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J f annrnve~ , th i s reAoJut i nn wnul~ Ammen~ Spction 3 of 
~rticl. II nf the hylhwA of thp rO~~\l nity Mp~orv Proie~t, 
an~ A~~ un a~~itional art i cle.As fnllowg : 

IIR'I'ICLP. JJ 
Sect. ion 3 

Mp'1'h.r A>' i" 
flect. i on of ~O~horA 

Corrpnt. L~nntlr:!ry E' : 

"Tt iA th" nni l ev Of the cnrnnration thAt, whenever 
oossihl~, e~"lovees ~n~ Vol\lnt~~r~ ~~~ll he ~e~~~[~ nf th~ 
t"' ot:r'lorntinn . 71.nv 1"'I 0 t sn n ",1-,0 hA~ 1.,()tk0 "~ for t h p ':.0·"P'T'l11'l1i tv 
Me~nr.v Proi~ct ~q an e~nlovp~ or. '10111nte~t: ~or ~ nerin~ o~ 
si~ ~o~thg q~~l l hOi e) i ~jhlo to ~or~~~ ~ ~~~hpr. ~~~~ 

~p~hprs ~h~ll he ~ loctfl~ hv ~ ~~1or.itv vntn n F t~e ~~~h~rs." 

Pr.n""nt;~4 nplo., J rl'1t'1I1r:!'1P.: 

"Tt i~ tho nolicv of t."" cnrnorAtion t".t , w"Anev-r 
nnssi~lA, p~n]ovpe~ ~n~ voluntpey~ t;~A)l he ~~~~~rR o~ thp 
corno r ation . ~nv npr~0n w~n ~A~ h~en A ~ ~~~ori~t~ MR~hpr of. 
t,,@ Co~~ unltv ~o~orv Proiect fn ~ ~ nRr i o~ of ~ix ~o~t"~ 
Ah" l] he e l in i hle to becnme a ."e",her . N01< "1emhp.r~ ~h"ll h@ 
elect@~ ~v A ."ainr i tv vote of the ",@."hars." 

IIR'1'J:::r.P. VIII 
Asqoci~te Mp~hprRhi~ 

Section 1: As~n:::I''I'p. M~~~~q~4 T P . ~~qociat. "1A~hE'rshin i n the 
Cn~"' unity ~A~nrY Pro i ect is n"An to Rl I nprBon~ wlthnut 
r P'Onr~ to SP~, ~~~, eC0nn~i~ C]~SR, race , ry~vqical han~ic~n , 
or to Pr') ] itica l, ~oc ial, reliaiol)!=; , or Rex l1 n l r")r efpt'pnce . 

SE'ct i on 7 : Of1LJr:I\1'JON~ OF 'S~f)C T ~'I'P. r~F.M","p~ . "''S~oc i'''t e 

m@m"ors of t" e corr)orat i o n ""'~t act i v.,ly work to ~P.velon the 
CO"'~\1.,1 ty "emorv svst.,m 'l nr' nt""'rwi se to further tho nOAls 
of the co r no r "t l on "g ~et fnrth in the ~rtic l e~ of 
Tncoronr"tion • 

. <;pc~ion , : F[.1cr'l'IO" flO' I\SS0CTII'I''' MF"B~R q . 'le"~ A""ociRte 
M",,,hpr ,; shal l h .. P.IActe~ at Co""' ''nl.tv """,orv Proiect 
"e"1" e rA"in meet l nos hy ~ t'·'o-tl, i r"! " vot'" of the memher~l,in 
".,~ a~"ociate me"'h er~hlr) in nttE'nAance . 

~ection~: 'I'F.R" IN 11'1' 10'1 OF '1r:""FQS'lT" . ."Iny 1\'S~ociatp "e"'her 
"'nV r."inn hv nntifvinn the SecretarY of thp Cnrnor"tion in 
, ... r i tinl1 . 

~ect: i on~ : Vf)'l'ING . ~ach 1Il'l~oc i atA "emher shRll. hA 
ent ltl e~ to noe vnte on rel'l o lutionA r)tor)osina the e l ecti on 
of new Associ'lte Me~her,; . ~Asoc i ate Membe r A nEe not 
pnt i t l p~ tn vote nn ot her cornn r"t: e ",atterA . 

