TA research grants and con-

tracts.

Annual Report by March 15.

Authorization
$5 million total through June 30, 1974 "atd thereafter such sums as may be

necessary."

Organizational Relationships

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES SENATE

Standing, Special, Select and Joint Committees

OFFICE TECHNOLOGY

OF TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT BOARD ASSESSMENT
TECHNOLOGYADVISORY
ASSESSMENT Director and Staff COUNCIL

Congressional National General

Research Science Accounting

Service FoundationsOffice

... Contractors and Consultants
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I. INTRODUCT ION

Technology Assessment is the thorough and balanced analysis of all signi-

ficant primary, secondary, indirect and delayed consequences or impacts, 
present

and foreseen,of a technological innovation 
on society, the environment or the

economy.

Technology Assessment (TA) is not a search for only the adverse effect 
of a

technology; it is not a determination that a technology 
should or should not be

employed; it is not a mechanism to halt or slow the development 
of technology.

The term "technology" may communicate too limited a notion to many persons

who hear the words Technology Assessment. It is important to note that "techno-

logy" includes the so-called "soft" or social technological 
inventionsialong with

the more commonly thought of physical objects and 
materials. As used in TA:

Technology is the systematic, purposeful application of knowledge, 
skill,.

and expertise toward a function or service useful to man. Extended definitions

of Technology and Technology Assessment are given 
in appendix .A of the Senate

Committee print on the Office of Technology Assessment. 
1_

Many different and sometimes contradictory 
terms have been used to describe

the principal components of the pmqsetive Office of Technology Assessment for the

Congress. To maintain consistency, this report uses the terms as listed below:

Office of Technology Assessment (OTA). -- The Office includes both

the policy making and operational components: 
the Technology Assessmen't Board

(TAB), the Director and staff, and a Technology 
Assessment Advisory Council.

Technology Assessment Board (TAB). -- The Board is the governing body

which formulates the policies of the Office. Its thirteen members

1 / U.S. Congress. Senate. Technology Assessment for the Congress. Committee

on Rules and Administration. Subcommittee on Computer Services. 92nd Con-

gress. 2nd session. (Washington: U.S.G.P.O.) November 1, 1972. 105 pages.



CRS - 2

include 6 Members from each House with 3 from the majority and 3 from the

minority party in each case. The Director is a non-voting member of the Board.

Director and staff. -- The Director and staff form the operational unit

of the OTA, and report to the TAB. The usual powers and authorities of a

functioning agency of Government are provided for the Office of Technology

Assessment, including those of promulgating iules and regulations, making

contracts, hiring personnel, fixing compensation, 
et cetera. The Office

would also be authorized to sit and act wherever and whenever necessary.

The Office would itself be prohibited from operating laboratories, pilot

plants, or test facilities in pursuit of its mission.

Technology Assessment Advisory Council. -- An advisory council to the

TAB. Ten of its 12 members are private citizens appointed for 
fixed terms

by the Board; the remaining two are the Director of the Congressional

Research Service and the Comptroller General.

The Present Situation in the Congress

The following motivations for creating a congressional technology assessment

organization are set forth in the Act:

The Congress hereby finds and declares that:

As technology continues to change and expand rapidly, its applications are --

Large and growing in scale; and

Increasingly extensive, pervasive, and critical in their impact, bene-

ficial and adverse, on the natural and social environment.

Therefore, it is essential that, to the fullest extent possible, the con-

sequences of technological applications 
be anticipated, understood, and considered

in determination of public policy on existing 
and emerging national problems.

The Congress further finds that:
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The Federal agencies presently responsible directly to the Congress

are not designed to provide the legislative branch with adequate and timely

information, independently developed, relating to the potential impact of

technological applications, and

The present mechanisms of the Congress do not and are not designed to

provide the legislative branch with such information.

These statements are based upon a number of assumptions and findings of

fact upon which there is a growing consensus as revealed by hearings, numerous

studies, meetings, discussions, and articles, both within and outside the Govern-

ment. These assumptions and findings involve: (a) the increased pace and scale

of technological innovation and resultant complex social, environmental, and

economic impacts; (b) dissatisfaction with negative aspects of technology and con-

cern that TA may be used to inhibit development of needed new technologies; (c)

the need for Federal leadership and policy guidance; (d) improved competence in the

behavioral and systems sciences to deal with complex, dynamic issues; (e) the need

by the Congress for new institutional means to serve its unique interests and respon-

sibilities; and (f) the widespread acceptance of the need for congressional TA

activity.

Legislative History

Many.legislative proposals have been offered to accomplish the various purposes

encompassed by the function of technology assessment. The House bill, H.R. 10243,

reported from the Science and Astronautics Committee, August 16, 1971, was the

fifth in a series of legislative proposals directed toward meeting this need.

This bill was taken up and considered by the House on February 8, 1972, amended

by a vote of 29 to 19, and passed on a rollcall vote (yeas -- 256, nays - 118,

not voting -- 57). It, and a companion bill -- S. 2302 -- were considered when

the Subcommittee on Computer Services of the Committee on Rules and Administration

I
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held hearings on technology assessment legislation on March 2, 1972. On

September 13, 1972, the Senate Committee on Rules and Administration

voted unanimously to report H.R. 10243, with an amendment. This legislation

passed the Senate on September 14, 1972, for return to the House., On September

18, 1972, the House asked for a conference on the Senate-passed version of H.R.

10243. A conference on this version of the bill, which was an amendment in the

nature of a substitute, was agreed to by the Senate on September 19, 1972. Con-

ferees from both Houses met on September 21, 1972, and agreed to the Senate passed

version with certain minor and technical amendments to the bill. Both Houses

agreed to the conference report on H.R. 10243, the Senate passing the measure on

September 25, 1972, with the House giving the bill its final passage on October 4,

1972, thus clearing the Technology Assessment Act of 1972 for signature by the

President on October 13, 1972.

The Technology Assessment Movement

The general term technology assessment (TA) is used loosely by sponsors,

doers, and users to mean any or all aspects'of four "types" of TA: policy-oriented,

issue-oriented, technology-oriented, or methodology-oriented.

Regardless of the particular emphasis, however, all groups share a central

idea: the identification of "second order" and other indirect effects of techno-

logical innovations and the use of this information to improve decisionmaking on

the social use of technology.

Extensive time, energy, and money havebeen devoted to technology assessment

in many sectors of our society and in many other countries as evidenced by the

growing TA literature in hard cover and periodicals, courses of instruction on TA

in public and private academic and operating organizations, and seminars and con-

ferences. However, little systematic data exist at present which might yield in-

formation about the positions of different groups or constituencies with respect to

technology assessment.

I,
-I
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The idea of explicity identifying the social, economic, or environmental

impacts of Federal and/or private initiatives is not new to the Congress. Such

considerations were raised in considering the National Environmental Policy Act

of 1969, the Urban Growth and New Community Act of 1970, the Rivers and Harbors

authorization for fiscal year 1971, the Water Quality Act Amendment passed in 1971,

and the fiscal year 1971 appropriations for the Environmental Protection Agency.

This legislation indicates that Congress has already accepted the principle of

assessment activities by requiring a new range of analyses in the social, economic,

and environmental effects of selected Federal activities. This application is

extended and systematized in the new legislation on technology assessment.

Why a New Organization? Why In Congress?

In the past, technology has been advanced primarily as a result of detailed

operational decisions made by the executive branch and industry, often acting in

concert and sometimes motivated by military considerations. The congressional

contribution to this process has been largely limited to the budgetary and funding

decision, which is a powerful but relatively unselective instrument of control.

All citizens have been vitally affected by the consequences. But the role of

Congress to make decisions for all the people has tended to be overly generalized.

The proposition of this. Act is that the Congress is the proper national forum

for deliberating and deciding upon conflicting goals, values, priorities, resOurce

allocations and the distribution of benefits, risks, and costs, all of which are

involved in technology assessment. To carry out these responsibilities, the Con-

gress should be one of the best informed institutions in this country. Tech-

nology assessment alone will not achieve this desired state, but it does offer

significant improvements to the current system. A summary of possible improve-

ments is included in the discussion of "pros and cons" given in appendix B of the
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Senate committee print on the Office of Technology Assessment. 2/

Operational Concepts for Implementing Technology Assessment

There are no good examples which could serve as a model for the operation

of the Office of Technology Assessment organization. In general, however, it

seems likely that the flow of activity will be as follows:

(1) Requests for assessments would be submitted as provided in the

law to the OTA for implementation.

(2) Assessment priorities would be assigned by the OTA in accordance

with predetermined criteria and the assessment would be defined and formu-

lated by the staff.

(3) A contractor (or contract agency) would be selected by the OTA.

(4) The assessment would be carried out by the contractor, monitored

by the OTA staff, and a report would be written in close liaison with the

OTA staff.

(5) The results of the contractor's efforts would be evaluated by the

OTA, and a summary report and analysis of the results would be prepared.

(6) The summary report and analysis by OTA would be transmitted to

the requesting committee, with or without recommendation, as appropriate.

Smooth functioning of. the above process would greatly depend upon the analytical

qualifications, communication abilities, and manage ement expertise of the OTA

Director and his staff, and upon their ability to establish mutually productive

relationships with other organizations providing inputs to the technology assessment

process and with the client committee members and staff.

2/ Ibid.
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Methodology for TA

There is no question 'that -enough is known about the assessment process to

proceed with an OTA, but there is also much to learn, The current legislation

for the Technology Assessment organization gives the National Science

Foundation a major responsibility for promoting research in technology assessment

methodology, extending its horizons and developing new skills to be used in the

OTA-sponsored analyses for the Congress.

There are a few examples of major successful technology assessments of the

kind expected to be needed for congressional action, but it would be dangerous

to expect too much too soon. There are many examples of advances in sociology,

anthropology, psychology, mathematics, engineering, ecology, and the policy sciences,

which demonstrate man's new power to understand, forecast, and sometimes manipulate

those forces which influence his social, economic, and physical environment.

The continuing value of traditional adversary processes for supplying information

and disclosing truth also will apply to technology assessment.

There is consensus that: (1) Sufficiently powerful concepts and methodologies,

and (2)- Sufficient qualified personnel are available to perform meaningful t'ech-

nology assessments. If an appropriate policy and organizational framework backed

with adequate resources is established, the Congress can have a new and valuable

input to its deliberations and actions. This is not to claim too much. The

blunt fact remains that in every policy decision there is and always will be in-

complete information. The function of technology assessment is to bring to bear

the maximum possible of information that is available.

fe .
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II. SUMMARY OF PROVISIONS

The Technology Assessment Act of 1972 (PL 92-484) establishes an Office of

Technology Assessment for the Congress as an aid in the identification and consi-

deration of existing and probable impacts of technological application. The bill

also amends the National Science Foundation Act of 1950.

Purpose. The purpose of the legislation is to provide a new and effective

means for Congress to secure competent, unbiased information concerning the

physical, biological, economic, social, and political effects of the increasingly

extensive and larger applications of technology. This information is then to be

used as one factor in the decision-making process in the legislative branch, parti-

cularly in those areas where Congress must manage or regulate technological applica-

tions.

As created by the legislation, the Office of Technology Assessment shall be

within and responsible to the legislative branch of the Government. Rep. George

Miller notes that this is only the third time that "Congress has set up an indepen-

ent entity within the legislative branch to serve its own needs." 3/ GAO was

the last legislative office created by Congress, and was established in 1921.

The Office shall consist of a Technology Assessment Board (the "Board"),

which shall formulate and promulgate the policies of the Office, and a Director

who shall carry out such policies and administer the operations of the Office.

The basic function of the Office shall be to provide "early indications of the

probable beneficial and adverse impacts of the applications of technology and to

develop other coordinate information which may assist the Congress." Eight

specific activities are listed below which are identified in the legislation as

the means to carrying out this function. The Office shall:

/ "Conference Report on H.R. 10243..." Extensions of Remarks. By Hon. George

P. Miller. Congressional Record. October 6, 1972.
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(1) identify existing or probable impacts of technology or technological

programs;

(2) where possible, ascertain cause-and-effect relationships;

(3). identify alternative technological methods 
of implementing specific

programs;

(4) identify alternative programs for achieving requisite 
goals;

(5) make estimates and comparisons of the impacts 
of alternative methods

and programs;

(6) present findings of completed analyses to the appropriate legislative

authorities;

(7) identify areas where additional research or 
data collection is required

to provide adequate support for the assessments and estimates 
described above; and

(8) undertake such additional associated activities 
as the appropriate

authorities specified below may direct.

Section 3 in the Technology Assessment Act notes that assess-

ments may be undertaken by the Office upon the request initiated 
by the chairman

of any standing, special, select, or joint committee of Congress, acting for him-

self or at the request of the ranking minority member or a majority of the committee

members. The Board itself may initiate requests for assessments, and the Director,

in consultation with the Board, also has the authority.

Assessments made by the Office, including all background and supplementary

information, shall be made available to the initiating committee or other

"appropriate" committees of the Congress. These supporting studies may also be

made available to the public except in those instances where to do so would vio-

late security statutes or the exceptions noted in the Freedom 
of Information Act

(U.S.C. Title 5, section 552(b)).
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The Board. The Technology Assessment Board, the policy-making component of

the Office, consists of thirteen members. Six members are Senators, appointed

by the President pro tempore of the Senate, three each from the majority and

minority parties. Six members are Representatives, to be appointed by the Speaker

of the House, three each from the majority and minority parties. The Director

of the Office shall be a non-voting member of the Board. (Appendix B of this report

contains a listing of the congressional members).

The Board shall sele t a Chairman and a Vice Chairman from among its members

at the beginning of each Congress. Both these officers shall alternate between

the Senate and the House of Representatives with each Congress. During the even-

numbered Congresses, the Chairman shall be selected by the members from the House

of Representatives on the Board, and during the odd-numbered Congresses by the

Senate members of the Board. The Vice Chairman during each session shall be chosen

in the same manner, but shall not be from the same House of Congress as the Chair-

man.

The Board is granted all the powers of a congressional committee, including

the right to issue subpenas upon a vote of the majority of its members.

Director and Staff. The officials of the Office of Technology Assessment

are defined in Section 5 of the legislation. The Director of the Office shall be

the chief executive; he shall be appointed by the Board for a term of six years,

unless sooner removed by the Board. He shall receive basic pay at the rate pro-

vided for level III of the Executive Schedule (this is comparable to the pay rate

for the Solicitor General, Under Sacretaries of most Cabinet-level Departments,

and the Chairmen of the Federal Power and Federal Trade Commissions.) The

.Director shall exercise his statutory powers and duties and may exercise such

powers and duties as may be delegated to him by the Board. With the approval of

the Board the Director may appoint a Deputy Director who shall receive basic pay

- - |
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at the rate provided for in level IV of the Executive.Schedule (this is comparable

to thepay rate for most Assistant Secretaries of Cabinet-level 
Departments, Mem-

bers of the Civil Aeronautics Board and Council of Economic Advisers). Neither

the Director nor the Deputy Director is permitted to be employed 
in any other

position, nor may they hold any office in or officially represent 
any other organi-

zation, agency or institution with which the Office makes any 
contract or other

arrangement under the Technology Assessment Act.

