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I have been studying urban phenomena, and struggling to understand

what we can do through urban planning, for the last 20 years. While
listening to the last two speakers, I was reminded of that famous

saying "'diplomacy is war pursued by other means'. To translate that
would be to say that ''planning is politics pursued by other means'.
"Planning" for complex social systems can be defined as a social and
political process of conflict management which tries to achieve concensus
as to what action should be taken to control and change such systems,
avoiding "warfare' or comparable social breakdowns such as, for
example, black bans, boycotts, strikes, riots, or the like.

The National Telecommunications Planning Process is undoubtedly
one of the most ambitious sytems-planning projects that has yet been
attempted in Australia. That's not necessarily saying very much - it
may in fact be damning it with faint praise. It is refreshing to hear,
as Mr Newstead has indicated, that his team understands that plans
can no longer be regarded as controlling agencies in the sense that
plan-formulation and execution is simply a matter of putting into
operation a series of pre-determined steps. Planning is no longer
merely a process for the production of firm plans mean to meet well-
defined, specific, quite concrete, short, medium and long-term
objectives. Recognition of those principles is a major breakthrough
indeed, particularly by an organisation basically of an engineering
nature. Mr Newstead recognises something akin to what we can by
now all call the "modern-classical' model of planning.

An idealised version of this "modern classical'' model has been
described by the American Melvin Webber, as

"an on-going, cybernetic process of governance, incorporating
systematic procedures for continuously searching out goals;
identifying problems; forecasting uncontrollable contextual
changes; inventing alternative strategies, tactics, and time-
sequenced actions; stimulating alternative and plausible action
sets and their consequences; evaluating alternatively forecasted
outcomes; statistically monitoring those conditions of the
publics and of systems that are judged to be germane; feeding
back information to the simulation and decision channels so
that errors can be corrected — all in a simultaneously
functioning governing process.''*

Yet no matter how hard scientists, engineers and mathematicians try,
such a model cannot be made to work effectively in real life. I like
the phrase Webber uses to sum up why this is so. He says 'Planning

* "Dilemmas in a General Theory of Planning', Rittel & Webber,
Policy Sciences 4 (1973) pp 155-169, Elsevier Scientific Publishing
Coy, Amsterdam.




problems are wicked problems''. This is because social systems
involve people, not molecules, simple cells or cyphers. The way
people shift in their attitudes and behaviour is fundamentally different
from the behaviour of those things which natural scientists, and most
engineers, technologists and mathematicians, deal with. So social
questions are never answered: social problems are never solved.
They are only re-answered and re-solved - over and over again.

The National Telecommunications Planning Process is, therefore,

as unlikely to succeed, or to be recognised as succeeding, as other,
previous large scientific or engineering plans for big changes in cities
and regions.

Such previous examples include the US National Highways Program,
the Metropolitan Adelaide Transportation Study, and similar Australian
plans of the 1950's and 60's for expressway systems in other
metropolitan areas.

The reasons for failure, I suggest, are simply that they have been
conceived basically as engineering processes using mathematical and
other techniques derived from the methods and approaches of the
natural sciences.

In this Forum, we are talking about relationships between ''Science

and Society''. I think it important to say that we need to adapt the
essential discipline of scientific method to evolving new processes of
social planning, conceived as a series of cultural and political processes.
These processes need to involve all of us in self-conscious learning
about how to evolve social policies, and how to review and revise

them continuously.

Scientists, engineers, economists and technocrats generally, can

get awfully out of touch with cultural and political realities. The

"wired city' concept is one of a multitude of visions of ''technological
futures' which have been put to us in recent decades. The greatest
recent disaster caused by over-emphasis on techniques of science-

based planning and evaluation techniques and technology, has of course
been the US handling of the Vietham = War - in as' much as the US Defence
Department worked during the 1960's on the assumption that technological
planning and evaluation techniques, and scientific gadgetry, could resolve
a series of cultural and political value-conflicts.

I noticed another potentially comparable example the other day when
I was wrestling in my mind with the problem of what useful things I
could say at this Forum. This was in a newspaper article headed
"Is sex really here to stay?" ‘

"Dr Mike Smith, of the University of Wales Institute of Science
and Technology, predicted the development of "do-it-yourself
pleasure centres".