I 
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Section~: lltr;'lT~ ()f IISS()CII'Tf 'lB'1RPRS . ""soci"te Me",hE'r~ 

~~~ll receive notice of, an~ Ahall h~ pntitle~ to atten~, all 
"nnu"l, renuler , an~ snecial Melher"hin m~etinns of the 
cor~oration. l\~~ociatE' Me~h~rs "'''V narticinate fullv i n 
~iscu~~ion nt these ~eetjno~ unles~ ' a ",a10r i tv of the 
Mp~hprs Dre~pnt at a ~eptino vot"'~ to li~it n"rtici~ation to 
Memhprs onlv. 

Secti on 7 : LTIIRILITIPS ('If' p'S~('ICIII'T'f' "'1PM"lfRS . "0 ner~on .'ho 
now j" , or \0'", l"tE'r heco"''''!> , ~:n "'~"ociate "'p~hpr of this 
cornorntion "~"ll hp ner"onnll~ liahl'" to it~ cre~itor~ 

or anv in~ehtenne~~ or liahilitv . 
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Novem.ber 17. 1982. 

I wa. more than & little surprised at the recent paper. by Eftem & 
Jude. beoaus. the, propo •• a radioal ".olution" (dividino the 
orqanization) to a problem. which. aa far aa loan tell. doe.n't e.t.t 
None of the de.ion meetinv. 1 have attended reoarding eM have foou.ed 

on anythinQ other than a publio .y.tem . There has been no talk of 
mailing li.ts. private terminals. or private data . The only variant. 
fro. an "ideoloQioally pure" CM have been the introduotion of world 
tree. a. an option. and .ome discu •• ion of how we would provida di&l­
in aco •• s if we later decided to do .0 . 

The pioture of "thino X" .et forth by Efre. oharaoteri' •• the focus of 
the Qroup'. effort ••• ry well . Thin; X i. not bein; abandoned or 
forced to tate a baot seat . In fact . more conorat. provra •• has been 
.ade tow~rds r.alisinQ thinQ X in the la.t two .onth. than in all tha 
re.t of the ti •• I'.e been here . If thts t. happening d •• pite the 
pr ••• ure of another Comde. rush. loan only projeot that even mora 
rapid proor ••• will be made start in; ne.t month. if we don't divert 
our effort. by a major reorganisation . 

I re.ent . a. I alway. have, Efr •• '. implioation that nothing 
worthwhile oan happen without him . I don't wish to .ini.i •• Eftem l

• 

oontribution. to the projeot . and in faot • lot of hi. ide.s are 
refleoted in the work we have done r~o~ntly. But the faot that the 
projeot i. no lonoer under hi. direot oontrol do •• not .aka it •• oond 
rat • . On th. oontrary. I think it ha. b •• n an altoV.th.r h.althy and 
produotive ohanQ • . 

~. hay. fln~ll, b.vun th. work of _akinv eM happ.n . 
or dlv.rtinv that .ffort . 

-~ 

I oppo •• dlvidlnv 
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~NVUN~ WHO BLLI£VE5 COKMUN1T~ MEMORY IS A RATlONAL 

Ttle an,ouT!t of Hn~TOV. tune and money th("':.l 
na.o;;, Otie'tl DOUr&ri Lntl, thlS llmsv construct should makE'! cleat Its su[t@oll 

n~tur~ It lR 110t R con~tructivlst &ttemot to o~Qan,ze. make OUt ~lde 

nnwptlul t"lOht. anv wtongs. or aid the aC(lOmpl19hment ot anv given task 
H:dh+-t it to;; i\ 03..1 to l:;onntanE:ltv. luostlv to lndlYJdual spontane.lty 
wh l on WI-!- Jl:now w II t T@';PO}trj 

whn I J 'I} 

b\lt ~l~c) to m~,o[ &DontanullY HnoJ.'edJr:.t1Lble 

TtLl~ was the VIRion l.eE'. 

... Wl<:;l'ii Ot 1"15 OW'\) Odd 
Ken 
to, 

ann ~ (~I"lnlp nl 1 .. jlTlO tvnf's. 
me.ro:: 'nte:nt1.Cll1. mort" oonOi1tn 

~nd Sh~tAd (al~Q Mayk. With somp n~rVCIse 
~ ch@mloal englna9r. a~ eJ~ctronl~ @nplneer 

qurely !roln !;uc:h;J, crowd VOI1 rj el\pecl 
tnr who would use thplr tool and how 

1> loo1~ don't qhal18 the world. but th~v do d~te[inlrle the lang~ 01 WAVS 
1 t C:Hn h~ shi\otld 

2) B~for~ they Rr~ in~t rtl1tlonal1zed, they ate tovs; peop!~ pl~y With 

tl11'i"m to lInd wha.t OOl.n Uti' found In thIs, hl'3tO[lcat momf1!nt the! 
n t:>w (,} \; n \.11." !.. \ II e p Cl IS SIb III t v 0 t b [ e", k 1 n I'l t h IOU g h e K i 5 t s. t h a [ ~ 
I.a.n O~ a 1C.tlnlnr,I t)f att d.nd lIte 

It t~ ttlat mpm~nt whioll moveg thl~ work~ when 
th~ mnre ratl~n~l toro~g beooTh~ Jmporlant th~ 

~(~CP.<:;!'l to "serJous" UOlltlr:~J neoDle. alt! (or 
Hut Lh~~p only prqoate tOt 4nDther ~uch moment 

th(,~ mom~nt 

qualIty ot 
LS pa!ilt 
the ~&t., 

consolldatlon or OPposition. 
l'h~ idea InSists 

t 11 £i WO 1: I rl i "> n ('I t c h i'\ n Q e 11 ,I (J 0 <':l r d l n q t 0 () 1 a II. II u l bV 'fioru~nt5 WhIch 'Iln 
awav f\'om Intention. thl-! mom.€rn~" of "sooial" lite 



Phili9 

Mlchaei. 

My oomments on the 8001&1 emplacemant are not artioulate . You may taka the. 
to be squeals of anQulsh . A latty ARPANET do •• n't ne.d my or your apaoial 
•• petti ••. nor are w. the oomputinQ r •• ouroe for the l.ft 1 think we're 
relivino the division manif •• ted at R •• ouroe One . 1 ask my •• lf: what are 
we trYlng to do that's apeoial and unique? 

Somewhat more artioulate are my oomment. on the purpo •• of the projeot . 

oonsider a vision and a faot: 

A viSion: eM is revolutionary - if we'r. lucc ••• ful the fads will shut u 
down. 

A Fact: When the ~oli.h Qovernment impo •• d martial law 1a.t ye.t , 
olosed down the whole phone .y.tem for hour. before going 
aotion. This was to prevent oounterorQanlsation . 

The implioation is that we would make & mi.take to think that our Qoal i. 
to provide an alternative to oommunioation. utilitie. , and we are not tryin ~ 

to provide a servioe. but to propaQat. an idaa. Ve want to ohange the way 
peopl. se. lhe eleotronio oommunication utilitie •• i . e . not as an in.truman ' 
run by and for Them. but for Us . I argua for a oompletely open form, whioh 
oorresponds to the 50ciety w. are aiminQ towards (form should follow oonten ' 
A flourishing Community Memory .yste. liv •• on the aotive participation of 
it. users. This i. a praotioal applioation of mutual aid , My 90al. involve 
~utu&l aid as a way of life , 

1 oonsider Community Memory a tool and an attempt to claim. field of 
teohnology to be run in a different manner than s.y, the way the internal 
oombustion enqine i. u •• d in transport 

p,g. What doe. telecybernetic m.an? 



, 

Everyone who has worked at any aspect of the 
Project has an investment of energy and heart in 
it; but Lee, Ken, and Efrem have made investments 
that are different in kind from anyone else's. 
Every employee has in effect [made] a financial 
investment in it, if only through working at low 
wages; but Lee, Ken, and Joaquin have made 
financial investments different in kind from 
anyone else's. These special investments deserve 
to be respected and protected as the Project moves 
into and through phase 3. The money and support 
promised by these people should be promised with 
no strings provided certain initial 
conditions/expectations about what will be done 
with these are honored. Perhaps this arrangement 
and these conditions will be adequate to protect 
both their interests and the Project's, if these 
come to seem to diverge. But perhaps we should 
also give them, collectively, a special role in 
certain kinds of decisions made as the Project 
develops and changes. I don't think that just 
because they've got a lot of self and bucks 
invested they should be let run the whole show as 
it goes along. But the truth is that they have 
furnished the principal vision, perseverence, and 
funds that have brought the Project into this 
phase, and they deserve to have a large say in 
guiding and determining its next course. 

1 



• What is Community Memory? 

Community Memory is a name, a project, a myth, a political 

vision, a social technology. 

Community Memory is a name for all the information stored 

and flowing in the community, from the great works of antiquity 

to the least everyday transaction, and for the complex system 

that processes it all. Community Memory is a name for a vision: 

that this system might be developed to make this information 

maximally available and useful to each member of the community, 

and to all. Ne w c y b e rne tic and communications technologies 

lend power to this vision, bring it closer. Community Memory 

is the name of a modest project puttinq these technologies to 

use in new ways in community information systems. 

The present project began in the late 1960s, as experience 

• 
with community switchboards, bulletin-boards, newsletters, 

newspapers, and radio stations brought its organizers to focus 

on the need to develop user-responsive, user-controlled community 

information systems to SUP90rt community develooment and 

proqressive social change. By 1971 they had begun to apply 

cybernetic technologies to this purpose, and the first small 

Community Memory system received its public field test in 

1973-4. 

'. 
The principles of a Community Memory system are simple, 

and political. Each member of the community has full access 

to the system's basic data and processing capabilities, and 

a fair share in determining at least indirectly how the system 
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itself is programmed and developed. Users are free to enter 

any information they want to , subject only to limits on its amount. 

The system is programmed to enable its users not only to describe 

and address their own information as they wish, but to help 

develop the very categories through which information is 

exchanged . It is programmed to help them learn how to do 

this, and to find the information they need, as well as how 

to use the system itself in the first place and how to help 

maintain it. 

In these senses a eM system is convivial and oarticipatory. 

But it is a more radical social artifact than these terms 

suggest. A eM system is an actively open ("free") information 

system, enabli~g direct communications among its users, with 

no centralized e diting of or control over the information 

exchanged -- a me dium of decentralized interaction, mediated 

only by the facilitative data , programs, and customs de velope d 

collectively within the system by its users. 

Such a system represents a precise antithesis to the 

dominant uses both of electronic communications media, which 

b r oadcas t ce nt r ally- deter mined messages to mass pass i ve audiences ; 

·an d of cybe r netic t ec hn c logy , wh ic h 
in vol v e centralized processing of and control over data drawn 

from or furnished to direct and indirect users. In reversing 

these habits simultaneously, at the marriage-point of these two 

powerful technologies, a eM system defines a technology of quite 

a different social character. 

It supports a direct democracy of information, involving 

for its users not only the rights but the responsibilities of 

citizens of a democracy. The responsibility for judging 
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the worth and use of information is one's own, with what help from 

others one can find , as the system has no authority to certify 

what is true or useful . And the responsibility for providing 

this help, as well as the information itself, is one's own 

again, as the system has no sources for these other than what 

participants provide. 

The payoff is efficient, unmediated (or rather self-mediated) 

interaction , eliminating roles and problems that develop when 

one party has control over what information passes betwee n two 

(or many) others. This fr eedom is complemented by the way the 

system democratizes information-power, for no group of its users 

has more access to its main information than the least user has. 

The simplest uses of a eM system with well-distributed public 

terminals perhaps involve the simple exchange of goods and 

ser vices. A eM system enables eve n richer descriptions of wants 

and offers than bulletin-boards host; more flexible and eff icient 

organization of data than newspaper want-ads can provide ; and 

more immediate access to continually-updated information than 

either of these present (semi~unmediated information exchanges 

offers . In thus facilitating direct transactions, its use erodes 

the power of "infor mation middlemen" -- in real estate, used cars , 

employment agencies, educational administration , etc. -- to 

control transactions by controlling the information on which they 

depend, and to profit by this control. 

Besides more efficient matching of community resources with 

needs, then, a eM system supports matching processes of a 

different social and economic character. Its use readily extends 
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beyond the narrowly commercial domain of buy/sell to more fluid 

exchanges of goods and services ; and opens naturally to a freer 

and fuller indexing of the community's resources and needs than 

any medium more centered on commercial service could generate 

or support, or any agency smaller than the community itself 

provide. And a eM system can serve to facilitate direct relation-

ships quite more subtle and complex than those of exchange. not 

only between individuals but among using groups. 

The force of these general capacities becomes clearer when 

we consider the possible uses of eM systems in more sharply-

defined communities . For though eM is described above as a fully 

public system for the general community, its principles ap~ly 
r 

again to an inf~mation system used by any sub-community, from a 

working group sharing one common terminal to an organization or 

network dispe~sed across the land and using many networked terminals; 

and such sub-communities are apt to develop the peculiar potentials 

of eM systems mere intensively . For example : 

* A community of "health care consumers " can use a eM system 

to generate a radically efficient and accessible public 

conversation recording and evaluating not only their own collective 

·experience with conditions of disease and techniques of self-care, 

but also their experience with the specific practitioners and 

organizations of. medical/health care who serve the community , as 

well as with their ~articular species of practice. In this collec-

tive data is comprised the actual "track-record " of all these 

practitioners , techniques, etc . To make it accessible to "consumers " 

can provide them with radically increased powers of choice and 



action -- contradicting the very basis of present governmental 

regulation of health care providers and practices, which rests on 

consumers' inability to make informed choices; and working more 

generally to undermine both the monopolization of health care 

by mainstream medicine, and the relation of dependence between 

"health care consumers" and "suppliers." 

* A ne twork engaged in developing and applying solar techno-

5 

logies can use a CM system not only as an updated index to and 

compe ndium of their collective projects, methods , techniques, 

practical ex?eriences, sources and resources of skills, material , 

and knowledge, but more actively as an interactional medium, to 

initiate and coordinate dispecsed collective exper i me nts, projects, 

and evaluations, as well as to open to individuals the advice 

and response of the entire community. Conferences / discussions 

around t e chnical and social themes can develop with fewer 

constraints on their duration, extent, and complexity: recorde d 

and cumulati vely accessible, neither linear nor hie rarchical 

in their processes , yet intricate and flexible in their self­

organizing , self-referential structures. The tendency in all 

this is for the network, without any loss of individualities, 

to think and work more genuinely as a collective mind and being. 

* A regional coooeration of small-scale farmers can use a 

CM system to deal similarly with agricultural data: methods 

and their appropriate variation, commercial and informational 

and neighborly resources, local soil and immediate weather 

conditions, generating again a collectively tended compendium 

of knowledge and resource of active aid adaptable to individual 
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need and supportive of collective engagement . But when such an 

agricultural community integrates its eM system with an analogous 

one in a community of urban food-consumers, a further potential 

can be realized: direct and flexible distribution of products 

from growers to consumers, each acting as individuals but 

functioning as collectivities; and in time direct contract for 

and deliberate direction of this production by consumers, again 

as collectivity to collectivity -- in both regards reconstituting 

the bases of economic relation. 

* A human service agency can use an internal eM system to 

help collectivize information and discourse vital to the management 

of the organization itself, and to the practice of its s e rvices. 

To do so undermines the basis of both the hierarchical and the 

bureaucratic characters of management and organization, for both 

depend upon controls over information and its flow impossible to 

maintain in open systems . So does the culture of specialism 

itself; and by opening its eM system and the information and 

discourse this carries to the community it serves, an agency 

can help its clients learn to narticipate in their own service, 

dissolving t he mystified discontinuity between professional 

specialist and layoerson . This partici~ation can be managerial 

as well as technical; and the sharing of information vital 

to decision-making with the "client community" through an 

interactive system can lead to new forms of community control, 

and to the dissolution of the very notion of agency as distinct 

from community. 
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These four examples illustrate some of the more comolex 

social potentials furthered through open information systems. 

Each, within its particulars , involves a decentralized collective 

self-directed process of learning, as shall any other social 

development of CM systems. For the deepest characterization 

of CM systems may be to say that they form a compatible 

technology to support learning proce sses of this sort -- a 

technology for democratic l earning . 

The fuller potentials of Community l1emory develop i n a 

system extended to embrace all such sUbcommunities as the above 

and nearly universally and immediately accessible . Such a 

system can support an informed, direct participatory democracy 

in the governance of social affairs in mass society; and a 

similarly radical re-creation of the educational system -- though 

its role in these, as throughout the above , can only complement 

that of other media and face-to-face interaction. 

No doubt it can support other wonders too , inherent in its 

being a partial concretization of the vision of collectivizing 

human consciousness democratically, to maximize individuation. 

It is essential to understand Community Memory in this light, 

as only a tangible metaphor. Though all the social-transformative 

processes discussed above are "naturally" facilitatable through 

CM systems, none depend on such systems for their initiation, 

existence, or character . Rather they stir together as continually 

regenerated tendencies in the anarchic, uncolo nized substratum 

of everyday life and its discourse. CM systems are merely 

tangible tools to empower and amplify these tendencies. The 

anarchy of free information exchange, the ultimate social solvent, 
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persists despite information's modern socialization; but has 

lacked technological means to match those opposing it. In 

structurally facilitating processes of direct participation 

and interaction, CM systems can provide the anarchic spirit 

with means essential to the reorganization of mass society. 
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The fuller development of these potentials awaits the 

development of technological caoacities to handle more information 

more flexibly, and the social will to explore their uses. 

Though some visionary extremes above are still impractical, 

the technological development has been proceeding more rapidly 

than the social experiment , and will likely continue to do so. 

Meanwhile, the present Community Memory project moves on in a 

modest , tangible form that will put a syste m of 20 terminals 

into public operation in San Francisco in 1980. Though 

functioning initially mainly as a computerized bulletin-board 

network , the system will have rudimentary capacities to 

facilitate every social process and development discussed above . 

Kindred systems exploring some of these potentials are already 

in operation (e.g . EIES) in non-public contexts; and initial 

projects on these scales, involving networks of up to several 

hundred terminals, are now feasible for a wide variety of sub­

communities to explore . 

Finally, the Community Memory project, in the small and in 

the l arge , is one example of a new variety of conscious social­

revolutionary practice. Rather than working to reconfigure 

control over the present means of social production, this approac h 

takes as its basis the emergence of new means, and seeks to 

influence the development of their social character . 

MICHAEL ROSSMAN 



Jack Taub Launches a $100 Million Information 'Utility' 
It all sounds so reasonable when Jack Taub gets started talk­

ing about his latest project, you almost wonder why someone 
else hasn ' t already plunked down 5100 million to start an infor­
macion utility for the computer age. Taub has been at work 
assembling the multifaceted National Information Utilities 
Corp. (NtU) in his home base of McLean, Va" for the last two 
years, and so far has sunk S4 million of his own money into the 
venture. What he plans to do is to become a national supplier of 
computer information and services. Even before he has ar­
ranged to raise the $20 million that will get NtU otrthe ground or 
the 580 million he will need by 1986 to go national with an 
ambitious franchised expansion program, Taub is showing off 
an organization chan with his name above seven divisions, 
each the size of a major Big Board company . In a nutshell , 
Taub is thinking big. 

But he 's not thinking big alone. To 
help him assemble an instant con~ 
glomerate, Taub has already assem~ 
bled an impressive team. Heading 
Taub's franchising division, which 
will supervise the startup of fran­
chised regional information "u tili ~ 
ties" around the country, will be 
Kemmons Wilson, founder of Holi­
day Inns. Stephen Wozniak, co­
founder of Apple Computer, has 
committed to contributing about 20 
hours of his week to running Taub 's 
software and services group. which 
will function as a soft ware "pub~ 
li sher, " acquiring programs from 
programmers and distributing them 
electronica lly. Maurice Mitchell . 
former president of Encyclopaedia 
Brittannica. heads Taub's school· 
market ing operation. And Taub's 
board of directors includes Newton 
Minow, form er chairman of the Fed­
eral Communications Commission. 

Taub co-founded Source Tele- j 

computing. also in McLean. which ;9 
he refers to as "the first information ~ 
utility" (V ENTURE- Apri l, 1981. K. ~-

mainframe computer on the premises and a $ 100 terminal on 
each student 's desk. 

Right now, Taub i~ spending much of his time trying to line 
up the initial $20 million he' ll need to make NtU piggyback 
delivery of data over standard FM radio signals. And he has 
been able to set up a staff that plans to open the first utility in 
the Washington-Balt imore area sometime in 1983. 

But even ifTaub is able to raise the money he needs, he will 
face severe competition on several fronts. On the information 
retrieval scene, for instance, he faces competitors such as Dow 
Jones. McGraw~ HiI1 . and even Taub's own 20%~owned Source 
Telecomputing. And other threats more distant on the horizon 
such as Warner/Arnex, Time, AT&T, and IBM, could pose prob­
lems for Taub and his startup. 

" The plan is elegant . but I'm afraid it may be ahead of its 
time ," sniffs Robert Wells. an anB-

I lyst wi th the Yankee Group, a Bos­
ton consulting group. "NIU will find 
a lot of competition, and from very 
strong companies. so the question 
may rest on Taub's stay ing power. 
And remember: There's always a 
tendency to dream and tell tall 
tales." 

But Taub claims he may be able to 
charm some potential competitors 
into joint ventures with NIU. " In 
some cases," he says vaguely. "our 
technology wi ll match up with their 
products and if we can work a good 
deal. we will." So far , though, the 
only joint venture Taub has signed 
was with the National Public Radio 
(NPR). which gives NIU access to 
NPR's 17 earth stations, which will 
send NIU data to satellites. and to 
NPR'S 272 radio stations. 

"The Continuing Saga of the 
Source") . Taub sold 80% of the 
Source to Reader's Digest a year 
ago, and substantiallY slowed his in­
volvement. Now, he owns 90% of 

Taub ;s looking for entrepreneurs 10 help lallnch his 
multi-faceted venture. The plan;s elegant . say some 
j"duslrY observers, bill is it ahead of its time? 

Taub 's NtU has so far provided all 
of the financing for the joint ven­
ture'-about $2 million that has gone 
toward developing the "black box" 
used to receive data sent over Na~ 
tional Public Radio's FM signal. The 
black box . which Taub will 'ell to 
subscribers. consists of an FM re­
ceiver. a microprocessor, a filter. 
and a decoder that unscrambles data 
sent out via NPR 'S FM side bands. 

NIU, and he plans to maintain a majority share. 
Taub recognizes that he probably will not be able to cont rol 

such a huge company by hiring employees to run the various 
divisions . So instead of looking for employees, he wants entre­
preneurs to set up and run his regional utilities . The util ities, 
which wi ll use telephone lines and cable TV systems to sell 
subscribers data from data bases, and data communicat ions 
services such as electronic mai l, will be franchised. Taub wi ll 
provide each franchi see and group manager with at least 20% of 
the equity, and will help finance the purchase as we ll . Taub also 
wants to invest in software entrepre neurs to develop prod ucts 
for the division run by Wozniak . In re turn for hi s investment. 
Taub will get 80% of the equity, leaving the software·entrepre· 
neur with 20% of the stock in the projects and a roya lty on 
sales. As part of his marke ting drive, Taub plans to deputize 
thousands of school tC<.'Ichers to se ll NIU' S services and other 
manufacturers' hardware to school boards. Taub already ex-
_ •• ' • • _ 1.. .... _ _ •• _ "' __ , ... : • • I ... .. .... ___ .I _ t' .1.. _ ..... .... _ . .. : .... .. 

NIU will use the joint ve nture , dubbed Information Network 
Corp ., to se ll information tha t can be simultaneously delivered 
to millions of subsc ri bers. By broadcast ing its software and 
data services-everything from a computer "game of the 
week" to the ability of a restaurant chain to quickly change 
prices system~wide-Taub is able to save subscribers the price 
of lengthy phone calls to existing timesharing services. AI· 
though the technology only allows one~way transmission. Taub 
maintains that in terac ti ve. or two·way data services will even­
tually be only a local phone ca ll away to the local information 
ut ility. 

The onl y other joint venture Taub wi ll talk about is a $20 
million deal he says he is negotiating with a "telecommunica­
tions and informat ion" company he won't identify fu rther. 

The one thing Taub expects to sustain him through the pro~ 
jeet is his entrepreneurial spirit. which he hopes wi ll permeate 
the organization. Says Taub: " It 's the one thing our competi~ 
, _ _ .. "' .... _., 1.. ........ " ..... 1.. ." , ... " , ........ . h • .,.. .. _ 1( 1) , . i,, ,:" .... ., 11 
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Rob WarnocK 
4012 Farm Hill Blvd. ~203 

Redwood City CA 94061 
(415) 369-7437 

595-8444 (worK: Fortune Systems) 

E.T. is a 'co' 

Casual storing of information -- attach (attrlbute,value) pairs 
to an object. Thread pairs along common attributes (b-trees). 

Trip to Acadia could be paid for; give talK on some advanced topic. 

Either In conjunction with that (ideally), or separately, part of 
Kingfisher software costs should be a stay in Nova Scotia to bring 
up --SequItur 

--design commons 
--design cm 

'context necessary for development being playground' 

--protectIon, economic and psychological. You can't worry too 
much about bread and butter, and some kind of personal disclpl in .. 
of relaxation in the midst of pressures is necessary . 

A unIversity environment can provide one such context. 
Or, a research institute -- are Bell Labs and Xerox ParK examples? 
Therefore, C M Research Institute. 

Where would the funding come from? Could be a private 
R&D company, with both private and pub I ic funding (maybe matching 