Authority. The Office shall have the authority, within the limits of avail-

able appropriations, to do all things necessary to carry out the provisions of

this Act. This authority includes the right to seek advice from persons and organi-

zations outside the Office, public or private, and to form special ad hoc 
task

forces or other arrangements when appropriate. The Office may enter into contracts

or other arrangements with any agency or instrumentality of the United States,

with any State, Territory, or possession or any political subdivision thereof.

Contracts may also be arranged with any person, firm, association, corporation, or

educational institution. These contracts may be negotiated as necessary for the

conduct of the work of the Office.

In carrying out the provisions of this Act, the Office shall not itself operate

any laboratories, pilot plants, or test facilities.. The Office may request and

is authorized to secure directly from any executive department or agency information,

suggestions, estimates, statistics, and technical assistance for the purpose of

carrying out its functions under this Act.

In accordance with such policies as the Board shall prescribe, the Director

shall appoint and fix the compensation of such personnel as may be necessary to

carry out the provisions of this Act.
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The Council. In order to carry out the functions described above, the Office

of Technology Assessment shall establish a Technology Assessment Advisory Council

(the "Council"). The Council shall be composed of the following twelve members:

(1) ten members from the public, appointed by the Board; these persons shall

be eminent in one or more fields of the physical, biological, or social

sciences or engineering or experienced in the administration of technologi-

cal activities, or who may be judged qualified on the basis of contributions

made to educational or public activities;

(2) the Comptroller General; and

(3) the Director of the Congressional Research Service of the Library 
of

Congress.

Upon request by the Board, the Council shall perform several functions. Its mem-

bers shall review and make recommendations to the Board on activities undertaken

by the Office or on the initiation thereof. They shall also review and make

recommendations to the Board on the findings of any assessment made by or 
for the

Office. The Council shall further undertake any additional related 
tasks as the

Board may direct.

By majority vote the Council shall elect a 
Chairman and a Vice Chairman from

among its public members, whose terms will be prescribed by the council. The term

of each public Council member shall be four years and 
no such person shall be

appointed a member more than twice. Terms of the public members shall be staggered

so as to establish a-rotating membership according to such method as the Board may

devise. The public members of the Council shall be compensated for each day en-

gaged in the actual performance of Council duties at rates of pay not in excess

of the basic daily pay rate set forth in the General Schedule 
of section 5332

(a) of title 5, U.S.C. They shall additionally be reimbursed for travel, sub-

sistence, and other necessary expenses.
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CRS, GAO, and NSF. Both the Congressional Research Service (Library of Con-

gress) and the General Accounting Office are authorized by the Technology Assess-

ment Act to provide such services and assistance to the Office of Technology

Assessment as may be appropriate and feasible. To carry out these objectives,

the Librarian is authorized to establish within the Congressional Research Service

such additional divisions or other organizational entities as may be necessary.

The assistance of the Congressional Research Service to the Office shall include,

but is not limited to, all of the services available to Congress. The Board and

the Librarian of Congress will agree to the method of reimbursement for these ser-

vices.

The General Accounting Office is authorized to provide financial and admini-

strative services (including those related to budgeting, accounting, financial

reporting, personnel, and procurement) and such other services as may be appropriate

to the Office. This assistance shall include, but is not limited to, all of the

services the General Accounting Office provides to Congress. The Board and the

Comptroller shall agree to the method of reimbursement for these services.

Section 10 in the Technology Assessment Act directs a specific liaison

function between the Office and the National Science Foundation. This continuing

liaison shall involve: (1) grants and contracts formulated or activated by NSF

which are for the purpose of technology assessment; and (2) the promotion of

coordination in areas of technology assessment, and the avoidance of unnecessary

duplication or overlapping of research activities in the development of technology

assessment techniques and programs.

This section further changes the National Science Foundation Act of 1950,

as amended (42 U.S.C. 1862 (b)). Section 3 (b) of the NSF Act is amended to

expand the authorization of NSF specific scientific activities into matters relating

to the effects of scientific applications upon society.
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Furthermore, the amendment allows the Office of Technology Assessment, as well

as any Federal department or agency, to request that the NSF undertake such

act ivit ies.

Report. The Office is directed to submit an annual report to the Congress.

This report shall include (but not be limited to) an evaluation of technology

assessment techniques and the identification of technological areas and programs

requiring future analysis. The annual report shall be submitted not later than

March 15 of each year.

Aut hor i zat i on. Fina lly, the Office of Technology Assessment is authorized

appropriate ions not to exceed $5 million in the aggregate for the two fiscal years

end ing .llic 30, 1973 and June 30, 1974, and such sums thereafter as may be necessary.
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III. LEGISLATIVE HISTORY

Origins of the Assessment Concept

"We can no longer blindly adapt technology to our needs with the

traditional assumption that there will be ample time to iron out any

bugs on a leisurely shakedown cruise." 4

The members and staff of the House Committee on Science and Astronautics

developed an early awareness of the dangerous side effects of technology during the

1960's, as technology came to play an increasingly larger role in the legislation

under their consideration. The committee began serious work on the assessment con-

cept in 1965, and on October 17, 1966, the Subcommittee on Science, Research, and

Development published a report which examined the consequences and secondary im-

pacts of technical innovations. This report was the first to use the term "techno-

logy assessment", and the authors cited technological unemployment, toxic pesticides,

pollution, exhaustion of resources, the disposal of radioactive wastes, and invasions

of personal liberty by electronic snooping and computer data banks as examples of

the potentially dangerous\ consequences of technology. In view of these unforesee-

able impacts, the subcommittee concluded that an "early warning" system for both

the good and bad results of technology would be of great use to Congress.

Early in the next year, on March 7, 1967, Rep. Emilio Q. Daddario, the subcom-

mittee chairman, introduced H.R. 6698 as a focus and stimulus for discussion of

technology assessment in Congress. His bill prposed that Congress create a "Tech-

nology Assessment Board," and during the following summer he submitted a formal

statement on the issue to Rep. George Miller, chairman of the House Science and

Astronautics Committee. In this statement, Dadario offered the following defini-

tion of technology assessment:

4/ U.S. Cong., House. Committee on Science and Astronautics. Inquiries, Legis-

lation, Policy Studies Re: Science and Technology -- Review and Forecast.

2nd Progress Rept. to Subcomm. on Science, Research and Development, 89th Con-

gress, 2nd Sess. (Wash: U.S. G.P.O., 1966): p. 25.

I
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Technology Assessment is a form of policy research which provides a balanced

appraisal to the policymaker. Ideally, it is a system to ask the right

questions and obtain correct and timely answers. It identifies policy is-

sues, assesses the impact of alternative courses of action and presents

findings. It is a method of analysis that systematically appraises the

nature, significance, status, and merit of a technological program.

[It] is designed to uncover three types of consequences -- desirable, unde-

sirable, and uncertain. ... To assess technology one has to establish cause

and effect relationships from the action or project source to the locale of

consequences. ...The function of technology assessment is to identify [all

impacts and trends] -- both short-term and long range. ... The focus of

Technology Assessment will be on those consequences that can be predicted

with a useful degree of probability. 5_/

Daddario's report developed a number of themes: The urgency of technology assess-

ment had become greater, because of the population explosion and the growing power

of technology to effect changes in the human environment. There were dangers in

acting and in not acting. Assessment could stifle technological advance; but

technologists were often blind to the risks of their own exciting innovations and

overly confident that defects, could be overcome. Many major impacts of technology

were irreversible, so as to deny mankind the freedom of choice 
for the future.

And, finally, science and technology had 
become a way of life, with $157 billion

of public and private funds invested 
over the past decade.

Daddario concluded that "technical information 
needed by policymakers is fre-

quently not available, or not in the right form. A policymaker cannot judge the

merits or consequences of a technological program within a strictly 
technical con-

text. He has to consider social,economic, and legal implications of any course of

action.

Preparation for Legislation

To explore this new subject of technology assessment, 
the subcommittee proposed

a three-phase approach: a series of hearings and seminars to 
refine ideas; studies

U.S. Cong., House Committee on Science and Astronautics. Technology Assess-

ment, Statement ...of Subcoum. on Science, Research, and Development, 90th

Cong., 1st Sess. (Wash.: U.S. G.P.O., 1967): pp. 12-13.
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to be prepared by the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) and the National Academy

of Engineering (NAE) which would include the conduct of pilot assessment 
projects;

and studies to be prepared by the Legislative Reference Service (LRS,now CR)

under the guidance and consultation of the committee staff. These information-

gathering activities resulted in three major 
reports which have formed the basic

framework for later works on technology assessment.

The first of these reports to be completed was 
the LRS study, titled Technical

Information for Congress. 6_/ This report was prepared by the Science Policy Re-

search Division within LRS, and the authors examined 14 cases 
involving technology

assessments which had been performed by the Congress in the process of gathering

technical information.

In July, 1969, the second report was published. Titled A Study of Technology

Assessment, this work was prepared by the Committee on Public 
Engineering Policy

(COPEP) of the NAE. 7/ In his preface to the study, Rep. Miller noted that this

was the first contractual arrangement entered into by the -Congress and the Academy.

The NAE report consisted of three experiments in technology assessment, .and out-

lined a series of observations and conclusions from these 
case studies which pro-

vided possible techniques to be applied in future 
assessments.

The third report to the House committee was also 
published in July, 1969.

This was Technology: Processes of Assessment and Choice, prepared by 
the Committee

6/ U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Science and Astronautics. 
Technical

Information for Congress. Report to the Subcommittee on Science, Research

and Development...prepared by the Science Policy 
Research Division, Legisla-

tive Reference Service, Library of Congress. 
91st Congress, 1st session.

(U.S. G.P.O.) April 25, 1969. Revised April 15, 1971.

7/ U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Science and Astronautics. A Study of

Technology Assessment. Report of the Committee on Public Engineering Policy,

National Academy of Engineering. (Wash.: U.S. G.P.O.) July 1969.
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on Sciece and Public Policy (COSPUP) of the NAS. 8/ Their report addressed the

underlying philosophic content 
of technology assessment itself, and 

concentrated

on the structuring of the problem and the design of 
an organizational framework for

the technology assessment function 
within the Federal Government.

During August, 1969, representatives from the two Academy panels, the LRS,

and congressional committee staffs, 
and engineers and professors -- about 100

altogether -- met in a summer conference on technology assessment, sponsored by

the Engineering Research Foundation. 
Discussions at this conference defined the

areas of agreement on the need for an assessment mechanism in Congress, 
and high-

lighted the information available on 
the methodology and organization for this

me chanism.

.E-lY Proposals

During November and December of 1969, Daddario's subcommittee held hearings

on technology assessment, exploring the need for legislation and the different',

alternatives proposed for organizing this function in the Congress. In his opening

statement, Rep. George Brown indicated that technology assessment "is destined to

become one of the major concerns of the 
Congress for many decades... The time has

come to establish an operating assessment organization 
for the Congress." 9

At this series of hearings, witnesses 
for the Library of Congress and the Comp-

troller General described their 
readiness to participate in an advisory service to

the Congress. Professor Louis Mayo of George 
Washington University contributed 

an

analysis of the organizational requirements 
of the technology assessment 

function.

8_/ U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Science and Astronautics. 
Technology

Processes of Assessment and Choice. Report of the Committee on Science and

Public Policy, National Academy of Sciences. (U.S. G.P.O.) July 1969.

9_/ U.S. Cong., House. Committee on Sciencenand Astronautics. Technology Assess-

ment. Hearings before Subcomm. on Science, Research, and Development, 196.

91st Cong., 1st Sess. (Wash.: U.S. GP.O., 1970): P. 1-2.
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Professor Don Kash of the University of Oklahoma called attention to the new skills

in interdisciplinary research that would 
be required for a substantial effortin

technology assessment.

Other witnesses, including Dr. Lewis Branscomb, Director of the National

Bureau of Standards and Dr. William D. McElroy, Director 
of the National Science

Foundation, outlined the complex and, interdisciplinary processes involved in tech-

nology assessment.

H.R. 17046 was introduced early in 1970, and provided the basis for hearings

(held in California and Missouri) during March and May on a specific proposal for

a technology assessment mechanism. 10/ This bill called for an Office of Tech-

nology Assessment, consisting of a Technology Assessment Board to formulate 
policy

and a Director to administer the Office. The Board would have thirteen members

consisting of two Senators, two Representatives, the Comptroller General, the

Director of the Congressional Research Service, 
and seven public members to be

appointed by the President. Following hearings in Washington l1/ and further

deliberations, the Committee on Science and Astronautics made 
several changes in

the legislation. On July 15, 1970, H.R. 18469, incorporating these changes, was

introduced to replace H.R. 17046, and on the same day Senator Gordon Allott 
and

five cosponsors introduced a Senate companion 
bill, S. 4085. 12/ The Senate bill

10/ U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Science and Astronautics. Technology

Assessment -- 1970. Hearings before Subcomm. on Science, Research, and Develop-

ment, on H.R. 17046. Part II. 91st Cong., 2nd sess. (Wash.: U.S. G.P.O.)

1970.

11/ U.S. Cong. House. Committee on Science and Astronautics. 
Technology Assess-

ment -- 1970. Hearings before the Subcomm. on Science, Research, and Develop-

ment...on H.R. 17046. 91st Cong., 2nd sess. (Wash.: U.S. G.P.O.) 1970.

12/ "S. 4085 -- Introduction of Technology Assessment Act of 1970." Remarks of

the Hon. Gordon Allott on the floor of the Senate. Congressional Record,

(July 15, 1970): pp. S11336-340.
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was referred to the Committee on Rules and Administration; 
no action was taken in

committee or on the Senate floor on this 
proposal.

H.R. 18469, now under House consideration,retained 
the basic philosophy and

approach of its predecessor (H.R. 17046), but made the following substantive

changes: (1) Public members of the Board were reduced from seven to six; 
(2) the

Director was made a member of the Board; and (3) specific functions were assigned

to the National Science Foundation, the General Accounting Office, and the Congres-

sional Research Service.

In September 1970, the Committee on Science and Astronautics unanimously re-

ported and recommended passage of H.R. 18469 to create an Office of Technology

Assessment. 1/ The reported bill was the third in this series 
of legislative

proposals related to technology assessment. 
The committee had revised this version

of the bill somewhat, reflecting input from 
hearings, special advisory group re-

ports, seminars, and "many months 
of subcommittee and staff labor.

The Office of Technology Assessment provided for in H.R. 18469 would be re-

sponsible for providing Congress with an "early warning of the probable impacts,

positive and negativeof the applications of technology and to develop other coor-

dinate information which may assist 
the Congress in determining the relative

priorities of programs before it." The bill further outlined specific 
operational

functions of the Office. The committee report emphasized 
specifically that OTA

would provide Congress with an 
improved source of information 

to recommend alter-

native policies for the application 
of technology, and noted that: ".. .these are

13/ U.S. Cong. House. Committee on Science and Astronautics. Establish

Office of Technology Assessments and AmendingX the National Science Foun44tion

Act of 1950. H. Report No. 91-1437, 91st Cong., 2nd Sess., September 9

1970 (Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office. 1970): 26 P.
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informational functions --- not functions of control or recommendation. They are

designed to supplement existing systems of acquiring information....