"These would consist of electrodes planted in certain sections of
the brain, controlled by a small transmitting device.

"Dr Smith said: "It is not inconceivable that our knowledge of
the anatomy of the human brain and our surgical techniques
will have advanced to a point where a device the size of a
portable cassette recorder could deliver carefully controlled
electrical impulses to the brain.

"''Self-stimulation of pleasure centres could well make sex,
alcohol, gambling and eating obsolete as modes of human
gratification." "

Dr Newstead and the APO are obviously both honest and sincere in

their attempts to introduce sophisticated and rational science-based
techniques into planning for telecommunications infrastructure. In

a sense, they are trying to shift the responsibility for decision-making
back where it belongs — with our social, cultural and political processes
and institutions.

But we simply don't have social, cultural or political processes
and institutions equal to the task.

Evolving such social, cultural and political processes and institutions
could be the next new frontier for the next new generation of scientists.

Planning for large, open, interactive social and technological systems
seems impossible. The natural sciences techniques based on direct
causitive chains just don't work. Social planning is not engineering.
Social planning problems are wicked problems. The formulation of the
problem is the problem. The basic problem of the human race is how
we reshape our social and political institutions to enable us to manage
our conflicts and make our decisions about what actions we are going
to take as a society.

A problem can be described as a discrepancy between the state of affairs
as it is and as someone thinks it ought to be. We have the science and
the technology to do almost anything we want to a degree unknown before
in human history. I believe that the present state of affairs is that we

don't have adequate social, cultural or political processes for determining

how we want to use technology in particular fields. The state of affairs
as I think it ought to be, is that we should be able self-consciously,
participatively to shape our lives, our life styles, how and where we
want to live. But we don't yet know how to arrange our discussions so
that we can in fact successfully make any large-scale social plans.

This is the greatest challenge of the second half of the Twentieth Century.



Planning is a social learning process — learning about what we want,
where and when. Planning is the key function of modern government.
Government should be increasingly thought of as a learning process.,

as Donald Shon says in his book ""Beyond the stable State''. We have

to find ways of exploring together what we could have, including, for
excample, the telecommunications facilities that the Australian Post
Office can tell us about, their costs, benefits, and implications.

We have to identify conflicts, we have to discuss possible trade offs,
we have to reach some consensus about the trade-offs we are willing to
make, and the immediate priorities for actiem. We have to observe the
results of that initial action, achieve feed-back and then go through the
whole cycle again.

The success of the planning process, the social learning process, depends
on how much we can speed up this cycle. With urban plans these days,
it's my own view that basic strategies, policies and priorities for short
term action should be reviewed and revised every three years at least.
The cycle should be gone through quite comprehensively with regard

to every major urban area at least once every three years instead of

as in the past, only once every 10 or 20 years.

However, most scientists and technologists wish to go through very,

very complicated, sophisticated, mathematical, analytical processes which
are very time consuming and very expensive. It's usually impossible for
them to do their work sufficiently quickly in order to enable the cycle to
proceed as it should. There are many things, of course, that telecommun-
ications can do to help in thos social learning process of planning and
government. Computers of course are in fact doing a lot already, helping
to get us information more quickly, helping to have access to wider and
wider amounts of information.

Traditionally, social groups are organised through institutionalised
political processes to elect governments, including local government
councils. Governments or councils set priorities, they make choices of
allocations of resources — that's accepted in all fields but it's not yet
accepted in science and technology. We have notions of scientific freedom
and so perhaps we should say it's not the business of governments to
interefere with scientific freedom. But it does seem increasingly to be
the business of our social and political institutions to direct technology

to the satisfaction of defined social needs.

In this respect the announcement today by the Minister for Science of
the setting up of a group which might look at this sort of problem in
Australia is very heartening. I believe we will have to do more and
more of what the Americans call technology assessment, and that these
assessments will become more and more politically important.

The time for open discussion has come. With regard to telecommunicat-
ions, I would have like to discuss the dangers of centralisation of control,
and also the dangers of too much trivial communication. Many of my
colleagues in the urban studies profession have in fact defined metropolises




as being measurable in terms of the average number of contact choices

per unit time. They have defined urban societies as being transaction
maximising systems. I think that we might have in the future a problem

of ""communication - pollution''. We have a constant danger of trivialisation
- a constant danger of communication overload.