federal money, + tax incentives) . 

The psychological context needs a vision of the whole, 
wi thin which the play is seen to be creatIve. Some KInd of 
healthy psychological tension, vibrancy, both personal and 
soc i eta I . 

Etc. etc. Various notes enclosed, composed at various times. 



Nov 4 23:133 1982 jude Page 1 

---------------------------------------------------------------
---------------------------------------------------------------

the cursor in space 

blinking 

words, shapes, colours, perceptions, thoughts, plots 

form 

mind is occupied with ts projections 

free your mind 



Nov 4 ae,57 1982 cmpl Page 1 

Notes for Community Memory Project 

I. Organization: Heaven, Earth and Man 

--Heaven: vision, accommodation. 

--Earth: practical i ty, circumstance. 

--Man: mediates between heaven and earth, pol itlcs. 

So the King joins heaven and earth. 

In the same vein, inspiration connects 
vi si on and detai 1. 

It is the role of leadership to provide 
such inspiration. 

2. Development and perfection. 

The distinction here is between developing a product, and, 
once it has been fundamentally developed, perfecting it to be a truly 
useable and human tool. This appl ies in a particular way to software, 
which is not a static end product, but seems to ever more clearly 
entail an ongoing relationship between the users and the producers 
of the software. The "perfection" group mediates between the R&D 
group on the one hand, and the community of users on the other. 

The union here is that ·perfection" stays in touch with both 
Sides. R&D develops and incarnates the bones of the visionj perfection 
I istens closely to the the experience of userS (the bread-and-butter, 
earth), and thus acts as "man", using earth to flesh out the vision 
into ongoing 1 ife. This impl ies a viewpoint of compassion in regards 
to software as benefiting people. On the other hand it can't be too 
grandiose; perfection stays within the I imits of what R&D has developed 
and simply performs the humble tasK of truly manifesting what has 
already been created. 

Regarding Pacific Software and Communi ty Memory Project, I 
t h ink i t wou I d be be n e f i cia Ito lim it" v I ew" somewh at r i gh t now, 
and concentrate on perfection. Perhaps out of that could emerge 
appropriate cooperation between perfection and research and develop­
men t. 

3. LeaderShip makes the whole situation possible, uniting 
purpose and economics. R&D creates beneficial tools, perfection 
worKs with their use by people, and the people (users) return 
benefit (money) to the organization. Leadership cares over this 
process. From this point of view leadership has custody over pol itics; 
it creates the context for the care (careful I work, but not pol i tics) 
exercised by R&D and by perfection. Decision-making can be shared 
by a very few people, the process involves everybody's communication 
bacK and forth, but ultimately the leadership says yes or no, because 
it is leadership's specific task to care for the whole context. 

Humbleness is democratic and universally appl icable (especially 
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to leadership); leadership IS by nature hierarchical and individual. 
It is a fantasy to wi sh to share the 1 onel i ness of care. The 1 eader­
ship IS he or she, or that smal I group, which seeS a way from heaven 
to earth and from earth to heaven, and accepts responsibility for 
opening that way. However, opening the way to all does not mean 
dIluting the responsibil ity among all. The obstacle to accepting 
such a view is lonel inessj the deception is thinKing that the group 
can be trusted while the individual cannot. 

How is trust established? The way to that is identical with 
the path to discovering one's own basic confidence: nonaggressIon 
which conquers fear. Then things can be seen more simply, beyond 
one's dramas. We need some way to establ ish societal discipl ine, 
confidence and joyful energy; that way can only be found in an 
environment filled with personal practice. Universality of personal 
practice creates humbleness. 

If you have a vision of how to proceed, proceed, inspiring 
others. This, however, amounts to leadership. It is more effective 
to lead in this way than to convince others that they happen to be 
leading in the same direction, and that therefore no one is leading. 
CertainlY cooperation is necessary; why is it amazing to thinK that 
it's possible In a hierarchical situation? Though heaven IS above 
earth, they cooperate; seeing their natural order, man cooperates. 
Confidence in the natural sanity of heaven and earth breeds confidence 
in leadership. 
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~~ar Cnmmuntty ~erocrv 

~ i nco e 
Tue5d~y. 

~he Ct"\1T.1Il.Unl tTl !1err.orv membersh.io meet ino 
thou9ht I'd let you ..lIZ know what I'm up to 

is nn mv (currently non-~~tive) membershic 

15 nt!xt 
~nd wh,t 

"TJ."{ ~osi t l(1n 

A Vhat r'm IIp T~ 

t 'm a full-time employee of Yates Venttlrcs, ~ martet 
resEarch and documentation comcany speciallzinp !n the UNIX 
o~er~tinQ system Currently ~m co-~uthorinQ a book ~alle~ A 
!:lqti!l.s.~ CIJ!ti!...lt..lll..!:. lllil.X ~·}'L!.~m Which flOeS t? !=cess , .... t tht:: ~nd 

of this year Once the book is In the hands of the PU~115h~r5, 

T'll be h\:llpinq to write A E£Q...Q.U11!IDUi.. £:y"'!'d.: ~ i.:\t.1Hi.:K. ~!.....%~m. 
&nJ r plan to do a book on adv..lnced te~l proces.In~ ~n~ 

,:ctt.~HI~e~ tzetj t'.lpesettlnQ 

:1 Why! 'd Lilee- to Come to Meetin.gs 

am curi;us and hoo~ful feel th~t ~hi& ttrob Is ~ n~w 

bet;:linnln9 for Com.munl ty Memory Events of recant weeks seem lCl 
hl\V~ (~!olved SOThe 1ntern~1 conflicts tor th~ Qr~uD. nr at l~<~st 

restructured the ways in which confltcts may be resolved There 
~ru new oeople. n~w enerQYI new broadsides in circul~tion. It 
aeems to me that the rd~a of the Co~munity Memory cOlamunicatlons 
sys~~m has enouQh viqor ~O surVIve bo~h its oriQin.~ors ~nd l~s 

dlsr.iples ~nd !'d like to help actuaL1ze its Form I h4ve ~ 

strong rle5lr~ to participlte both in the desiQn discussions ~nd 

1n pr~amatic. reAl-world actIvlt1es leadIng to the install~t1on 

of ., tt'il'.l nodt! 

, w~n~ the ~h~ncc t~ listen And to be h~ard, in discussions 
~f desion and lmplementation ! want contInuity ~ brld~e to my 
four vac",rs of worle th.:.t ended • ..:!wrwa.rdly, \lmost., Yf:!'.r ~"'Qo , 
want to redeem the time I spent then by helpin9 thiS proJecl 
succ.eed now And, p~renthetic.'\lly I'd wt:l.:.om~ the oO£,)C'lctunitv 
to 3ssoctate with peocle olher thAn cApital1st sharks and techno­
m.() ll':s 

o Wh~t I Ocn't Want. 

I 'ion't. w,nt need or eKpect employm~nt wi th eM 
wrltln£!, 153. separate, major preoccupation th.1.t will continue 
maV b~ Av~il~ble for oc~~sion~l contract wor~ with eM 
let's wait and see. ca.n't presum. much on the basts of 
oerf~rm~nce (pertorm~ncag') I'd lite to qet a fresh st~rt 

you myself, WIthout any formal reI~tl0n&hip at this time 

My 
I 

but 
pa.st 
wI t h 



r Ilaw AI! This Rel.tes to MembershiP 

My teeling is tha.t it -"\ cateQot'':'' ca.ll@d "Associ,".tc Mbmber" 
eKisled. th~t 's where r would currently fit 1'm not availab12 
full tim~ but r want to hang in and hang out for som~ number of 
hours per week It 15 to be hoped that the membership of eM will 
urow, b~5ed on people's recognized participation ~nd commItment 

r My llapDY Hobbyhorse . 

!t's your p~rty you can cry if you want to But why c~n' t 
this pr~iect be fun? Despite all the "orofoundly serious" Issues 
th~t will continue to be deb~ted ~q~ln ~nd Again , I think th~t 

this prnlect should generale enthusiasm ple~5U[e · ~nd hlQh 200d 
humor ~mong its workers If we c~n' t eniov the process. the 
product may emerge as tense, worrIed, ped~ntic -- haVIng a 
crumDl~ f~n-fold forehead ~nd few if ~ny frlends 

~ee you Tuesday 

-Sa nd y 
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Drtc~er 20 . I~02 

Dear C:cmrr,uni ty Mem o r~' 

~ inee the Community Mem o r y memtershi o mcetino is next 
Tue~dAY . th ou pht t 'd !~t you all kn ow wh~t r'm u~ t~ !nd what 
my ':)051 ti n n -is on my (cll r re ntly n o n -acti ve) membership 

A What I'm Up To 

! am ~ f~ll-time employea of Yates Ventures , a market 
re5e~rch and documentatxon co rnoany Epeci&litin~ in the V~l!~ 

~ oer ~ tinQ system Currently am co-authorinq a b oo k ~Al lcd A 
y"'!"!=iUll C....1!i.!1~ tQ.lhe lIN .LX Q...:l!Et ~.:m. w h ich goes to Dress ."t the !!nd 
~ f this ye~r , Onc e t he b ook is in the h~nds ot the pub!i5h~rs , 

1 ' lIb e he 1 0 i nQ to wr i t e h !' r 2.Jlll~lla. ~ .Y...i~ l..Q. lh!:. .!lt11.~ dU.t~tI2. ' 

~nd plan to do a book o n a dvanced tex t proceS51np and 
~o mp \lterl%~d tvres~tti nQ 

3 . Why I'd Like to Come t~ MeetinQ! 

! ~m ctlrious ~nd hopeful f e el thAt this time i s a new 
b e 9inninc for Communi ty Mem ory . Events at re ~ent weeks seem t o 
have res o lved s ome internal co nf licts f o r the group , o r n t l east 
restructured the ways i n which conflicts may be resolved There 
a r e new pl:op lo , new energy , new br oad sides i-n circulation . It 
$eems to me t hat the Ide~ of the Commu ni ty Mem o ry ~ommunications 

svstem h a s enou9h vig o r to survive both its oriQin~tor5 ~nd its 
disciples . and I'd lIke to help actualize its Form ! have a 
str o ng des i re to participate both in t he design discussicns and 
1n pragmatI c . rta l-wo rld activities leading t o the installat ion 
o f " tri a l node 

C . "'hat I \.Iant 

I want the ~hancc to l ist en . and to be h~ard , in discussi o ns 
~f deSign a nd implement~tion . I want continuity : a brid g e t o my 
four years o f work that ended , awk~a rd l y, almost a year ~Q~ I 
want t o redeem the time I spent then by helpinp this pro~ect 

succeed now And , parenthetic~lly, I'd welcome the opporttJnity 
to associate with ceople other than capitalist sharks and techno ­
moles . 

D "'hat Dnn't "'ant 

! d C"l n' t want, need , or expect employment wi th eM . 
writing is 3 separate, major preoccupation that will continue 
mAY be availab l e for occasio n a l contract work with eM 
l et 's wait an d see I c3n't presume much on the basis of 
performance <perfo r mnnces?) : I'd Jiy.e to Qet a fresh start 
you, myself . without any formal relationship at lhis time . 

My 
I 

but 
past 
wit h 



F How All This Re !~teli t o Mem b ersh ip 

Mv f ec l i nQ is th a t if a rateg o ry c~ lled "Asso c i at e Member" 
e" :5t ed , th .lt ' 5 where I wo u ld currently fit J'm not c. vz.ilable 
full - time, b u t I wa.nt to h ~ ng in and h a n g out f or s('Ime n umber o f 
h ou rs per wee~ It 15 t o be hoped that the membership of eM w i ll 
Qr ow. b ~ se~ ('I n ~eo p la ' 5 recoQnized p Arti ci p a ti o n a nd co mmitment , 

r My lIaoty lI o bl1yh o [se 

t hi 5 

t hat 

1 t' 5 vO'"Ur p a r ty; yCltt ca n c ry if y o u want to . 
pro j ect be fun? Despite ·all the "prof o undly 
will continue t o be deb a te d agein ~nd a g ai n, 

Cutwhycz.n't 
seri o us" issues 

think th r. t 
t h is pr oj e ct shou!d generate enthusiasm , ple3sure, a nd high g oo d 

pro c ess , the humor 
pr o du r: t 

amona 1 ts workers I f we c.an' t en joy the 
may eroerQe ~s tense, worr ied , p ed~nti c 

~ rumpl~ f a n - f o ld f D r ehe~d And few if any frien ds 

Z e£' you Tue=d a.y 

- 5~ndy 
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HERESIES FOR COMMUNITY MEMORY 

1. There is no Community Memory Project now. There is only 
a bright vision, which has not been updated or upgraded for 
several years, and has not been reality-tested for nine 
years. There 1s also a group of people whose energies for 
the past three years have been largely subsumed in creating 
commercial software products and a marketing mechanism for 
these. In the sense that the marketing is meant to fund a 
CM project for which some of the software may prove useful , 
there has been a certain continuity. But 1n effect the 
group became the Pacific Software Project long ago, and ' has 
~nly recently begun slowly to turn its attention back to an 
original intent which in the meantime has grown somewhat 
vague. 

2. This locates the group in a crisis of tr~nsition, made 
more complex by a similtaneous inner crisis of transition. 
A founding member, whose role has been crucial both in 
technical expertise and in the group's internal difficulties 
with its own work-process, has departed for at ' least a 
while, leaving several vital issues up for grabs. Can the 
group reconstitute and extend its programming capabilities 
to do what needs doing? Can it work together more harmo-
niously and effectively? How will its power-structure be 
reconfigured? 

This last question highlights a general issue now re-emer­
ging as the group turns back toward the original track, no 
longer the same group that left it. What will be the rela­
tion among the Old Guard, the Newer-Now-Old, and the Newest, 
and indeed those to come? Who will have what say 1n deter­
mining the vision and the way its bringing-about is managed? 
This question and the tensions that attend it -- not only 
between old and new, but between "techies" and "non­
techies", men and women -- ha ve been submerged, are re­
emerging, must be faced and dealt with. The problem of 
determining an inner constitution for the CM group is no 
less important, and of higher priority, than determining a 
constitution for the operation of CM in the field. 

All these -issues of crisis, so present psychologically, 
obscure the fundamental crisis of the vision itself. Does a 
CM Project make sense' and what is it anywa~? I thin~'s 
ne'Cessary totreat tfiiS"returnto~e, track" as a formal 
discontinui ty, and in effect be gin the Project again, ask ing 
and answering these questions from scratch. Much of our 
answers may remain unchanged from old versions. Even so, to 
rehearse them will recenter us in mind and spirit, and 
prep.are us better to tell/convince other people about them. 
And we might learn some new details, or even come to some 
different conclusions. 



3 . It's in this spirit that the notes below are circula t ed. 
They are random observations made while reading Steve John­
s on's survey of the current action in information systems. 
I title them "heresies" because some contradict hitherto 
unquestioned elements of the old CM vision. 

q. The idea that private and group-private use of CM should 
be avoided, and the action confined to public centers wher e 
users would encounter and "interac t with each other" (whe n 
not ri veted on the screen), and thus offset the aliena in g 
force of the technology, is pass~, a rustic fantas. It 
never made essential sense anyway, since the humanizin g 
thrust is to produce through the system itself, rather than 
through the circumstances of its emplacement, the sorts of 
interaction which lead to personal encounters (or which save 
the wear of needless encounters!) 

This is a key problem of humane system-design. We've been 
distracted from it by our comfort with the image of the 
bustling CM center, an outer environment so like in spirit 
to the (idea of the) bustling warehouse hive from whose 
basement the first CM field-trial was run. But do a few 
scattered centers make practical sense? Who wants to trot 
all the way downtown every time they need something? "Well, 
they should," says ideology. But will they? Competition is • ~ 
developing rapidly; it will be very few years before most Of\ ' j 
the "progressive people" we're most concerned with serving 'f oAJe. 
by CM have each, at home, Osborne-like power and a comfy , • J. .J:;!!!..,+­
modem hookup to a wild array of 'information-services that 51"--1 .. ~ 
will cost them no more than CM-use will without counting the ~(!~,,:~\ 
gas/time to get there. v' 
"Well, our system will have a data-base that people will 
really want/need, because they'll put their valuables here." 
Perhaps. But remember how it went with organic foods: you 
used to have to go hunt up the tiny shop, but now it's on 
the supermarket shelf and the little shop .is out of busi­
ness. Granted, ordinary commercial pablum-data won't fill 
the needs we care about. But if we don't field a CM that 
can work just by people calling in, someone else will, even 
in our own community -- I suspect our survey will show 
several contenders in the field already -- and such competi­
tors will have a considerable edge even in acquiring valu­
able data-banks, since who wants to trot downtown everytirr.e 
they have something to contribute? 

Centers may still be useful and perhaps even appropriate for 
a demonstration project. They may be useful in the longer 
run as a way to induct/recruit random people ("the ' public") 
into __ ongoing participation in the system - though the non­
random ' process of people turning their friends on, which 
will proceed in any emplacement of CM, will be the main 
recrui ting/induction dynamic. But a person will come to the 

2 



• 

center to use the machine to i!l what s/he wants (including 
perha ps contact with ~ appropriate other person)!! effi­
ciently ~ ~~, rather than to hang out and engage i n 
con ver satlon Wl th random interesting others. No, the task 
of designing interaction through the technology rather than 
around it only must be faced -- but what do we know about 
that? 

II. Centers also involve the Bottleneck Problem. Briefly 
put: a 20-terminal system could accomodate perhaps 1600 
brief uses a day by experienced users; but a publicly­
s i tuated system would be more apt to induct 500 users a day 
at most in half-hour learning session~ How long would it 
take to accumulate a data-base of more than superficial 
content and interest? To type in serious reference-lists, 
address-lists, etc., takes hours; could such a system ever 
begin to operate as more than a mechanized Classified Ads, 
unless its stored data were seeded massively and maintained 
by its managers? 

Gr anted, the early field-trial of CM was exciting even in 
the superficial databases it accumulated, as witness the 
star example of musicians forming a few groups through it. 
(And also around it; and such useful dynamics would of 
course continue in any specialized center like a record­
store in which a CM terminal stands.) But tomorrow the 
Musician's Switch will become the 301st Electronic Bulletin 
Board and every musician will have a friend with a modem, so 
scratch that example. 

Conclusion here: we need to think about specific kinds of 
databases and about database sizes. How big a base becomes 
interesting/useful to whom? How long will .it take to self­
generate in the system, how can you seed it? What self­
generateable public databases are already destined for other 
systems? Perhaps the route to go, even for a pilot project, 
is to peddle a CM networ k to a network of groups (wi thin one 
domain, or linking several) who have enough motivation and 
coherent energy to seed data-banks capable of serving and 
establishing the serious potentials of the CM form. 

5. About that old, hallowed field-trial. Our admiration and 
fondness for it are justified, but we must remember also 
that it was in another era, two years before the microcompu­
ter market opened. Most of the excitment of the trial came 
from people getting a chance to lay hands on a computer for 
the first time, rather than from what they "accomplished 
through it. Now that a million micros are abroad, the 
pizzazz has decayed. A public terminal may still be a 
novel ty, but people will be more interested in what they can 
get th-rough it. 



6. The CM system was conceived in is olation, to oper ate in 
lsolation , during an era when inform ation servIces customar­
Ily operated in isolation from each other. Since then t wo 
orders of deve lopment have occured. The number and varIet y 
of information services have multiplied dramatically; an d 
processes of amalgamation have lately begun among them. The 
edge of the field -- and, I think , of social progress in it 
-- is now no longer (on ly) to organize specific services, 
part i cular flows of information for particular populations, 
but rath er to weave the ser vi ces, flows, and population s 
together systematically. 

What this means f or a vi sion of a CM project, I don't know. 
At one extreme, it might interface actively and aggressively 
with many other services. Think for example of the Electro­
nic Bulletin Boards of the anit-nuke and other activist 
networks; the ACLU and Sierra Club databanks; the conferen­
cing on community dev elopment in the EIES-ne t . Such kinds 
of examples will multipl y rapidly in our own community. 

The least a conservative CM could attempt would be a compre­
hensive up-dated on-line guid e to where to get the informa­
tion one wants if it's among the 99+'; of information readily 
available but not here. A purist view, of course, would 
shrug off the establishment and maintenance of this direc­
tory as being the responsibility of CM users to create. But 
this rather begs the question of how one can design a proto­
type system that hits the ground running and takes off fast 
enough to thrive in an environment where all sorts of other 
systems are competing for participants. If this sort of 
information is available and a definite bonus to provide, 
why not exploit the potentia l to the max? 

A more radical CM would in its operation open into, rather 
than simply point to, such other services. A first versi on 
of such a CM, providing "Single-point" (single-system.) ac­
cess to services to extend user-generated databanks, could 
even now be undertaken by networking together several da ta 
dources from the progressive community (e.g . the on-line 
Sacramento legislature analysis), under some arrangement 
less commercial than mutually-exerimental. 

No doubt other examples extending beyond our ghetto are 
possible. The key to con cei ving them is to abandon th e 
unspoken assumption that all information available throug h 
the system must be partic ipant-provided , and to ask instead, 
since it seems essential that CM systems be designed to 
support themselves, "what will be useful to the people a 
system serves?" and "who can we buy it from at a price they 
can afford?" 

If I'm not mistak en, the main difficulties involved in 
accessing other services through a CM system are not techni­
cal but social, in making the arrangements. It does seem, 
though, that the time is ripe for such amalgamati ve effort. 

L 



The example 
by a grant , 
again. 

I gi ve is even of a sort th at might get 
reluctantly though I ra ise this buri ed 

fund ed 
notion 

7. One direc tion of extension deserves special note, because 
it doesn't fall within the obvious domains of survey of 
electronic information ser vices. Small publishers in the 
West are turning rapi dly to electronic editing/typeset t i ng. 
From the standpoint of public CM terminals, so what? But if 
CM operates on a call- in basis I it could access books di­
rectly to print throu gh i n-system exchanges between reader 
and publisher . This way of deep e ni ng the system would 
funct ion more dramatic al ly (and most na turally) in a "dedi­
cated" CM, i.e. one serving a purposeful network whose 
specia l concerns certain publishers served. Of course I as a 
purist one could again simply wait for such arrangements to 
happen "naturally" through an unguided public CM. But if 
they could be prepared as part of seeding a prototype, why 
not do it? 

( (more to come) ) 
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e. ~:arc y's papers "Propos a l fo r Soc ial Studies" and "[unt it­
led J" make a number of po i nts so vital that I won't try to 
recap the m here . They are essent ial t o the plannin g process, 
and snoul d be re-read an d expanje d e specially the issue 
of fina ncial planning . The nex t few notes relate to other 
tncr:e s of he r papers. 

9 . It ' s es sential f o r us to s urve y in detail the current 
De tl o n a nd short - to-mediu m t er m pl a ns of al l si gnificant 
c o~~un it y - i n f ormation/computer - service projects -- both to 
l e a!'"~ wha t we can , and to ex plore possible cooperat ion s . 
"I, ell , su r e ," everyone says . Bu t it's a major project. 
Tne,"e we r e no ne only yeste r da y, no w t he re are many (8? 12?) 
~e ion ' t ev en have a sys te mat i c se t of qu estions to guide us 
("Y ,'ece nt dr a ft mi ght he l p , but it lacks any refe r ence to 
t eChn i ca l or social data relatin g to possible coope r ation, 
and no doubt much else.) We don't have a mechanism or the 
personne l set up to make sense of this research and to share 
the s e nse. I myself can 't do it all, or even most ; and 
a:1 y\;ay to have one perso n do this alone and delivel' a digest 
rep ort is inappropriate. The material and need are such 
that a core of people must search it and think it through 
t og ethe r and bring theil' thought to the full group (or 

" ,mo e ve r makes decisions ..• who was it?) 

n-,i ~ (s u b- )p roject is so substantial pa rtly for simply mech­
a 1 i ~ 8 l reas ons . For each pro jec t we must track dow n the 
~ ;" ll " b le pa per in form ati on , d i ge st it, na ve a lon g ish con­
ve rs atio n with someo ne at its core, digest that, relate it 
t o otne r pr o jects . (That 's 6-1 0 hI'S @, not co untin g fo11ow­
up , ) Out it ' s a l so substantia l because (if I'm right) we're 
no t su re of wnat we want to kn o w and do , don ' t nave a clear 
p l a n tnat i ts elf def ines narrowly th e rele vant data . In­
st e ad we must en quire more tentatively and open ly, aware 
t nat there's no paten t or inside tra ck on socia l design, and 
tn a t a number of peop le pe r hap s even as br i ght and dedicated 
as we nave been makin g tneir own sense of the same landscape 
of res ource s , needs, and pot e ntial s . 

So we ne ed t o pl a n and pr ovide fo r tnis part of tne pl a nn in g 
pr oces s rr,o re ex plicit l y and fu ll y . Tni s is a he r'esy of 
s or t sl mpl y be cause no as pe c t o f so c ia l pl ann i n p; nas been 
exp li Citl y a nd sys t emati ca ll y -Prov i de: for and ---carrled 
CO'"""r n i n tn e who l e nisc ory ,)f tn i s project":" There is no 
r ea so n tooeITeve that soci a l pro gramming (planning) is any 
l ess te dious , de tailed, and coheren t a pr oce s s in any of its 
st age s than computer progr a mming is; 01' that any less­
ca r ?fu l ol' g anization of the wOl' k-fo rce can accomplish it 
~ffe c t i vely and efficiently. 

", !' c y ' s unt itl ed pa pe r e xpo ses tw o t e nsions : 
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(c,) bet. >l een tne vis10n s of a [lublic C!·' open a nd invlt i ' 
equ a l) y t.o all, and a jed 1cated C~ , In par ticular one ~ 

plo yed by t.ne action - ['rouPS of proc~eSSl ve poli tics; and 

( ll) between Ln" visions of a systen in 'lh i cn not onl y inf n, ' ­
nat l o n rut tn( s '")c l al I ' ~t ions deve l oped thr ough tne syste ' 
,,,'1; full y USE· ~-provljed and -o ~ r anlzed; an d one in whicl 
lOL" :1at. ~ ~ro j ~,'e 1 ~ 1 n ·lations ar!' se e ded, witn determin n ­
t.l v~ f,)r eo- , t\ Lr. L systerr, ' S o~can1z. e~s. 

C~'s dls c us s lnn of and cnoice among theSe al ternatives na! 
nltnerto been;; matter of rather abstra ct. l0CY , le an i n r 

sLronely to.i 8' ,jS tne f 1 rs t alt ernati ve 0f eacn pair. ~Iean­
wn1le t he s0c.ial rea lities unface d since 1973 have themsel­
ves chan ged , i n >lays that Should force us out of ideology t o 
discuss and deci de these issues on pragmatic grounds. 

For the context we face is sharply pragmatic . Each aspec t 
of th e develo pment of comm unication systems displays R 
hyper-Darwinian str ugg le for "survival of the fittest". Th e 
market for computer products is a mock -up of the market fo! 
social products, and its lessons are clear: (1) Things mov e 
ver y fast. (2) Small leads anj advanta ge s multiply t n 
become insur mounLable . (3) Anytnin g can be leapfrogged. 
(4) A well-desi gned product goes nowhere by itself. ( :;) 
Marketing takes at least as rruch energy and creati vity a s 
design. (6) Unde rcapi talization is suicidal. (7) Myth an :! 
hype sell; critical public opinion catches up slowly . at 
best. ( 8) The total package is necessary, or all goe s down . 

Tnere is also, as evident throu gn tne story of CP/~, a 
lesson unknown to th e Dar winists and Social Da rwinists of 
form er times: (9) co-evolution: it is tn e cooperat ive en ­
semble of species rather than the individual species that 
survives and evolves. On both intellectual and practical 
groundS, thi s should lead CM planning to concei ve it as a 
coor dination of vario us species of social effort , within til e 
field of information/comm unications itself and agai n in tn~ 
broader social fleld . 

I susp ect that tne phenomena and dynamics of developme nt­