The OTA provided for in the reported bill would consist of a Technology Assess-

ment Board and an operational unit headed by a Director. The Board, which would

be composed of public members appointed by the President and legislative branc

members, would formulate and promulgate policy; the Director and his staff would

be responsible for the day-to-day operations of the Office. The OTA was authorized

to conduct or to contract for the conduct of technology assessments, initiated up-

on the recommendation of the chairman of any committee of Congress, standing,

special or joint, or by the Board or the Director. In support of obtaining infor-

mation for the conduct of assessments, the Office would be authorized to hold

hearings and to invoke the power of subpena; it was authorized also to utilize

the supportive services of the General Accounting Office, the Congressional Research

Service, and the National Science Foundation.

In an attempt to bring the reported House bill to the floor, H.R. 18469 was

offered as an amending title to the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 on

September 16, 1970. It was ruled not germane on a point of order and the House

took no further action on it in 1970.

In the new 92nd Congress, Representative John Davis, new chairman of the Sub-

committee on Science, Research, and Development, introduced H.R. 3269, identical

to H.R. 18469, for himself and 24 other members of the House on February 2, 1971.

Subsequently, in order to accommodate other members of the committee and of the

House who wished to sponsor the legislation, Representative Hanna submitted on;

April 26, 1971, a companion bill, H.R. 7728, for himself and nine other members of

the committee. The Subcommittee on Science, Research, and Development reported

H.R. 3269 to the full committee without change on June 10, 1971. The full com-

mittee met to receive the subcommittee's report on July22, 1971, and approved the

-4-

l



CRS -22

bill, with several minor amendments designed to streamline the Office of Tech-

nology Assessment. The clean bill, incorporating these changes, 
was reported

by the committee as H.R. 10243 on August 16, 1971. 14/ (A companion bill,

H.R. 10246 was introduced in the House on July 
30, 1971, to accommodate additional

sponsorship.)

During this same time, Senator Jordan, chairman of the Senate Rules and

Administration Committee, introduced S. 2302, for himself and four other Senators.

S. 2302 was identical to H.R. 10243 as reported by the House committee, and was

referred to the Senate Rules Committee, Subcommittee 
on Computer Service.

House consideration of H.R. 10243

The House Committee on Rules held hearings on H.R. 10243 on February 1, 1972.

The bill was then brought to the floor of the House on February 8 and during its

consideration several amendments altered 
the proposed structure of the Office of

Technology Assessment. The amended version passed on a roll call 
vote of 256 to

118.

In their supporting statements for the reported 
version of H.R. 10243, several

Members observed that the technology assessments 
performed as a result of the

passage of the bill would save the 
taxpayers needless expense in two 

ways: (1)

the assessments would permit a committee 
to start hearings on a proposed technology

141 U. S. Cong., House. Committee on Science and Astronautics. 
Establishing the

Office of Technology Assessment and Amending the National Science Foundation

Act of 1950. H. Report No. 92-469, 92nd Cong., 1st Sess., August 16, 19732

(Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office, 1971).

15/ "Establishing the Office of Technology Asse sment and Amending the National

Science Foundation Act of 1950." Discussion and consideration of H.R. 10243

on the floor of the House. Congressional Record (February 8, 19.72): pp.

H 865-87.
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from a more advanced position, and (2) technology assessments would permit the

legislators and the public to foresee harmful consequences of a technology

before government money is spent funding it.

Following these supporting arguments, a large portion of the floot debate

was devoted to amending the bill. The following functions and provisions for the

OTA were amended: (1) The authority of the Director to appoint and compensate

professional personnel without regard to existing statutory controls, (Section 6(b));

(2) The authority of the OTA Director to initiate assessments (Section 3 (d)(3));

(3) The composition of the Technology Assessment Board (Section 4); (4) The

authority of the Office or the Director to set and initiate hearings, 
issue sub-

penas, and report findings. (Section 6 (d)).

The first amendment, introduced by Rep. Henderson, provided that the authority

of the Director to appoint and compensate technical and professional personnel with-

out regard to existing statutory controls should be eliminated. His amendment was

accepted without objection by Rep. Davis, and was agreed to by the House.

Rep. Jack Brooks, Chairman of the Joint Committee on Congressional Operations,

introduced a second amendment which focused on the last three provisions described

above. As reported to the floor , the OTA bill provided for an eleven-member Tech-

nology Assessment Board (TAB) composed of one Senator from each political party,

one Representative from each political party, the Comptroller General, the Director

of the Congressional Research Service, four members of the public (to be appointed

by the President), and the Director of the OTA. Since few Congressmen are sci-

entists, the committee reasoned that the four public members should be knowledge-

able in one or more fields of science or engineering or experienced in the admin-

istration of technical activities.

Rep. Brooks objected to this compositicn of the Technology Assessment Board

on the grounds that the bill as reported would not be responsive to legislative
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branch guidance. Furthermore, he stated it enabled the President to control the

Board by his selection of the private citizen members, the Comptroller General,

and his appointee's selection of the CRS Director. 
Indirectly, Brooks indicated

that the Director of the OTA would in effect also be a presidential 
appointee,

elected by a group whose majority are themsleves 
appointed by the President.

Mr. Brooks proposed that the Technology Assessment 
Board should solely con-

sist of ten Members of Congress, five Senators and five Representatives. The amend-

ment introduced by Rep. Brooks further proposed that the authority of the 
Director

to initiate assessments, to set and initiate hearings, to issue subpenas, and to

report findings be eliminated. Instead, he proposed that this authority be

restricted to congressional committees and to the OTA Board. Assessment activities

therefore would be initiated only' by the 
chairman of any standing, special, select,

or joint committee, acting for himself or at the request of the ranking minority

member or a majority of the committee members, or by the Board. The Office also

would have no subpena power under his 
amendment. The amendment was agreed to by a

vote of 29-19.

Other amendments of a technical nature were agreed to, and an amendment intro-

duced by Rep. Davis, stating that the funds 
for the Office ($5 million) would be

allocated during fiscal years 1973 and 1974 
in the aggregate, in lieu of 1972,

was agreed to without opposition.

Senate Consideration of H.R. 10243

Following passage in the House, H.R. 
10243 was referred to the Senate Commit-

tee on Rules and Administration, which 
also had S. 2302 under its consideration

at this time. S. 2302 had been introduced in July, 
and closely resembled the

unamended version of H.R. 10243. The Subcommittee on Computer Services, also



CRS - 25

chaired by Senator Jordan, held hearings on both bills on March 2, 1972. 16

During these hearings, several witnesses indicated the need for a channel of pub-

lic information and expertise to the Technology Assessment Board, in view of the

fact that the public members had been eliminated in the House-passed version of

H.R. 10243. This channel was often structured by the witnesses in the form of

an Advisory Council to the OTA Board.

Rep. Davis, in his testimony before the subcommittee, made several recommenda-

tions regarding the structure of the Board and Office. These included his recom-

mendation that if the Senate Committee concluded that "the Board should consist

solely of Members of Congress, then we urge that there be an equal number of Mem-

bers from both Houses and from both parties." Furthermore, he stated that "if it

is concluded that the Board should be composed exclusively of Members of. Congress,

then I would also strongly recommend that the Director of the Office be returned

to the Board, at least as a non-voting member.... In the event .that up public mem-

bers are included on the Board, itself" he recommended that "an advisory council

containing public members be set up to assist the Board...I believe that a work-

able arrangement would go something like this - that the advisory council consist

of ten members, eight of whom could be drawn from the public, the other two being

the Comptroller General and the Director of the Congressional Research Service,

ex officio." Rep. Davis' final recommendations emphasized that the role of the

Director be strengthened, that his powers in inaugurating assessments be restored,

in order that as chief executive of the Office he may have the power to conduct

his business, subject, of course, to the limitations of the .policies and decisions

of the Board.

16/ U.S. Cong., Senate. Committee on Rules and Administration. Office of. Tech-
nology Assessment for the Congress. Hearings before ths Subcomm. on Computer
Services on S. 2302 and H.R. 10243, March 2, 1972, 92nd Congress, 2nd Session

(Washington: U.S. G.P.O., 1972): 120 p.

I
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In his testimony to the subcommittee, 
Rep. Brooks repeated his urging that

"the Congress must have complete 
control, through an a l-congressional Board or

Committee, over the activities 
and reports from the Of ice of Technology Assessment."

Senator Kennedy concurred in 
his statement: "I agree with the intent of the 

House

amendment which limits the Board to congressional members 
and assures Congressional

control over the Office." Senator Gordon Allott told the committee 
that this pro-

posal was "a sound one."

Mr. Brooks further stated that 
"the makeup of the Board...must 

reflect the

majority and minority compositions. 
Those with the responsibility need to 

have

the authority to act." However, a number of Members recommended 
a nonpartisan or

parity composition of the Board. 
Rep. Charles Mosher, ranking minority 

member of

the House Committee on Science and Astronautics, stated that the Board membership

should reflect parity "in order to avoid a Joint Committee 
type of operation."

With respect to the authority and activities 
of the Director of the Office,

SenAtors Kennedy and Magnuson, 
and Rep. Davis, indicated in their statements 

that

the chief executive of the Of fice should be a man 
of special prestige, and should

therefore have the option to initiate some assessments, and should be a non-voting

member of the Technology Assessment 
Board. Rep. Brooks repeated his recommendation

that "the OTA director and 
all other staff members.must 

be under the control of

the Board or Committee. Congress can not allow any staff member 
to initiate activ-

ities or to be beyond congressional authority."

On September 13, 1972, the Senate Committee on Rules and 
Administration- met and

unanimously voted to report H.R. 
10243, with an amendment in the nature of a substi-

tute.17/ This amended version reconciled several 
key issues as to alternative organi-

zations and procedures in TA, and the results appear in the act 
as passed. 18/

17/, U.S. Cong. Senate. Committee on Rules and Administration. 
Technology Assessment

Act of 1972. Report . . .to Accompany H.R. 10243. 92nd Cong. 2nd sess. (Wash.:-

U.S.G.P.O.) 1972.

18/ U.S. Cong. Senate. Technology Assessment for the Coress Committee on Rules and

Administration. Subcommittee on Computer Services. 92nd Congress..2nd 
Bess. (Wash.:

U.S.G.P.O.) November 1, 1972. p. 43.
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The committee report noted that H.R. 10243 as passed by the House, S. 2302 as intro-

duced in the Senate, and the Modified Senate Committee Version 
being reported were all

directed to the purpose of generating the essential analytical 
and technical information

bearing on legislative issues of important public 
concern. The amended version of

H.R. 10243 was presented -on the Senate floor on September 14, 
by Senator Jordan.19/

The amendment was agreed to, and the bill passed 
without debate. There was no role

call on the vote.

Final Actions on H.R. 10243

Four days later, on September 18, Rep. Miller 
asked unanimous consent on the

House floor that H.R. 10243 be taken from the Speaker's table, with Senate amend-

ments thereto, and that the House disagree 
to the Senate amendments. No objection

was made to his request, and the Speaker appointed 
Reps. Miller, Davis, Cabell,

Mosher and Esch (all members of the Science and Astronautics Committee) as House

conferees.

The message from the House of Representatives 
announcing its disagreement

to the Senate amendment was brought to the attention of the Senate by Senator

Jordan on September 19. He moved that the Senate insist upon its amendment 
and

request conference. The Senate agreed to Senator Jordan's 
motion, and the Presid-

ing Officer appointed as conferees 
Senators Cannon, Robert C. Byrd, and Cook.

The conferees met on Thursday, September 21, and on the following day the

Senate agreed to the conference report without objection. 
20/ The conference

report was introduced in the House on September 
25, and was agreed to without

objection or question on October 4. It was signed by the President on October

13, 1972.

19 / "Technology Assessment Act of 1972." Remarks of the Hon. B. Everett Jordan

on the floor of the Senate. Congressional Record. (September 14, 1972)

p. 14915 and 14941.

20/ U.S. Cong., House. Committee of Conference. Technology Assessment Act of

1972. Conference Report to Accompany H.R. 10243. Rpt. No. 92-1436. 92d

Cong., 2nd sess. (Wash.: U.S. G.P.O.) 1972.
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APPENDIX A.

125 U.S.C.

'TECHNOLOGY ASSESSIT: ACT OF 1972
Public Law 92-484

92nd Congress, H. 1R. 10243
October 13, 1972

86 STAT. 797
To Pistablish an Office of Technology Assessment for the Cougret'cc as an aid in

the identification and consideration of existing and probable impacts of tech-
nological application ; to amend the National Science Foundation Act of
1960; and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Repreentatives of the
United States of America in Congrea assembled, That this Act may Teohnoloy

he cited as the "Technology Assessment Act of 1972". Aaaeaur 9 t Aet
of' 1972.

FINDINOR AND DECARATION OF PURPOSE

SEC. 2. The congress s hereby finds and declares that:
(a) As technology continues to change and expand rapidly, its

applications are-
(1) large and growing in scale; and
(2) increasingly extensive, pervasive, and critical in their

impact, beneficial and adverse, on the natural and social
environment.

(b) Therefore, it is essential that, to the fullest extent possible, the
consequences of technological applications be anticipated, understood,
and considered in determination of public' policy on existing and
emerging nat ional problems.

(c) The Congress further finds that:
(1) the Federal agencies presently responsible directly to the

('ongress ae not designed to provide the legislative branch with
adequate and timely information, independently developed,
relating to the potential impact of technological applications,
and

(2) the present mechanisms of the congress s do not and are not

designed to provide the legislative branch with such information.
(d) Accordingly, it is necessary for the('Cenaress to-

(1) equip itself with new and effective means for securing
competent, unbiased information concerning the physical, bio-

logical, economic. social, and political effects of such applications;
and

(2) utilize this information, whenever appropriate, as one
factor in the legislative assessment of matters pending before the
('ongress, particularly in those instances where the Federal Gov-
ernment may be called upn to consider support for. or manage-
ment or regulation of. technological applications.

VNTAIII.IMHMENT OF 'T'IE cFFicE OF TECHNOIA)Y ASESSMENT

Sc'. 3. (i) In accordance with the findings and declaration of pur-
pose in section 2. there is hereby created the Office of Technology
Assessment -(hereinafter referred to as the "Office") which shall be

within and responsible to the legislative branch of the Government.
(b) The Office shall consist of a Technology Assessment Board Teohnolog

(hereinafter referred t as the "Board") which shall formulate and Assessment

promulgate the policies of the Office, and a Dlirector who shall carry Bord-
out such policies and administer the operations of thi' Office.

(c) The basic function of the Offic' shall Ib' to provide early indica- Duties.
tions of the probable lx'neficial and adverse impacts of the applica-
tions of technology aid to develop other 'oordinatc' information which
niav assist the congressss. In carrying out such function, the Office
shall:

(1) identify existing or probable impaRts of tcclnology or
technological programs;

Reproduced by the Library of''onress, Congressional research

Service, 1,ovembc:r 10, 197,2.
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Pub. Law 92-484 - 2 - October 13, 1972
86 STAT. 798

(2) where possible, ascertain cause-and-effect relationships;
(3) identify alternative technological methods of implementing

specific programs;
(4) identify alternative programs for achieving requisite

goais;
(5) make estimates and comparisons of the impacts of alterna-

tive methods and programs;
(6) present findings of completed analyses to the appropriate

legislative authorities;
(7) identify areas where additional research or data collection

is required to provide adequate support for the assessments and
estimates described in paragraph (1) through (5) of this sub-
section; and

(8) undertake such additional associated activities as the

appropriate authorities specified under subsection (d) may direct.

