Chapter 5
Vintage Socrates
As the current situations around the world and our country in particular are constantly
blasted at us through the most prolific and occasionally accurate communication system
ever, related stories about Socrates inevitably come up. Just about every day a new,
incredible story about Project Socrates finds it way into our conversations.
This section will not attempt to cover all the rich events that have taken place involving
original Socrates or its private sector successor over the past 30 years. But here are a few
of those stories and other key events to illustrate the power of Socrates, the influence
Sekora garnered in Washington as a result of Socrates, and paradoxically, the
Copernicus-like reactions to Socrates enlightenment by those steeped in conventional
thinking.

The Superconductivity Program – 1988
On March 10, 1988, President Reagan’s science advisor requested that Socrates provide
technology strategy planning support to the White House as they were drafting US
National Five-Year Plan for Superconductivity. The national plan aimed at “coordinating
the development and future exploitation of superconductivity in the United States.”
The White House request for help from Socrates stated:
Superconductivity has the potential to introduce significant and possibly
revolutionary changes into major industrial segments, from super computers to
high-speed transportation. The way we address technical advances in
superconductivity will determine the United States’ role in this important domain.
Sekora and Project Socrates team took the White House at its word. The US had to outcompete all other participants to establish the US role in this important domain: exactly
what Socrates was designed to address. Unfortunately though, the group of experts who
were supposed to support the initiative did not understand the Socrates approach.
With a clear directive, the Socrates team did what they did best. They launched a major
technology strategy planning operation, which would include an intricate short, mid and
long-term Technologyspace Map®. As with all such operations, the Socrates planning
process followed its established methodology to determine:
1. Who were America’s competitors in high-temperature superconductivity (Super-C)
materials?
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2. What were the competitors’ technology strategies for Super-C, (i.e., what were their
plans for effectively using world-wide science and technology, including their own
internal R&D, in order to develop and use superconductivity material)?
3. What would be an effective technology strategy for the United States to follow in the
Super-C arena?
The finished Socrates report determined the following:
•

•
•

The technology strategies of countries and organizations within the countries that
would either develop Super-C materials or utilize the Super-C materials once they
were developed
What those countries and their organizations’ technology strategies were, including
their objectives and various maneuvers they were already using to acquire technology
The basic requirements of a technology strategy for the US, including which
technologies the US should protect and which technologies the US should acquire