an:1 - n.arketing in tne "a po litical" commodi ty ma rket for cor: ­
puter produc t s wi ll be a n.ore realisti c and clearer guid e t , 
tn e problems a Ct1 project faces tnan will any mo del (s) dr al-l : 
from classical (1960 -1 980) experience witn social organi z-
1n [. . I propose , as a concrete activit y , tnat we schedule ,. 
sn.:>:" t. session t o ref ine tni s draft li st of "lessons from t hE 
corrmodity mar ke t" and clarify what tney mea n in this con­
text ; and then take a lon ger sessi o n or perhaps two t= 
s ystemati cally ':isc uss tnei:" application to theO' problem. 

(more to come?) 
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SCENARIO 3: Vulnerabil ity to Sabotage Dictates a Form for CM 

Michael Rossman l4 Feb 83 

In the present domestic social environment, CM systems are 
vulnerable to a simple, effective fo rm of "legalsabotage". A 
corporate competitor or mischevious individual is free to enter 
and even to advertise text "liberated" from copyrighted sources. 
If the system carried major or frequent infringements, "cease­
operation" injunctions would be sure to follow. 

A CM system itself has no possible defense against this form 
of attack. The only approach is to "police" the database (much 
or most of it, at frequent intervals) to delete unauthorized 
(plagiaristic) entries. But hUman gatekeepers can't be familiar 
with the text of all proprietary information. Imagine the Source 
or some other service feeding the CM system its data with one 
devious hand and suing with the other. 

A CM system is likewise defenseless against the insertion of 
libelous or defamatory material. Here some degree of control may 
be possible over the more obviously questionable material [my 
"Health CM" scenario considers a stricter form of such control I 
- ,- but aga in, CM gate keeper scan' t usuall y know when in formation 
about who did what might be actionable. 

All this applies to CM systems as we have mainly conceived 
them so fa r. This possibility of libelous accident or sabotage 
has been the main one the CM Project considered in the past. It 
led us to think in terms of posting a disclaimer on CM's door 
("the system is not responsibl e for the accuracy of any 
information it carries"); and somewhat more dimly in terms of 
seeking some sort of protected regulatory status for public 
information utiliti es . 

Even these approaches were naive . But putting the system's 
vulnerability in terms of the copyriqht problem rather than libel 
makes them appear eve n less hopeful. "We 're not responsible for 
opinions" might excuse malic e , but property rights have a 
stro nger claim that will manifest not in individual damage suits 
but in systemic injunctions. As for the regulatory climate, how 
can we expect a system that makes possible piracy and cheap 
reproduction to be protected, given the trend with the cassette 
a nd videocassette industries? 

A public CM system enables a no nym ous Robinhoods or saboteu r s 
to give away what others would sel l, as well as t o publish a 
curse to the wh ole community. We applaud the former in the 
spirit of anarchy, if we don't write for a living ; but the CM 
system itself as we 've conceived it offers no answe r, nor even 
the hint of a direction , to the question of how to restructur e 
the eco nomics of information's production. We sm il e away our co­
r esponsibility for the c ur se , trusting that Mill s ian common-sen se 
and in s tructive community qatekeepers will steer the use r 
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straight. 

In short, we ' ve rather dodged these issues, preferring to 
hope we needn't face them at first, any more than .the Classified 
Flea or the Coop BB do, even while dreaming that the system might 
serve more potent instructive and argume ntative uses. 

Suppose instead we take them as fundamental, dictating 
certain characters of any CM system in the (public) field: 

(a) The system discourages false information and stolen 
, information, if not directly then by ensuring that responsibiliy 
for providing such information is legally assigned. 

(b) The system encourges the provision of useful information. 

Character (a) points directly to "membership" CM systems, in 
which each input item must be tagged with the unique identity of 
its provider. This is implem entable as easily through public on'"' 
site terminals as through remote-access systems, since member­
users can have employ a magnetically-=coded card at the terminal. 
This doesn't change the essential p~blic character of a system, 
if membership costs are kept nominal; but it does complicate the 
spontaneity of starting to use the system as a provider. 

User/provider codes go naturally with non-concurrent billing 
schemes for system use; and also with in-system schemes of 
royalties to providers, fulfilling (b). [There's more discussion 
of this in my second ("CCM U

) scenario.] These system-characters 
are optional, but character (a) may not be. 

This line of reasoning winds up with a system resembling the 
Source , Compuserve, and other profit-oriented systems, indeed 
almost isomorphic . Perhaps we should look seriously at their 
models and determine the minimal additions/changes that would 
make them adequate CM systems . 
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Michael Rossman ••••. 25 Feb 83 

Assume at a minimum one use per user per week; and 
proficiency enough to make the average use-time ten minutes, 
with each public terminal in use B~ hrs/week. Then one 
terminal can support about 500 users; and 250 terminals 
could serve all of Berkeley. Note that a flourishin g CM 
with a rich database can be expected to have denser traffic, 
up to three or more uses per user-week. At this density one 
terminal supports about ln~ people, and 750 would be 
necessary for Berkeley. Either figure works out to around 
one terminal per city block here (more per block in denser 
"vertical" residential areas.) 

This suggests one natural emplacement of an urban CM 
system, as a network of public terminals distributed in 
precisely this arrangement, one per city block. Various 
locations in shops, private homes, garages, etc. might be 
sought. Their costs would be tolerable (averaging less than 
$l/month/user or 8¢ per use) and they'd encourage certain 
kinds of interaction among users; but unattended sites on 
private quarters would probably prove unmanageable in many 
neighborhoods. 

An alternative scheme, t o supplement such placements or 
replace them entirely, is to put a terminal at every street 
intersection (this provides one per square block.) The 
terminal would sit in the strip between street and sidewalk, 
taking its proper place beside such other civic utility 
structures as stop-signs, streetlights, telephone poles, and 
phonebooths. A Lexan faceplate and relatively userproof 
keyboard would be necessary; but each unit might be hard­
wired to adjacent phone lines. In Berkeley the terminals' 
shelters woul d be open redwoo d structures wrapped by 
climbing wister ia , with Lexan on three sides down to waist­
heigh t to shelter from the elements; elsewhere they might 
more resemble phone booths, but be open enough or large 
enough to encourage interaction. 

Emplacing and sheltering the terminals in this way 
would significantly increase the system's capitalization 
costs (Sl,0 e0/terminal?) It would of course also require an 
advanced state of acceptance of CM systems, at least in the 
neighborhoods that would request that City Hall permit such 
emplacements. But it would in the end be the most 
economical way to extend a publically-located public CM 
system through a town. At saturation use (3 
uses/user/week, everyone using) this emplacement cost works 
out to 1.3¢ per use over three years. It bears comparison 
also with the ongoing costs, in any other scenario, of an 
indoors-sited CM system. 
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For there's a limiting factor to consider. So long as 
we think only in terms of a 2~~terminal system, there's no 
problem about conceiving indoor sites with hospitable and 
attentive hosts. But if such a pilot system prospers and a 
community wants it extended towards a "saturation" system, 
the problem of siting grows acute. We have thought of 
civic, commercial, cooperative, and service establishments 
as public terminal sites. But even in Berkeley there are 
not 750 such that would be willing and able to host 
terminals. Most potential organizational hosts are 
concentrated in a small fraction of Berkeley's area; to rely 
on them is to reinforce the patterns of communication and 
influence they represent, and to leave most areas of the 
town with very few nearby terminals. 

Indeed, if a pilot public system does prove successful, 
we can expect pressure from "underserviced" areas to get 
their share. Some public siting in private (non­
organizational) properties may be negotiable, but it will 
probably prove much more expensive and difficult to manage 
than the 'streetcorner civic utility" emplacement -­
suggested here as the natural form for system expansion to 
tend to, if remote access is prohibited. 
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November 17 . 198Z 

I was more t han a little sur9rised at the reoent ~a~.rs by Efrem & 
Jude . beoause they propose a. radioal "solution" (dividinQ the 
otQanizatlon) to a ~roblem whioh. a. far a. loan tell. do •• n't e.l.t 
None of the des i 9n meetings 1 have attended reoarding CM have foous.d 

on anything othe r than a 9ubll0 system . There has bean no talk of 
mailing lists. private terminal •. or private data . The only variant. 
from an "ideoloQioally pure" CM have been the introduotion of world 
tre •• a. a.n option. and some discussion of how we would provide dial­
in accesii if we later deoided to do .0 . 

The pioture of "thing X" •• t forth by Efra. ohaTaoteri.e. the focus of 
the Qroup's efforts very well . ThinQ X i. not bein; abandoned or 
forced to take .. baok •• at . In faot , .ore ooncrete proQta •• ha. baen 
made towards r.alisinQ thinq X in the last two aonths than in all the 
r •• t of the tim. I'". b •• n hare . If this i. happenino de.pit. the 
pre •• ure of another Comdex ru.h. loan only projeot that even more 
rapid progr ••• will be made .tarting ne.t month. if we don ' t divert 
our efforts by a major reorqanisation. 

I re.ent. as alway. have. Efra.'. i.plioation that nothino 
worthwhile oan happen without him . I don't wi.h to .ini.ise Efre.'. 
oontribution. to the projeot . and in faot a lot of hi. Idaa. ara 
refleoted in the work we have done reoently . But tha faot that tha 
proj.ct i. no lonq.r under hi. direot oontrol do •• not _ake it .eoond 
rate . On the oontrary, 1 think it ha. been an altoqather healthy and 
produotive ohange . 

~. have finally beQun the wort of .atlnQ eM happen . 
or divert inv that effort . 

I oppo.e dlvldlnQ 



Berkeley 
18 November 1982 

Dear Friends: 

I have studied the document "What Was Community Memory?". 
(I didn't read the optional historical diversion). 

I agree completely with everything Efrem says, except for the 
next to last paragraph. 

I do agree that the situation could be dealt with by 
developing two separate institutions. I do not believe that 
it is best dealt with in that way. I would prefer to see the 
Project ease back onto the track and move ahead. Others can 
take care of building Y. 

Your, 

1J1k--
Miller 

P.S. The only other material I have seen on the subject is a 
complex anonymous document which may be Michael Rossman's. 



· - NOTES ON ISSUE 3.(a,b.)* " " " " " " " " " Rossman, 11/18 

* CM as a public system 

1. Efrem's 11/16 paper "\.,hat was CI1?" makes some important 
points about the public character of the original CM vision, 
which are not undermined by his premature conclusion that 
the Project's infection by unnegotiable heresy can only be 
cured by chopping it in pieces . 

The operational issue is whether, how much , and how this 
public character should be attempted in the phase 3 field­
test system . This should be decided on the basis not of an 
old hallowed vision , but of present sight about what makes 
sense practically and morally. I can't speak for others of 
heretical tendency, but I myself think the public character 
is essential and should be central . 

To put it provocatively: our V1Slon of CII has two distinct­
ive characters: (a) public access, and (b) unmediated inter­
action. Strip them both away and what's left is nothing 
unique, only what several groups elsewhere are probably 
already attempting within the progressive community's net­
works -- worthy work, but worth pledging hearts and for­
tunes to? [Strip only (a) away and the conclusion appears 
to be the same ; I will return to this question below .) 

If there's general agreement on this, then the "Princi ples 
of Unity" draft (1.0) can be changed to make clause (b) 
[fully-public access) the top priority in section 3 [em­
placement of the system ), and make clause (a) [progressive­
network service) a lesser (or equal?) priority. with some 
minor obvious editing of these clauses , I think this accomo­
dates the constructive thrust of Efrem ' s critique . 

2. I think also that there are many reasons for us to make 
progressive-network service a strong priority even if a 
lesser one. These include the native sympathies that most 
of us share ; the prospect of immediate support [though E. is 
quite right about our childish fears of encounterlng the 
world outside our ghetto) ; the promotional value of putting 
the tool to use in the subculture that pioneers explorations 
and changes for the rest of the society to pick up on; the 
value of early study of the system's operation with highly­
developed user subcommunities; and no doubt others . 

The essential question is whether we conceive and take this 
priority to be in conflict with the "fully public" priority, 
or to complement it vitally. 

I take it as complementary. So far as I understand, 
are only three arguments amon g us to suggest that 
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priorities conflict : 

(i) !:1Y.t.h conflict: l'.lli: lllYll .Qf .9. "dedicated" Ql might 
oyer shadow .Qr leave stillborn .tM lJllW:l .Qf iI "public" .c.tl... 
This is in some ways a genuine problem , which can be ap­
proached by making sure both that the public component of 
the system is substantive enough to generate myth , and that 
whatever publicity and interpretation we can affect empha­
size this aspect of myth properly. It is also less of a 
problem than it appears , for reasons sketched in (6 ) below. 

( ii ) Operational confl~ ~ ~ ~ ~ resources 
enough 1Q organize iIll2 i mplement ~ priorities properly . 
This is a definite issue , which we can hardly consider 
seriously without some estimates of the dimensions of and 
necessary resources for adequate field-test of each/both 
priori ties . [See (7) below for some first notes on this . ] 

(iii ) Ideological confli~ helpin£ progressive ~ 
works lilll contri~ 1Q .tM Mtrenchpeo.t .Qf their bureau-
cracies . which liill directly contraQ~ ~ socia l SQQQ ~ 
~ ~ accomplish through an ~~.9.~ public system ~ 
abling an Ultimate ~D1L.9.ljZ~jQD .Qf power iIDQ organiza­
tion without bureaucracy . Though solid on the surface , I 
think this is in the end a bogus or illusory argument, based 
on subtle but fundamental misunderstandings about the nature 
of a "public" and the influence of unmediated communication 
witbin organizations. [Hore on this in (4-6 ) below .] 

Taken together, the actual substance of these three argu­
ments seems to me not to outweigh the strong reasons for 
understanding and making progressive-network service a com­
plementary priority to public service , provided our re­
sources can test both adequately . 

3. We ta l k of "publics" and "masses " loosely , as if they 
were amorphous, structureless entities in contrast to the 
organizations and networks we move among . This notion re­
flects mostly our innocence , for the public ' s and masses ' 
space as wholes and each individual ' s space within them are 
intricately structured by formal and informal organizations 
and conscious and unselfconscious networks . To emplace CH 
in "public" is to open it to use by these various levels of 
structural association as surely as, if more slowly than , it 
would serve these levels within the progressive community . 

4 . Conversely , in thinking of a CM syst em ' s use by an organ­
izational network , we may tend to forget that organization 
members are also people , who together form as genuine a 
"public· or "mass " as can be accessed through random gro­
cery- stores and libraries. 

Consider two competing emplacement models , proposed here 
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only for their heuristic value: 

(a) N t erminals dedicated to fully-public access , plus 
N devoted completely to organizational purposes ; and 

(b ) 2N t ermi nal s emplaced in an organizationa l network 
under the conditions that no one but organization members 
can use them and that 50% of the use of each shall be 
dedicated to strictly non-organizational uses by members. 

Suppose also that the memberships in (b ) are large enough to 
use all of the "nonorgani zational " [L e . "public"] time. 
Th en what's th e difference between the two models? Such 
basic uses of the system as we conceive fo r the "masses " -­
to buy used cars, form string quartets , brand bad chiroprac­
tors, distribute food , enjoy decentralized political d i s­
course -- will be equal ly open to deve l opment by th e masses 
of these organizations i n their "public" terminal time. So 
far as I can fo r esee , system uses un der these two models 
would be identical, not in detail but in f un ctional charac­
ter and also in th e myth ge nerated within the using communi ­
ty . 

The main difference would be that (b) invol ves a narrower 
public [i n terms of c ulture , age , e tc.] I do see some 
reasons to try to involve as broad a public as we can in the 
field-test; and of course to have a fully-public face to th e 
system . But let's not forget that th e publi c character of 
the system applies (or can be made to apply ) as fu lly within 
our own organizations as with the unknown masses . 

5 . The "general publ i c " seems wildly d i verse in comparison 
to the network of progressive networks . But this contrast 
will not be so great in actual practice with a field-test 
system , for two reasons. Fi r st , ~ are pretty wildly di­
verse , in all aspects other than comDon pOliti{1 sympathies , 
literate cu ltur e , and to some degree age and color and class 
(and even with i n these aspects .) Second , considering on l y 
the fully-public dimension of a field - test , at any terminal 
site and to some degree throughout the whole smal l field­
test system , the potential diversity of the public will be 
sharply restricted in actual use. As sub- communities of 
users form, they will tie up substantial portions of the 
lim ite d terminal-access time available . When we analyze the 
character of these subcommuni ti es ' memberships and transac­
tions, we are li kely to find these no more diverse than 
would be the case for use-subcommuniti es formed from a 
"Movement " publ ic. 
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6. In fearino ~ ~ system's potential ~ strengthening 
organizational bureaucraci~~ ~ underestimate .tM sociallY= 
solvent character .Q! non-hierarchical .interac~ cOlOnlunica­
li.Qn systems. I want to attack this point head on, for the 
issue is critical to our attitude about "helping Movement 
organizations". 

Consider a CN system functioning in the belly of the beast, 
i.e. within an ordinary corporation. If it were genuinely 
open to employee use , we'd expect it to host a dynamic 
collective conversation by the "masses", discussing what 
policies and practices and supervisors were wrong how and 
what to do about it, supporting and organizing action. More 
generally, as the information on which decision-making is 
based becomes more fully shared , hierarchical relationships 
of authority based on information's scarcity and control 
become delegitimized and functional~circumventable. 

I'm sketching complex dynamics very briefly; but in both 
regards it's clear that a genuine CII system is subversive of 
bureaucratic/authoritarian systems and is socially-solvent , 
tending to dissolve such prior structures and to enable 
freer and less-permanent structural reconstitution. We 
should expect this solvent character to operate as much 
within Movement organizations as within a corporation or in 
full public use -- provided that we impose conditions to 
CM's use by organizations that will protect fully-open ac­
cess and unmediated use within the organizations. 

This brings me back to the seems mentioned at the end of (1) 
above . Though fully-public access is a unique character of 
the Project , I think its mo re essential uniqueness lies in 
the solvent character of unmediated intercourse; and think 
that this will by itself, regardless of emplacement , tend to 
develop the social values and goods desired in the original 
vision of CM as a fully and simply public system . 

7. Regarding the dimensions of a public test-system, where­
ver emplaced: consider for comparison the Classified Flea 
Market , which traffics only in goods and services (not 
ideas, etc .) The CFI'l as a system inputs about 2000 ads a 
week, of which I 'd guess 66% are new and 33% repeating. Its 
output is harder to estimate : it claims 300 ,000 readers and 
puts out about 100,000 copies. Let's suppose 200,000 users 
access the CFN weekly; and that the average access consists 
of a search for something specific within one catagory and a 
browse of two other catagories . 

How large a test system would be needed to at least match 
the Cnl ' s utility? I assume these parameters : (a ) half the 
users are new to the system, taking 20' apiece for their 
turns; (b) experienced users take 10'. Collective input 
time is negligible compared to collective search time, which 
would be about 7,100 hours/day . If terminals offered fully-
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public. for 
terminals to 

12 hours/day, the system would need about 
transact the CPN's business . 

600 

A smalle r volume would still demonstrate utility. But if 
the CPN is an accurate guide to the numerics of the kinds 01 
transaction it serves , then I doubt we could get by, for 
this demonstration , with less than 1/6 as much transaction­
volume as the CPM serves, i.e. we'd need a mi nimum 100 
terminals. Take a loo k at the CFM: 1/6 of its ads i s a 
pretty puny amount. The CPH's statistics suggest that 100 
searchers and 200 browsers per ad provides a level of ser­
vice adequate for the ad-inputers, and adeq ua te for the 
searchers too -- for though they'd prefer less competition 
(a lower searcher/advertiser ratio), the competition at t his 
ratio is clearly not too much for them to find the medium 
useful. 

On the other hand , the Shattuck CoOp bulletin board carrie s 
aroung 400 ads , with a nominal two week life. Figuring 5 
searchers on the average spending 4 average minutes for a 1 0 
hour day gives about 5,000/week, or a 25/1 searcher/ad 
ratio. If these estimates are right, by the the parameters 
above it would take 1250 term i nal hours/week , or about 15 
fully-public t e rminals, to duplica t e the utility of this 
sing l e bulletin-board . 

Even this last estimate is a sobering prospect , planning­
wise: 100 terminals would imitate six CoOp bull et in boards 
or one CF M with nothing left over for the more interes ting 
and important uses of the system . For this is hOI, it woul d 
tend to on the public face , of course: what people so far 
knOl, how to do with a public- access communications system is 
precisely and only what gets transacted through bulletin­
boards , telephone pole postings , and want-ads . There's no 
reaso n not to expect these uses to dom inate the system for a 
long time. [What did the phase 1 test reveal about the ratio 
of such uses to other s ?] 

The fatal bottleneck in such calculations (which are essen­
tial to scale-planning for the system ) is the time-per-user­
at-the-terrll i nal. One picks up th e CFH in an instant in 
passing and scans it at home or office at leisure; fifteen 
people can stand before the bulletin-board at once; either 
transaction takes 1/3 the time the quickest searching at the 
terminal will. Note that [if I'm right; what do the phase 1 
test statistics reveal?] I have estimated average-terminal­
use time conservatively and only for simpl e transactions. 
Keying in text, writing comments, reading comments, cross­
checking fo r comparisions -- al l such operations are likely 
to increase average use-time and thus decrease the user-load 
the average terminal can support . 
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Nobody wants Community Memory to be /I ~ailin~ list or I 
service bureau. But this fear, which I share, seems to ~~ r~ \ 
foster an atti tude which shortch!lnqes or IQnores the V r 5 
importance of qettin,! existinq community and political/' u. l/ r ~ 
Qroups involved in Community Memory. Another fear wh i ch C' 
must be taken seriously is that without the involvement of 
the already-active people, Community Memory will never 
become more than an electronic Flea Market. 

We Should try to imaoine scenarios that qet already existinQ 
groups with whem we feel sympathetic everything they need 
and want. 

There are three fu nctions that these qroups would probably 
find appeal inq: 

1. Office t~sks. 

2. Net~o rkina between qroups (e.q., a netwerk of health 
care activists, or of disarmament groups). 

3. A public access computer system (i.e., Communitv 
Memo ry ) . Most.if not all of the Qroups I'm tAlking abo ut 
wou ld be very interested in and committed to a democ ratizinq 
cemmunications tool. 

Why is the involvement of these qroups important? 

We are not puttino the Community Me mory system Into a secial 
vacuum. The scene which we hope to affect is a larQe one, 
but we can't do it alone. We must have the active suoport 
and participation of t he oeop le whose ideas and wo~ld views 
are closest to ours . These peop le tend to be already 
involved in "social change" activities. We should think cf 
Community Memo ry -- as a communications tool -- as 
supporting their work and helplnq them involve other people. 

Some groups are already thinking about ccmputers as 
communications and networkinq tools. Peacenet, for example, 
sees this as a crucial part of its purpose. 

These qroups have the resources that no money can buy: the 
enerqy of their orqanizers, the active interest of their 
members, pre-existing networks of communcations (word of 
mouth, newsletters) that can be augmented and complemented 
by Community Memory. 

The interest in computers and the people that would be 
involved in computers as office tools will very likely 
overlftp with those involved in computers as communic!ltlo ns 



tools. We can use this overlap to our advantage, or Ignore 
it and alienate many people. 

What if we don't involve these groups? 

I am af raid that without the participation of these people, 
the Ccmmunity Memo ry database will remai n largely trivial. 
The most meaninaful content is likely to Come from people 
already involved in social change act i vities. Of course, we 
hope that Community Memory will prcvide an entree for many 
others, too. But it would be easy fer Community Memory to 
get stuch as an electronic ·Classified Flea" or a 
c omputerized personals page. These functions are OK by me, 
but far from enough. 

In addition, if we truly want Communi ty Memo ry te belong to 
the peoDle whe use it, we need the organizational prowess of 
these groups and their constituents. Otherwise we will in 
fac t become a ·service bureau· -- a different sort tha n the 
ene of the Resource One nightmare, but a service bureau 
nonetheless. 

Some preliminar y ruminatiens: How can the three functions 
(office tas ks , netwcrking between groups, public access) fit 
together. Is it possible or desireable to 'do it all on the 
same system? For exa mple , requi re that any group that 
wan ts to de .PIi#;Uf' . on Cemmunity Memory also have a 
publ ic term inal? '~tiu..~~ ",chlOf"b~ 

Office tasks an d group netwerking could beth be accemplished 
with microccmputers. But the cenferencino softwa re 
available for microccmpters (e.g., Communitree) is still 
pretty inflexible. And this scenario shuts out "the public" 
from access te what may be very interstinq databas~s. 

Group networkina and public access also "fit together" 