(d) Assessment activities undertaken by the Office may be initiated

upon the request of:
(1) the chairman of any standing, special, or select committee

of either House of the Congress, or of any joint committee of

the Congress, acting for himself or at the request of the ranking
minority member or a majority of the committee members;

(2) the Board ; or
(3) the Director, in consultation with the Board.

Information, (e) Assessments made by the Office, including information, sur-

availability. veys, studies, reports, and findings related thereto, shall be made

available to the initiating committee or other appropriate commit-

tees of the Congress. In addition, any such information, surveys,

studies, reports, and findings produced by the Office may be made

available to the public except where-
(1) to do so would violate security statutes; or
(2) the Board considers it necessary or advisable to withhold

such information in accordance with one or more of the numbered
81 Stat. 54. paragraphs in section 552(b) of title 5, United States Code.

TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT BOARD

Meibership. SEC. 4. (a) The Board shall consist of thirteen members as follows:
(1) six Members of the Senate, appointed by the President

pro tempore of the Senate, three from the majority party and

three from the minority party;
(2) six Members of the House of Representatives appointed by

the Speaker of the House of Representatives, three from the
majority party and three from the minority party; and

(3) the Director, who shall not be a voting member.
vaoanies. (b) Vacancies in the membership of the Board shall not affect the

power of the remainin members to execute the functions of the Board

and shall be filled in the same manner as in the case of the original

appointment.
Chaiman and (c) The Board shall select a chairman and a vice chairman from

vioe ohai'man. among its members at the beginning of each Congress. The vice chair-

man shall act in the place and stead of the chairman in the absence of

the chairman. The chairmanship and the vice chairmanship shall

alternate between the Senate and the House of Representatives with

each Congress. The chairman during each even-numbered Congress

shall be selected by the Members of the House of Representatives on

the Board from among their number. The vice chairman during each
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Congress shall be chosen in the same manner from that House of
Congress other than the House of Congress of which the chairman is
a Member.

(d) The Board is authorized to sit and act at such places and times Metins.
during the sessions, recesses, and adjourned periods of Congrees, and
upon a vote of a majority of its members, to require by subpena or Subpem.

otherwise the attendance of such witnesses and the production of ouch
books, papers, and documents, to administer such oaths and alirma-
tions, to take such testimony. to procure such printing and binding,
and to make such expenditures. as it deems advisable. The Board may
make such rules respecting its organization and procedures as it deems
necessary, except that no recommendation shall be reported from the
Board unhss a majority of the Board assent. Subpenas may be issued
over the signature of the chairman of the Board or of any voting mem-

ber designated by him or by the Board, and may be served by such

persn or persons as may he designated by such chairman or member.
The chairman of the 11oard or any voting member thereof may
administer oaths or airinations to witnesses.

DIRWPITR AND DEFUT"1Y E'm

S.. -. (a) The Director of the Office of Technology Assessment Appointment.

hall be apxinte'd-by the Board and shall serve for a term of six
vearm unless sooner removed by the Board. Ile shall receive basic pay Compensation.

at the- ratce provided for level III of the Executive Schedule under
-;ect ion 5314 of title 5, United States Cod(e. 83 Stat, 863,

(b) In addition to the powers and duties vested in him by this Act.
he IDirector shall exercise such powers and duties as may be delegated

to him by the Board.
(c) I1he Director may a)point. with the approval of the Board, a

DeputV I)irector who shall perform such functions as the Director
nay prescribe and who shall be Acting Director during the absence
or incapacity of the Director or in the event of a vacancy in the office
of I)irector. The Deputy Director shall receive basic pay at the rate
provided for level I. of the Executive Schedule under section 5315 of
title 5. United States Code.

(d) Neither the Director nor the Deputy Director shall engage in employment

ony ot her business, vocation, or employment than that of serving as restriction.

-uch Director or Deputy Director, as the case may be; nor shall the

Director or Deputy Director, except with the approval of the Board,
hold any office in, or act in any capacity for, any organization, agency,
or institution with which the Office makes anyi contract or other

arrangement. under this Act.

AUTHORITY oV ThY. OFFICE .

Svc. 6. (a) The Office shall have the authority, within the limits of

available appropriations, to do all things necessary to carry out the

provisions of this Act. including, but without being limited to, the

authority to-
I. (1) make full use of -competent personnel and organizations

outside the Office, .public or private, and form special ad hoe

task forces or make other arrangements when appropriate;
(2) enter into contracts or other arrangements as may be neces- Contraots.

sary for the conduct of the work of the Offi e with any agency
or instrumentality of the United States, with ony State, territory,
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80 (Wor session or any political subdivision thereof, or with any
person, firm, association, corporation, or educational institution,
with or without reiiburselient, without performance or other
bonds, and without regard to section 370S) of the Revised Statutes
(41 U.S.C. 5):

(3) make advance, progress. and other payments which relate
to technology assessment without regard to the provisions of
section 3648 of the Revised Statutes (31 U.S.C. 529);

(4) accept and utilize the services of voluntary and uncompen-
sated personnel necessary for the conduct of the work of the Office

and provide transportation and subsistence as authorized by
80 Stat. 499; section 5703 of title 5, United States Code, for persons serving
13 Stat. 190. without compensation;

(5) acquire by purchase, lease, loan, or gift, and hold and dis-
pose of by sale, lease, or loan, real and personal property of all
kinds necessary for or resulting from the exercise of authority
granted by this Act; and

(6) prescribe such rules and regulations as it deems necessary

governing the operation and organization of the Office.
Reoordkeeping. (b) Contractors and other parties entering into contracts and other

ariaageieits under this section which involve costs to the (overnment
shall maintain such books and related records as will facilitate an effec-

tive audit in such detail and in such manner as shall be prescribed by
the Otice, and such books and records (and related documents and

papers) shall be available to the Office and the (omptroller General

of the United States, or any of their duly authorized representatives,
for the purpose of audit and examination.

(c)Tle Office, in carrying out the provisions of this Act, shall not,
itself. operate any laboratories,pilot plants, or test facilities.

Agency (d) The Office is authorized to secure directly from any executive

operation, department or agency information, suggestions,estimates, statistics,
aiid technical assistance for the purpose of (arrying out its functions

under th is Act. Each such executive department or agency shall furnish

the information, sugvestionis, estimates, statistics, and technical

assistance directly to t'ie Office upon its request.
Personnel (e) Oil request of the Office. the head of any executive department. or

detail. agency may detail. with or without reimbursement. any o .its person-

nel to assist the Office in carrying out its functions under this Act.

(f ) The Director shall. in accordance with such policies as the Board

shall nreScribe. appoint and fix the compensation of such 'personnel as

may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act.

ESTABLISHMENT OF TlF. TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT ADVISORY COUNCIL

SE. 7. (a) The Office shall e tablish a Technologr Assessment
membership. Advisory Council (hereinafter referred to as the "( council) . The

council l shall be composed of the following t.welve members:
(1) ten members from the public. to be appointed by the Board.

who shall be persons eminent in one or more fields of the physical.
biological. or social sciences or engineering or experienced in the
administ ration of technological activities. or who may be judged

qualified on the basis of contributiions mde to educational or pub-
lic activities:

(2) the Comptroller General; and
(3) the Director of the Congressional Research Service of the

Library of Congress.
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0) The Council, ut am request by the Board, shall- .
(1) review an make recommendations to the Board on activ-

ities undertaken by the Office or on the initiation thereof in

accordance with section 3(d) ;
(2) review and make recommendations to the Board on the

findings of any aseasment made by or for the Office; and

(3) undertake such additional related tasks as the Board may

(c) The Council, by majority vote, shall elect from its members

appointed under subsection (a) (1) of this section a Chairman and a

Nice Chairman, who shall serve for such time and under such condi-

tions as the Council may prescribe. In the absence of the Chairman, or

in the event of his incapacity, the Vice Chairman shall act as

Chlairmarn.
d) The termn of office of each member of the Council appointed

under subeection (a) (1) shall be four years except that any such

member appointed to fill a vacancy occurrng prior to the expiration

of the term for which his predecessor was a pIpointed shall be appointed

for the remainder of such term. No person shall be appointed a member

of the Council under subsection (a) (1) more than twice. Terms of the

members appointed. under subsection (a) (1) shall be staggred so as

to establish a rotatitig nmembership) according to such met o as the

Boardimay (levive.
() (1) 'liev nenibes of t he Council other than those appointed

under subet-ion (a) (1) shall receive no pay for their services as

de ubs of te (l.omcui. but shall be allowed necessary travel expenses

o)r.Imdi thlternative, mileage for use of privately owned vehicles

amiape siemilIn4of subsistence at not to exceed the rate prescribed

I5e4't ions 57( 2 amndl.5704 of title .5. 1United States Code), and other

neces*miv exp*Anses inetrrid by thenTI in the performance of duties

vestedMint-e Coucil.without regard to the prvisions of subchapter 1

apte 7 and sect io 5731 of tit le 5. United States Code, and regula-

t Ionls promulgated t hereunder.

(2) Tlth members ofthe councill appointed under subsection (a) (1)

shall receive compensation for each day engaged in the actual per-

formance of duties vested in the Council at rates of pay not in excess

orf the daily equivalent of the hiixhest rate of basic pay set forth in the

(neral Shed of section 5332(a) of title 5, United States Coe.

1u11d in addition siall be reimbursed for travel. subsistence. and other

neceSSarv expenses in the rv"iner provided for other members of the

Council under paragraph (1) of this subsection.

Chain andVioe Chaimano

Tern of

Travel expenSes.

80 Stat. 498;83 Stat. 190.

5 USC 5701.

compensation.

-rIlAZATION or TH. LIBRARY OF CONGRESS

- 8 (a) To carry out the objectives of this Act, the Librarian of

(ongrem is authorized to make available to the Office such services and

assistance of the Congressional Research Service as may be appropri-

Oae and feasible.
(b) Such vices and assistance made available to the Office shall

clude, but not be limited to, all of the services and assistance which

the ("ongressional Research Service is otherwise authorized to pro-

vidle to t(e,ongress.
(c) Nothing in this setion shall. alter or modify any services or

responsibilities, other than those performed for the Office, which the

4 congressional Remsrh Service under law performs for or o n behalf

-6

***es
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of the Congress. The Librarian is, however, authorized to establish
within the Congressional Research Service such additional divisions,
groups, or other organizational entities as may be necessaryto carry
Outthe urpose of this Act.

(d) Services and assistance made available to the Office by the Con-
gressional Research Service in accordance with this section may be
provided with or without reimbursement from funds of the Office, as
agreed upon by the Board and the Librarian of Congress.

UTILIZATION OF THE GENERAL ACC)UNTINO OFFICE

SEc. 9. (a) Financial and administrative services (including those
related to budgeting, accounting, financial reprting, personnel, and
procurement) and such other services as may appropriate shall be
provided the Office by the General Accounting Office.

(b) Such services and assistance to the Office shall include, but not
be limited to, all of the services and assistance which the General
Accounting Office is otherwise authorized to provide to the Congress.

(c) Nothing in this section shall alter or modify any services or
responsibilities, other than those performed for the Office, which the
General Accounting Office under law performs for or on behalf of the

( services and assistance made available to the Office by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office in accordance with this section may be provided
with or without reimbursement from funds of the Office, as agreed
upon by the Board and the Comptroller General.

('AK)RDINATION WITH THE NATIONAL SCIENCE IN)UNDATION

SEC. 10. (a) The Office shall maintain a continuing liaison with the
National Science Foundation with respect to-

(1) grants and contracts formulated or activated by the Foun-
dation which are for purposes of technology assessment; and

(2) the promotion of coordination in areas of technology assess-
ment, and the avoidance of unnecessary duplication or overlapping
of research activities in the development of technology assessment
techniques and programs.

(b) Section 3(b) of the National Science Foundation Act of 1950,
as amended (42 U.S.C. 1862(b)), is amended to read as follows:

"(b) The Foundation is authorized to initiate and support specific
scientific activities in connection with matters relating to international
cooperation, national security, and the effects of scientific applications
upon society by making contracts or other arrangements (including
grants, loans and other forms of assistance) for the conduct of suc
activities. Wihen initiated or supported pursuant to requests made by
any other Federal department or agency, including the Office of Tech-
nology Assessment, such activities shall be financed whenever feasible
from funds transferred to the Foundation by the requesting official as
provided in section 14(g), and any such activities shall be unclassified
and shall be identified by the Foundation as being undertaken at the
request of the appropriate oficial."

ANNUAL ftERT

SEc. 11. The Office shall submit to the Congress an annual report
which shall include, but not be limited to. an evaluation of technology
assessment techniques and identification, insofar as may be feasible,
of technological areas and programs requiring future analysis. Such
report shall be submitted i ot later thain March 15 of each year.

Soientifio
progress,
fimnoing.
92 Stat. 360.

64 Stat. 156;
32 Stat. 365,
42 USC 18730,
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APPROPRIATIONS

SEc. 12. (a) To enable the Office to carry out its powers and duties,
them is hereby authorized to be appropriated to the Office, out of any
money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, not to exceed
$5,000,000 in the aggregate for the two fiscal years ending June 30,
1973, and June 30,1974, and thereafter such sums as may be necessary.

(b) Appropriations made pursuant to the authority provided in
subsection (a) shall remain available for obligation, for expendi-
ture, or for obligation and expenditure for such period or periods as
may be specified in the Act making such appropriations.

Approved October 13, 1972.

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY'

1O0'"Y RFPORTSs No. 92-469 (Com. on Soience and Astrnautios) and
No. 92-.1436 (Comm. of Conferenoe).

SENATE REPORT No. 92-1123 (Com. on Rules and Adninistration).
-ONGRSSIONAL RECORD, Vol. 118 (1972)1

Feb. 6, oonidered and passed House.
Sept.14, oonidered and passed Senate, amended.
Sept.22, Senate agreed to oonferenoe report.
Oat. 4, House agreed to oonferenoe report.

CpO#e-is-
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TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT BOARD

Republicans Democrats

Senate I CASE (N.Jo) HOLLINGS (S. Car.)

DOMINICK (Col.) 'HUMPHREY (Minn.)

SCHWEIKER (Penn.) KENNEDY (Mass.)

House GUBSER (Calif.) DAVIS (Ga.)
HARVEY (Mich.) TEAGUE (Tex.)

MOSHER (Ohio) UDALL (Ariz.)

As of February 6, 1973, the above members have been appointed 
to the

Technology Assessment Board. Senator Case was appointed by the President pro

tempore of the Senate on January 3 to replace 
Senator Allott (who was not re-

elected to the 93rd Congress). The Speaker appointed the House members 
on

February 6. (Note: the original House' membership on 
the Board, appointed for the

92nd Congress on October 17, 1972, included Reps. Gubser, Harvey, Mosher, Davis,

Cabell and McCormack. Rep. Cabell was not re-elected to the 93rd Congress; Rep.

McCormack was not re-appointed to the Board.)

On January 6, the Senate members of the Board elected Senator 
Kennedy as

Chairman for the duration of the 93rd Congress. 
The Technology Assessment Act

stipulates that the Chairman shall be 
selected from the Senate members during 

the

odd-numbered Congresses, and the Vice 
Chairman from the Representative members.

The Vice Chairman has not yet been elected.