Had the US followed the Socrates approach, it may have shed a completely different light
on how to efficiently execute the Superconductivity project and future government
projects as well. By following the Socrates strategy, the US would have had the
undisputed competitive advantage while selectively building lucrative technology
alliances across the world and executing the Superconductivity project efficiently in US
industries.
The Socrates approach was very different from the conventional approach, which was
basically, “brute force R&D.” To review, brute force R&D assumes that the science and
technology world is relativity small, and US R&D resources are very large. From this
view, all we would have to do to compete is to pour money into R&D projects, turn
researchers loose to cover the science and technology waterfront, and then simply juggle
the money to show ROI. With this approach by Superconductivity team leaders, they
generally ignored the need to understand competition from the start. As a result,
competitors were underestimated in favor of a 17th century brute force march to slaughter
at the hands of 20th century sophisticated technology-based strategists.
The response of Superconductivity team leaders when they saw the Socrates technology
strategy made it clear that they were expecting more of the same conventional approach
consisting of “brute force R&D,” not a systematic, holistic technology strategy from
Socrates.
The attacks on Socrates findings and technology strategy charged that the White House
would be running up a white flag in the face of foreign competitors if it followed the
Socrates approach. They insisted that by using Socrates results, the nation was admitting
that it was incapable of executing its own private sector R&D. The US should not stoop
to the level of Japanese and some European nations by acquiring critical science and
technology from global sources, they said. Nor should the US create a government-
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industry alliance à la Japan’s Ministry of International Trade and Industry (MITI).
Corporate America should face its foreign competitors head on and slug it out with them
the way it always has, they insisted.
A side note: At this point while inserting the Super-C story into the book, something
occurred to me that once again caused dismay. The “experts” criticized the Socrates
technology strategy in this case for positioning the US as being “unwilling to face its
foreign competitors head on and slug it out the way it has always been done”. These
experts the White House brought together thought this was not aggressive enough?
On the other hand, when you read another vintage Socrates story later in this section,
Unmanned Aerial Vehicles – 2002, you will see just the opposite reaction from the
Department of Defense as an excuse not to act. The DoD rejected Chief Scientist of Navy,
Admiral Craig Dorman’s, recommendation of a Socrates technology strategy, which
Sekora and team prepared at Dorman’s request. The Socrates technology strategy would
stop proliferation of UAVs and sustain US advantage indefinitely. In this case, the DoD
rejected Craig Dorman’s technology strategy from Socrates stating that the strategy was
"way too aggressive" for DoD.
In the end regardless of the criticism about the Socrates approach to Super-C, the Bush
administration killed the US National Five Year Plan for Superconductivity for political
and budgetary reasons.
But there were some highly respected believers of Socrates in government and the work
Socrates did on Super-C was not all lost. Socrates Superconductivity results from this
initiative were used to structure other agreements such as the US-Japan Technology
Cooperation Agreement. They also used Socrates technology strategy to help structure
subsequent export control regulations.
In the case of the US-Japan Technology Cooperation Agreement, the US salvaged
significant value from the Super-C project that enabled US officials, for the first time, to
have specific competitive intelligence about Japan’s technology strengths, weaknesses
and likely technology acquisition maneuvers. With this rich information, negotiators
would know how Japan could acquire or was planning to acquire technologies from the
US and how Japan would use these technologies for competitive advantage against the
US in various industries. For the first time the approach and information made available
from Socrates Super-C involvement enabled US negotiators to plan and execute offensive
and defensive maneuvers from an informed position of strength. In addition our
negotiators got a glimpse of a 21st century planning process that would transcend our
blind reliance on inefficient brute force R&D as our exclusive competitive approach.
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NASA Manned Mars Space Flight – 1990
NASA’s goal was to send a manned spacecraft from Earth to Mars in the year 2016. For
hundreds of US companies this was a major opportunity worth billions of dollars.
Immediately, prospective companies directed their researchers, designers and engineers
to identify the technologies they owned that would have to be upgraded to fulfill the
needs of the project.
As was standard practice then and still today, many of these companies used the process
of benchmarking, which consists of gathering comparative data to determine where they
were competitively in the marketplace. The purpose in this case was to use the
benchmark information to find technology gaps in current product and service capability,
which would increase the chances of landing a NASA contract.
But those who have used benchmarking as a tool for evaluating competitiveness have
found the tool to be limited, dealing only with the operation’s current state as compared
to the capabilities of marketplace leaders. Benchmarking only scratches the surface of
competitiveness and can be misleading because it does not reveal the technology
strategies competitors are pursuing for competitive advantage and the myriad technology
paths available, as both opportunities or threats in the near-, mid- and long-term.
Benchmarking actually encourages technology bias, which as discussed earlier, limits
innovation and severely restricts capability to compete.
Pratt & Whitney was one of those companies with previous experience in benchmarking
and saw the need to do more before committing to such a massive and highly competitive
project. Pratt & Whitney, specializing in chemical propulsion engines contacted Sekora
and his new team, now in the private sector, to conduct a technology-based competitive
planning operation. They were happy they did.
The results were considered potentially game changing for the company's scientists and
engineers. From the CEO down, the accepted approach had previously been to upgrade
the company’s core competency, chemical propulsion engines, for powering the
spacecraft to Mars. This common knee-jerk but dangerous technology bias would have
been the normal way to proceed for any US company with a long history of leadership in
their industry. But what they saw when Sekora and team precisely exposed and mapped
the technologyspace was startling.
During Sekora and team’s analysis using the Technologyspace Map® it was eye opening
to see the other technology paths that competitors were seriously pursuing that would
remove chemical propulsion engines completely from the competition.
(A case of Dr. Christensen’s disruptive technology before Dr. Christensen even
discovered it)
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Of considerable importance to Pratt & Whitney was the fact that several foreign
competitors were independently pursuing these other technology paths and, if successful,
would render Pratt & Whitney’s chemical propulsion technology irrelevant. This fact
properly expanded Pratt & Whitney’s thinking. If the project went to fruition and Pratt &
Whitney stayed with its core competency, chances were that NASA would not award it
the contract. But even of more detrimental, the development of new propulsion
technology could make Pratt & Whitney’s core technology obsolete.
Among the alternative propulsion systems in pursuit were slingshot, nuclear rockets and
antimatter. The new private sector Socrates team mapped and analyzed the technology
paths for each propulsion system and the competitors pursuing each of them. With this
information, Pratt & Whitney could certainly develop a technology strategy that would
enable them to select the best path, acquire the technologies needed to produce the end
item, swiftly outmaneuver competitors and ultimately achieve and sustain competitive
advantage. This was, of course, one option but would require substantial investment and
detract from their core business, chemical propulsion rocket engines. Another option
would be to not compete at all and simply pass on the opportunity.
Japan’s Mitsubishi Heavy Industries, for example, was clearly on track with a flanking
maneuver against other propulsion technology paths and would be especially effective
against the conventional chemical propulsion of Pratt & Whitney.
For clarification and review, a flanking maneuver hits competitors where they are not
expecting, throwing them off balance, causing confusion and inability to compete. In a
flanking maneuver, one company introduces a technology that the other competitors are
not expecting to have to counter because of its traditional unavailability. In this case, the
technology Pratt & Whitney considered unavailable without substantial investment were
nuclear rockets and antimatter propulsion.
Mitsubishi and a few other competitors were pouring millions into the development of an
antimatter engine that they could use for the NASA project.
Antimatter results when the particles that compose ordinary matter (protons, neutrons and
electrons) are accelerated almost to the speed of light and then smashed into other
particles. The collision produces corresponding antiparticles (antiprotons, antineutrons
and positrons). These antiparticles then are trapped in accelerator facilities. When these
trapped antiparticles are allowed to collide with other particles, they annihilate one
another, and in the process, release enormous amounts of energy.
A US particle accelerator facility was then under construction in Waxahachie, Texas but
eventually defunded before it was finished. Another accelerator facility, already in
operation, was the CERN labs in Switzerland.