logically, and perhaps could both be provided for by a 
Ccmmunity Memory system. But groups will want some way to 
have private conversations and information exchange. Would 
Community Memory be willing to provide this? 

-
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the out!in~s 0' ( his 
01 th~ llI(.oSt £ttr iking 

Efrem has publlsh~d 
a. paper 
Idco.l 
this 

TCI rot!' , on~ 

flrst J.tteTtl.pt 
thing!:' about 

Community Memory 
this paper is that 

not brt::ak 
M~Tuory WJ,S 

to 
any rlE:w ph i 

i'l 1 1 a 1 on 9 

"exp ! "'-in 
losophioal 

the seed 
yround i 

i d ea behind Community Memory " 
it is wha.t 1 thought Community 

It this i s a wid~lV shared impI&~sion, then perhaps W~ have not y~t 

reached , or ~ven 3ppr oach ed , t.he point where the membership in the 
o lganiz~tion i~ t~CI div~r~e to b~ trust~d with the guardianship of 
C.ommunity M~IIJ Clry If thi s i~ the case , then t.here shouldn't be anv 
ubjpcti~ns to a) lowing ultimate p~wer to be held by the ourrent eM 

mcn.r.bcrship , 

doc!Ii 

Tilt: cuoption CJi thi~ strat.p.gy also has implications for the prooess of 
'!o ocl':p ting new member iO , 'We have ~ugge5t~d "political cOlLipatability" as 
one of tIle crit.~ria fot Themb~rship , Wlth [eCOcnltlon o f the eM Idea! ~s 

bfllonging to the arena of publ io lcnowlp.dge, we oan develop" commonly 
aoc l ept~d yard s tick of wh~t politioal oompatability me~n5 , 

think It is pos s ible to reach a consensus on the power issue next 
Tucsdcy on a besls similar t o the one out.lined abOVE: . I would strongly 
pyefor to do that expedientlYI and devote the majority of the first 
~e~t.jng to sizing up the 5hapt:: Wk want the pilot and the proje o t to 
t ~ k~ It ~nynne sub5t n nti~1ly disagrees with my estimate of the 
sjtu~tion, ple~sk try to yet your Ideas heard this week, so t hat we can 
heatn the meeting Tuesdav with at least a feel for how much of problem 
thi£ .i!"i , 



WKAT WAS COMMUNITY MEMORY? <first edIt) - .frem 

This I. a n ;s. ttempt to do something whioh I {Juess has navat 
• otu .. lly be en done . thouqh I find it su'tpri.ino: explain th. 
S t:led 1 de is. b ehi nd Communit y MemoTY . Unfortunately I have not 
sucoee ded •• wel l ... I'd 1 i k . I but I don 't se.m to have th. 
opt ion of pol i.hi n~ t h. work . It oan b " Ihought of a. a 
outrAoed respo n •• to Michael's "Principlas of Unity" to 
whioh \ am prepari n g a more point-by-point respons.. I hope 
it aKplai n ll why Mi ohae l' s "Prinoiple. 1t ar. not about Commun­
ity Memorv and shows th at MAroy's two p ap ar ll were so up •• t ­
ting bp.oaU5~ t h ey were based i n a c on oeption of eM alien to 
thQ one that W~. intended f or this projeot , though one to 
whioh the orQani~ation h &5 bean drift Ing fro. laok of exam i ­
nation an d praxis. Further t will try a~d bring t o the S U t­

! ~D. wh~t I bell~v. to be the "non - personality" component of 
t h B o'lrTent breakdown and why the only jus t sol ution loan 
ourrent ly im3qine is to split into three groups with th r •• 
different OUrpQSG5 ~nd thr •• dif fer ent organizing p r inoi ­
pIes: One to sell so ftwar e, one to do computer su pp ort and 
networking tor progtes5ivp. or g ani zation s, and one t o oon­
tinue with the projeot of inoarnating something, whi o h in 
t973 we oalled Community Memory. The se ;roups wi ll share 
50mp oommon taohnology, but will exist for very different 
rp.ason~, which while not oontradictory are of too variant a 
nature to he h.ld by a unified organisation 

SQ what waR Community Memory? It was an idea whioh Qr.w out 
ot thA pxpprienoe of doing & syst.m we called Com~un i ty 

Memorv Tho idr~ is that p~ople in ganeral (the masses ) 
h~V8 ~ lot to ~ay to eaoh other ~nd the y will take the 
oP!>8rtllnlty orovidAd by an unrnediated, open-ilocess oommuni­
oattan~ medium to say 50me of it . Further, t h at such a 
~onvet •• tlon ot tho people ia inherently revolutionary 

(110fit nf my 
this o orp 
ore"tr- thp 

lonQ stated doubt 
1dtla. but a.bout 

right mRdlum) 

About the projeot 
tho suitablity of 

Is not 
comput ers 

Th llr, Community Me-mory is not alternative teleoybernetics. 

It 1~ n o t ~ o onvprsation on th. lett 

o f 
to 

It t~ not a conv~rat1on led by the proQre5sjves (a soft ver­
sion of thp. vanguard party theory). 

November 16. 1982 
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It is a pubJ ic nllv m a naced publio oonve~sa tion. Its allies 
publ io, the m~ v he D To oTe~ s iv@~ but its client.le is the 

CBS ' ~ a nrt AT &T's . 

AN OPT I ONAL H ISTORIC~L DTCRESS ION 

Lf't m,p. fJp~h 

n n tu TP can 
Resouroe One 

out the idea 
b @ tT&oe d to 
and to a. lot 

with some of it. history. Its 
wh~t 

of 
work~d work e d fOT a number 
Barkelev Barb abd the Tribe. 

Lee and I were dolnQ prior to 
Mark's influenoe. L •• had 

of year. on two newspaper., the 
After the Tribe folded he 

attemced to start & neiQhborhood, reader-written paper. The 
oriQin~l projeot he was working on at Resource One was & 

oommon fil in g system on the oomputer so that switohboard. 
oould share information . That projeot did not work. The 
switchboards wete nervous about .haring their fil •• and not 
enouoh orQAnizing energy developed to get passed the 
t~no. to the idea . 

My story properly starts with a strong dose of the ohao. of 
politios as praott.ed by the southern movement in the 60' •. 
But for brevity I'll piok it up at San Fra.noisoo World Game 
in 1970 where Mark a~d I meet both Ken and Jerry Barenholtz. 
WOTld Game wa. s supposed to be a bunoh of people implement in; 
a oiant oomputer simulation of the globe . Aotually it was 
about 100 people, many a.rtists, looking for innovative way. 
to ehanoe the world . (Ironically, 1 was currently pretending 
to wo rk on a model of the whole US eoonomy for the r.deral 
Resetve Bank . ) There was a lot of interest in oomputers, 
but aenerally I steered the group away from tham as large 
di strao tions whioh oould easily caus. a dangarous over oon ­
centration of information . There was interest in making a 
11st of everyone in the country doing sooial ohange work. 1 
hope avery one knows that in the 1930's .. promising revolu­
ti o n in £1 Salvador was out down at birth by the government 
whioh had obtained the mailing list of the oentral oToaniza­
tion a nd used the information to locate the leaders and find 
threatening conoentrations of radioals. 

After that 1 worked with an unsuooessful attempt at an 
alternative oollege, A oentral idea was that everyone had 
s ometh i ng they want~d to teaoh and .omethlno they wanted to 
le a rn . After it fold.d, I took a straiQht iob with a mili ­
tarv oontraoter and spent my time hatohing the idaa of a 
lea rn ino exohange using a oomputer to keep tract . I sabo­
taced the oontraotor , then returned to the west to work with 
Lee a t Resource One and to i mplem en t & learning exchange . 

Th~ idea o t publi o terminal s was the direot result of my 

opan- aooess learni ng exohange ideas meeting Lee's work on 
shared ~w ito hb oard files and underground newspapers . I sug­
Qested we get around the impasse with the switohboards by 
p utting terminals in publio and letting people do their own 
wor k of maintaining inform&tion , We did it. 
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At this point oame the oombination of Mark's influenoe and 
the impaot of actual experienoe . Mark saw the i mportanoe of 
non-instrumental communication, the meeting of people .nd 
ideas via the mystem. Th e users proved him riQht They u •• d 
the &v~tem as a (l ea market, but more one of ideas than 
thinQB . 

Lee inoreased our 
est ablished bv 

oo ncept ba.se with the Idea of 

lated the idea 
oommunioation rather 

that sooiety lacked 
than 100ala. 
both ea51ly 

bro a do Ast media and suooe •• ful many-la-many medi., 
the ~stabli5hment could not afford lh. existence 
media . 

oomm.unity 
I formu­

.oo •••• d 
and that 
of suoh 

From thp. w ork Mar k and I did at the alternalive oolleQ. came 
the idea of a viral baoteriophage _ sty1& injeotion of 
information. a politioal mov@ th a t the establishment could 
not defeat ba oaus e it wa s spliced into the very systams that 
th~ ~~t~bli5hm@nt was depending upon for survival. 

~fte~ this we closed the s ystem , praoti •• stopped and theory 
f'[' 0'« 4ft 

What it means to resum@ this 
res'\.lt t w1.ll bp: is not 

ENO OF DIVERSION 

pr ooe ls is olear, wha.t the 

There is a thino X , the 90& 1 of ~ oonoeptual And politioal 
nrceeS5 a decade o ld . There is muoh to be said and learned 
~bout X . The question is ~ot whether Community Memory i5 X 
nr X i~ C011lTtlunitv Memory, b\lt whether tha.t proces5 is: going 
to oontinu@ or i5 its energy going t o be sub verted to other 
ooats. 

Michael's "Pr inciples " is not a bout X, but about & oomputer 
oonfere n o ina syst~m with a proQre s5i ve oonstituenoy and .ome 
publio A009AS. Maroy's paper i5 about a system with muoh 
more publio aooa •• but heavily weighted toward the ne.d. of 
oraanizations, Bspeoially progressive on •• . 

X by definition must be based in the publio spa.ce . If a.fter 
a moderata a.mount of stimUlation it is only an adv.~ti •• r 
that we know that the~e is either something wron9 with the 
idea X or we did not implement it right . We will have 
learnwd something about X. 

BuildinQ a system oonoentrated in a spaoe of organizations 
and progressives is & oompletely different idea. The needs 
of that apaoe are diffarent and the measures of .uooe.. are 
different . 

X is a n idea about oommunica.tion whioh seems to 
sttatable with oomput~r basad oommunioation. 

November 16, 1982 
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Miohael are both presenting the usa of tel.oommunioations by 
a oons tltu anoy difterant from the on •• that ourrently employ 
tal.oommunio~tions. Thi s is a perfeotly valid idea but even 
though It would u.e a teohnology .lmllar to that of X It I. 
&ssentallv a different id&& with a different goal and dif­
ferent requirements. Leta oall this idea Y . 

A network to meet the needs of Y could be implemented on a 
mature version of X, thouQh not the other way around . In 
its early staQes the requirements for X are very different 
and there are .impler more reliable way. to oreate Y than 
trylna to plQQybaok It on X. 

Speolfloallv -

I) The X network ne.d. to be Z to 5 ORDERS OF MAGNITUDE 
bigoer than the Y network . It requires new teohnolooy . A Y 
network oan be built with a oombination of Uni. UUCP network 
and ARPA nat teohnology. 

Z) X ts a publio sy.tem and needs an ethio support in; wild 
eneTQY and publio performanoe. The Y network will have a 
oreatar demand for order and oonfidental information. 

3) The teohnology for doing Y i. the .ame teohnolooy a. 
the offioa automation teohnoloQY whioh is the ourrent HOT 
monev taoh . Usino what is developed by the market place 
will assure not only networking but a full rano. of the 
office applioation.. Rather than oreation from whole oloth 
& Y network only needs filling in of missin; pieoe •. 

4) In an 
putational 
later . 

X network there is 
•• rvioes, though 

Inlt lally 
they may 

little ne.d for oom­
become intere.tin; 

5) The 
Vldootex , 

X n.twork mu&t 
not the wor Id 

o.tabllsh It.elf In 
of offioe automation. 

the world of 

6) X and Y will attraot different kinds of enerQY and dif-
ferent typ •• of people to work on th ••. 

1) It i. unlikely that It will be pos.lbl. to buy X typo 
networks for a long t1me and than like anyother media pro­
duot they will ba very •• pensive. 

What is the Qen •• is of the ourrent split in direotions? It 
ia old. W. have alway. been attraoted to organizations . 
One. Ilko NeAT offered us the posslbllty of testing tho 
teohnoloay with someone el.e. mon.y and without compromising 
our politics. Ve oono~ntr&ted our .arly siting searoh on 
laft oraanizAtions, probably beoau.e they were people we 
knew and goln~ out into the raw publio world i. soary and 
alianatinQ. Without a pilot system we have had & very hard 
tima tusting out thinking and have let tendenoies develop 
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without examination . One tands to stav 1n the univer •• of 
one' s fTiand s, 

The la s t amplified sheds IIQht on the Immediate situation . 
There is mora to the differanoB 1n direotions than opinion. 
The p a opl e i nler. &led in a pfoQraasive and oIganication 
oriented sYlte. at. more usually involved in the world of 
oroore ss ive orQanizaliona and 1aft polittos than tho •• 
int.r~.l.d in & publio .ystam. I've rajeotad the formal 
left .s a politically useful baa. for my.alf. I O&n r •• pacl 
other peopl.. d •• ire to work in that oommunity, but I 
believe this differenoB in oommuniti •• of identity is lh. 
unreooonized foroe behind the attempts to radefine the Qo.l. 
of lh. projeot . 

think it is best dealt with by daveloping two •• parate 
Institutions with different Qoals and likely different 
struotur.. Than everyone should piok the one they want to 
work with (working with both belnQ possible) and the 
ra.ouro •• divided up appro.lmataly by the hi.torioal oontri­
bution of the members in .aoh QIOUP, tamperad by the faot 
that the whole owes its axistanoe to eM. Both oroantsation. 
would have rights to use the software ourrently daveloped 
and a proportional inter •• t in any profits from the 
s oftware . If either group fOlded or bacame inaotive owner­
s hip would oompletely revert to the other otqanisation. The 
Ot9anlzatlonally inclined oroup would ne.d another oorpora­
t i on, The groupg should exist in differant plaoe. and ma.t 
a s frequantly al work and Dommon interast demanded . 

Then 1 th i nk Prlnolple. of Unity mlQht b. possible. 

Nov e mb er 16, 1982 



NOTES TO DRAFT 1.0 

1. To put it so forces a certain issue. I think it 
may be useful to conceive our next work, and hence 
our redefined/reaffirmed present identity, in 
concrete and limited terms. The phrasing above 
also suggests that we should put off discussion of 
"principles of confederation/licensing", 
publicity, etc., until the next phase looms more 
concretely. This probably makes good practical 
sense. It's somewhat at odds with our former 
notion of designing publicity in from the start -­
but only somewhat, because the operations of study 
and feedback proper to this phase will spread news 
and myth of the system in appropriate communities. 
The phrasing above also scants the question of 
whether there should be a present basis of 
understanding about the possible transition 
to/constitution of a fourth phase. 

2. (a) (*) It will be useful to specify a rough 
estimate. (**) An important issue here: should 
the field-test system prohibit any sort of dial-in 
use; or should we hold open the possibility of 
"branching" the field-test to explore some dial-in 
mode and its integration? (***) Is some detail 
about the technical means/modes of interconnection 
& common access appropriate here? 

2.(a)(i) This draft supposes a single "node" with 
multiple terminals. If we intend several 
interconnected nodes, it's appropriate to say so 
or at least to make the possibility explicit. 

2. (a)(11) A 
interconnection 
be appropriate. 

note about the mode 
within the node (among nodes) 

of 
may 

2. (b) (i) (*) Is it proper to specify further 
here, about world-trees, front ends, keywording, 
etc.? [Note that keyword-power pertains also to 
2. (c) (ii).l (**) Are particular software 
developments relevant to this? If not, it belongs 
in a later catagory. 

2.(b) (iii) The idea is essential to design; have 
you a less awkward phrasing? 

2. (e) (11) [See first note to 2. (b) (i).l 

2. (e) (111) 
here. To 

Two issues for discussion are hidden 
state this principle flatly rules out 

I 



our prohibition of commercial uses 
("exploitation") through and of the system itself. 
If we contemplate any such prohibitions, we'd do 
well to make them explicit here. Also, in the 
other direction, this phrasing says nothing about 
the system being designed to encourage/enable the 
development of certain kinds of relationship. 
Perhaps we should be explicit here too; if so I'd 
appreciate your try at a brief phrasing. 

2.(c)(iv) This item, though muddy in phrasing, 
involves several important issues: (*) Will 
"private" communications, conferences, files, etc. 
be forbidden, permitted, or enabled, or held as an 
active possibility? (*) What degrees of privacy­
protection are actually feasible; and are they 
sparse and questionable enough that we should 
instead rephrase (iv) to warn that privacy'S 
impossible? (*) The ability to address and 
privatize messages/input opens also to the 
formation of exclusive groups ("clubs") in the 
system's social space. and perhaps to modes of 
commercial and political exploitation through the 
system. 

2.(d) (i) The issue here: what would we like? what 
is feasible now? what might be added in mid-test­
run? Should we instead say "future stages may 
provide"? 

2.(d) (11) I'm sure there's another item here, 
technologically speaking. 

2.(e) Here fit certain ideas about hardware 
specifications: cheapness, user-serviceability, 
standardization, interchangeability, redundancy 
(and perhaps others.) It will be useful to 
specify briefly which of these will be implemented 
how in the prototype, distinguishing this 
implementation from what may be attempted in a 
next phase. In these specs it may be useful to 
treat user-interface hardware separately from 
non-interface support hardware. 

2.(f) This is in a sense a variation on the 
"phone-link" issue. But even in a terminals-only 
system, hard-copy output and input from disc files 
will be very useful to individuals and perhaps 
essential to organizational uses. 

2.(g) This is a Significant issue. I think recent 
developments make accessing "outside" databanks, 
bulletin-boards, etc., not only useful but 
necessary. The technology may be more practical 
than the bookkeeping and financing involved. But 
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we must decide whether this kind of linkage i s a 
priority to pursue in the field-test. 

2.(g) (i) Bringing several serv ices on-line of 
inter est to pr pgressiye community groups may be a 
move welcomed both by the services and by the 
groups. 

2.(g) (ii) Users should be able to put new services 
on-line indirectly, by asking CM Central to do so; 
and we should say so, but elsewhere. This policy 
issue fits here only if they are to be enabled by 
the system hard/software to do so directly. [Note 
that the issue is not visionary but immediate: the 
field-test system will be a direct means of 
communication among a number of community groups, 
some of which may already be hooked in to other 
services (paying for them, and/or qualified as 
gatekeepers to them) which many might find useful 
at certain (coordinated) times.) 

3.(a) (ii) A significant issue. I don't agree 
with the choice phrased here. I think that 
studying and establishing the system's usefulness 
within [for) a focussed network should be as high 
a priority for the field-test as is the 
"networking across networks" that the system would 
aid in a Fort Mason-like emplacement. These are 
two somewhat distinct and basic modes of the 
system's use; we expect it to be a powerful tool 
in each. Both for our learning and to promote CM 
systems in the world, the field-test shOUld be 
deSigned to explore both modes substantively. [If 
we do site at Fort Mason, we'd do well to pick one 
network with a node there (e.g. anti-nuke) and 
distribute 4-8 terminals to other nodes of this 
network in our locale.) 

3.(b) I put it so to push us to decide this issue 
now if we can. Our old vision, of a an 
essentially-public system within which sub­
communities/networks might grow naturally and be 
empowered, was noble and we may well wish it for 
the future. But in between, we face the pragmatic 
task of gaining a strong toehold in social space, 
in the scramble to hook people into services. And 
we know where the CM system and myth will sell 
best at first. Both our native sympathies and 
practicality thus incline us to make the focussed, 
"semi-dedicated" use of CM [in our peer-base) a 
higher priority than pure public use, if our 
resources for field-testing can't serve both 
explorations amply. [we don't want CM's general 
myth and promise to be obscured by an initial 
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appearance of dedication to some special purpose 
or network. But it's self-defeating not to 
develop a basic power of the system for fear of 
giving it a reputation for that power. We should 
rather encourage even a "dedicated" network use in 
the field-test, while taking care to design it to 
test equally its "semi-dedicated" use across 
networks and its "undedicated" (fully-public) 
mode.] 

3.(b) (ii) There is more to be said here. The 
public emplacements should relate to each other, 
for if the user-groups each generates are related 
to each other, the sy stem will function more 
powerfully and concentratedly for them. [Think of 
the sites spread randomly in S.F., versus being 
concentrated in the Mission. Think creativelYi 
there may be other than geographic strategies for 
relating such "general public" user-groups.] 

3.(b) (iii) (*) As this requirement has been 
strictly expressed in CM's early designs -- one at 
least specifying a minimum 50% of time/bandwidth 
for public access -- we should re-affirm or modify 
it now. It may be useful generally but hard to 
reconcile with some particular terminal 
emplacements exploring semi-dedicated uses. (**) 
On the other hand, host organizations might well 
be required to allocate some system-use to their 
members as (public) persons rather than for 
organizational purposes. 

3.(c) This is related to the call-in issue, bu~ 
independent. 

3.(d) Do we agree that Lee's lucky pot won't last 
forever, that P.S. won't be an infinite 
cornucopia, and that any ongoing and/or larger CM 
will have to support itself? If so, the field­
test must test this too. The main question may be 
whether this must be planned for right from the 
beginning, or whether there'll be cash enough to 
run a substantive system for one to two years 
before even beginning to test its capacity for 
self-support. 

3.(e) An issue I think we should postpone for the 
future. We're doing a field-test, not yet 
constituting an association. I don't think we'll 
need to talk about the issue when we try to 
emplace the field-test, but if we're forced to we 
should have a pretty concrete model to suggest for 
the future. 
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3.(f) (*) This is a formal niceity that belongs in 
any future "constitution" of a eM system, which we 
should already make explicit. (**) The issue 
here again is a laissez-faire approach, versus 
direct and active efforts to influence the 
system's internal development and culture. My 
vote is for the latter. There are probably 
additional measures beyond this one [and 2.(b) (ii) 
and 3.(a) (iii)] to be planned; what are they?] 

4.(a) I assume one will be inadequate. A brief 
scheme of the functions to be served in system 
monitoring would be proper to this section. 

4.(b) At issue here is the question of whether 
the Journal is to be conceived and continued as 
part of the Project; and more generally of what 
audiences we want to report what to at what stages 
(plans, preliminary reports, etc.) We will have 
quickly to contend with local journalists once we 
begin operation and probably even before that. 
How we respond, what we stage, is already an issue 
in advance, which I think we should deal with as 
an important (though non-software) part of 
defining what we're doing. 

4.(c) (*) We need to establish, and perhaps to 
include in the main text, a rough sense of the 
magnitude and duration of the field test. How 
much data and study are enough, for what purposes? 
How can we know when we're done? These questions 
are essential if we're inviting ourselves/others 
to sign on "for the duration", as well as to guide 
planning and the staging of our energies and 
resources. If someone would draft rough estimates 
and check-points, it would be helpful. (**) It's 
well to note that each obvious clause like this 
that we subscribe to commits us to staffing and 
organizing the sub-project that it entails. 

4.(d) The shortness of this list is disturbing. 
Study of the results is as integral to the field­
test as designing and emplacing the system, We 
can't plan study all in advance, but we shoUld 
have more detailed and concrete beginning plans 
than are referenced here. 

5.(a) This forces a key issue -- but really, 
folks, it's necessary to settle who gets what say 
in which decisions before we make them. The 
strategy of this document is to codify a common 
understanding of the (updated) vision of the 
project's original organizers, in a form that will 
latisfy them and that others can subscribe tOI and 
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then to p~t remaining and emergent iasues and 
problema in care of a larger common council which 
will include them as (distinguished) peers. There 
are other ways to handle the problem of power and 
the transition from phase 2 to phase 3 of the 
Project; but phrasing this one flings the 
gauntlet: any alternative must be phrased as 
clearly and concretely, and soon. This strategy 
provides for a smooth and clear transition from 
phase 2 to phase 3. If you choose it, Old Guard, 
beware: you will be inhibited from swinging 
special weight if you later have second thoughts 
or distress about decisions -- so now's the time 
to get your heads straight and clea r about what 
you really do think and feel is essential. 

5.(a) (i) Here fits a description of membership 
criteria, or at least a reference to the CM 
Bylaws. Revise the Bylaws or not, the criteria 
still need to be clarified now, before the staff 
and hangers-on multiply, else the work-environment 
will not be healthy. 

5.(a) (ii) Have you a better proposal? 

5.(a)(ii1) The strategy here is to conceive this 
common governance as applying only to the phase 3 
Project considered as a discrete episode. It's 
clean; but it leaves untouched the question of how 
a transition to phase 4 might be handled, who 
might play what roles in reconstitution. Is there 
anything we can say about this? 

5.(b) (1) This is mainly so that no-one can pull 
the plug (without pre-defined cause) on money 
that's been promised to the Project. but it may 
serve other useful functions as well. [In a 
context where someone has already rashly fantasied 
to take back what he'd given, vital to the whole, 
because he didn't like what was happening, the 
Project should protect itself as best it can from 
the chance of other such confusions.] 

5.(b)(1i) But in truth, I'm less worried about 
anyone denying promised money than about the 
reverse inequity, which I think is more likely. 
For it's as proper to protect funders against CM's 
vagaries, as to protect CM against theirs. Unfor­
tunately, this clause offers no real protection. 
Nor did the stronger form of its first draft: 

"The 
Project's financial sources will be entitled to 
exercise veto power over decisions whose 
implementation will involve substantial cost 
increases. [*] It will not be exerciseable over 
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decisions involving only reallocation of funds already 
allocated or promised." 

We probably can't use such 
phrasings in any formal document because of legal/ tax 
reasons. The confusion between members and funders is 
complex, and we do need to sort it out formally for 
everyone's good. I meant to justify this stronger 
form by observing that this veto power was there 
anyway and we might as well recognize it as legitimate 
in kind, governing it by the second sentence quoted 
above. 

But on reflection I see that neither sentence is 
equitable. The first might in effect leave the Pro­
ject unable to seek elsewhere for additional funding 
for implementations its present funders disapproved. 
As for the second, it protects the Project from "out­
side" interference, but leaves its backers open to a 
certain form of blackmail. For given the investment 
of themselves that Lee and Ken (at least) have made, 
and given who they are, how can they be expected to 
respond if in a year the Project membership redistri­
butes its funds to support changed decisions which 
they disagree with, in a way which appears to require 
no additional overall funding but which in fact, in 
their opinion, leaves some vital aspect of the Project 
dangerously underfunded? It's likely that they'd feel 
forced to contribute more money, perhaps more than 
they should. I don't think this is right; but I don't 