This appendix has updated the committee 
assignments of the House and Senate

members of the Board. A full listing of assignments is not yet available, so this

section is necessarily incomplete.
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Members of the Technology Assessment Board

SENATORS:

P. CASE, Ilerplblican, of Ullway N.J.; born in Franklin Park,
N..FAt ciil 94.CsEof heb Be, (lilord P'. Case' and Jeannette 'McAlpi

NA.. ., Aril16.1 1 .t Ofite oflinl N.J.. on July 13, 1928, and tlev

Stu) tatir : -r J 1inne lr. William M. Weaver) and Ann (Mrs. Jolo 1

C.111'-1o- nr: 'lryitTorJ P.. 3d: andseven grandchildren; residence, 191 W7
\l o. e 1'' ahw-1 N. ,t tended pldic schoolss in Poughkeepsie, N.Y., :nid
a vr t tit . rolmhy Il .,i'gers Uiversity with AB. degree in 1925 and from Colon1-

In i,:-. ri0t' fwi 1L.B. degree in 102S: received honorary LL.D. from Iutigr

i 'di ,ryithI L..1d5:honorary LL.D. from Middleury College, 1956; honorary

I vrDI) y from lRollins Colleg iL 1%57: honorry L. I. From lider College in 19-19

1... IrI. L. fr'on iloOld Colnry. 19.62: honorar LL.D. from Princeto(

r1 7 '.. Io. r iorary LL.D.fromi ('olnmhia University in 1967; honor

I I front ili' 0 : ollrge in 969:. ra i ted to the New. York bar in I .. '

a.w.i r e teid inl New York'ity fro, w112S -to 1939 as an associate, and front

9 -,to7'')3 a n -\cwm r of tl law firm of Simpson Thacher & Bartlett; fro'

S:to: Mre1 11.4 was p ,resident of The Fund for the Republic, created

iwox.i i ipi For wFounaretion: m.mber of the Rahway Common Council.

4'' :A- yof the F oNrW outise of Asnmbly, 1943-44; served as a Membmlr

4f'.h ll:e of 1he Jrsentatives from the Sixth New Jersey District. (Union

'41t1 10. 94.-,13: truseativeof s RtgrN 'verity from 1945 to 1959: director.

Io mt iL ' .School Alumi Associatonr : hooard of directors, Columbia Jonri:

of,,1-: nih d ailProblenms, Inc.-: ir(ctor New Jersey Society for Cripphld

C .:n .d1Adiilt Prblem , .advisory hoard, N.J. chapter, Arthritis and

I' !r :Fnindation, trustee, Hahswavy (N.J.) Chapter, American Red

.C! N.J.)YMCA: Utmihu: nC.tilted States delegate to 21st Generd

-If ' .'fI.dNh:t ions. . emlr. board of trust(cs, HRoper Publie Opjnlio'

\Ier.lt ( enr'ate a illiaiis 'College: memher, Advisory Council, Woodrow

S r 'nl Pric ton, N.J.: nmember of Council on Foreign Relations; trust'.

\..I ( 0.3113.i'tee to Preserve the Democratic Process: sponsor Institute for

V..'. It. itoerac : houory rv trutee. N. litorical Society.; ew York Ci

\ t all,. anmdAmericn Bar Associations :Delta Upsilon, Phi Delta PhI.
, liSilBitae iKappaFrateriis, iahv - Lodge No. 1075, B.P.O. Elks: anda

Oil .d - rpp -rirtrria trch a, N.J.: elected to the United Stat-
-sel.W. onl No'renher 2, 1954, for the termn beginning January 3, 1955; relectd

int% .#,'tnd again in 1!166 for the term ending January 3, 1973.

(Senator from New Jersey)

Committee assignments: Apropriations
Foreign Relations

PIITE"It I. 1 NIC piblitt o .
J 7 1

lint armford Conti., mson of (htyer (.and Ilenor Ily Joiie radifit (l(
n s'torI Inniy 1 '37 d':tYalo Law School, LI ., in 911; mlried Olhe

frm n y Prkin 10; four children, Peter, Jr., lichael, Lyine aId Sandy
ditriug World War 11 served in the Army Air Corps nR a pilo; awtrledlAi-Medal
wild Chi"t r and 11st inglshe-d filing Cros.-; partner of lawv firm iof 1141dlii 31(1 &

Hilor, fifl t)Eqitle fl, uilding, Denver 2, Coo.,146 to~ Jannaiv , 19,, 111l

rveiiiie I if) eier Congress; nlI lomfRer. mebr of State 1 oIse:fcn0r(oitvavys I 957-1;

elected tn tie 7th (ongre Novmber 8, 1960; elected to the Uied st-tce

senate November 6, 1902, for the term ending January 3,190; reeleted Noveuu-

tier 5, l9(l8.

(Senator from Colorado)

CoMMittee assignments: Armed Service
Labor and Public Welfare

Select Committee on Small Business

I ,
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ElINEST F. TIOITA NS, )eiornt, of Chorleiton, S.C.; born in ChIriet n,

C, l .ii iv 1 192 2; on2 of \cjllhohuit M,\ ' , iin A dro1 h I. I ic

ii 'Itionlde uI lic 'n hios, Charleston, S.C.; graditecl, Thce Citadel, B.A., I2;

the Uni versi ty olr Son tI hCaroli n, 1,.1B., 1947 ; 1,L. I ). con ferred by TIC ( cii,

JuIe 1959: Inwvyer, iemi r of Chlilect on ( ount y, South Crolin, and A inric 

Bair Assoif)iiijs admi tec to cicrtice before Soch Croina Suen (cit

U.S. 1 )ist riet. Cort.; U.5. Circuit. Court of Apieals; U.S. Tlax Court, U.S. Cist cu11,

Court and U.S. Supreme Court; meniber, St. John's hutheran Church member,

Court of Ajclieat ion, utHern Chitch in Amoerira; Armed lorec-, t1912-

4.5, served ovrs cs fro Africa to Austrin, .3 months; 353d Anticirerfl Artljlry

3d 36th, nud 45th Divisions, captaio m member, higicest. honor society at The

Cit idel--Thc loid Tabl;i iresidnt of the n imni(tei (tin Asiioeti(it of ditacel
en) , 1954 fit te Universiy of South Colin a 1,aw School-iiembr, Ionor

Society, Wig Inttd 11obe, So1t1 ( croli Law 11vicw, and president. of Law I ed-
erniton; Charleston .1tinior Chatmber of Conencree Distinguished Service Awarcl

os Young MnLi of thO 'Yenr, 1953; U.S. Jimior Cliahc r of Conuncercc coi' of

,(.11 ( )cctstdiiig Young NIc of the UniatcId Statcs, t1951; Sout h Carolnic \ctron

of tic Yeir, 1957; niiiier, Illibernin Socit y, Arion Society, Sertoima Chlb;

(iirleston 1110c Clich; lMison, lcCandciir No. 36, A.F.M.; Shrinir, Omr
Temple; B.P.O.P. Lodge No. 212; American Legion, Post No. 10; Carkeston

Chaniler of Conimerce; Veterans of Forcign Wors; dpt.. John L. ltccs Post
No. 3142; elected to South Carolina General Assembly from Charleston County,

1918, 1950, and 1952; chairman, Charleston County legislative d lcgat io;

speaker pro tempore, South Carolina House of teprescntatives; elected twice by

cinaimioiiA vote, 1951, 1953; elect ed 1 lecirucinut Governor, Noveiner 2, 19 1;

cite I ( governor, November 4, 1958; Serve I, an (Governor, 1959-63; pipmediliuccI

to linover Cotnnission May 15, 1955; ppoietec by Preisdintis iseiholwer to

A V isorv Commiission on lI itergoveri mcn it relations, Deeelmber 195!); re-

9ppoiid by IPresi it. Ne i ccI )idy iIc ruary 1062; chlnirm an, Iegionni Al-dis or v
'ni l ciio Ni lici'r energy; ins Ititted l tclnivni i triig erogriLin il Smitl

C0rolinL, Nucleor Spaco Commission, ail Coninisdion on higher education;
four children: NiiMiic l Milhoi, (october 1, 1950; Ilelen Ificyno, Juino 24, 1952;

lit rlci: Sniley, Feruary 8, 1957; nid Jrnest Frederick 1ollings 111, MAnrch 8,
19 cinii)or of The Case Agaiiist Ilnunger-A Demand for a National Policy,

1970;vlvctvd November 8, 1966, to coiplelo te ouiexpired tera of the late Senator
Olin iX3 Johnston; reelected to full I-year tcrm November r, 1W8.

(Senator from South Carolina)

Committee Assignments: Appropriations (Legislative subcommittee)

Commerce

Post Office and Civil Service

11 U T I .T If. 1l1UMP11 IlY, 1eio rat-Farmer-LabOr, of Waverly, Minn.;
boru in Wllince, S. Dak., May 27, 1911; eenctve. in South I)akota selools;
pi:mluited with lidegrec from Denvcr College of Pliarniacy; University of icinu'sota

with A.L. degric (Phi ieta. Kapa); Iinivursiy I'of 1, oisiana with M.A. degree;

honorary dotorte degries from 38 colleges atn ivursitis; Stite Dirtctor, W ar
I'rclIit ioci, Trai ing, 1912; ASit' director, War Manipowvr Contossion, 1913.,

professor in polite i cai cciecc, Mninlistir Colleg, 19-13 mid 1914; marrid' ii iel

link; four children ; (lectedI ia*yor of Minnepolis in 1945 and 19.47; Iembler of
Vir" t Cii grigi tgicoal (circh of Minnsti a; clct cd to Ihe Un iccc States Setat' on
Noveiei 2, 1918, for the tiri cottiencing Jantary 3, 1949; rielect el in 1154

ncd itgniii in 1196) for erm ending January 3, 1167; Senite MALjorit.y \ ill

I901-61; served until his resiginlion December 2', 1964, havit boen eetv(
\ice rcsicitent Noviemer 3, 1O, for term gaining I ll latniry 2), MOM)5; 1-no-

riic nominee for Prresjcit, of h liii itciSn Si't- in 19' 8; procficr (f polite ical
Science and international ailTairs, Menlester College, 1969-70; professor in ie
.r cial sviener programT, UIniv.,.rsity of MT inne'ot a; choirmon, boarI of conisiltant,

i i ieiclic. hmor cd of direct 'rc, i' e' cI 'i' 1 iic.iicL Ml i ioni l (",T

iiiiiibher, board of directors, lncycloipi'dla lBritailiie', lc.; cliirinilcm, Iicac1nr4

trustees, Woodrow Wilson Int ernational Ceter for Scholars; elected to the United

States Senat Novenmer 3, 1970, for Ole 6-year term bginning Jinciary 3, 1971.

(Senator from Minnesota)

Committee Assignments: Agriculture and Forestry
Foreign Relations
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VIWt\VA iii) MOOIlE 11NNHiDY, ]Diocrltii, of Boion, Maw;.; horn in
IItrOikliti, Nls1., .'tebritary 22, 1932, On itof .Jopph P. and Uon Kennedly; Mill on
Acadltiimy, 19.); lhirvard Cohlige, A.ll., l9Nr; I llehiltiot iaiul LAW School, Th'.
1 Hogi, lolandl, 19.5s; Uliversit*y of Vircinia Law S(1100, 11L,.11., 19r)9; ,o:trriiiI
\irgmi:i .hitiii llinne.t of lBroixville, N.Y., Novenbhtr 29 15.4; Ihiree childreii,
Karm, l'dward M., Jr., and Pat rick Joseph; enlitztei in t.I IT.S. A riy as a iprivaole

and served in Franc nid (eriny from .1ie 1951 to March 1953; president of
te rosrph 1. Eiiedy, Jr., Foutination; t.rislte of: Children's ospilal ' Medical

Ccitfer, Boston; I Lheiiy C(1ini1, 11041on; MI tiseinm of Science, I ost n; tInie
ITnivvrsif v, hlohn F. Ke'nned v Library; on Board of Visitorm of Flet cher School of
Law & iiplonmacy, Ttffls Universitiy; advisory hoard of Ernmantel Colege;
cor m oration mmnir Nort heat ern university; assititant district attorney of
Snitolk Cono I; elected to the U.S. Senate November 6, 1962, to fill unexpired
term of his biolhter, John F. ennedy; reflected November 3, 1964, and again
November 3, 1970.

(Senator from Massachusetts)
Committee Assignments: Judiciary

Labor and Public Welfare
Special Committee on Aging

11 I'IhA lt I) ' T St 'hi l SCHi WEi-R N il'It, 1ttplhic:t, of WorcHt vr, Pa.; born

In NmristIowit, I'l., Jnc 1, 1926; aten,1'tl ded Worcestr delnen'ittry and .linor high

pcoit, hi rraduadt from Norri-tiown Stnior Ihigh School il 19, 1,vtlediot oran,

11i heitsvhviNi-ti: Stla e nltiveryit y, B.A. ldtree in 11150, 11 Belita hajpa;
it o -.rtrv hcitr of ptblitti 1 E rvit-, Tijpll p iiiveriI y, 1970; honirry d tor of

wI r i ( 'lg, 1%3; driving World War I e1ilintUd in tl' U.S. Navy and

- abwtrd wi nircraft. earrif r; 10 year-i x e ieflCV,111. n ss e ce ti
. ~ or ('Inirn, ('liman i o (f spi11field ' w i, Mo g m y

('otn
ty v, -; etw . s, NMilcidmit ( inl B irtiard S., Jr., anth l e' daughters,

Iltt l. tintK\- 1(vClaire, and I ara Krii; SeHectAd it tandiig Young Nin of
1.l Ptre 1 ,; i'th outsta ii Jayvit Prmsidnt. in 'eimislvoit, 1.5,

(I )tI tomt1t'hmtii.g httInTlgt MAnil oft P(flt t vh atnjit bty le' i't'itN1syl vN:1 ia 1 J6: ' -'14,

I 161: r'cri ,el Cititensihip Citation for Neritoriotis Service from nai1 1rit h,
I',1% Iwivnia .timior lBar Associmitittit, Libertv Bell Award, 1965>; JI h

Comio.l K1itiS of (nhtolut apprt-iition ward, I t; 21 Jewel s(iart lub,

(;rcater I)vlawiare \nllev Citizenship Award, 1967 dist-iiigmit htdt altimntins nwnlrd,

Pennylvnnit Stato IUni'versity, 1970; meniher of 'entral Schwenkfelter Churihi,

H11 iNg oil Boani of Directors of Schwexikfelder Library; meniber, iLansldalo

Hiwnns Clh, V t erut( of Foreign Wnr , Ameriei 0leginn, Navv ivine, Sots of

1he An ri e -mitvth li i, hoi rary ittntm r, Sh o tjrm (,roit b h Idi,, it'

Qttarry ij ', lP t: i r hltiujti hltiim itiriini Awlitt, 197t0, intil )tV Nl'ititNsyh-
vaniin Siti \v: Nal ijtl it'.N'ol tioni Coitiil i: ilt titati h-ltg.t to 11.2

11111 19,6 N :' toni hluyi lie n:i (IItvNtikiui;: il ir uf kjtttbt(itipn Stiit l 1ee,

tllt' I o o (' .: c hlrit td o It h iho71h c It N ,v' ti- V, 19 1; rn4tit60t Io It1r

si hl It, s itoh 11)i hi ('tilliNmressv': trvi'td on I I ose A ritumd Services Comoittil lee mnd

';ovirimoni O r Aioi4 (omitl le; tleth iio Unil di Satiles Seiatv Novi'l- r,
Paafo rhe mn ncrvnilivJ.-nwiry 3, 169; wrvw in nS(IntvArmed Ser\,-

(', 11111ni11 , :11d ilhi Illbor and P1ublic W elftire Cmninitt-ve.