Having said that, I should quickly conclude by urging more experimentation
with new forms of social and political processes and institutions that would
enable us to conduct social planning and conflict management as on-going,
participative processes, that would work better than we have ever before
been able to make such processes work.
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objectives. Recognition of those principles is a major breakthrough
indeed, particularly by an organisation basically of an engineering
nature. Mr Newstead recognises something akin to what we can by
now all call the "modern-classical'’ model of planning.

An idealised version of this "modern classical' model has been
described by the American Melvin Webber, as
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problems are wicked problems'. This is because social systems
involve people, not molecules, simple cells or cyphers. The way
people shift in their attitudes and behaviour is fundamentally different
from the behaviour of those things which natural scientists, and most
engineers, technologists and mathematicians, deal with. So social
questions are never answered: social problems are never solved.
They are only re-answered and re-solved — over and over again.

The National Telecommunications Planning Process is, therefore,
as unlikely to succeed, or to be recognised as succeeding, as other,
previous large scientific or engineering plans for big changes in cities
and regions. :

Such previous examples include the US National Highways Program,
the Metropolitan Adelaide Transportation Study, and similar Australian
plans of the 1950's and 60's for expressway systems in other
metropolitan areas.

The reasons for failure, I suggest, are simply that they have been
conceived basically as engineering processes using mathematical and
other techniques derived from the methods and approaches of the
natural sciences.

In this Forum, we are talking about relationships between "Science

and Society''. I think it important to say that we need to adapt the
essential discipline of scientific method to evolving new processes of
social planning, conceived as a series of cultural and political processes.
These processes need to involve all of us in self-conscious learning
about how to evolve social policies, and how to review and revise

them continuously.

Scientists, engineers, economists and technocrats generally, can

get awfully out of touch with cultural and political realities. The

"wired city" concept is one of a multitude of visions of ''technological
futures" which have been put to us in recent decades. The greatest
recent disaster caused by over-emphasis on techniques of science-

based planning and evaluation techniques and technology, has of course
been the US handling of the Vietnam War - in as' much as the US Defence
Department worked during the 1960's on the assumption that technological
planning and evaluation techniques, and scientific gadgetry, could resolve
a series of cultural and political value-conflicts.

I noticed another potentially comparable example the other day when
I was wrestling in my mind with the problem of what useful things 1
could say at this Forum. This was in a newspaper article headed
"Is sex really here to stay?" ‘ '

"Dr Mike Smith, of the University of Wales Institute of Science
and Technology, predicted the development of "do-it~yourself
pleasure centres''.




"These would consist of electrodes planted in certain sections of
the brain, controlled by a small transmitting device.

"Dr Smith said: "It is not inconceivable that our knowledge of
the anatomy of the human brain and our surgical techniques
will have advanced to a point where a device the size of a
portable cassette recorder could deliver carefully controlled
electrical impulses to the brain.

"'Self-stimulation of pleasure centres could well make sex,
alcohol, gambling and eating obsolete as modes of human

gratification." " e

Dr Newstead and the APO are obviously both honest and sincere in

their attempts to introduce sophisticated and rational science-based
techniques into planning for telecommunications infrastructure. In

a sense, they are trying to shift the responsibility for decision-making
back where it belongs - with our social, cultural and political processes
and institutions.

But we simply don't have social, cultural or political processes
and institutions equal to the task.

Evolving such social, cultural and political processes and institutions
could be the next new frontier for the next new generation of scientists.

. Planning for large, open, interactive social and technological systems

seems impossible. The natural sciences techniques based on direct
causitive chains just don't work. Social planning is not engineering.
Social planning problems are wicked problems. The formulation of the
problem is the problem. The basic problem of the human race is how
we reshape our social and political institutions to enable us to manage
our conflicts and make our decisions about what actions we are going
to take as a society.