see how to protect against it. 

One approach might be to insert some clause like this 
at [*] in the quote above: 

"This veto can only be 
exercised collectively by representatives of [members 
associated with] the funding sources, who will define 
their own decision-process." 

The decision­
process might be by majority vote; or might weigh 
contributions proportionately, 51% being neccesary for 
vetol or whatever. These 'sources" would include P.S. 
and C.M.'s own operation if their contributions prove 
to be substantial. This approach has the advantage of 
somewhat collectivizing the other end of the problem 
of accountability to the funders. It would both rein­
force and moderate their influence, and might leave 
them feeling more supported than they might otherwise 
-- particularly if these phrasings were modified to 
require the collective of funders[' representatives] 
to approve any Project assessment that a proposed 
implementation-change would indeed involve only a safe 
redistribution of allocated/promised funds. 
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PRINCIPLES OF UNITY FOR A COMMUNITY MEMORY PROJECT 

Version 1.0 

~ IDlM .i.§ .llii..§ document; lill.Y.1 .an.Q ~ 

We need a document describing the grounds of common agreement and 
commitment that are the basis of the (Berkeley) Community Memory 

~ Project as it resumes. We need it to help make our own under­
standings clear; to settle certain policy issues for the present; 
and to help deal with membership issues, both within the present 
project and in possible future developments of a CM system. 

This draft invites collective input and revision. We will dis­
cuss it in a meeting, either regular or special. Before then, to 
save time and encourage/prepare participation, please read this 
draft; think about what is right, wrong, and missing; and return 
this copy to my box with copious notes in the wide margins pro­
vided for same. Please return it by Tuesday, 11/15. I will read 
everyone's annotations, and make a second draft and circulate it 
for a few days before the meeting. Hopefully people's annota­
tions will make our areas of agreement, vagueness, and disagree­
ment each clear enough that we can deal with these efficiently. 

This draft has been prepared after re-reading eight previous 
descriptions of the project by various authors (I probably missed 
some others.) 95+% of their content is devoted to the project's 
history, why it is necessary and admirable, the remarkable goods 
it might accomplish, what the user will/should feel, and how to 
extend a small local node into grand regional/national/global 
networks. This draft ignores most of that, reduces the rest to a 
mlnlmum, and tries instead to describe what we are actually 
attempting now in modest and concrete terms. We are making a 
prototype tool, getting some people to try it out, and studying 
the result. The minimal agreement we need concerns the shape of 
the tool, who we will get to try it out and how, and how we will 
study what happens. 

In the text below, [brackets] enclose certain optional phrasings 
or ideas; please mark them with a check ( ; ) if they should 
stay, a cross (X) if they should go. The asterisks (*,**) 
refer you to the separate NOTES. Some key minor questions, but 
many indicate significant issues which need to be settled early 
in the planning process. Please comment at least with checks and 
crosses for agreement/disagreement, and ?-marks for "yes, it's a 
real issue, but I'm not sure what we should do." 
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~ Purpose and scope of the present Project 

Our purpose is to help develop alternative [li~ 
beratory/democratizing] forms of telecybernetic 
communications media, for their intrinsic utility 
and as counterexample and counterforce to the 
dominant [authoritarian] development of thes 
media promoted by the capitalist economy. 

The vehicle of our purpose is a Community Memory 
[CM] system. This Project ' s first phase [1970-
75?] designed and field-tested a primitive proto­
type system, and studied the results. Its second 
phase [1977-82?] explored topics in the social 
design of a more sophisticated system; established 
a journal of kindred thought and purpose; and 
developed software to help fund and implement a 
more advanced prototype system. This third phase 
[1982-85?] of the Project is devoted to the design 
and field-testing of a substantive prototype CM 
system, and to studying the results. 

The present Project is neither designed for nor 
committed to a next phase.* If the results of the 
field test are sufficiently encouraging, a fourth 
phase of the Project may be constituted to tend a 
CM system on an ong01ng basis, and/or to organize 
and administer a network of such systems. 

~ Social-techological specifications Qf ~ proto­
~ .eM system 

(a) The system will have, as its public interface, 
a locally-distributed network of [how many?]* 
[smart] terminals,** specially configured and 
programmed, accessing a common data-base.*** 

(i) * 

(ii) * 

(b) Each terminal will provide every user 
[full] system-assisted access to a shared 
mutable body of information, and [full] means 
contribute information to this body. 

with 
and 

to 

(i) The system will provide assistance 
directly via software for searching and sorting,* 
and indirectly by facilitating** the development 
and operation of user-generated forms of assistance. 
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(ii) Though we will contribute or organize an 
initial substantive ·seeding" of the system with 
information, the field-test will be designed to 
proceed until information contributed [input] 
routinely by the using community super cedes 
·seeded" information as the primary stuff of 
transactions through the system. 

(iii) [TO encourage the cooperative develop­
ment of extended and evaluative transactions,] the 
system will emphasize facilities [utilities] enab­
ling its users to link their entries bireferen­
tially* to entries already stored. 

(c) The system will be designed to facilitate [and 
emphasize] unmediated user/user communication. 

(i) It will impose no more constraints upon 
the forms and contents of communications than are 
legally[, fiscally,] and technologically necessary 
for its operation. 

(ii) while furnishing tools and schema of 
catagorization,* to help users access and make 
accessible information, it will also enable [and 
encourage] the development of user-generated cata­
gories, schema, and tools. 

(iii) As information-exchange underwrites and 
governs relationships, it is well to state expli­
citly that the system will be designed to impose 
the minimal necessary constraints [as in (i)] upon 
the relationships conducted and/or developed 
through it.* 

(iv) To the extent the system provides for 
differential access to information, it will as 
much as is possible enable users to control access 
to the information they provide.* 

(d) The system will be designed to facilitate the 
self-directed development of cooperative groups 
and communities of users. 

(i) It will provide facilities and backup 
utilities for real-time and asynchronous conversa­
tion/conferencing,* [on a scale appropriate to the 
system's size.] 

(ii) * 
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(e) * 

(f) The system's terminals and programming 
enable users to interface [a wide range of] 
own input/ output devices and programs.* 

will 
their 

(g) The system will enable users to access direct­
ly a variety of separately-established information 
services.* 

(i) As part of the system's "seeding", access 
will be provided to services of particular inter-
est to the 'primary target community" (see 3.(a) be­
low. ) • 

(ii) The system will enable users to inter­
face external information services in ways access­
ible to other users.* 

~ Social emplacement and ~ ~ community; 
pakameters ~ ~ PkOtOtype system 

(a) The first priority of system emplacement will 
be to explore the system's usefulness to a network 
of socially-purposeful [progressive] community 
groups. 

(i) It will be emplaced to network groups in 
one geographic locale, rather than in scattered 
locales. 

(ii) It will be emplaced to network groups 
working in diverse domains, rather than in one 
primary activity.* 

(iii) The field-test will invite participat­
ing groups, and train their representatives, to 
use the system to share and coordinate their in­
formational and other resources and activities. 

(b) Another [lower]· priority of emplacement will 
be to explore the system's use as an unchanneled 
and fully public utility. 

(i) A [lesser] number of terminals 
placed in sites [such as libraries and 
frequented by a general public. 

(i i) * 
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(iii) Groups contracting for custody and 
["semi-dedicated"] use of terminals may [will??]· 
be required to provide [and promote and/or assist] 
system access and unrestricted use by the general 
public.·· 

(c) No terminals will be emplaced in private cus­
tOdy,. and each organizational host must serve a 
broad public through its activities and/or direct­
ly at the terminal site. 

(d) Though the prototype system's field test will 
be financed [almost entirely? largely?] by the 
Project, it will be designed to test the feasibil­
ity of financing future eM operations directly 
through use-fees [from groups and individuals.]. 

(e) Groups hosting and using terminals of this 
prototype system will be given no formal [consti­
tutional] power in governing or modifying the 
whole system •• 

(i) They will be encouraged to modify the 
system by developing its uses. 

(ii) The influence of their feedback as users 
will be actively solicited by the Project, both 
through the system and in direct interactions. 

(iii) They will be invited actively to parti­
cipate in the Project's study of the entire field­
test, and will be informed of its results as these 
accrue. 

(f) [Though the Project will avoid any direct 
influence on the operation of groups using the 
system,]· it will actively recruit and train 
"gatekeepers" ["librarians", "information shep­
herds"] from the user community, and expedite 
their work within the system.·· 

(g), (h), •••• [this list is surely incomplete] 

5 



~ Study of the field-test 

(a) Several. terminals of the system will be maintained 
on-line in the Project offices, to enable access to 
text and statistics of the system's operation. 

(b) Reports of study will be issued from the Project 
directly to kindred groups, and through the Journal of 
Community Communications to a broader audience.* 

(c) The final report* will summarize and analyze the 
experience of the phase 3 field-test1 and if appro­
priate prepare recommendations for the system's conti­
nuation and extension/multiplication in phase 4, and 
the Project's reconstitution to accomplish this.** 

(d), (e), ••• [again, there's surely more here] * 

~ Goyernance ~ ~ field-test project 

(a) All decisions about principles, parameters, and 
issues [of design, emplacement, operation, governance, 
funding, study, and publicity] not specified above will 
be made or delegated by the full Project membership 
[staff?].* 

(i) [Membership will be ••• ] * 

(ii) Decisions will be consensual when poSSible, 
by majority vote when not.* 

(iii) This arrangement will prevail for the dura­
tion of the field-test and its study, terminating when 
the final phase 3 report is issued. Any further phase 
of the Project will necessitate a complete reconstitu­
tion.* 

(b) (i) All [financial and other] relationships with 
funding sources associated with members [staff] of the 
Project shall be made contractual and unconditional, 
save for conditions of performance specified by mutual 
contract. * 

(ii) The [resources and decisions of its] finan­
cial sources will exercise a de-facto veto power over 
any Project decision whose implementation will involve 
substantial cost increases.* 
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c.; loSt'} 'f 00 Wi' wa.nt t o 'f 

00 we have money to s pend on carp~ting? 

24} Dev~Jopment of C . M . educ~tionaJ and propaganda plans . 

'vIh~t 'is the relative priority of 
\.Ill i:i. t 6 t' r· t h f> i1T! P lie a. t ion 5 0 f how 
p~okaging of ~ . M? 

the Journal? Vhat els~ needs 
the times they have &'ch&n~ed 

to 
to 

Edu cot i ("ITlo. J : 

the e M n odp.? 
H("Iw mu c h tr ai ning 
How d o we edu oa te 

and what 
people: to 

kind will be needed for 
the idea of eM as well 

US t: . 

Pr opaoanrla : A publ ici ty oampaiQn? Or maybe several : 

\ ) A ilDed 'l.t users 
JI. ) AimE el i.!.t tl,e computer world 
3) Aimed ~t supporters ( group s, funders , eto . ) 

be done? 
the 

users 
as to 

of 
its 

ZS) Wh~ i s doinO ttle k i nd of l a ison we ne~d to keep up with other p~ople 

a nd groups workinQ on related pr o je ots? There is, fOI eRampie, a group in 
Bp.rk~J~y working o n the development of a munioipal information util i ty . 
Th~te is th e effort to m a rket Sequitur to non-profits. (inoide n tly, is thi~ 

t nk~ n ~i:i.re ot in the oontraot with Paoifio?) There are other groups, at 
le ~~ t one in Bo~ton , that w e should be keeping in touoh with . 

As t("l p t::-o p le, there ' s those like Tim Haight, Karen Paulsell, etc . who woule 
~robbly hav~ Useful inp~t on any working papers we d i& seminate . 

26) W11Mt 15 th~ p:oo~edute we a re going to establish for the final 
development of the technical design for the front end? How are we gonna 
s c hpd\l le it telat jv~ to the other things, like hardware design and 
organt~ational d~v e lopment and development of a ooming-out pla n ? Vhere is 
th e biU t imel int'? 

27) Wt: ~hould c larify responsibility tor all the equipment here - _. what i s 
CM's, what is P ac ific's, whnt 1s Colemics" 

28) Vh~t kinct o f relative priority does resolution of political / struotural 
ts~ues like thoSQ raised by ROS5m~n h a v e? How should w e pr ooeed? 
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RE : OUTSTAND ING THINGS TO BE DONE -- NON - TECHNICAL 

NOTE : RANIIOM ORDER ING 

I) A ~ 1 und ~Tst~T\d thl:" situation, we don't need a n y more programmers to 
work 0 11 t h ~ fir~t c ut cd th e C , H . front end. That i6, ex c luding Jonath i n 
Ry $h~a)" who To m i s suhed uled to c all soon about the upgrade of the wind ow 
?~c~~ge and t h e oon v ersion of Se quitur to work with Pr o vo~ in a networked 
f"l'\V1IOnmen\ Dues ~v~ryone agI~e with this ? 

:l, ) Toltt. ha. ~ submitted a requf:st {or overtilUt: pay for the pre-Comdex or unoh . 
Cl;\ rify ti l e uvertim~ pay ~i tu ation eno ugh to make a de o ision o n t his a rid 

re l ~t~d issues . How do we know that work for which pay ( ~speciall y 

ov~rt i m e pay) i ~ req u est~d is work that the group actually Wi 5 h~d t o hav e 
done '? 

3} As a r~lated issue, do W~ w ant to sta y with th e ab so lutely subjective 
p:l)/ ? o l i c y we ~re on at presel"lt? Thi s policy is, a s 1 understand i t , that 
o n ~l\ w O Tk~r repo rt s th~ir hours w~e k l y ~nd that' s th a t , 1 5 this still 
working out? 

q l OUTSTANDING, PROGRAMMING RELATED ISSUES BETWEEN PACIFIC AND C . M. 

A~51'me p l en ty of p r ogr~mm~r5 working on the C , M, system 50fwar~, Furthur 
i::\.!o 5 UTt.lt!: that C , M, as.un orga n izati on, rboo gnit. e § it's interest s in 
lTI'linto.in i.n lJ thp. ma.rket'lbilit)/ of i t's oo de , Sti ll , there are 5evIOtal major 
cl~sse~ ~f c~nfu5jon ~ngendered by the degr ee o f or g a niza.tion a l 
tnterpenelr'lt l 0n , 

Wh4t bklonIJ5 t o C , M . a nd what belongs to Pacific? At the mOmetlt a ll code 
be l onQs t o C . M . but this will chang e , At some point there will be an 
inter1aD~ to the nu c l ~us and t oo lkit which is concrete e n o ugh to Allow 
~utonomous d~v~l opTh ent group s to develop applications . Obviously, when 

tllb\ h app~ns, owne rs hip of new corle will be a clearout iss u e, Whoever 
writ~~ it w il l own it , In the me a ntime we h~ve a case where C . M. owns code 
b~jn y exl~nd~d by Pacifi c employees and C , M. employees are heavily 
n'loItgaged to m a rket forces, What gives? I s C,M , extrioating itself? Is 
Pacific l\uppy p ay ing for code it doe s n' t own? Is i t pr~h~ps willing to pa)/ 
to have such w o r k done jus t to ensure that its' prioriti~s are respected by 
C,MY Is C , M, happy with the current arran gement , or would it pIefer to 
d~velop an intern~l d i vi~ion struct ure, with its' own members and employees 
m a in t a. i n in 9 to n d e)l ten t1 i h 9 the cod e i town 5 ? 

· P· 

15 seE:ms 1 ilcE!: 

possibility is 
i t might b~ b est to &eparate out 
to distinguish the following : 

the different cases , One 

1) r. . M , members or employees working on oode owned by C , M , There are. 
of oo ur se, resource alloact10n problems for C . M. but if those are 
50lved and peopl. are doing what they want to do. th.n al l is 0001 
her e , 
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~) Pa cj fi~ ~~plo ye ~s w orking o n Paoifio's work . A~ ai n, there are no 
pruhII.!1rl s . 

3) C . M. ~Qmb~r~ or em?10y~e5 providing teohnical and sal.& suppor t to 
tJactfi o. For ellodomple, porting X . dot and S e qui tur t o n ew mAchines, 
helping with oustomet support or managing Paoifio e~ployee5 . It seeu 
that h Are the best so lut i on would be for C . M . to bill Pacific, at 

servioes, an d 
is ill e ga l, so 

r a te~ ~omprabl~ t o wtl at Pacific is p aying for 5imil~T 

then to pay its' own members and emplo y ees . But this 
equiti~ility se~m5 imp~s~ib le . Obviously , this olass of 
~e roinimi1ed, and eliminate d in the long term . 

l abo r should 

4) Paciij c employ~es workiny on code wh ioh will be owned by C . M . At 
thfr m oment our s i tuat io n seems to be one in wh ioh Pac if io is barterin 
lit i 5 k: i 1\ d 0 f wo r k for t h ~ w o r lc inc a. tag 0 r y t h r e e, abo v e . Th i s i s to 
v aug~ in the long tetm . Probably this sort of thing s h ou ld be 
min jro iz~d, a nd when it e H; sts it sho uld be handled by havin~ C . M pay 
P ac ifi c $10/hout tor th e labor, and havin9 Pacific pay its' emplo ye es 
wh a te v e r i t wi 5 h es t 0 . 

An ywkYS . a~5Uml l\O tllat thes~ kind of questions are ~nsweted. there still 
Tem~in othe~ kinds of questions wh ic h shou ld b e oleared u p . Vhat is. for 
t: Hampl ~, Filcific's rec o urs-e if it ha.s a disa9reement with C . M . a.bout the 
t~l~tive priotity of a tas k? Obviously, i f it i & p a ying the salaTies of 
a pro g T ~mmkT, thPl\ it sho u ld be able t o allocate the tim~ of sa id 
tn~tvi ~11 a l . But there is a managerial/technical oveThead for C . M . a nd it 
m i ght c ~ "s~ a s~Ii o u s oonflic t Right? 

A tel~ted issue ha s to do with the pl~n5 for wher. Pac ific programmers wil 
work . If they ate here it will be far ea.s ie r, i ndeed it is vi rt ually 
\ropos5 ibl ~ to pu t the o nes who work on the C . M . cod~ elsewhere . The other 
~Te a d lff erpnt story . 

~) G& t co p ies ot Byt€. Intorworld. tor the office . Let's pl ease decide 
what w e w a nt ~ round her e ~ nd get it over w ith . Is there any w ork we want 
d o n~ w it h th~ literatur e aro und h e l e? I seem to remember Caitlin 
volunt ~eri n9 to take care of it if &he was asked to . 

6) Isn ' t ft trt\e that w e w an t the P~oifio board seat to be held by the 
p~es,dc~t of C . M . a nd not b y Ken as an in dividual hum a noid ? Carl was 
yo;ng t~ r. h eck with Susan C lair . 

7) The Pe r sonn~ l polic ies and p r oo ~.dure 5 need to be finigh~d . Th e re are 
v ariety of unresolved QUQstions h a v in 9 to d o with per sonnel , but m05t of 
thuse hav~ to do w ith eit h er membership issues or relatio n s with Pa c ific . 

" h ese aren ' t relevent to the PP+P and shou ldn't interfe re with their 
~ompl~tion and adoption . Th~re i s, however, the outstanding Quest i on of 
job security . gi n ce w e on this side of the pale mak e s o many of OUt 

personal d ~ois ion s b ase d o n our ability to get work done her e that we 
oo nsider w ort hwhile. wh at h a ppens if we get forced out or deoide. on out 
own. t~ quit? What rights do we have? How do we di s tinqu is h these ca5e. ~ 

B) We mu st g et the stock d is bursed so on . AND we must have Dopi •• of the 
li st of mon e y and time o wed to people . We nee a formal policy fot how 
people are paid ba ck relative to other people and relative to other 
expen~~& . H ow much ha s built up (on the C . M . side) .ino~ the Qreat split 1 
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As for th~ monpy owed from prior to that split. who owe. wh~t? 

V) LONG TERM MONEY DEAL WITH LEE . 

10 ) Any o"tf;taTiding con tu s ion with ISC? 

\1) Ge t fin ancial p13n going o n mulli-plan for C . M . org~ni~ation . Th~ plan 
sll ou ld h e divided ne c:. lly into pilot o:.nd non - pilot (ongoing organi!;ational ) 
c xpp.n ses . 1t 5h o ul~ . furthermote. be structur@d so as to allow one to 
5~t) ~rn te oo~ ts r~lnt~d to supporting Sequitur ~ nd X-dot from oosts related 
to C . M . it se lf , It shou ld d~al with income from both L@e and Pacific. and 
c~s ume a rou ~ h 11jyher de~re~ o f clarificetion v is a vis both of' these 
50urce~ of I eV~nU p. . 

In th~ P~cif 10 C~ Se thi~ me ~ n s a better royalty schedule. and in th~ case 
o f Lee tt m e~ n s a review of h i s plan for separati ng his cash from Osborne. 
the sptt ing up of ttle ofQanizational structures n eoessary to get it to 
C . M. , ~nd a wTit t ~n ~gr~~Thent about the rates and amounts that CM will g~t 

from r.ee, how, and wh en . It 0.150 assum.es an estimate of the phYliioal oos t 
o f the first pilot. and o f hardware dp.velopment for it . 

12) H Ar dw a re d~velop1Qtint f o r th e C . M. terminal . 

\~ ) Pil ot buc1get deve l o pmt!nt , 

14 ) C rlti oa l p a th end g~l,e Tal planning . 

1 ~) Plohlems with roakinQ de cis ions and orga.ni!;ational reworking . Me etings. 
c oTt.tm j t t £0 t: s, etc . 

16) Fjnj$h o ff li cence cggreemenl with Pa c ific : 
1) Mili tacy sa le s p o lioy . 
2) Roy . lty Sohedul e? 
3) nnn - COlnIletition c l ause 
4) Wh o c10es wh ~ l, when , tor how mu o h? 
5) ????1 

1 7) Is there any busines$ [plated to the limited partnersh1p which is in a 
fl~kl~r state th~n is re a lly healthy? 

I 8 ) DF-vt:"Jopment of U1pmbership c ritel' ia , Is there anything t o be done or 
did W~ t'lblp. this unt i l Efrem's return? W. had. fOT the reoord. oom.e up 
w! t 11 ~ diffp. r ent oriteria : 1 ) A.otivity , 2 ) Interpersona.l C omp a t i b i J i t Y • 3 ) 

Politic a l Co;\ls, q ) The completion of a probationary pet iod , 

19) Wh at w Olk needs to be done on the hy-Iaws? 

20) 'Who will be liason to Nark St.a.p and Peter Krebs? Huh? 

21) What ahout hardwa.re ~oquisition , Long VAX lead time . 

23) Any more to be done 
tin i !i h 0 f ttl. e k j t 0 hen? 
big ~p.op. any better? 

on the Park~r Street upgrade? What 

The n.w offioe &paoes? Onoe ~Q.inj 
How about safe railings everywhere? 

is needed to 

oan we U5e thE 

Can we divide the upstair fi baloony into real offioes (i . e " with doors to 
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I:" tt. g t: 

T el : CtJlllTOUTlity H em OlY 

F 't oro ' Tom 

Look , don't want to o Olu pla;n , but feel that our ourrent 
und~rstanding s and arrnngp.ments about p.y for extra-ordinary ef!oIts ~Ie 
ln ~ uffl c cnt t~ de a l fa i rly with the cutrpnl, very oomp J ex. situation . 

In th~ two months 
i1 UtltOl izeci of oo ur s e 
th~ ~ ~41 inte r est~ of 

bef o re COMDEX 1 worked 
hut it was , 1 believe, 

the group , 

169 J\our s overtime , 
real work thl.t was 

It wasn't 
done in 

N~w CQuld be wrong but as r~oall the dIScussions about overtime 
t h ~t we h ~ d 1n th~ p a st , the y w ~ re hea v ily flavored by the proble~ of 
"pTt, p e r authori~atlon , " That is to say . there wa s some feeling th a t, were 
W~ t o a~opt ~ p~y pol io y tl \a t would enable individual s to be paved for mo re 
th a n ~n hour s a week, cl a i ms would be tendered for work that the 9rOUP d i d 
no t and woul d not h~v e choseTl to pay 

d OTI't hbvb a long t~rro solution to th i s probJem at th~ tr.oltkent, but do 
t&~l t h ~t c ~ r tain c lasses of work are ole~rly not as problem ridden as 
oth~TS . Spec i t ie a. lly, think th " t theTe a.re large arid well del im! ted 
b D dl~ ~ of progra~m t ng a nd support work. related to oode that, while owned by 
thp. COTh~un j t y Hem ~ ry proje o t, is orient~d towards the market as much as or 

m o re than it is orie n ted towa r ds the project . In this oatagor y 1 w ould put 
X- dot ~ort5 and )DUTketing s upport a nd Sequitur o run ches like the ona that 
just p~5SetJ . 

think th~ di!{jculti~5 that we have in "managing" the allocation of 
tinanci~\ resources to work of this kind of should n ot be a.llowe d to oreate 
D sjtu u ti~n i n which people ar~ expected to do it without pay . 
npecitioal\y, 1 would lilc.ft to get paid f or that 16 9 hours I mentioned 
eu t li@t . 1 woulrl really like to g~t pAid overtim e for i t and honestly 
believe that we can and ~hould have an ovetime policy that distinQuishes 
betwe~n w~tk that th~ group wi~hp.s to have done (and whioh r.ally does 
requite ~vertirn~ in order to do, and wotk undertaken beoause one or two 
people think it "aust" be d one . 

Of the J69 hours oV4:!!rt im" that I myself h~ve reoent ly worked, 40 

it W~5 w orked rlurin9 we&ks in which I worked more than 60 hours . 
hours 

I f we 
of 

were to acce?t the IBM pOTt as work that should properly havf been 
allocated ov~rtime, but choose to hold to the view that no ov ertime should 
ev~r b~ paid for worK over 60 hour& a week (and my e_perienoe in the last 
m~nth l~~ds me lo believe th~l this is probab\y a good policy) then the 
nu~ber 01 hours for whioh J should properly be owed overtime beoomes a mere 
I 2 9 . 
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P a g e 7. 

I mak~ th ~5e state~ents kllowing Cul I well that thete are other s both 
~~o'(ic and C . M . ~mpJoyee5, who worked overtime in the month or so before 
COMDEX Since 1 'VI.: alrkady been t01tL on a number of oeol-tions. that C . M . 

• mployoes naIl properly have no say ov~r the modes of renumeT~tion proper to 
PalJitic,;, w; II ~Ay nothing more about the Pacific eroployee£ . Other C . M . 

ernploy,=!!~5 that worked ovp.t'tiJoe fo r the COMDEX crunoh. and Phillip -- when 
he iR forced by the wieght of Pacific's dependence on him t~ work w.ekends 

should, in my ULlnd , be paid overtim.e . 

P . s . --- At the very 1 east, th;nk that people who work more th an 40 

h 0 U t sin a W~ c: k 
th £·y work . The 

bp. l 1'\k en, WCluld 
My teal f~el;nQ, 

overt iTOp. w o rk . 

of t h i. 5 
aJ tE!:rn a t 
pTob :,. bly 

though, 

kind 
! v. 
not 
i 5 

of work should 
to this i 5 comp 
be in the best 

th.t worK I j k e 

b. paid for every hOUT thot 
time, which t i f i t were eve 1 to 
interests of the organit.at ion . 

the IBM-port crunch i 5 properly 
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SCENARIO 5 : A MAXIMAL CM SYSTEM 

Michael Ro ssma n -- 1 Mar 83 

Consider this minimal projection for the public front: 
ye a rs the basic ~4K -plus-modem unit will sell for S20~ , and 
million sets will he in hom es containing 30 millio n people . 
Within 1 0 years 90% of American hom 8s will have such a ba s ic 
household appliance . 

In 5 
1<1 

There ' s no way to stop this drift , or to avoid its 
implications . If CM itself is not remotely - acce ss ible , almost 
all of the kinds of information it (would) handle will become 
remotely-accessible anyway , through the growth of comm e rcial and 
other services whose type mod els at pr ese nt are the Source, EIES, 
Teleidon , and EBBs . The nature of the material presently carried 
by these prototypes already spans almost all th e information­
space CM is envisioned to handle. 

Th e market dynamic appears natural and inexorable. People 
will pay for any da ta they need . The only question is : what 
forms of commercialization of each particular database will be 
made possible by what they're willing to pay? It's easy to 
foresee developments through which the mass markets for th e most 

r ead ily " exploitable" databases (car sales , entertainment 
listings , news , etc.) are locked in ea rly by commercial services ; 
and the others left to more specialized or less-commercial 
d<welopment on (for a time , at l east ) a piecemeal basi s . 

The result will be to duplicate the content of CM ' s 
"coverage" but to reproduce it s social bar acter only patchily at 

best, with different databases being accessed through diffe r en t 
remote services and governed in a variety of ways , some fu lly-CM­
like but mo st quite antithetical . 

What then will be the function and fate of a CM that doesn't 