(Senator from Pennsylvania)

Committee Assignments: Approprations
Labor and Public Welfare

Joint Economic Comittee
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REPRESENTATIVES:

-1011 N WiLT A l i)A\ Is. Oetiiriernl, of Stmomerville, Ca., born Seit:her 12,

91 in Rome. G(,.; att( 'ddI I he pibli 4iiscools; graditate-d from ti he inveri N

of G;orgin, A.B. degree i 1937 and 11,.11. degree in 193); practiced law in Rome

42- (Iliritig worldd Wzi 11 served 3A years in the U.S. Army, assiined to the

Couil erhint elligence C rjs, erviiig for a tittie in South America; in 1946 titovid to

t' I to nervilG, Ua., ani coit i ied tie ractiC 'eof Iaw; sol icitor getnera I of tIe IIine

Circitit, lDeoeinlr 27, 1150. Io J loity 1, 1953; judge of lookout i\loint:in

itlivial Circuit. for six ye:r, .Jmmiry 1, 1'5155, until his re iguitionu, I)ecuumbcr .3,

1960; m irriedl Ilie fortier \ ivi ll1 wkio4 of Walker ComitY. ( n. (dver:isd)
Iliree children-Knihlerine I )e l,-y, John W., Jr., and Miry 3lilen; elected to the

87HC oigress Novemlber 8, 1910; reelected to the 8 9th, 890th, 9thi, 1st, and 92d

Cogresses.

(Representative from Georgia)

*Committee Assignments: Foreign Affairs

Science and Astronautics

National Commission on Fire Prevention and Control

(I IA 1 1 NS. 0 1181E, lepthlican, of Gilroy, COlif.; horn February 1,1910,
ll (;ilroy, C lif.; gituiate of ( ilroyI lnioii liigh School, San Jose Slittt Jinior

Coilltg, id University of COliforiia (A.l. 1937); 2 yCars' graduate work nt

11niversi v of CaliforniaI tught in nliforit 01secondtiry schools; now a farir;
iorriedLo t former .30111) lrinilerry: one luitight er, Mrs. Itiymond Camino; ti ree

grandelbidren, Kenneth AllbI, TntS Sc tI., and Ctrrie Lynn Catmin; leeted
Is: imb m a to (!:lifottiia St Le Iegislititre in 1950; (let .1ed !o t 'he I(on-

gress November .1, 1%52; reelect 1 t 8 he X-1tl, 85h, 86th, 871h, 88th, 89th, 1U01h,
91st, mid 921 Cetgresses.

(Representative from California)

Committee Assignments: Armed Services

A NI ES TIA1lVEY, Beipublican, of Snginnw, Mich.; born July 4,.1922, in Iron

Nltilutoil NI ich. enrolled in the Universil.y of Michinn in, 19 ) hut ttdiffl
-ere itlrr tpt(d br : vti of service In the U.S. Air Force; in 1946 enrolled in

t he Itiverivty of leiihignTf Lnw School and graduated in 194, LL.B. degree;
4101tt1ielnceld the pract ice of inaw in Saginaw in 1949; served a nmim-aint city
ill orne i19 I-53, it. ('oinviflilml 5, 15-57 croutnty tuipervimor 19r5-r7, and
1mavor 1157-59; Sttgiiaw Juntior Chamtlber of (nommnerC 1 )i stingnished Servien
Aw:ird 1957; ottO of Five Outstanding Young Aen of. Michigan 157; inarried
lbh forier .tito, Collins of Detroit Nlich.; two children,.Diane and Thomni

elected 1. the 87t1 Congres, Novcminr 8, 1900; reelectcd o the 88th, 80th, 90th,
914t, and 92d Congresses. -

(Representative from Michigan)

Committee Assignments: House Administration

Interstate and Foreign Commerce
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Ci A11 L1S A ). lS ?1I8l 1, Uiepiilieni, n Oberlin, Ohio; born at Snd

- Uiil, Ill., i v i7, 1906: grundinted from Oberlin College, A.B., cuni laude, 1928;

inarried Ilarriet Johnson, 1929; son, Frederic A., and daughter, Mary Jane;

cpnplploy nl illnewslnpe li iAurora,TIl (1929-18) and Janesville, Wis.

nIp pri-sidii. of Oerlin Prin tingCo., and edit.or-publiher of Oberlin

N. 1ri, 1C12; neer ofrO. ()berlin City Council, 1945-50; nemOer of

OllrSeInote.five trms 1951-00; niiner, Oberlin College Board of Trustees,

,n.- ) -l tothe i l %7 mCongre rNovember 8, 1960; reelected to the

p 1,, i, 991hi, 91st, And 9"d Congr-s4es.

(Representative from Ohio)

Committee Assignments: Merchant Marine and Fisheries

Science and Astronautics

(1 -. 'A(',GUl7, Democrat, of College Station, Tex.; attended Tcxa

A1, Md l.. i lecha llii College, 1928--32; worked way through college wile

rilo withe los .011CI Animal itusbandry Department, and the railroad;

itirrid Iforlmer Fr'die , 'n"nn of Fort Worth, Tex.; three clildren-Jaimes

NI..ila-d f0., nd Jill irgitii an.voliliteered for Army service in 1940; previoisly

1. . I., .,ii : et ilis ed in n i N atinal ( ;iird; comilimiOned second ii-

0,1 re4rs Ir veisrd Corps oin fiishing Texas A. & M.; comnmanded First

lii1 inm, 'ilre itindred oid Fourteenth Infantry, Seventy-ninth Division;

i m hl l(Ini rdths, wom ied anuitnimber of tines, decorated eleven tines;

fnit 2 yebrs in Armiv ospital(ieto comatincurred wounds;fl; dischnrged as

11it 2 vntry in lSepteier 1940 to take seat in Congress; awarded Silver

%,ih 'Iitr, oeisncrs , tronz eStar with two clusters, Purple licart with two

. o r l, 'en tlutr1la, ryman's adge, Armsy Conimmendation Itibbon, French

(ri -oer (itrre with 1'aln; elected to the 19th Congress on August 22, 1940;

Ir,1 ix iGl to iicc'eding ongresq p .chlrma n of Veterns' Affairs Commit.tee In

- C o ( l:Ii -- swdni l"1 : 1ol -sit (liin sm-eedini g Congresses; a 'ipoiited as

iS untdier of te fli ard hofismituii to West Point in 1055; appointed to newly

rrnt-eclScience and Astronantics Committee in 86th CongresS; was member of the

r..tof ,luhia Coinit tiP iitil gAth Congress when he resigned to necept

li,' it Mt 'IO an ~d rAiiot n iti S Coni i.ttee; chanirian of the Select. Con-

i.mce in the 82d Congres, which Cnventigated the shortcomings of the World

Wmnr i, 0.1. Bill (it wansthrogh these investigations that. lie was able to author

Ai m1, i i.r the K('an War Veterans Bill that wan made Public Law 550); 1967,

,pait ,i-i to ;Cnininittve n Sndards of Omcial Conduct; elected chairman,

liiuocratic Caucus, January 1971.

(Representative from Texas)

Committee Assignments: Veterans' Affairs
Science and Astronautics (Chairman)

Standards of Official Conduct

'mt I itI. IS, K. .1' 1)A 1,1,, I)iunomrat , of Tueson, ix ri n St. .ohns, Ariz.,

I i of A ihin a ii ( it. Chief .st i ,evi S. U u
ls;a o id naublie hoof'St. 1hohns, Ariz.; in'ber L1)

- in ( i n ' rll(. 1 , uit- tI s A 19 disch ritged 1941.; onpliiii

ihur'S \hil i it service Pa iii. ' .Ina o; .rn I Inivorsity of Arizon 1949

.6 i t 1947-18, co-e iliin i ismtall a playc-l po-

f,..ieii~il e titbalwihD enver Ntigg~et 19Ai-4,;coti Iy attorney, PIlina
ii1 11i withv ; t l tir a 941- ; vice pres(ilit I

- ii Si I-Ii .in 1 i ilor "Arizoi a i .aw of lvioIe'iio, West

I'lit i~lingCI .. , I1960, 1), and Yin i uiis oil i o I o lg:1I i it jerts;c nitlo ih linil

G ' l i fi 11.311h(f 11w ( oiill(5ivM 1tW,' he10115 onll(o., liii., 190

Tu,,'rNI(A 1911; trii )f Arizoni-SilnoraIn eert NI ni

ii:: in 90 to lioI tovston ;1h lfiiiriliyformer InnirijiigC three, sonls, NIirk,

Ir - ,i ; lio ( ght rs,Ane, .1 ui -i nd Katherine; .lected to

S71i N111%o.r11 9l 9v 2 1i 4 to 1 ili('v created by resgnation of his brother

Uid l. nlrreo etd to eadh slflit i't Congremw..

(Representative from Arizona)

Committee Assignments: Interior and Insular Affairs

Post Office and Civil Service
Joint Committee on Navaho-Hopi Indian Administration
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APPENDIX C.

Chapter V. OPERATIONAL CONCEPTS FOR IMPLEMENT-

ING TECHNOLOGY ASSESSMENT -

There are no good examples which could serve as a model for the

Operation of the Office of Technology Assessment organization. But

enough is known about the process and approach of Technology A ssess-

Iinent t~o describe in brief what OTA w ill most likely be facing inI

simultaneously conducting a series of assessients. Several assulllptiol15

are made to simplify discussion: a Technology Assessment Board/

joint committee would be the policy body providing direction to the

Director and staff with 1oth groups havig access to the advice of

the Technologr Assessment Advisory Council. The particular forni

and specific relationships among these three elements are not critical

to describing the Technology Assessment process.

There is a wide range of alternatives at each stage of the process

of Technology Assessment and to treat all these possibilities is beyond

the scope of this initial example. Only one general approach has >een

selected for development here (among many) and naturally other

assumptions and approaches could be equally valid. But selecting one

example and tracing this process will illustrate the basic concepts.

It is believed this example will give a reasonable picture of Technology

Assessment as we know it. today. The objective of this 1resentation is

to give to those deciding upon the legislative base, policy. orgaizatio.

and resource structure for congressional Technology Assessment activ -

ties a view of what these concepts might look like in implementation.

This section outlines several functions involved in any assessment

activity, including the establishment of the criteria for selecting sub-

jects for assessments, the sequential flow of activities through the

Office, and the criteria for selecting a Director and staff for the Office.

The two closing sections describe in condensed form some of the fune-

tions of the staff and expected relationships between OTA and other

organizations.

SELECTION. CRITERIA FOR AssEssMENT SUBJECTS

There are many congressional committees with an interest in the

actual or potential impacts of technology. There are at ainy time pe-

haps 200 major issues and muany more lesser issues that uinight be

offered as candidates for assessment. (See appendix C for a list of over

100 specific topics mentioned in recent congressional documents relat-

ing to technology assessment.) On what basis would the TAB decide

which issues to undertake. and with what priority ? A formal and well-

understood set of criteria might be divided into three categories, with

examples of specific criteria under each as follows:

(1) Intrinsic to the issue.

* U.S. Congress. Senate. Technology Assessment for the Congress. Committee

on Rules and Administration. Subcommittee on Computer Serviees of the.... -

92nd Congress. 2nd session. Wash.: U.S. G.P.O. November 1, 1972. pp. 51-

60.
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i) 'ScOie of jlipacts:
(7) .1rrevlrisibility of consequence,.; (deiIng society future

freedom of choice)
(c) Severity of imipacts:
(/) Feasibility of -oilrrvss01,iOn:l action.

2) Tlie way the issue Is regarded:
1) Evidence of prospectiVe public concern-iportance and

111(r'iil(r N likel Vto be attached by the public
h) Estimated lipIrtlil and urgency judged by a re-

quest inx congressional ('ollinittee
Re) lationsiIp of the subject to ongoing investigitions by

co rtssioal tIfoulhiitte'es
i) Relait ioship of the subject to studies being conducted by

()I for the execut ive branchi.
:1)'le oinpatibility of a proposed assessment with resources

Svailable-
f:1vailabil it ol au organization (o0 seVeral organizations)

4tiilpiettent to perforimi assessment functions in the subject

1:llrs available:
I) Ability v of( Y)TA statl' to process the assignment by prepa1r(i-

inl. a work statement. t ermils of reference, :111d other eleinllents of

a11euIest for I rop)osa I ( IIP):
Availability of inforiiatiiou sufficient to make the assess-

mt 1:11 hat I iS. )tt we know 'iouglh to nike a judgment ?

Ti. Sr.QI'Nt: ). Ak-sssm.SSSINr A eritos

Thilt.ie r Ptost( of tilis sect io.n is to descriibI how the In'peeding lists

of crit t'ria andt-1 functions told he im plenilnted. The flow of (vents

w"Ild inc ercontinof ;I problem ()I-opportunity foi- assessment

Sa oilillittte or ot er source. a:Ipt alite or' rejt'tioIl of the proposed

I.Issi"simWit bv t he I (ard, pr. jVCt ini t iat ion and molitorling, valuat ion

>f r'll :1Itt mlfintll' traniisl iltioll of these findings into alternative

'iisitlt'l imis for the reqitstors.
Several i ititihild be nuatle in preamible. First, technology assess-

imits is in p(qin-ended process, so that additional participants and

cint riibltinS will vw entering into it. posing addit-ional ques-

titn Seeonid two brolti lasses of items will eNd Iassessimient: one
set t(if issllt's estimll Ot (1 to lihiav(, Iiighi future iiipact but which are not

.et of signi ficalit public CiC(i'l: and the t t of issI('s already

.tilt sliJet of wide auid intetns'e pIblic co(trn n(I controversy. These

. wo lasses of items ar likely to follow soil)ebwhat. different )atlis of

>rttssig Third, man varliatiOns in function al flow, and many addi-

iona1l lt(ops tal abv added to tilt- systvll des('rbed here : it is intended
to be ill1ustrativ(. rather thanl definlitive.

Sttp t i)1t'-: Suillmitting irtquists to the Ofice of Thnology Assess-

'1-Ok kinds if i sus art likely to lie if major iflterest to the )T:A (1)

t:11 tat v dt t i-rl'tsst1odil ' r at Iprobablh the subjt'ct of
Sitillilli lt ri'ht) tIiI: ,lI I lo I-raigt i51 ( f poteni t illyS great

fr l (II. 4 -m erist.I vOngir' io al(%tt .fith rst (11 ,t he

-. q411(st W ulrlt t eea In ifo it 16 peng ndisung
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legislation before the committ01 e, or (in the (as of select, special, or

joint, ('olililittees) issues under study.

In the second case, the request could e volvefrom extended

sequeCe involving the interested committees, CRS, (AO, and p05-

sibly nonlegislat ive organizations.
Step two: OTA selects assessmlenit issues. mn

One difficult asks to face the OTA is the choice among

candidate issues of technology to be assessed, and tile. Scope an<l iten-

sity of the assessment e 1Ifort. one assumes tt11
Philosophically, the probleni is a sinpe -e If o$ as t

typical assessments will cost. M the range of $1 t hs,00 tho millionn and

the 0TA has $3 million t o iiiNvest. iII assessimmenits, .
it cs tho Choiceowper-

forming three major ones or w( smaller oies, or something inlbetween.