A problem can be described as a discrepancy between the state of affairs
as it is and as someone thinks it ought to be. We have the science and
the technology to do almost anything we want to a degree unknown before
in human history. I believe that the present state of affairs is that we
don't have adequate social, cultural or political processes for determining
how we want to use technology in particular fields. The state of affairs
as I think it ought to be, is that we should be able self-consciously,
participatively to shape our lives, our life styles, how and where we

want to live. But we don't yet know how to arrange our discussions so
that we can in fact successfully make any large-scale social plans.

This is the greatest challenge of the second half of the Twentieth Century.
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where and when. Planning is the key function of modern government.
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as Donald Shon says in his book "Beyond the stable State''. We have

to find ways of exploring together what we could have, including, for
excample, the telecommunications facilities that the Australian Post
Office can tell us about, their costs, benefits, and implications.
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and so perhaps we should say it's not the business of governments to
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Australia is very heartening. I believe we will have to do more and
more of what the Americans call technology assessment, and that these
assessments will become more and more politically important.

The time for open discussion has come. With regard to telecommunicat-
ions, I would have like to discuss the dangers of centralisation of control,
and also the dangers of too much trivial communication. Many of my
colleagues in the urban studies profession have in fact defined metropolises
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per unit time. They have defined urban societies as being transaction
maximising systems. I think that we might have in the future a problem

of "communication - pollution''. We have a constant danger of trivialisation
- a constant danger of communication overload. '
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with new forms of social and political processes and institutions that would
enable us to conduct social planning and conflict management as on-going,
participative processes, that would work better than we have ever before
been able to make such processes work.
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problems are wicked problems''. This is because social systems
involve people, not molecules, simple cells or cyphers. The way
people shift in their attitudes and behaviour is fundamentally different
from the behaviour of those things which natural scientists, and most
engineers, technologists and mathematicians, deal with. So social
questions are never answered: social problems are never solved.
They are only re-answered and re-solved — over and over again.

The National Telecommunications Planning Process is, therefore,

as unlikely to succeed, or to be recognised as succeeding, as other,
previous large scientific or engineering plans for big changes in cities
and regions.

Such previous examples include the US National Highways Program,
the Metropolitan Adelaide Transportation Study, and similar Australian
plans of the 1950's and 60's for expressway systems in other
metropolitan areas.

The reasons for failure, I suggest, are simply that they have been
conceived basically as engineering processes using mathematical and
other techniques derived from the methods and approaches of the
natural sciences.

In this Forum, we are talking about relationships between "Science

and Society'. I think it important to say that we need to adapt the
essential discipline of scientific method to evolving new processes of
social planning, conceived as a series of cultural and political processes.
These processes need to involve all of us in self-conscious learning
about how to evolve social policies, and how to review and revise

them continuously.

Scientists, engineers, economists and technocrats generally, can

get awfully out of touch with cultural and political realities. The
"wired city' concept is one of a2 multitude of visions of ''technological
futures' which have been put to us in recent decades. The greatest
recent disaster caused by over-emphasis on techniques of science-
based planning and evaluation techniques and technology, has of course

.been the US handling of the Vietnam War — in as' much as the US Defence

Department worked during the 1960's on the assumption that technological
planning and evaluation techniques, and scientific gadgetry, could resolve
a series of cultural and political value-conflicts.

I noticed another potentially comparable example the other day when
I was wrestling in my mind with the problem of what useful things I
could say at this Forum. This was in a newspaper article headed
"Is sex really here to stay?"

"Dr Mike Smith, of the University of Wales Institute of Science
and Technology, predicted the development of "do-it-yourself
pleasure centres''. '



"These would consist of electrodes planted in certain sections of .
the brain, controlled by a small transmitting device. '

"Dr Smith said: "It is not inconceivable that our knowledge of
the anatomy of the human brain and our surgical techniques
will have advanced to a point where a device the size of a
portable cassette recorder could deliver carefully controlled
electrical impulses to the brain.

""'Self-stimulation of pleasure centres could well make sex,
alcohol, gambling and eating obsolete as modes of human
gratification.' "

Dr Newstead and the APO are obviously both honest and sincere in
their attempts to introduce sophisticated and rational science-based

' techniques into planning for telecommunications infrastructure. In

a sense, they are trying to shift the responsibility for decision-making
back where it belongs — with our social, cultural and political processes
and instittions.

But we simply don't have social, cultural or political processes
and institutions equal to the task.

