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{0 THE COMPUTER AND INVASION OF PRIVACY

the Budget has been quoted in the Washington Post as urging that
valuable information is lost if confidences are kept and statistics are
~ made anonymous too early in the game. ‘No secrets would be kept

~ from the central Jdata center. The raw data about people’s lives would
e fed into the central computerswithout, concern for confidentiality

‘and the computers would be Qrogx:amed to act as the censors. -2 the

,Gpv'emment_ is sincere 1 saying it 18 interested only in genemlized?
 statistics, then it would seem essenti lktha:t,jall individual identiﬁqati’on

‘of a statstic be removed before the kemel“oef;«desiredinformation is fed
~t0‘*any:central computer system. R s L
But apparently more than one “central data center 18 envisioned,
and at least one would deal with live people, not ‘(iepersona,lized statis-
tics. In the Saturda Review of this past week John W. Macy, JT+
Chairman of the Ug Civil Servi‘(jef‘(}c)mmission,'detaflsfin;glowing
terms the wonders of “Automated Government.” In talking of the
Federal Grovernment’s monumental job in keeping track ,{o%_ all its
. employees, he proposes that— Lo P n R oty
. We must ha've‘intégratedinfo-rmati‘on systems. This will require the use of
information across depar«'oment-al« poundaries * * * Direct tape-to-tape feeding of
data from O1® department tﬁo.anoﬂ;her;ma-y become cdmjmon. n ~

- He and others talk of ‘the great gains to come from centralizing
~data, about millions of people in or out of go\vemme;n-t. ~ There would
be the broadening of the horizons of knowledge, the ;grea,ter*'efﬁciency,
"thédollars‘saved.‘ e i R ;
We should be wary of promises thatthe goals of such consolidation -
of data are only modest ones that would f.imteres‘b'StamiSzticianS' and
‘planners. Unless there are safeguards, pressures will surely grow to
sssemble more and more gpecific data bout specific individuals. When
* the social security program began we Were _assured that our social
security wumber would be guarded as @ secret so that no one coul
~ possibly use it to keep track of our movements. Today we must write

our social security D \ber not, only on out income tax refurn, but
must supply 1t to banks holding our meoney and to organizations mak-

ing payments to us. - Our ocial security number in fact is sO easily

gbtamable tha.:t‘ﬂon_e,nalt&onwide inves:ti-gwtmgfﬁrm has a line on its
standard form where the investigator must, list the social gecurity
number of the *personhe‘h’msinvesti ated. o e o
" Or consider the census. The authors of the U.S. Constitution called

‘zens in 1960 had to answer 165 ques"‘tixon%swab»out their lives, purchasing
habits and incomes. & nd the pressure 18 growing to add & host ©
new inquiries such as ethnic origins, religious affili ition, schooling, et
cetera, to the 1970 census. - Failure to answer every question the census
director decides to-ask you can result in a fine or ja1l sentence.
 gitivity among SOmMe administrativ officials about the implications 0
the individual involved of becoming computerize by the TFederal
Government. The announcement of the creation of he task force
detailed several points t0 be studied but no mention was made of ex-
Hloring the impact on. the citizen. And Mr. Macy in his enthusiastic
; Ees‘crip'\bions of automating the Federal processing of personnel, said
that the Government must ask: “What parts of the job can @ com-

for an “enumerwt,i“oni’:ﬂo'f%*t‘he‘popula,tion every 10 years. But by 1960
“the census has gone far beyond enumeration. Many millions of citi-

" We should also be concerned about what ‘seems to be a lack of sen- 2