The p)robability is that isstS Iaising the mo st intense controversy

will be thle most u-rent candidates, but they will also bethle most. costly

to assess. They are also likely to yield the least acc-eptable results

lecatise of <t>ii(,ont< rversial nature. ( onlveseCiyN, technologies having

a long-ranige fture imlt canl be assessed over a lon-ger time frame,

at lower total cost, im (oild be expected to provide more credible

and politically acceptable results. Judged on t lie basis of the mot

criteria alone, these latter kinds of assessments would be themost

eflicilemit use of resources.
Developing an accepted set of criteria foi secu ring candidate assess-

nents is more than ai abstract exercise. Strong fo-es within and out.-

side the OTA would be brought to bear on nitiat ing or inihiting

specific assessmnenits and foi shaping the (ire iolns of those 01(hn for

action. An explicit. ani clear set of criteria developed inradvayn Iof

authorizing t he first assessiiiellt woumll seem to bea wise priority action

for the OTA.
)ne ( o nisid er(1ik 1 Io n wit hli m these criteria a is th1e avu lahil it. of 1 stu dy

team having competence to conduct. alal )srsessilet stiiul v to the deptly

and breadth required. A function of th l e TA stalll. irTisun aly.

wVould be tA ) euml a roster. of' such teams, with au m eva luat lonl ofthr

ouldlet ence ill this bv field of research. aid to maintain this roster

up> to (la. 'll is s aconsiderable task, in view of the characteristic

mobility of the kinds of )Collp involved.

Another task in which the OTA staff might sefullyserve would he

to analyze the leading cal(hdidate issues as >>to the kinds of a ralytical

methodologies of assessmIet that nigktd be appropriate and to prepare

descriptions of thereuil steps and kinds of information

the assessment would r o r. m e mwethodologiCa threqoIlre rutess would pro-

vide one source of guidance in deterumiling vhtlme the iss e could

feasible be assessed and which teams weTe befstnequiqpel to do the

wvork. This iniformliatiolln would also be uisefull inl(Ira ftingr requests for

proposal to be sent. later sto . Selected number of prospective contract

bidders, both public and private.

Anotler' problem involves sel-eduinn. Teebnolog mpissues shold he

selected for assessment so that. they IIll ot all he completed at the

sam time and overload the analyst ica a i)p

hump i i assessillt deliveries would alsoI0mosetaeatvhiiden on athe

evaluation fumnctioim of the (YEA.()ther 1 )ractical consit eratoI os a dre the

tinie available to the (o 11gre ( its stuii coi to consilei
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(Y)TA rEpt l tll n Id lie quest 1011 of how to mualk publlw the hrge amounts

of ( )TA ini f rmat il t hbat are c (it iI to I)e grai tated.

St e i hee :;eleet in JII lit iE orga izat ion to pei iorm t hei study.

StIIk -(liltraItS rm111i uuuOig thli iie most difficult to design iidl I ego-

t' InEEiiEl h ei < lit y (If wEElk isi virt ualy impossiblC to write into speci-

at is. li(Ie i idE iit ntrauts for Technology Assessments. this

diflivulty is 4'EimiiIEEiditm d d hetalse (a) tile press has i]ot beell ade-

E N utlv dtVelovEd (/) st'pecitic iietihodologies ar'e only ei-ri'ently being

d evulb'pad. primiiarily IIIiin iversitv and .i iiprofit organizations, and

kv) i hire has beell I itt lit deiioustriat ion of piofit'ity ill the process to

liablele select ion, of colt rnt ois on the basis of past peirformance. Cost,

although iiimportait. should lx' secondary to assure compl)etn'llCe and

iutegirit 44if t ile t'pel'foiriilg teall iil a study contract. Experi(nCe with

past pE'i-foriilaiitnc adil knowledge about team leaders p are important

select ion (riteria. It is likely. therefore, that in the coitra-ct placement

phase Ef its work, t lie ( )T.\ would have to learn lby experience for thle

lfirist t-Or4 v eai's.
Fo.' iii sessmiet tasks nO one organization will exist with the

fuill 4ag if eapa Elitits required for' a priority assessment task. At

the same t iine, nits at seveal inst itutions mar possess parts of the

retii''lex pc 1-t i :m; -a could be comibiiied into an orgamizational

rCairi I E xpivs'5 e lrug dlti lie ( ld ecompeten1'e. Ill such cases. the OTA

(> Eat i)i1a 1 stafi would iev faced with a decision as to whether (a)

negot iate withI (nc pit tout tr to asseile a team. or (b) a-il

munllei its i E iest for RoIos l ( P) with a long enough lead time

for several potent ial Out i'actolrs t o t iy to bid jointly oeriiug thtr full

cajpabilit ies rIequired. Boit Ii aproalies are used mil Iprivate indiisti's
it'gE t iat i()l$IS 1 I" 510 ilit' tolit 'a('ts.

Anll1 -dit (liaa. > Eia to ie strs-Sei is that ill the negotiation of study

c(lit ra(t s. u unless there is a r t t -l expe tise n both sides of

tile ba urailinilg ta ile. tie 1 .. rodutt is ul .ikel - to be wort h the cost. W ork

st liit'iits lived toi le wr-itten witi carmd lIs~l~it'll tte'pojet

leader. and every ftort Ill<le to rassl'e t'Ollete mutual understanding

of whII;It t IhIv con~lt ravt itInIt a iIs.
Step four1: (otiatMngmn

)n ( :a it I'aet has 1i(4-11hplace( .fo- an assesment by an outside con-

nut Ilg (igani/antion, tie ()TA staff would have the continuing re-

s iilsil ElvforwIllailgi ig -tilt, -cotract. This phase als) i'equires equal

(xpirtnsiset E liepart) ftifthe rcont' r andI (.Olltralcting agency. The

Sx pirisEliilg oIrgaui'/.at ion houti uaint am count act through frequent

progrss rehiortsandz ibriefings.O n lailtitasks. a resident (with the

oit r'aptoi') iiioiitoi bouldbI ltthe best soiltioll. Study contracts are

alnlist always miiit'll u>(rld ill p1.()vts. To anticipate all questions in the

origtialwdtsio tife d wIk -Statt'lllellt would require a rare talent in

fores'(ilg deilit' ilp e cll(tel.r elini s t llrillt'd up in the course of the

stludy t hsi ulv altn(' ithe reqti i reiiilts()f the assec5sienit. Solmletim(s.

l't'sudiy'' l y d t' r i hast Irf a study r otdr uc es info rlmat1( n thlat makes

E s ir h E r ii has t III till ile es(55l1 - -iM, -II''Clt'uIlt. ( )nlr I v close

,atI(I ((lit 1111i i tg or i e 1t1 iiS l it wee tthe-cont macl it lraid the

SJ dillSoil'it waist itult iili40111 ia t't'5('11'('li 'ltitr it'x p li(we lye managed
tponsori i' i tstitltioht''- is a rat hrIti' i!e'lnirally acepted

to police tIihe expeItedlil os. ltrai osts he conltr(tilg agtlcy
1-1](11111that b. (()It p,1r m(()Ssmit( v m acingag nc
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ill ill-houlse resources an amoit equal to 10 percent of the size of the

contract..

.An iniportant function of the 0TA st4af in contract mniitoring

would be to keep tle I)irector and the Board informed of progress, ai

to serve as intermediary to insure that the wishes of the ()TA roga1<

i1ln r te ontractor's research design al( o( m)pleteness of the investiga-

tioli ale registered in Odc ract iioW it 1i1s r0 otheI011(t erwise commlnhate

to the contractor's research teami. A key question that would arise

here is the degree to which interaction betweeii the requesting coni-

miitl14e 11l Vil1wconltlactor will Ibe;I I11ged.

Stope I i :X11'.IvzI N* r 11por11s f roIIIm Io t raptors.

Results of study contracts coUld be lhivere( ill seVera1l wayS

Progress reports. comprehllsive 1fin1al reports suitable for pubi(at 011.

a series of briefings accompaied by a re port. or a sucillct statement of

findings accompanied by voluminous appendices that. are intended

only for reference alld documentation.
The obligations of tle contractor should not be ended with the sub-

mission of the final report.. Clarification of meanings, amplification of

incompletely developed themes, further substantiation of weak argu-

ments, and strengthened documentation may be required.

The delivered product from the contractor would require further

analysis and evaluation by the OTA staff. rhe methodologies used

ma y require explanation in- lay terms. The essential meaning of find-

iligs may need to be extracted and put. in the cOltext of the larger

issues under consideration by the sponsoring committee. In s011

cases, a single assessment: would involve work by two or more (ontrac-

tors whose products would need to be. combined into a united set of find-

illgs by tie OTA staff. As now visualized the report oin the assessmllent

that. goes to the initiating colnlllittee would not. contaili lecollmllimel a-

ions fo- action or legislation. However, it should be action oriented in

that. it. should provide evidence to help in the. congressional decision

making process, and documentation to support the decision of (on-

gress. Normally, one would expect. the relx)rt to be prepared by the

OTA staff, approved by the OTA Director, reviewed by the board/

committee, and. if satisfactory, then transmitted to the requestillg coll-

mittee. A possible issue between tIle board/commit-tee and sponsorig

(committee will be. access to the "raw' reports of the contract without 01

together with board/conilittee review.

One almost invariable element. of final reports of study contracts is a

section titled "l-e,oilmendatiois for future research. -The usual pm -

pose of such an entry is in hope of contiliiing tihe contract relationship

for another assigniiient. (The team has been assembled, has learned to

work together, has completed its job, aid prefers not. to disband. A 1.

in general. as a practical matt er, if there is another job it could do, it is

cheaper to use a. going (oncer than to start. from scratch to bild a new

one.) however, in Techniology Assessment studies. the section on

"irC('onullieldaLtiolns for further research has special meaning. Exam-

ilation of this section Call le instructive in making a determination as

to whether the scope of the assesSllellt has beell sulhcielltlv broad. and

whether serious ulu1certainties re illlilito l)e resolved.

Step six : Trallsmlit.t.inlg imIndiigs to the e(1 lsting colnittee. 1

Allother unlresolved issue is the relatiollship (f the )TA stall alld

TAB to tue requesting co ittee. Would the stafl be available for
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coliill il iol 1101 ssit isee n it[o. r t he (poll W olld it be

1 1ev for 11011110 insist 11fa i r e islat iill ( oll4 1 1dth e seIvecas

xjImrt witliiesss Thei kF OWldt wol iiltloil)tedly iake thei-

use ful i i t (i I :1rt ivip 1it1e iii1apro'a1 ol e rislative ait loll MI -iglt. ((Il-

jIH1oliiI - ctIitlI.(A1 ijeet i vit v.It IS Suggt'st i'd tIhattt'ei'l at oIs] ii1p 1 it xeen

the T IA stal. I iid 111cong1-''1tsiOal ('0111111 ittees and their staffs needs to be

ri vell close attention.
TIh' oirigia hieIliItpt of alTl ()A was of a teellical orgallizat ion

%t111i'What ins 1t t'd froni the political decision rioiess. It would pro-

ide ie teilii'al iiI It to that PI hCuS t litb t inore. hI Vo(011 VerLSin of

tIle 1 lardi ton 1 iallIi ) iireit ul0l Olmgil'tizat io llchailnges the origilial

s1t ilt1011.
('ileelpt1al1lv. at least. t I s could he ani a ol.i(olit I'ihtit l0ll byVtle

Advis y ( '(1111 .IBut hee also. 1poli isa ita 1procet(iIilllne( to be

d il' to)creat.e bo ll he rellit yand appearmy
111 4e.4)1. .l . I itb m c ith tt i ISW U,1 1 11I ). (f tllb

.I'l basi. iss-,S i1 ITecllOg Assessllt. y dfiiiit loll, A 1 to

l its Objct ivt. scilt li. and explicit a process as possible. Also >y

defltit ill. T.\ 1n11st take Into inu the vaillich, ().0Is, des ive, and

1i ht , of' :11h1fll part Icip t1s itd t host aiileeted yIv t ie decisions. ( reattingr
P_~ Ir

41n1( 4*4heviit prowves t o acc(111nnandate e en11c n eurn.wlsi

lie Ililleugi' fIiiig Ii' polieyakei's finiui l t I tA letiSliio

:1t (1)lieI. II :ai :-t iS PasSAtth.tIIns elialln'uge vWil thei be the respoll-

,iIilit v of It e()TA, :1ui 1pssiblv tli Adviso'v ('tuil of I lie t ltTecl-

)oo \ssIREIC(lt rAND-/.AFFS LETNCR.EI

It ias Ieenlsu i.. t'sl t hat I lit't -.i . sSSS_

lil-Il w l )ll-I;.IS irf go Ilas ihll(. p c req-rtu1ted to St.-ll' It. 'I'he lost

""i '.11 1'. (If .ui-se. t It id'I t he first I)irector. What follows

(if 11411 I he Ir)11 4 14)rI. .111t he it her Sniff Illimbin ers.

}{t sieM*adioV grmip Nrels -Ill] ConjreItjOna jIt( St ll-1N-

1Avi :1' a lressie h I lit nt'eld for hi igh-level professional colpetel('t for

bot IhI re'ttr :1l st aff of the ( lA. Folr' exilt il tst'riig t'

liti'itions for elir'e'torI aild stall' of a ('t;gIesswide technology

s t illechaliisii. thlt Nat ial Acadey of Sciencesireportld.

lt- -i till' eiro'i't' l11 hisstaff shluli le voilpen'iSaIti'd at suffitiently high

rilt, tp Ma il it os i tti i atwt irst-ritv ivii. 'Tll(- taff hould inclu e repre-

iitatil m fr ni a variety if sci itii a nd iiesciv tifi e disciplines.

\ Ir. 'EIl IIiv ir St aa Is. ('m II])rlel t. I I Ieral,':iti'l tve i' lt'Ii'o IvspI r Ate, tI r

11114141. tp ina h int lee 11 I r:1pal t iwith the I ) irecto r of lthei Natl ial St'tetC

V0 1 - atin ll M It'I :il.i(W1Iit 1 I. 'i s l id itll A di i ratolr

-. W#111141 i tia' ' he iirec t r' 1w l c ensait-( ed tillh- level 11 rate. under
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mi a t I)im % ir r . 1) ik i ,als4)lit- rate which is prmvided for

lol 'S ivi e id strimmitics.'It-chnooir: Prorfenmem

If I .4I'l it .i trid I hr irc R rl tof I - eN a 1 m - -a v fsce cs I itshington : '.S.
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ini the niewiy (stb11blished ( Mice f Eivirnn a quality . [1ilall. alled EI'1

The I )ir1et ii to f the (Wick. ftScience 4'ami{ t'i 1 ttyi i 4 lvlI.S)hr r

Thirte jwsiti mstIr tfwe set r 1ghI onla r it i ne s of type of background

req pired, ilnl t he t level d ri ml l.si hi i y I eref re we believe it would be well

t havetie I)i rel o qu ted wi tli the staIus of the th ree posts which I have just

indicated.
"* * * The role of the ()TA IDirector," according to testimony Ibefore

the House Committee on Science and(1 Astronautics, bis that of chief

expert. in the malnageleilt of technology assessments. "Furthermore,

"it. will be of the utmost importance that the Director * * preserve

an albsolutelV unbiased posture.
The need for an especially well qualified professional and olitically

ieutralI )i reCttor (erives from the wide-rangg fietiols e will be

required to perform. For instance, suggestIoiOs for the conduct of

pilot. technology assessmeiits would be made by a number of different

Members of Co'ngress. The Director would be responsible for coordi-

natilig these suggestions and would assist in the selection of assessments

to be peiformlled. lIe would oversee research (esiglie(l to develop anciI

refine the methodology of teclimology assessment.. lie would coordi -

nate stall activities in awarding admilimonitoring contracts for pilot

assessmiii(nlts and wouldadiidi stern utilization of new systematic il-

formation gathering poeli rTes to provide the Congress with up1)-to-

date early warning informal ion. Similarly he would need to command

the respect of his peers ill order to solicit. the expertise of a number

of individuals familiar with technologies of pOssi)le interest to all

Members of Congress. And especially important are h is repon-sibi IiSe

in support of overseeing the evaI nation of assessments and t he posit i

of alternatives to (Congress rating to the Illilementat ion of tech-

101ogi ('s.