Evolving such social, cultural and political processes and institutions
could be the next new frontier for the next new generation of scientists.

Planning for large, open, interactive social and technological systems
seems impossible. The natural sciences techniques based on direct
causitive chains just don't work. Social planning is not engineering.
Social planning problems are wicked problems. The formulation of the
problem is the problem. The basic problem of the human race is how
we reshape our social and political institutions to enable us to manage
our conflicts and make our decisions about what actions we are going
to take as a society.

A problem can be described as a discrepancy between the state of affairs

as it is and as someone thinks it ought to be. We have the science and

the technology to do almost anything we want to a degree unknown before
in human history. I believe that the present state of affairs is that we
don't have adequate social, cultural or political processes for determining
how we want to use technology in particular fields. The state of affairs

as I think it ought to be, is that we should be able self-consciously,
participatively to shape our lives, our life styles, how and where we

want to live. But we don't yet know how to arrange our discussions so
that we can in fact successfully make any large-scale social plans.

This is the greatest challenge of the second half of the Twentieth Century.



Planning is a social learning process — learning about what we want,

- where and when. Planning is the key function of modern government.

Government should be increasingly thought of as a learning process,
as Donald Shon says in his book '"Beyond the stable State'. We have
to find ways of exploring together what we could have, including, for
excample, the telecommunications facilities that the Australian Post
Office can tell us about, their costs, benefits, and implications.

. We have to identify conflicts, we have to discuss possible trade offs,

we have to reach some consensus about the trade-offs we are willing to
make, and the immediate priorities for action. We have to observe the
results of that initial action, achieve feed-back and then go through the
whole cycle again.

The success of the planning process, the social learning process, depends
on how much we can speed up this cycle. With urban plans these days,
it's my own view that basic strategies, policies and priorities for short
term action should be reviewed and revised every three years at least.
The cycle should be gone through quite comprehensively with regard

to every major urban area at least once every three years instead of

as in the past, only once every 10 or 20 years.

However, most scientists and technologists wish to go through very,

very complicated, sophisticated, mathematical, analytical processes which
are very time consuming and very expensive. It's usually impossible for
them to do their work sufficiently quickly in order to enable the cycle to
proceed as it should. There are many things, of course, that telecommun-
ications can do to help in thos social learning process of planning and
government, Computers of course are in fact doing a lot already, helping
to get us information more quickly, helping to have access to wider and
wider amounts of information.

Traditionally, social groups are organised through institutionalised
political processes to elect governments, including local government
councils. Governments or councils set priorities, they make choices of
allocations of resources — that's accepted in all fields but it's not yet
accepted in science and technology. We have notions of scientific freedom

.and so perhaps we should say it's not the business of governments to

interefere with scientific freedom. But it does seem increasingly to be
the business of our social and political institutions to direct technology
to the satisfaction of defined social needs.

In this respect the announcement today by the Minister for Science of
the setting up of a group which might look at this sort of problem in
Australia is very heartening. I believe we will have to do more and
more of what the Americans call technology assessment, and that these
assessments will become more and more politically important.

The time for open discussion has come. With regard to telecommunicat-
ions, I would have like to discuss the dangers of centralisation of control,
and also the dangers of too much trivial communication. Many of my
colleagues in the urban studies profession have in fact defined metropolises



as being measurable in terms of the average number of contact choices

per unit time. They have defined urban societies as being transaction
maximising systems. I think that we might have in the future a problem

of "communication - pollution''. We have a constant danger of trivialisation
— a constant danger of communication overload. '

Having said that, I should quickly conclude by urging more experimentation
with new forms of social and political processes and institutions that would
enable us to conduct social planning and conflict management as on-going,
participative processes, that would work better than we have ever before
been able to make such processes work.
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I have been studying urban phenomena, and struggling to understand
what we can do through urban planning, for the last 20 years. While
listening to the last two speakers, I was reminded of that famous

- saying "diplomacy is war pursued by other means'. To translate that
would be to say that ''planning is politics pursued by ether means''.
"Planning" for complex social systems can be defined as a social and
political process of conflict management which tries to achieve concensus
as to what action should be taken to control and change such systems,
avoiding ''warfare' or comparable social breakdowns such as, for
example, black bans, boycotts, strikes, riots, or the like.