offer remote access? Its only unique database will be precisely 
the l eft-overs , whatever can ' t be exploited commercially or 
deve loped by do-goode%:!:; fo r remote-access . Its non-un ique 
database will attract users and support on ly insofar a s the 
service offered is economically competitive with remote-access 
services. Prospects foe this seem quite dim . Since local-call 
remote-access se rvic es are intrinsi cal ly cheaper to run (being 
spared the expense of maintaining public . terminals and s i tes) and 
s i g l1ifi can tl y mo r e convenient to use , they can exploit a 
considerable profit margin before priCing them selves high enough 
to make users prefer a direct-access CM for the same kind of 
database. 

Nor can we expect th e ecumen ic al and comprehensive character 
of CM ' s potential public database t o attract users a\vay from a 
Balkanized array of remote-access serv ic es , eac h with its own 
interface al1d use-fees. For nne maj or thrust developing now 
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involves th e amalgamation of diverse services ; and the early 
forms of the Source and Compus e rve already suggest that it will 
dominate this domain . 

All this suggests that a direct-access public CM system will 
have limited means and options in a context of well-developed 
remote-access systems . It may be able to survive as a unique 
conduit of specialized, data not accessible remotely , supporting 
itself also by cheaper rates for some remotely-accessible data. 
So long as sUbscription and us e fees put remote services out of 
reach of much of the population , a drop-in public CM system might 
even thrive on their patronage . But just as the receiving 
hardware will pe netrate almost all ho mes as a n ordinary basic 
appliance , so these remote-access services will follow , 
organizing and pricing themselv es to enroll almost all homes as 
subscribers . The analogous progress of cable TV is a poor guide , 
since the communication lines are already in place here. By 
1993 , 8~% of Am e ricans will us e remote-access general data 
services r egularly . Such a CM system could s till provide a vital 
service to the remainder; but its r ole in informing the largeer 
information economy would remain marginal . 

There remains the possibility that a direct-access CM system 
could in spire s uch allegiance, among a subculture valuing its 
political character, that people would renounce the convenience 
and eco nomy of remote systems to piltronize i t for their basic 
(non-pe rsonal) information inte r change needs. I think this 
possibility is remote indeed , even on its own merits. 

Moreover , thi s system would ha ve competition of its own kind. 
For if a direct,-access C~! system can work, then so-can-aremote­
act'/ess o n e , so long as the publd does have ' the access . And the 

pr es umptive success of our prototype and its spread will lead do­
gaoders and even commercial e nterpr i ses to license the software, 
'or to recreate its equival e n t , and create remote-access CI~s. The 
only distinctive virtue our direct-access system would retain 
would be the hom ey conviviality around the terminal in the 
record-store or supermarket -- i. e . about as much interaction as 
one gets around the phonebooth in such places, once th e system 
takes its place as an ordinary utility . 

(A Disturbing Scenar iol 

In sum , thi s line of re asoning concludes that in the not­
very-long run a CM system de te rmined to run only by direct acces s 
will be outflanked and rendered marginal by remote services , 
probably but not necessarily commercial. 

It is a conclusion we should ponder seriously , before we 
deploy our first Cr'! in the field , because \>'e are likeI-yto be 
thro~m seriously off-balance in our jUd geme nts by the very 
successes of our first field trials . 
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For a ll tha t we hope will happe n in them will happen , at 
l east in the short run . Th e databanks will swelf and pulse with 
us ef ul , inter esti ng , and vital informatio n . Use rs will flock to 
the terminals as word spreads . The seve ral clozen public sites 
\-Ih e re the terminals are placed will throb with n ew currents of 
vitality as use r s of different rac es ann classes and interests 
pick up on each o ther in the democratic space of the ope n 
terminal , stimulating ' new connections , new focii of mutual 
coope ratio n and social effort. And so on . 

From all of this , we are likely to draw not only certain 
technical and social lessons about the patterns of intercourse 
mediated through the electronic system itself , but also a broader 
conclusion -- th a t the vitalization of the sites and the whole 
buzz of awakened community around the effort depends organically 
upon the emplacement of terminals in a direct- access system . And 
indeed this will be true , for the moment and a while after , 
partly (and usefully) because of the "nov el ty" effect , the 
" Ha"t horne " effect , media attention , a nd other such factors whose 
influences will fade after a while . 

The whole expe rienc e of the prototype trials "ill be much 
richer and appealing than the dry lesson at its core , about a 
character of information-exchange qui te independent of the me ans 
used to access it . The experience will reinforce the feelings we 
have , about bt-ing ing people into physical contact as a way of 
counteracting the depe rsonalizing char~cter of electronically­
mediaterl contact. I'/e ' ll relish each use we see people of the 
underclass makin g , a nd each cross-class contact ; and observe that 
these wouldn ' t be occuring if there weren ' t p ublic t e rminals. 
And \~e' 11 determine, as far as we can , to mak e sure that these 
valuabl e things happe n again in every extention or franchising of 
01 that we make . 

All this \~ould be dandy if there "ere no compet ition, if the 
~'o vinq Cursor of Fate weren ' t alt-eady traci ng the future o n the 
screen. But look at that conclusion again : " .•. outflanked ann 
ma rginal . • • " Th e n consider how those scenar i o values that depe nd 
on pUblic - site emplacement will fare in 1993 : Who ,,111 still lack 
r emote access to "hat? Who will go to the terminal , rather than 
dial from home? ~Ihat kinds and intensities are then to b e 
expec t ed around (r ather than through) terminals gro\-/n long­
familiar? And what kind of mistake will we be making , to aim for 
this? 

I'm trying t o spell it all out here because whClt ' s at stake 
is deeper eve n than " • . . outflanked and marginal " conveys. For 
our goal isn ' t simply to make a viabl e CM sys t em in the s hort 
run, or eve n t he long. It ' s to ha ve a Signif ic ant e f fect on the 
culture, politics, e tc. of in fo rmatTon exchange . JI_nd these -lines 
of reasoni ng suggest""""-E1iat-\ve 'r e Ilkely to blow the chance if we 
don't extend CM to remote-access as soon as we can . Though I 
value the many virtues of a n emplaced-terminal system as much as 
a nyon e does, I think it will be a tragedy if th e y lead us a"ay 
from pursuing CM ' s remote exte ntion actively a nd immediately . 
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[An Agqressive Scena rio l 

I'm not arguing against having public terminals in the first 
o r subsequent CM systems . There a r e many mor e rea so ns to ha ve 
them than noted above , includ ing thei r function s in myth-making 
and early pUblicity . But I t hink that we need also to explore 
full remote se rvi'ce quite as vigorously , s plitting our resourc es 
and coordinating th e t~IO wings of CM , e lse we will lo se the Jump. 

We're at a fortunate stage in the process , one tha t won't 
last for long . Relatively few people ha ve hom e systems with 
mod ems yet , probably not more th a n 25 , 000 in th e Bay Area . If we 
deploy a direct-and-remote CM system t his year , of modest size in 
both wings , what we will see as manager s will be the filling of 
both wings to capacity use, with the r emo te-access wing perhaps 
filling fir st . But the direct-ac cess publ ic-terminal wing will 
be much more promin ent in the public eye, since i ts roughly-equal 
tr a ffic will be on display r a the r than privatized , and it will 
d e t e rmine the character of the CM myth (which will th e n extend to 
the remote wing of the system -- and justly , for th e principl es 
governing both wings are the same.) 

As for the Jump , I don ' t kno w how to d esc ribe it , but we all 
know it ' s r eal , a decisive and massive phenom e non . Appl e and 
CP/M got some Jump , a nd even Osborne got a bit of it; if IBM 
plows the m all under it'll be because I BM got the bigger Jump 
first . Th e Jump has somethin g to do with pacl<aq ing a sys t em and 
eHtablishinq a myth and ge ar ing a s uf ficient critical mass of 
use rs in to these; a nd its effect i s to establish hegemo ny in 
colon i z ing a territory . Th e J ump has appli en to a ll levels of 
this technalogy ' s development so far , and is even more r elevant 
as commercial public information se rvi ces develop . 

Th e Source and Compuserve are striv ing t o qet the Jump in the 
modem-access market , wh ile dozens of corporate gia nt s are 
reaching for it with pilot videotext programs . We are 
encapsulated in our isola tion: CM must be under stood as being 
just one of many public information-S-ystems in a chaotic context 
of competitive development no w. We are looking to get the Jump 
on public-terminal systems , and may indeed ; but it ' s clear that 
this will be only a minor byway of the act i o n in th e 
tel e communic a tive info r mat i on eco nomy . 

It seems more im po rtan t , if l ess bucolic , to try to get the 
Jump Whel"e the main action i s. Either way , in direct or remote­
access modes , CM will be competing agai ns t the othe r contending 
serv ic e-prov i ders for allegiance and s upport , and won't prosper 
unless it ca n de liver mor e of what people wan t for th e money and 
effort it costs them . So wh at \ve ' re trying for i s ind eed to qet 
a Jump in th e ord inary t erms of the commercial f i e ld. But a lso 
we 'r e tryinq to g e t a much deeper and sub tl e r kind of Jump -- not 
s i mply to capture ma ss user allegiance f or one system of 
hardwa r e/sof tware, in pr eference t o other systems esse n t ially 
eguivalant , but to capture it fo r one sys tem of soc i a l 
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information relations , in prefe rence to another domin an t syste m 
rapidly colonizing this domain. 

For the moment , the field still appears open . Compuserve and 
The Source ha ve not yet reached 6 0 , 000 subscribers each ; and none 
of the interactive videotext trials here have been even this 
larg e so far. It seems possible to develop a remote-access CM 
system of competitive size , presenting a significantly-different 
model of information relations and significantly influencing 
further developments in the r emot e/home information field . But 
whateve r chance we have to get this Jump may be fading rapidly , 
as The Source and its like extend their patronage by giving out 
free introductory subscr i ptions with every modem sold , a nd make 
more comprehensive the varieties of data and service that they 
of fe r . 

They may have enough Jump already for their r ela tional 
hegem o ny to be already unchallengeable . I don ' t-know . But I'm 
pretty sure that any future attempt to challenge it by a remote­
access system based in CM principles wi ll have less chance of 
s uccess than we have at this earlier stage. 

[Conc r e te Proposalsl 

(a) Establish fully-public r emote lines to complem ent public 
terminals in the first field test. This will be inadvi sable if 
it reduces th e number of public terminals below some critical 
minimum, .,hich I estimate as 20-3 0 . Ther efore I think thet the 
field t est should involve at least 40 terminals and connection of 
the two nodes supporting them, with 8-10 lines dedicated to 
general remote-access. [It ' s import a nt that th e public terminals 
and remote lines share the same database.] There are various 
ways possible to charg e remote users , but this need not be 
settled or done un t il l ate r . I'd be qui te happy to see this 
remote component ' s implementation delayed for a few months, until 
the sited system is up and running well. But t o delay it further 
or postpone it till the second or nth system is fielded is to 
kiss off mor e Jump than we may have. 

(b) Move on quickly to develop another CM system centered around 
r emote access. It might hav e some direct - access terminalS , as in 
my Scenario 2 ("compute r: community memory " ) ; and perhaps shotlld 
have some , for ideoloqical consis te ncy. But its focus should-be 
on the remote-access domain and its thrust should be 
entr epreneur i al and aggressively agglomerative. Briefly put, the 
job of this remote CM (R C~l ) i s to gobble up every free remote­
access database/service ava il ab le , plus as many of the cheaper 
commercial ones as it can affo rd, attempt ing as rapi dly as 
possible to organize as I·,ide a range of transactions/ interactions 
as possible, in a sys tem of purely democratic char ac ter . 

In Scenario 2 I ' ve imagined this system as dedic ated to data 
of interes t to computer-users as such ; here I suggest a much 

5 



broader version . But the computer-field core is still essential 
for the practical re aso ns sketched there : that its data is most 
accessible ( in hardware and in so cial terms both ), and that it ' s 
the natural hom e base and publ icity agent for the powers and 
character of CM systems . Ind eed , the microcomputers now flooding 
the consumer market bear a legacy still from the ir homebrew roots 
that ' s critically differen t from the legacy of the telephone or 
TV ( though not from ham radio ' s .) Cooperative , i nformatio n­
sharing users ' groups play major roles in the action , ' more 
prominentlj than such groups do with any other technology in our 
culture now . This quality alone , inde pendent of their computer 
familiarity , makes them prime natural candidates to we lcome , 
host , and aid CM systems a nd the culture/politics these 
represent. 

The simple , structural f ac t i s that there are by now hundreds 
of non-commercial (or minimally-commercial) projects under way 
usi ng computers to make various databases and exchange-powers 
publicly available through direct and remote access . Most of 
these ventures have small user networks and tiny organizing 
cores ; many are informal ; few are actively (on-line ) 
interconnected . The terrain of social transactions they span is 
indeed minutelY Balkanized -- but its span is consid erable and 
its traffic already substantial. Almost everyone of these 
projects proceeds in a spirit somewhat kindred , within its 
limited domain and aims , to the spirit of CM . Most hav e at their 
core people who ' ve been touch ed by the cooperative spirit 
descended from homebrew days. It seems , in short , to be a 
scattered field r i pe for organizing a nd hospitable to this . 

Th e term s in \~hich we hav e so far .thought of organizing the 
emplacement of a CM system have bee n conditioned by the Im age-of 
a public-terminal system. This has focussed us on th e questions 
of site , of database seeding, a nd of gatekeepers (as much in 
their on-site characte r as th e ir remote); and secondarily on th e 
probl em of finding soc ial org anizers within the us ing community 
to he lp emplac e the terminals there. If \~e think instead of a 
remote - access system , the t erms of orga nizing emplacement change . 
"Where do we put it? " gives ~Iay to "how do we pUblicize it?" 
"How do we (get someone to ) seed it?" gives Vlay to "ho\~ do we 
channel in to it as much as poss i ble , on an ongoing basis , of the 
remotely - access ible data being gathered and organized by other 
sources?" 

And the searches for organizers and gatekeepers become 
reconfigured too , amounting t o this: how can the scattered people 
\~ho already tend the remote-access public infosphere be invited 
and organized to tend and extend their domains through a 
collective system with thi s tool CM? If ways can be found , I 
imagin e the collective mass of the e n terpr i se would be 
considerable (rivaling any commercial competitor , if it ' s done 
within the next year Ot· two ); a nd its spirit might , with the aid 
of this "capi talization ", be strong e no ugh to prevail in the long 
run . 



H~IRARCHIES OF SYSTEM POWERS (USER-CENTERED) 

I . RECEIVING INFORMATION 

A. BROADCAST INFORMATION : 
1. Receive involuntarily .•........ . ........ .... ... . ........ ....... 
2. Receive voluntarily 

a. at random .. .. .......... .. .. ..... . ......... . ............. . 
b . selectively ..... ............. . .... ........... ...........• 

Axis: (i) one re ceiver - class . . . .. ... .. ... .......... .. .......... . 
(ii) many classes defined: 

(aa) by broadcaster only ............................. . 
(bb) by receiver ' s technology .................... .. .. . 
(cc) by receiver's choice ...................... ..... .. 

B. STORED INFORMATI ON : 
1. Primary data, restricted by: 

a . user's class: 
(i) involuntary . .. . . .. ................................ . . . 
(ii) voluntary ...........................................• 

* .. technology ........... ..... . ...................... . 
*.. finances ... . . . ........... . ......... ... . ... . .... .. . 
d." knowledge, available: 

(i) not through system ........................ .. 
(ii) indirectly .. .. .............. ..... ....... . 
(iii) directly .. .. ............. ....... . . .... . 
Axis: degree of knowledge available 

2 . Full access to primary data ....... . . .................... ..... . 
3. Restricted access to secondary data 

*. technical data: 
(i) descriptive ..... . .. ... . . .... ... .. . .................. . 
(ii) analytic .... ..... . .... ..... .... .......... ..... ...... . 

*. social data: 
(i) system proper ... ... ..... .... . .................... . .. . 
(ii) system use: 

(aa) statistical data .................................. . 
(bb) transaction data .................................. . 

Axis: range-of-access as in B.1. 
4 . Full access to secondary data . . ........... .. ............ . ... . . 
Axis : degree of specificity of search - power 

C. TIGHTCAST INFORMATI ON (USER-TO-USER): 
1. Recei ve all sent ....................... . . . .. . ........ ....... . . 
2 . Select among what's sent ..................................... . 

[axis: coarse to fine specificity] 
3 . Receive from similtaneo us sources . .. .. .... .......... •. ....... . 
Axis: (a) receive after storage ............................. ... . 

(b) receive in real-time .................................. . 
[Axis B.1.*-*-d. applies here also.] 

Axis: read-only or record 
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I I . ORI GINATING INFORMATION : 

A. UNABLE . . .••.. .... . . ••. . • . . • .. .. • • •• . ... . .. . . • ... .. .. ••..•.• ..... • 
B. TO SYSTEM MANAGERS : 

[* . Indirectly] 
* Throu gh system : 

(a) involuntarily ... . •... • ... . .. . . . ...... .• . . . .. . . •. .... . . .. .• 
(b) voluntarily • . •...• . . .• .•. .•. . .... . .. ••• .. •. ..... . ... .... .. 

C. TO USERS INDIRE CTLY: 
1. At managers ' pleasure .. .•..• . •.. ..•.... • • ... .•. . • .. .. ... .....• 
2. Automatically . . .•. . • ... . •. •. ....... .•. .• .. . •• . .. .... .•. • . . .. .• 

D. TO USERS PAS SIVELY THR OUGH STORAGE: 
1 . Access restricted [ran ge as in LB . 1.] ...................... .. 
2 . Accessible to all . . •• . •.............•....•.•.• ....... . . ..... . • 
Axis: f rom va gue to specific "identifiability" 
Axis: (a) no contro l over persistence/editing .......... ........ .. 

( *) control over persistence .......... ....... .. .......... .. 
(*)" "editing by others .. .. ...... ........ ..... . .. 
( **) editing power . . ... .. . . ... . ..... ...•. . . . . . • . .. . .•. . • . • • 

E. TO USERS AC TIVELY ADDRESSED: 
1. To system- defined classes . . ... . . ...... ..... . •.. . . ... ..•.. .. •.• 
* To self - defined classes/groups .. . .......... .... . . . ...... . .... • 
* To specific individuals .... • . .. • •• . . .. . .. .••. .. .. • . . .. ..... . .• 
Axis: (a) throu gh storage only .. .... ........ .. ... ... .. .. ....... .. 

(b) real-time capability . . .. .•. .. •................. .. .. ... • 

I II. STORING INFOR MA TION 

A. UNABLE TO STORE ...... .... .. .. .................. .......... ...... .. 
B. ABLE TO STORE, accessible to : 

1. all users . . .... . ... ...... . .. .. . .. ..... .•. . • .. • .. . .. . . . .... . ..• 
2 . restricted user - c lasses . .. .... . .. . ...•.. ..... • .• • . .. .. .. ... . . • 
*. system managers only ... .... ..... ... ........ . .......... .... . .. . 
*. spe c ified users only .. . . ... . . •. .. .••.. • . .. .. .•.. .. .. ••.... . ..• 
5 . or i g in a tor on 1 y .. ..• . . . •• . •• • ... .. ••• . . .... .•••........ . . .. ..• 
Axis: amount of dat a storable 
Axis: permanence of storage 

IV. WORKI NG WI TH IN FORMATION 

A. IDENTIFICATION CAPABILITIES: 
* for data-origination (storage) 
* for data - search 

B. INPUT - EDITING CAPABILITIES 
C. DATA - PROCESSING CAPABILITIES: 

* within accessed entries . • . . ...• . ....... .. .. • .. • .. • ...... . . . . • .• 
* among stored entries . ..••• .... . . ... ....... .••...• . .. ... . . ...•. . 

[* within stored entries] 
D. HOUSEKEEPING AND CONTROL CAPABILITIES : 

[ * monitoring powers] 
* control capabilities • • .. . •. . . .•• ......... • . •. . .• •. . • .......•. . • 

Axis : sophistication of system software 
Axis : graded by user ' s equipment - power 
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H!I"ARCH IES OF SYSTEM POWERS (USER-CENTERED) 

I . RECEIVING INFORMATION 

A. BROADCAST I NFORMATION: 
1. Receive involuntarily .•.. . .. . . ..... ..... .... ...... . . . .. ... ..... 
2 . Receive voluntarily 

a. at r andom ..... ... ....... ... .... . . . ......... . . ...... . .. .. . 
b . selectively ....... ... . .... .... ... ... . . . ........ •.... . ... . 

Axis : (i) one receiver - class .... .. ........ ........ ............ .. 
(ii) many classes defined: 

(aa) by broadcaster only .. ................ .. .... .. .. .. 
(bb) by receiver ' s techno l ogy .. .................... .. . 
(cc) by receiver's choice .. . .. ............ .. ........ .. 

B. STORED INFORMATION : 
1. Primary data , restricted by : 

a . user ' s class: 
(i) involuntary . . . .. . ... .. . . . ........... . .. .. .. .. . . ..... . 
(ii) voluntary . .. . .. . .... . . . ........ . ... .. .. .. .. . .. ... . . . . 

*" technology . . . ... . .. ............. . ... . . ...... . . . . . . 
* " finances . ... . .. . . . . . .... . . .. .. .. . . .... . ...... . . . . . 
d." knowledge, available : 

(i) not through system .. .... .. .. .............. .. 
(ii) indirectly " " ............ ........ .. ... .. 
(iii) directly " " ........... .. . ............ . 
Axis : degree of knowledge available 

2 . Full access to primary data .... ...... .. .. .. .................. . 
3 . Restricted access to secondary data 

*. technical data : 
(i) descriptive ..... . . . . . .... . ... . .. . .... . .. . .. . . . ...... . 
(ii) analytic ........ ... ...... . ...... . ....... . ... .... .... . 

* . social data: 
(i) system proper .. .. . . . . ......... .. .. . . . .... . .. . .. .. . .. . 
(ii) system use: 

(aa) statistica l data ... .. . ... . .. .. . .. . . . ......... . . . . . • 
(bb) transaction data .. . ........ . . . .... . . . ..... . .. .. .. . . 

Axis : range-of - access as in B.1 . . 
4 . Full access to secondary data ... ...... . .... . .. . ... .. . . .. . .... . 
Axis : deg r ee of specificity of sea r ch - power 

C. TIGHTCAST INFORMATION (USER-TO - USER) : 
1. Receive all sent .. ............. .... ........... .... .......... .. 
2. Select among what ' s sent . . . .. ......... . ...... ... . .. . .. ..... .. . 

[axis : coarse to fine specificity ] 
3 . Receive f r om si miltaneo us sources .. . . . .......... .. ..... .. .. . . . 
Axis : (a) r ecei ve after storage .. .. ... ......... ...... .......... . 

(b) receive in real-time .... .. ...... .. ...... .. ............ . 
[Axis B. 1. * - *-d. applies here also . ] 

Axis : read - onl y or recor d 
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II. ORIGINATING INFORMATION: 

A. UNABLE ..................... . .......•. . . ..•. ..••.•..•. • ......... . . 
B. TO SYSTEM MANAGERS: 

[*. Indirectly] 
* Thr ough sys t em : 

(a) invo luntar il y .... • ..• .. ... . ..•....•.•..... • ... • ..........• 
(b) voluntarily •..• ..... • • ...•..........•.•..•.............. .• 

C. TO USERS INDIRECTLY: 
1. At manager s ' pleasur e . ..................................... . .• 
2 . Automatically •....•.•..... ........... .... ..•....•. • ..... • ... • • 

D. TO USERS PASSIVELY THROUGH STORAGE : 
1. Access restr icted [ran ge as in LB . 1. ] .............. ........ .. 
2 . Accessible t o al l .•••...•.....•..•......................•..... 
Axis: from vague to spec i f i c "identifiability " 
Axis: (a) no contr ol over persistence/editing . •. ....... . ... . ...•• 

(*) control over pers i s t ence ...... ....................... .. 
(* ) " "edit in g by others ........................ .. 
(* * ) ed i ti n g po wer . • •. • . . . •. ..............................• 

E. TO USERS ACTIVELY ADDRESSED: 
1. To system-de fi ne d cla sses ....•.....•.......................... 
* To se l f-def i ned classes/groups ......... . ..................... . 
* To specific individuals ............. .... ..................... . 
Axis: (a) throu gh storage only ................................. .. 

(b) r eal - time capabi lity .•......•......•• .. ..•..•. . .•. .. ..• 

III. STORING INFORMATION 

A. UNABLE TO STORE .............•.•.• ...... . ........... . .......... . .. 
B. ABLE TO STORE , accessible to: 

1. all use rs .... •..• . .. ......... •. ............................ . .• 
2 . r estricted user - c l asses ...•..................... . ............• 
*. system managers only ... ...................................... . 
*. spec i f i ed users on l y ........................................ .. 
5 . or i gin a tor on 1 y ....................•.......................... 
Axis: amount of data storable 
Axis: per ma ne nce of s t o r age 

IV. WORKING WITH INFORMATION 

A. ID ENTIFI CATION CAPABI LITI ES : 
* f or data-origination (storage) 
* for data -searc h 

B. INPUT-EDITING CAPAB ILITI ES 
C. DATA-PROCESSING CAPABILI TIE S : 

* within accessed entries ................... .. .................. . 
* among st ored entries ... • .......... •. ..•...••.•..•.......• ....• • 

[* within stored entries] 
D. HOUSEKEE PING AND CONTROL CAPABILITIES: 

[* monitoring powers] 
* contr ol capabilities .. • ...................... • .. • ....•.... • .... 

Axi s: sophistication of system software 
Axis: graded by user's equ ipment -power 
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PROPOSALS FOR SOCIAL STUDIES 

The Community Memory concept, and the experiences which most 
directly gave birth to it -- Resource One and the Community 
Memory pilot in 1973-4 -- are now about ten years old. Both 
technically and socially, the situation has changed 
considerably durino that period. But while the technical 
specifications for the Community Memory system have been 
continuously refined and updated, the social design has 
remained about the same. 

I. Proposal for a study of responses to the CM system at 
Fc r t Mason. 

A new CM pilot, to be put up as soon as possible at Fort 
Mason, will give us a lot of feedback for the refinement and 
elaboration of our future plans. It will no doubt reveal 
both strengths and weaknesses of the social as well as 
technical design. I propose that we pay very careful 
attention to elicitinq and collectinq this feedback. Here 
are some suqgestions: 

1. All the media (brochures, meetings, etc.) that we use to 
explain CM should clearly state our intentions: that this 
is a pilc t project and that the participation of users in 
the definition and redefi nition of the project is desired. 

2 . Ou r study should be developmental: th e materials that 
introduce CM to its potential users at Fort Mason should 
elICIt feedback about attitudes, expectations, fears. These 
respon ses should be compared to later feedback. 

3 . There must be several ways of talkin~ to peop le about 
their respo nses to the system: on- line questionnaires, a 
strong presence of CM staff at the Fort Mason site, 
meetings, perhaps even a survey of all occupants of Fort 
M~son. 

II. Proposal for a study of the context into which we are 