The National Academy of Sciences outIlied specific stall functions

for the congressional technology assessment nIeciha nism in the report

it prepaleid for the louse ('oiuniittee. It is readily apparent that a

high q111al ity staff with req i1site prOessioa l 11petence\ wol be

required to Sulpport t hese respoiisibhilit ies, wh ich Include:
I(o enlist the aid of outside orgaiizatilns . . . ill obtaining )Speciti(

assessments and d(evelolig ew assessment, tools and crite-ri:

To utilize the information-nIiiumahgei-llnt systenis (of thfl ('ex(itiVP

branch) Or concivalv, to estalisl a. second suich system:

To obtain on request from executive agencies dat a bearing critically

on technologies supported or regulated by them

To organize conressiol hearings p1 ;111111 assist in the formula-

tion of recommllendationis with respect to, assessment activities con-

ducted in various parts of the Government.
To) review and coninelt u)1 all tecnology-assessment studies,

policy pa peIs. and reports leased * * *
To file reports Oil t1eir own initiative Mid..
To eqiip Congress fith a mechanism ,. generating conclsions

of its own hearing on tehnl)oIIsssessment issues and priorities. slIp-

ported bV a systematic searcch of current 14-ofessional literature and

by- cointiiitiin''n(tita ts with professional groups.'

2 s .Congress. House. Committee i Scutience and Astrotu itles. Technologti . **t''sx-

men t- 1970. HItarings 1 elore Iit5lt- S 1 411 1te 1 5(ien . itee'onesearch. a41141I1 tevel pim ntt 1 i

11.1t. 17t4t. Mal and .1ne1 l1it. 41 m ong.. first sess. ( Washingtoit : .s. Government

Printing Mfiicv. 1197p m. i.. 11.
Itii.. :'.'

'Inchyiiogyt I'toct'st's nof .1 .xs4(t'444 14444n(d1C h .c, li. cit.. p). 111:1 tt11.



CRS - 48,

\ 1'liittd i~seilu1t a.iS\S ii 'OiIItiOi wit bI taffiiig is that of the

teri v1 f 14 (live fol. t- )I ) I* "k 11(id-thIw natu11 IT Off lli elpl(ym nt e on-

trilet wit t he staif.
()TI' .\iv F UNCTIONS

It 1 1Ot Sjim-stl(1 iII aiY (if 114 Ir0p5 rafts of tehlOlgy assess-

III nt j e- I isliit I11 Sat .t e stil t 1 t Ihe ( ic)e (if TechnII y -:ss e I I t

wmOld itself prifoirmii tile assessmIelts (f t eclIhmOlogi('ual i iiipacts. 'he

)ros*ect i cV dInia Ids of t his o en-elided press wold be) lie 80 reat that

It() a(b11(it4' stI ill 01ld ( reasoiahly b ie recriiitedl :nd IiI iltailied to per-

forI all the requind filinctiOnls. in all tile disciplhines thii at a varnetv of

0(11Co rirent aiessiienits call f(. Nevertheless, prepa rato 101of request

for prIl)iS,-L5 a1nd1 iiegotiat ilIg anId miionitorllg cOtrats for studies

1111(1 assessim enits wou l1( reqii i skilled 1)r-)fessionIals 01 tlie stal (if

OTA as wvll s 1dillnilist ratols 11a11d geelh'sllists to priOcess cont raitiull

-1d lisCal iIInf or mtion. Th functions this st a II night be expected to

perfori iwild perIh apsi iwlud14Ie tile following five general categories,

with ililust rat Ive it ems1 uder each:
1. Marsh'a1: tile resouirces to cOn(lict a sse'ssil lts, including

last aIblishi a anel t of expert coisult ants to be available on call,

with lialilicantions suited to assessillelit activities in prospect;

I)ev)elop d111(1 umailitai l a roster of available research organiza-

tiois. wit i iotat ilnS as to their special coii)etences as contractors

in parItwiula r fields (f te illology assessllent

U IIn OTA determiinat ion that a particiila r teclnology assess-

ielit should be Iuiidertakeii pirelare formal requests for proposal,

icli i iig descrip 1it(o of tle issue. termils ()f reference. proposed

w'ork st at meinit s. il lust fit ive lestt i1is. cost est iniates, contractor
select ion criteria. and tile like : and

With (TA approval dmd direction, negotiate with proposing

institute iOs and iimake recoliueldatioiis as to selection of a con-

tracton (or group of' 4olit ractorS). and as to contact scope, terms

11111 44 ( i. it oms.
2. Irepae mroposa Is- develop. nd maintain materials for con-

sid1erat iii and~ iise by ( T A. including:

I prepare suggested criteria for selection of candidate issues

for assessment:
I)vvelop and maintain files of data ielatiug to candidate issues;

.aiitaii surveillance on all candidate issues to detect changes

ill t heir iilportalie allo( turgenlcy
Aualyze candidate issiu's for assessiient (a) develop prelimi-

iiur I ('(1st est iiiiaites. (b) ideniti fy impor-.tan1t impCts requiring par-

ticular attention. ad (c) idelitify'assessiiienit. approaclies, and

Imiethdllologies rl'e(uIirl'd: and

I 4eparFl' dra ft material for any ieq)ired reports.

3. Monitor: all cohitracts. including:
Witi tile issist'alice (if conistiltaints cIngaged for specific contract

s&'rvieTs. miiai nit a in closi' siuriveil lance over the (condiuet. of contracted

la lol Pt pe 4 ridim aliv to OTA (Mi prI1igress. the nl'led for contract

mldiicat i(ii. and.l o1 p4( ssil' blenlled W .ppotillities for other

studies:
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M 1aintai files of contractor interim reports and findings and

inputs from other-sources to be a part 6f the public disclosure of

the completed assessment;
Arrange, as appropriate. interim briefings for TAB and spon-

soring committee, and introduce into the assessment process chang-

ing information and requirements; and
Maintain liaison with the National Science Foundation and

other research organizations as to the "state of the art" i tech-

nology assessment methodologies.
4. Convey assessments to initiating committees. including:

Upon completion of contract assessment studies, analyze these

and prepare evaluations on the findings for T AB consideration;

Consult with contractor and obtain brie fings on all aspects of the

completed work;
With Board approval, prepare a report for public release to

disclose findings and their substantiation; and
On assignment by the Board, at the request of the initiating

committee, give briefings and assist in the preparation of the

hearings ointhe technology issue when it becomes the subject of

proposed legislation.
5. Management leadership and administrative support, including:

Develop policies, plans, organization structure, and procedure

for the conduct of the affairs of the Board/Committee, Advisory

Board and Office; and
Arrange for logistics, personnel, fiscal and contract administra-

tion services.
Just as the legislative proposals for OTA do not specify that the as-.

sessments shall be conducted by the in-house staff, they do not prohibit

the practice. It is probable that on selected occasions either the urgency

or the sensitivity of an issue might be such that a portion of the office

technical staff would be selected to perform the assessment. Some

advisers suggest that a. small fraction of the in-house staff should be

continuously devoted to the conduct of actual assessments. The ra-

tionale for a partial do-it-yourself operation is for the maintenance of

skills of the technical staff and for an improved basis for comparative

quality with the contracted efforts.

OTA RELATIoNSmPs WITH OTnER ORGANIZATIONS

Of considerable interest and importance is the relationship between

the proposed Office of Technology Assessment and those public and

private groups, agencies, and organizations which may provide its

priiary inputs. Some of these inputs are made explicit by statutory

provisions of the. proposed legislation, whereas others remain implied

md somewhat indeterminate.
In view of the growing interesting technology assessment, primary

inputs from the public sector can be anticipated from all levels of

iovernmiiieint. including Federal. State, and local. On the. Federal level,

mny executive departmnents and agencies are already actually engag-

umi4 in assessmiients withina their fields of responsibility. The Office of

1iece aid Techology (OST) aid the National Sciene, Foundation

NSF) have been active in this field and growth of NSF activities can

be anticipated. It is not clear what role, if'any, the OST will continue
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S -'14 14 . 4 11 P1 imny ' ie lily 1104I'rIlct ored way and fro ml witli in the
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(MViesfielf I mibtch lI-t eeu these forces so as to achieve what the

Con"greSS desires.
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Appendix D.

(Note: This listing represents a selection of documents which the authors

believe represent a thorough and current background for Members and staff
on both the Office of Technology Assessment and the broader TA movement.)

Background Studies

Technology: Process of Assessment and Choice. Prepared by an ad hoc panel of

the National Academy of Sciences Committee on Science and Public Policy, under the

direction of Dr. Harvey Brooks. Considered one of the earliest and best expositions

on the theory and practice of technology assessment. (1969).

A Study of Technology Assessment. Prepared by an ad hoc panel of the

Committee on Public Engineering Policy, National Academy of Engineering. Presented

recommendations on the methodology, feasibility and policy implications of tech-

nology assessment. (1969).

Technical Information for Congress. Prepared by the Science Policy Research

Division, Legislative Reference Service, Library of Congress. Series of 14 case

studies describing and assessing resolution of legislative issues with a technical

content. Printed first as a Committee Print (1969), then as a House Document;

was reissued in revised form in 1971.

Toward Balanced Growth: Quantity With Quality. Report of the National Goals

Research Staff. Chapter Six details the growth of the technology assessment move-

ment and describes major policy problems with, the prospect of doing technology

assessment in a formal fashion. (1970).

Recent Articles

Joseph F. Coates. "Technology Assessment: The Benefits...the Costs...the

Consequences". The Futurist. December 1971. Lists several trends which make

it mandatory that society develop early warning techniques, and offers different

views on decision-making functions of technology assessment. Includes! cost and

necessary team skills criteria, and notes the unresolved issues in technology

assessment methodology.
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David M. Kiefer. "Assessing Technology Assessment". The Futurist. December 1971.

Survey of current assessment activity and comments on how such planning methods might

be implemented into decision-making mechanisms.

Richard A. Carpenter. "The Scope and Limits of Technology Assessment." Organi-

zation for Economic Cooperation and Development. January 26, 1972. Description of

technology assessment as a policy analysis tool, and study of the difficulties and

limitations apparent with current assessment activities.

Technology Assessment. A quarterly journal of the International Society for Tech-

nology Assessment (ISTA) which contains general and in-depth articles on the 
methodology,

organization and activities involving technology assessment. The Society's Washington

office is located at 1015 Eighteenth Street, N.W. Washington, D.C. 20036. Telephone

(202) 293-7750.

Books and Reports

Technology Assessment: Understanding the Social Consequences of Technological

Applications. Edited by Raphael G. Kasper (1972). Proceedings from a series of seminars

on the processes and mechanisms of technology assessment held at the Program of Policy

Studies in Science and Technology at The George Washington University. 
Includes the ten

papers -presented during the series as well as summaries 
of the major points raised in

the discussion sections.

Technology and Public Policy. The Process of Technology Assessment in the Federal

Government. Prepared by Vary T. Coates, George Washington University Program of Policy

Studies, under NSF Research Grants (1972). 3-Volume report which includes extensive

survey and analysis of technology assessment activity within 
the Executive Branch.

Summary volume presents the conclusions drawn from the 
research, with a series of recom-

mendations for the improvement of the technology assessment 
process in Federal agencies.

m
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A Technology Assessment Methodology. Prepared by Martin V. Jones, MITRE Corporation,

under contract to the Office of Science and Technology (1971). Exploratory technplogy

assessment project which developed an analytical framework and structured 
procedure through

five pilot studies that could be used for anticipating the societal impacts of major

technologies. Detailed findings are reported in six volumes; summary volume presents

conclusions and primary findings of each pilot study involved in the project.

Technology Assessment in a Dynamic Environment. Forthcoming publication prepared

by Marvin Cetron, Bodo Bartocha and Christine 
Ralph. Anthology of scholarly articles

of where technology assessment has been, is, and where it may be going. Contributors

include American and European academics and TA practitioners.

Recent Congressional Documents

House. Committee on Science and Astronautics. Establishing the Office of Tech-

nology Assessment and Amending the National Science Foundation 
Act of 1950.

House Report No. 92-469, 92nd Congress, 1st Session. August 16, 1971.

Washington, U.S.G.P.O.

Senate. Committee on Rules and Administration. Office of Technology Assessment

for the Congress. Hearings before the Subcommittee on Computer Services.

March 2, 1972. 92nd Congress, 2nd Session. Washington, U.S.G.P.O.

Senate. Committee on Rules and Administration. Technology Assessment Act f 1972.

Senate Report No. 92-1123, 92nd Congress, 2nd Session. September 13, 1972.

Washington, U.S.G.P.O.

House. Committee of Conference. Technology Assessment Act of 1972. Conference

Report No. 92-1436, 92nd Congress, 2nd Session. September 25, 1972. Washington,

U.S.G.P.0.

Senate. Committee on Rules and Administration. Technology Assessment for the

Congress. Staff study of the Subcommittee on Ccmputer Services. November 1.

1972. 92nd Congress, 2nd Session. Washington, U.S.G.P.0.: This study
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contains definitions of the terms used in the Technology Assessment Act, a

detailed history of proposals for an Office of Technology 
Assessment, and

outlines some activities in Government and industry 
which are part of the

technology assessment movement. The operational concepts for implementing

the Office and a methodology for technology assessment 
are also included.

Bibliographic Reviews

Technology Assessment: Annotated Bibliography and inventory of Congressional

Organization for Science and Technology. 
Prepared for the Subcommittee on

Science Research and Development, Committee on Science 
and Astronautics,

U.S. House of Representatives. 91st Congress, 2nd Session. Washington,

U.S.G.P.O. July 15, 1970. The articles, boks, papers and congressional

publications included in the first 
part of this committee print deal 

with

the concept of technology assessment, proposals 
made for the organization

of technology assessment mechanisms in government, 
and examples of technology

assessments completed or in process.

"Bibliographic Review of Technology Assessment". 
Prepared by Genevieve J. Knezo

for Technology Assessment, Vol. 1, No. 1 (1972). Extensive review of tech-

nology assessment materials current 
to March 1972. The author includes

legislative history;. popular, professional and scholarly critique; methodology;

implications for public policy; 
cases of illustrative pilot technology 

assess-

ments; international technology assessment activities; 
and forthcoming literature.

This review was reprinted as an appendix 
to the Senate Committee Staff Study

cited above (Technology Assessment for the Congress).
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