The National Telecommunications Planning Process is undoubtedly
one of the most ambitious sytems-planning projects that has yet been
attempted in Australia. That's not necessarily saying very much - it
may in fact be damning it with faint praise. It is refreshing to hear,
as Mr Newstead has indicated, that his team understands that plar:
can no longer be regarded as controlling agencies in the sense that
plan-formulation and execution is simply a matter of putting into
operation a series of pre-determined steps. Planning is no longer
merely a process for the production of firm plans mean to meet well-
defined, specific, quite concrete, short, medium and long-term
objectives. Recognition of those principles is a major breakthrough

_indeed, particularly by an organisation basically of an engineering

- nature. Mr Newstead recognises something akin fo what we can by

now all call the ""modern~-classical" model of planning.

An idealised version of this "modern classical' model has been
described by the American Melvin Webber, as

"an on-going, cybernetic process of governance, incorporating
systematic procedures for continuously searching out goals;
identifying problems; forecasting uncontrollable contextual
changes; inventing alternative strategies, tactics, and time-
sequenced actions; stimulating alternative and plausible action
sets and their consequences; evaluating alternatively forecasted
outcomes; statistically monitoring those conditions of the
publics and of systems that are judged to be germane; feeding
back information to the simulation and decision channels so
that errors can be corrected — all in a simultaneously
functioning governing process.'"

Yet no matter how hard scientists, engineers and mathematicians try,
such a model cannot be made to work effectively in real life, I like
the phrase Webber uses to sum up why this is so. He says ""Plaming

* "Dilemmas in a General Theory of Planning'', Rittel & Webber,
Policy Sciences 4 (1973) pp 155-169, Llsevier Scientific Publishing
Coy, Amsterdam. :




problems are wicked problems'. This is because social systems
involve people, not molecules, simple cells or cyphers. The way
people shift in their attitudes and behaviour is fundamentally different
from the behaviour of those things which natural scientists, and most
engineers, technologists and mathematicians, deal with. So social
questions are never answered: social problems are never solved.
They are only re-answered and re-solved — over and over again.

The National Telecommunications Planning Process is, therefore,
as unlikely to succeed, or to be recognised as succeeding, as other,
previous large scientific or engineering plans for big changes in cities
and reglons . :

Such previous examples include the US National Highways Program,
the Metropolitan Adelaide Transportation Study, and similar Australian
plans of the 1950's and 60's for expressway systems in other
metropolitan areas. '

The reasons for failure, I suggest, are simply that they have been
conceived basically as engineering processes using mathematical and
other techniques derived from the methods and approaches of the
natural sciences.

In this Forum, we are talking about relationships between ''Science

and Society". I think it important to say that we need to adapt the
essential discipline of scientific method to evolving new processes of
social planning, conceived as a series of cultural and political processes.
These processes need to involve all of us in self-conscious learning

" about how to evolve social policies, and how to review and revise

them continuously.

Scientists, engineers, economists and technocrats generally, can

get awfully out of touch with cultural and political realities. The

"wired city' concept is one of a multitude of visions of "technological
futures' which have been put to us in recent decades. The greatest
recent disaster caused by over~-emphasis on techniques of science-

based planning and evaluation techniques and technology, has of course
been the US handling of the Vietnam War - in as' much as the US Defence
Department worked during the 1960's on the assumption that technological
planning and evaluation techniques, and scientific gadgetiry, could resolve
a series of cultural and political value-conflicts.

I noticed another potentially comparable example the other day when
I was wrestling in my mind with the problem of what useful things I
could say at this Forum. This was in a newspaper artlcle headed
"Is sex really here to stay‘P"

"Dr Mike Smith, of the University of Wales Institute of Science
and Technology, predlcted the development of ""do-it-yourself
pleasure centres"



"These would consist of electrodes planted in certain sections of
the brain, controlled by a small transmitting device.

"Dr Smith said: "It is not inconceivable that our knowledge of
the anatomy of the human brain and our surgical techniques
will have advanced to a point where a device the size of a
portable cassette recorder could deliver carefully controlled
electrical impulses to the brain.