putting CM. 

Wh~le the Fort Mason CM is up, running , and collecting 
reactions , we should do a thorough study of the social 
context into which the CM system will be put. I believe 
that the availability of a large amount of money from Lee 
makes this even more crucial than ever: If we had only 
enough money for a sinqle pilot, we would have to depend on 
the system to fly or flop on the basis of support from 
users. We don't want to fall into the trap OJ throwing more 
and more mo ney at a system that doesn't qet support because 
it's not what people want or need or because its social 
design is a little off. 
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Some of the questions this study should answer are: 

1. What other "community computinq" or "alternative 
computing" projects are there? What are they doinq, what is 
their philosophy, what resources do they have , what pitfalls 
have they stumbled upon or into? How will CM overlap with 
their func tions, is there some mutually beneifical way in 
which CM can work with them? 

2 . What is the state of the commercial information 
utilities? How close are they to beinq real? What kind of 
growth do they project? Which of their functions will CM 
dupl i cate, what will be unique to CM? What kind of public 
response do they expect? How do we define ou r selves in 
relation to them? 

3 . What are the plans and expectations of existing 
community and political qroups vis-a-vis computers? Do they 
reall y want only mailinq lists , or are they interested in 
communications as well? What computer resources 
(hardware/software and human expertise) do the y have and 
want? What cooperation or interference could CM expect from 
them? 

4 . What are the financial projections for CM? How much 
staff is needed short - term and medium-term? Will it ever be 
self- supporting? How much money is required for the desired 
rate of growth? What is that rate? What other moneys (from 
users, foundations, associations of community qroups) can be 
expected? In short, CM needs financial planning every bit 
as much as does pacific . 

Some resources and suggestions for this studv : 

Information and Communication Technology for the 
Community by-steve Johnson. (Marcy has two copIes.) 
ThIS Includes a listing of various projects. At least 
some should be contacted . 

The MIST manual. A copy is floatinq around the office. 
MIST has been used at RAIN and for several conferences . 

·We should find out ahout these experiences. 

Ken and Efrem should 
Videotex conference. 
information utilties 

write up their report on the 
More research on Video tex and 

should be done. 
other 

Andrew Clement and Marqaret Benston are preparing a paper 
for the Canadian government . Obviously they have thouqht 
about the problems CM will face and should be consulted. 

Of course, we should monitor the experience of 
Kinqfisher. 
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Tim Haight at the University of Wisconsin in Madison is 
doing a study of community computinq. We should consult 
him, perhaps on a formalized basis. 

We should contact others who have thought about community 
information utilities: e .q ., Laurence Press ("Arguments 
for a Moratorium on the Construction of a Community 
Information utility· , December 1974), yoneiji Masuda . 

The Peacenet experience should be closely monitored. 
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Nobody wants Community Memory to be a mailinq list or 
service bureau. But this fear, which I share, seemS to 
foster an attitude which shortchanges or ignores the 
importance of getting existing community and political 
qroups involved in Community Memory. Another fear which 
must be taken seriously is that without the involvement of 
the already-active people, Community Memory will never 
become more than an electronic Flea Market. 

We should tr y to imaoine scenarios that get already existing 
groups with whom we feel sympathetic everything they need 
and want. 

There are three functions that these groups would probably 
find appeal ing: 

1 . Office t~sks. 

2. Networking between groups (e.g., a network of health 
care activists, or of disarmament groups). 

3. A public access computer system (i . e ., Community 
Memory) . Most if not all of the qroups I 'm t~lking about 
would be ver y interested in and committed to a democratizing 
communic~tions tool. 

Why is the involvement of these groups important? 

We are not puttinq the Community Memory system into a social 
vacuum. The s c ene which we hope to affect is a large one, 
but we can't do it alone . We must have the active suoport 
and participation of the people whose ideas and world views 
are closest to ours. These people tend to be already 
involved in ·social change" activities. We should think of 
Community Memory -- as a communications tool -- as 
supporting their work and helplng them involve other people . 

Some groups are already thinking about computers as 
communications and networking tools. peacenet, for example, 
sees this as a crucial part of its purpose . 

These groups have the resources that no money can buy: the 
energy of their organizers, the active interest of their 
members, pre-existinq networks of communcations (word of 
mouth, newsletters) that can be augmented and complemented 
by Community Memory. 

The interest in computers and the people that would be 
involved in computers as office tools will very likely 
overlap with those involved in computers as communications 

1 



tools. We can use this overlap to our advantaqe, or ignore 
it and alienate many people. 

What if we don't involve these groups? 

I am afraid that without the participation of these people, 
the Community Memory database will remain largely trivial. 
The most meaningful content is likely to COme from people 
already involved in social change activities. Of course, we 
hope that Community Memory will provide an entree for many 
others, too. But it would be easy for Community Memory to 
get stuch as an electronic "Classified Flea " or a 
computerized personals page. These functions are OK by me, 
but far from enough. 

In addit ion, if we truly want Community Memory to belong to 
the people who use it, we need the orqanizational prowess of 
these qroups and their constituents. Otherwise we will in 
fact become a "service bureau" -- a different sort than the 
one of the Resource One niqhtmare, but a service bureau 
nonetheless. 

Some preliminary ruminations: How can the three functions 
(office tasks, networkinq between groups, public access) fit 
toqether. Is it possible or desireable to do it all on the 
same system? For example, require that any qroup that 
wants to do .--'f'" ..... _!. on Community Memory also have a 
public terminal. rlt."~,,,\I; C.O,.J;~E~\N~ 

Office tasks and qroup networking could both be accomplished 
with microcomputers. But the conferencinq software 
available for microcompters (e.g., Communi tree) is still 
pretty inflexible. And this scenario shuts out "the public " 
from access to what may be very interstinq databases. 

Group networkinq and public access also "fit together" 
logically, and perhaps could both be provided for by a 
Community Memory system. But qroups will want some way to 
have private conversations and information exchange. Would 
Comm unity Memory be willing to provide this? 
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NOTICE OF 
COMMUNITY MEMORY PROJJl:CT MF.MBERSHIP MEETINGS 

There will be a meetinq of the membership of the Community 
Memory Proiect at 

7: ~0 , p.m. on Tuesday, January 3 , 1983 
at 916 Parker Street, Berkeley. 

The aqenna will include the fo110winq items. Additional 
items can be anned at the meeti n g . 

-Introduction and discussion of ammendments to the 
reRo1ution wh ich proposes to ammend the Bylaws therehy 
creatinq the new cateqory, "Associate Membership." 
A coPY of the resollltion is enclosed for those members who 
were not present at the December 13 meeting • 

• ***.**.** •••••• ** •••••• *** ••• ** •• **** ••••• **.**.**.******** ••• 

There will be a meetinq of the mp.mhershin of the Community 
Memory Pro;ect at 

7:0 ~ n.m. on Tuesday, January 31, 1983 
at 916 Parker Street, Berkeley. 

The aqenda will include the fo1lowinq items. Additional 
items can be added at the meeti ng . 

Vote on resolution to ammend the Bylaws thereby creating the 
new cateqory, Associate Memhership. 

/' 
cc: Members: Philip Mor'ton, F:frem Lipkin Jude Mi1hon, Ken 

Co1stan, Lee Fe1senstein, .a-n erson, Tom Athanasiou, 
Marcy Darnovsky, Carl Farrinqton, Sue Bloch. 



NOTICE OF 
COMMUNITY MEMORY PROJECT MEMBERSHIP MEETING 

There will be a meeting of the membership of the Community Memo ry 
Project at: 

7:00 p . m. on Tuesday, February 12, 1985 
at 916 Parker St ., Berkeley, CA 

The agenda will include the following items. 
can be added at the meeting. 

-Membership policy 
-East Bay Community Memory Coop 

Additional items 

cc: Members: Tom Athanasiou, Ter re Beynart, Sue Bloch, Ken 
Colstad, Marcy Darnovsky, Sandy Emerson , Carl Farrington, Lee 
Felsenstein, Phil Kohn, ~frem Lipkin, Jude Milhon, Ph i lip Morton, 
Karen Paulsell . 



BYLAWS 

of 
THE CO~MIJ IlITY MEM ORY PROJECT 

ARTICLE I 

Principal Office: 

The principal office for the transactio~ 
business of the corporntion shall be located in the 
o f Alameda . The Boa rd of Directors may at any time 
time to time change the location of the princioal 
from one l oca ti on t o another within the County . 

of th e 
Co unty 

or froll 
office 

ARTICLE II 

I~embe r ship : 

Sect ion 1 : MEM9ERS . ~embership in The Community Memo ry 
Pr oject is ope n to all pe rsons without re ~ ard to sex , a~e, 
economic class , race, physical hal.d icap , or to political, 
social, r elir,ious , or sexual preference . Membe r s mus t be 
will i ng a~d able to perfo r m the ob li ~ a t i ons of membership . 

Section 2 : OBLIGATI ONS OF MEMBERS . -The members of this 
corporation mu st actively work to develop the Community 
Me mory system and othe rwise to further the Roa ls of the 
corporation as set fort h in the Articles of Incorporation . 
Members must devote a subs tantia ' part of their time to the 
proj ect . 

Sect ion 3: ELECTION OF MEM9ERS . It is the policy of 
the corporati on that, whene ve r possible, employees and 
volunteers shall be membe r s of the corpo r ation . Any person 
who has worked for the Community Memory Project as an 
employee or volunteer for a period of six months shall be 
eli gible t o become a mem be r. New membe r s shal l be elected 
by a majority vote of . the members . 

Section 4 : TERMINAT I ON OF MEMBERSHIP . Any member may 
resign from membe r ship by notifyin g the Secretary of the 
Corporation in writin g . 

Any membe r who fails to perform the obl i gat i ons 
membe r ship may be r emo ved by a vote o f the membe r s . To 
effect , a resolution to remove a member must be adopted 
vote of two thirds of all the members at each of 
meetings of the members held at least one month apart . 

of 
take 
by a 

two 

Section 5 : VOTING . Each membe r of this cor poration 
shall be entitled to one vote . 



Section 6: ANN UAL ~EETING. The annual meetin ~ of the 
members of this corporation shall be held on the third 
Tuesday of the month of November of each year at the 
principal o ffi ce of the corporation, for the purpose of 
orRanization, election of officers and the transaction of 
such other business as ~ay come before them . 

Section 7: REGULAR MEETINGS. Regular meetinRs of the 
members shall be held at a time and place specified ~y a 
resolution of the members. The time and place of re ~u lar 
meetin~s shall be posted at all times at the principal 
office of the corporation . 

Section 9 : SPECIAL MEETINGS . Special meetinRs of the 
me~bers may he called at any time for any purpose by the 
president , vice-president, or secretary, or by petition of 
any five members presented to the secretary. Written notice 
of aM special meetin~s shall be de livered pers onally to 
each member, or mailed posta~e prepaid, at any Post Office 
in the County of Alameda, to the address shown in the 
records of th e corporation. The notice shall be deli vered 
or mailed at least fourteen days before the meeting. 

Sect ion 9 : QUORU~. A quorum for any ~eeting of members 
shall be a simple majority of members . 

Section 10: LIA BI LITIES Or MEMSERS . No person who now 
is, or who l ate r becomes, a member of th~s corporation shall 
be personally liable to its cre ,ltors for any indebtedness 
or liability, and any and all creditors of this corporation 
shall l ook only to the assets of this corporation for 
payment . 

Section 11: CO~PENSATION OF MEM3ERS . All members sha ll 
be entitled to compensation for work performed for the 
corporation. All compensation shall be on an equitable 
basis and in accordance with policies and procedures adopted 
by meetin~s of the members . In the event that adequate 
funds are not available to compensate members for work 
performed, members may voluntarily donate their wor k or 
defer compensation to a later time . 

ARTICLE III 

Use of Funds: 

Section 1: NET INCO~E . After compensation of members 
for work performed for the corporation , the net income of 
the corpo r ation shall be used to f urthe r the specific and 
primary purposes of the corporation as set forth in the 
Articles of Incorporation . 
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Section 2: CONTROL BY ~'MDERS . All expenditures under 
t his Article shall be in accordance with policies and 
procedu res adopted by m~etings of th e members . 

ARTICLE IV 

Directors : 

Section 1: NUMBER. The Board of Directors shall 
consist of five (5) members of the corporation . This number 
may be chan~ed at any time by amendment to the Bylaws of 
this corporation, as provided in Article VI of these Bylaws . 

Section 2 : QUORUM . 
Boa r d of Direct ors shall 
transaction of business. 

A majority of the members of the 
constitute a quorum for the 

~ction 3: POWERS OF DIRECTORS . Subject to the 
a~proval o f the members, and to the limitati ons of the 
Articles of Incorporation, other sections of these By laws, 
and Califo rnia law, all routine b.siness affairs of the 
corporation shall be handled by the Board of Directors. The 
Board of Di rectors shall have the foll owi n ~ specific powers : 

a) to co~duct, mana~e, and control the affairs and 
~us1~ess of the corporation, and to adopt rules and 
r e~u lations not inconsistent with law, the Articles of 
Incorpora ti on or these 3ylaws . 

, ) to borrow money, an~ incur indebtedness for the 
purposes of the corporation , and for that purpose to cause 
to be executed a nd delive r ed, in the corporate name, 
pr omissory notes, bonds, deeds of trust , mort~a~es, pled~es 
or other e vi denCe of debt a~d securities. 

c) to determine the expenditure of the net income 
of the corporation , in a manner consistent with policies and 
prOCedures adopted by the me etinr,s of membe r s as provided in 
Article III of these Bylaws . 

Section q : TER~ . The members of the Boa rd of Directors 
shall hold office for one year , or until their resignation 
or until they are removed, as provided in Section 11 of this 
article. 

Section 5: VACANCIES. Vacancies in the Boa r d of 
Directors shall be filled by election by a majo rit y of the 
membership. A successor director so elected shall serve for 
the unexpired term of the predecessor . 
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Sect i on 6 : PLACE OF MEE TII1 3 . Me etin ~s of the Boa rd of 
Directors shall be held at any place, within the County of 
A la ~eda, that has been des i gnated by resoluti on o f the Board 
of Dir ectors. In the abs en ce of this desi~nation meetings 
shall be held at the pri nc ip a l o ffice o f the corporation . 
The place o f meeting shall be mo de known to all membe rs and 
pos te d at the principal office of the corpo r ation. 

Sect i on 7: ORGAN I ZATION ~EETING. Immediately followin~ 
t he annua l membership mee tin g and election of off icer s, the 
Boa r d ·of Direc t ors shall hold a r e"ul ar meeting for the 
purpose of o r ~an i za ti o n and t he tr a nsaction of oth e r 
business . No not ic e of such or~anizational meetiQ~ need be 
~iven . 

Section ~: OTHER R~GULAR ~EETI"GS . Othe r re gu l a r 
meetin,s of the Boa rd of Dir ec tors shall ta ~e place at a 
time specif i ed by a re so luti on of the Boa r d of Direct ors. 
110 no~ice of such re~ular mee t inp,s need be ~ iven to 
Directors . The time of r e~u lar meetin~s shal l be made known 
t o al l members and shall be posted at the pr inci pa l office 
of th e corporat i on. 

Sec ti on 3 : SPECIAL MEETINGS . Spec ial meetings of the 
Boa r d of Directors may be called for any pu r pose or pu r poses 
at any time by the presiden t, vice-president, secretary , or 
by any two dire cto r s . 

Writt en notice of the time of s pec ial meetin r, s s hall be 
delive re d personally to each director-or ma ile d posta~e 
pr epaid , at any Pos t Office in the Coun t y of Alameda, to the 
add r ess shown on the r eco rds of the corporation, or if not 
shown on the re co r ds of the co rporati on and not readily 
ascertainable, to the place whe re the meetings of th e 
directors a r e re ~u larly he ld. The noti ce shall n. deli vered 
or mailed at least fourteen days before t he meetinp, . 

Section 10 : MEETING WITIIOUT NOTICE . The transactions 
of any meeting of the Boa rd of Directors , however held and 
notice d, s ha ll be as valid as th o u ~h ha d at a meeting held 
after re gu lar call and notice, if a Quorum is pr esent or if 
eithe r be fore or after the meetin~ each of the directors not 
present signs a written waiver of notice or a consent to 
hold the meetin g o r an appro val of the minutes . All such 
waivers, consents or approvals shall be made a pa rt of the 
minutes o f the proceed in p,s of th e Boa rd. 

How ever, the members shall be notified of every 
meetin r" however held and noticed, as provided in Section 15 
of this Article. 



Section 11: ACTION ~ITI1 0U T MEETING . Any action by the 
Board of Directors may be taken without a meetin~ if all 
members of the Boa rd of Directors consent in writ . n~, either 
individually or collectively , to this action. S'ch written 
consents sh~ll be marie a part of the minutes of the 
proceedin~s " f the Board . 

Section 12 : 
office, with or 
the membership. 

REMOVAL . A director may be removed from 
without cause, by the vote of a majority of 

Section 13: COMPENSATION . No director s~all receive 
compensation for his services as director. 

Section 14: OPEN MEETIN~S . All meetings of the 
directors shall be open to all members of the corporation . 
The minutes of proceedings of the Board shall be available 
for inspection by any ~ember . 

Section 15: NOTICE TO MEMBERS . Notice of all meetin~s 
of the Boa rd of Directo rs and of all actions without 
meetin ~ s snaIl be ~ iven to the members by postin~ in a 
prominent place 3t the principal off ice of the corporation 
promptly when the meeting is called or scheduled . All such 
notices shall remain posted for fourteen days after the 
meetin~ or action without meetin~. 

Section 16 : EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE . The Board, at its 
discretion, may appoint an executive committee, which shall 
be composed of two or more directors, and dele~ate to this 
committee any of the Boa rd's powers and autho~ity in the 
mana~ement of the corporation's business and activities. 

Section 16: CHAIRPERSO~ . The Boa rd of Directors may at 
its discretion elect a chairperson, who shall preside at all 
meetin gs of the Boa r d of Directors when present, and shall 
have such other powers and duties as may be prescribed by 
the Bo'rd of Di rectors. 

ARTICLE V 

Officers : 

Section 1: OFFICERS . The officers of this corporation 
shall be a president, vice-president, secretary and 
treasurer, and such other officers as the membership may 
determine . One person may hold two or more offices, except 
that the offices of president and secretary may not be held 
by the sa~e person. Officers othe r than the president and 
treasurer need not be members of the Board of Di rectors . 
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Section 2: PRESIDENT . Subject to the control of the 
Board of Directors, the president shall have general 
supervision, direction and control of the business and 
affairs of the corporation, shall pres ide at all meetin~s of 
the members and directors, and shall have such other powers 
and duties as may be prescribed by the Board of Directors. 

Section 3: VICE-PRESIDENT. In the absence or disa~ility 
of the president , the vice-president shall perform all the 
duties of the president and in so acting shall have all the 
powers of the president. The Vice-president shall have such 
other powers and perform other duties as may be prescribed 
by the Board of Directors . 

Section~ : SECRETARY. The secretary shall keep a full 
and complete record of the rroceedin~s of the Board of 
Directors, shall keep the seal of the corporation and affix 
it to such papers anj instruments as may be required in the 
re R ul a~ course of business, shall make serv.ce of such 
notices as may be necessary or proper, shall supervise the 
kee pin g of the records of the corporation, and shall 
d i scha r ge such other duties as may be prescribed by the 
Boa rd of Directors . 

Section 5 : TREASURER. The treasurer shall re cv ive and 
safely keep all funds of the corporation or deposit them in 
the ban~ or banks that may be designated by the Board of 
Directors. Those funds shall be paid out only on checks of 
the corporation signed by the treasurer~ or by such other 
officer s as may be designated by the Board of Directors as 
authorized to si Rn them. The treasurer shall have such 
other powers and duties as may be prescribed by the Board of 
Directors. 

ART ICLE VI 

Amendment of Bylaws: 

These Bylaws may be amended or repealed and new Bylaws 
adopted by the vote of a majority of all the members of the 
corporation . A resolution to a~end, repeal, or adopt Bylaws 
must be introduced at a meeting of the members and finally 
adopted at another meetin g held at least one mo ~ th later. 
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ARTICLE VII 

Auth or izat i on to vot e securities: 

The president, or such other officer as the Boa rd of 
Directo r s may select for that purpose, is authorized to 
vote, r ep re.'ent, and exercise on behalf of this corporation 
all ri ~h ts incident to any and all securities of any other 
corporation or corporations standing in the na me of this 
corporation. The authority ~ rante d in this section to the 
officer to vo te or represent this corporation arising f r om 
a ny v ot in ~ sec urities held by this corporation in any oth e r 
corporation or corporations may be exercised either by the 
off icer in person or by any person authorized so to do by 
proxy or po~er of at t orn ey du l y executed by the office r. 
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Joaquin Miller 
Vice President 
Pacific Software Manufacturing Company 
260B Eighth Street 
Berkeley, California 94710 

Dear Joaquin: 

This letter is to clarify and record the policies of 
The Community Memory Project regarding licensing of our 
software . 

We expect to routinely approve all licenses except as 
follows: 

1: Licenses which are to customers located in, or which permit 
shipment or reshipment to South Africa, Namibia, Botswana, 
Lesotho, Swaziland, or Afghanistan . Such licenses 
will not be approved. 

2: Licenses which are to customers located in, or which permit 
shipment or reshipment to countries for which the laws of the 
United States require an export license. Such licenses 
will be approved only if they comply fully with the relevant 
laws. Licenses to customers located in and which restrict 
shipment or reshipment to countries for which a general 
export license is in force at the time of the license will 
be considered to comply with the laws. 

3: Licenses which are to government agencies , or which permit 
sublicensing of a proprietary product . Such licenses must be 
considered on a case by case basis to further our policy of 
promoting the widest possible dissemination of knowledge. 
They will not be approved if they will result in a product 
which will not be available commercially. 

These policies may be restated in a positive form . If the 
license prohibits shipment or reshipment to the countries 
mentioned in 1. and to the countries for which a general 
export license is not available at the time the license is 
issued: 

A. We expect to routinely approve all user licenses other than 
to government agencies. 

B. We expect to routinely approve all licenses which 
contemplate the sublicensing by your licensee of a 
commercial product. 



c. User licenses to governmental agencies will be considered 
on a case by case basis. 

In this letter I have used the words "commercial" and 
"proprietary· with their well established legal meanings. 

I hope this makes our policies clear to you. If you have 
any questions, let me know. 

Sincerely, 

Efrem Lipkin 
President 
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PLkN 2 

No more than ~ of all sales of Pacific Software 
Manufacturing Company will be for military end uses . It is 
the joint and several responsibility of the officers of 
Pacific Software to ensure that this policy is realized. 
There is complete consesus on this issue . 



PLAN 2 

It is the policy of Pacific Software Manufacturing Co. 
that military uses will not become a sole, principle, 
substantial, major, nor disproportional part of Pacific's 
sales. It is the joint and several responsibility of the 
officers of Pacific Software to ensure that this policy is 
realized . There is complete consesus on this issue . 



PLAN B 

1. Pacific Software Manufacturing Company does not sell 
directly to military depa r tments of governments. 

2. Pacific Software Manufacturing Company does not 
participate in military procurements. 



• Typ.ng w.t~ in PIL 

Ted this scheme i~ to have you bUlld t~e tYDlnq Information in PIL. It is 
a l.ttle unfortunate, in that the type relationshIps really belong .n the 
transforms~ however in PIL they let George Query for the type of an e~presslon. 
So it goes, the question 's will this work easily In PIL?? It Means each 
ooeratio~ which combines 6ubtrees, Must figure the re5ultant type and asslgn it 
the Joining node_ The scheMe lS baslcally yours. 

The type fIeld wDuld become a 16 bit node p01nter to a symbol containing 
a ce'mplet!? type 0" to a structu,'e prc.totype ar.d a byte ce.ntair,ir,g a 4-·bit 
de,'efer"r,ce CC.Lmt and a 4-bit si",ple type. The sll"ple type r,eed cc,de only the 
mClst basiC types: 

pcd\"'ster 
'strl.lct 
byte 
shl.lrt 
lC'T"lg 
f I c.at 
dc,uble 
vcdd 
(pogsibly not known) 

The 4-blt dereferer,ce count prov1des fo .... 15 levels of .ndlt'ectior,. The sirnole 
type is included only for Improving preformance, it can always be comouted from 
the de .... eference count and the full type. The simple type of a pOlnter to Int 
15 pOInter, not Int. 

Length can be cornputed in the same manne .... , but that 1S a long calculation 
so I want to add a length field to those nodes at which length is interestinq. 
This field gives the length after the ope .... ation 1S done. Fo .... e~arnple the 
lengtl1 or, aI', i~,dex node is that c.f the element be,ng 1nd.,~ed (Wh1Ch might be 
a seve .... al dimensional a .... ray) and the length on a st .... uctu .... e .... eference is that 
.:.f the elemer,t being poil",ted at. The nodes which n",ed this field a .... e only: 

syrnb'-Il 1"1odes 
Gype pl'c,te.type r,ode,; 
index operation nodes 
!:;t't"'uct ut"e rE?'fert?Ylce nodes 

The que.tion of length Can be asked of other kinds of nodes and 1n that 
ca~e it rnust be calculated frOM the deferencing count and the full type. 

The type ly,format iCln rout ines should be made tel wOl'''k on Y'IQy,-syrnbol I"lc,Ides 
of a few routines introduced to .... eplace thern. In addition it should 
be pos~ible to ask what the simple type of sornething is. 

That 1S we r,eed the means to dete"","ine -

Full Type 
Bilse Type 
Sifl'lple Type 
Ler,gth 

fot' any expression. 

Within the t,·ansfo .... rns the .... e rnust also be the means to get the above 
information, to set the type field of ~ manuf~ctured node, and to create 
" type which ,. a derefe .... e,·,ce of ar,other. (Note that a derefe .... er,ce which 
goes through a structu .... e base type May CaUse a type with rno .... ", levels 
of reference to another type~J 
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