MMgelf-stimulation of pleasure centres could well make sex,
alcohol, gambling and eating obsolete as modes of human

gratification.' " v R

Dr Newstead and the APO are obviously both honest and sincere in

their attempts to introduce sophisticated and rational science-based
techniques into planning for telecommunications infrastructure. In

a sense, they are trying to shift the responsibility for decision-making
back where it belongs —~ with our social, cultural and political processes
and institutions.

But we simply don't have social, cultural or political processes
and institutions equal to the task.

Evolving such social, cultural and political processes and institutions
could be the next new frontier for the next new generation of scientists.

. Planning for large, open, interactive social and technological systems
seems impossible. The natural sciences techniques based on direct
causitive chains just don't work. Social planning is not engineering.
Social planning problems are wicked problems. The formulation of the
problem is the problem. The basic problem of the human race is how
we reshape our social and political institutions to enable us to manage
our conflicts and make our decisions about what actions we are going
to take as a society.

A problem can be described as a discrepancy between the state of affairs
as it is and as someone thinks it ought to be. We have the science and
the technology to do almost anything we want to a degree unknown before
in human history. I believe that the present state of affairs is that we
don't have adequate social, cultural or political processes for determining
how we want to use technology in particular fields. The state of affairs
as I think it ought to be, is that we should be able self-consciously,
participatively to shape our lives, our life styles, how and where we

want to live. But we don't yet know how to arrange our discussions so
that we can in fact successfully make any large-scale social plans.

This is the greatest challenge of the second half of the Twentieth Century.



Planning is a social learning process — learning about what we want,

where and when. Planning is the key function of modern government.

Government should be increasingly thought of as a learning process.,

as Donald Shon says in his book '"Beyond the stable State''. We have

to find ways of exploring together what we could have, including, for

excample, the telecommunications facilities that the Australian Post

Office can tell us about, their costs, benefits, and implications.

We have to identify conflicts, we have to discuss possible trade offs,

we have to reach some consensus about the trade-offs we are willing to

make, and the immediate priorities for action. We have to observe the

| results of that initial action, achieve feed-back and then go through the
whole cycle again. ‘

The success of the planning process, the social learning process, depends
on how much we can speed up this cycle. With urban plans these days,
it's my own view that basic strategies, policies and priorities for short
term action should be reviewed and revised every three years at least.
The cycle should be gone through quite comprehensively with regard

to every major urban area at least once every three years instead of

as in the past, only once every 10 or %0 years.

However, most scientists and technologists wish to go through very,

very complicated, sophisticated, mathematical, analytical processes which
are very time consuming and very expensive. It's usually impossible for

" them to do their work sufficiently quickly in order to enable the cycle to
proceed as it should. There are many things, of course, that telecommun-
ications can do to help in thos social learning process of planning and
government. Computers of course are in fact doing a lot already, helping
to get us information more quickly, helping to have access to wider and
wider amounts of information.

Traditionally, social groups are organised through institutionalised
political processes to elect governments, including local government
councils. Governments or councils set priorities, they make choices of
allocations of resources - that's accepted in all fields but it's not yet
accepted in science and technology. We have notions of scientific freedom
and so perhaps we should say it's not the business of governments to
interefere with scientific freedom. But it does seem increasingly to be .
the business of our social and political institutions to direct technology '
to the satisfaction of defined social needs.

In this respect the announcement today by the Minister for Science of
the setting up of a group which might look at this sort of problem in
Australia is very heartening. I believe we will have to do more and
more of what the Americans call technology assessment, and that these
assessments will become more and more politically important.

The time for opcn discussion has come. With regard to telecommunicat-
ions, I would have like to discuss the dangers of centralisation of control,
and also the dangers of too much trivial communication. Many of my
colleagues in the urban studies profession have in fact defined metropolises




as being measurable in terms of the average number of contact choices

per unit time. They have defined urban societies as being transaction
maximising systems. I think that we might have in the future a problem

of "communication - pollution'". We have a constant danger of trivialisation
- a constant danger of communication overload. - '

Having said that, I should quickly conclude by urging more experimentation
with new forms of social and political processes and institutions that would
enable us to conduct social planning and conflict management as on-going,
participative processes, that would work better than we have ever before
been able to make such processes work.