136

Although Carl D. Anderson discovered antimatter in 1932 it was still considered on the
fringe of practicality mainly because of the lack of antimatter feedstock. Since the 1950s
we have been able to produce antiprotons and antineutrons and trap them in high-energy
accelerators. So the potential as a powerful energy source has been generally recognized
as viable.
It was further determined that at the then current rate of antimatter feedstock production
there could have been enough to power a craft to Mars and back by the target date of
2016.
When the Technologyspace Map® first exposed the idea of antimatter as the propulsion
system, Pratt & Whitney almost immediately dismissed it. But the fact that several wellrespected foreign companies were investing great amounts of research money into
antimatter and after hearing that it just might be practical after all, they kept antimatter
propulsion in the realm of possibilities.
It was clear to Pratt & Whitney that to compete in the Mars project they would be
required to abandon their core technology, chemical propulsion, for this project, and
invest heavily in an alternate propulsion system. Without a clear understanding of
competitors, their technology strategies and required counter maneuvers, Pratt & Whitney
would have gone forward blindly and wasted vast resources. But with a clear view
provided by Sekora and Socrates, in the end, they wisely chose not to compete.
Even though Pratt & Whitney chose not to compete, they would now also know that a
new technology has a relatively high probably to enter the marketplace in the future that
will make their propulsion system obsolete. With this knowledge they can and must plan
their response systematically, precisely and coherently.

US Aerospace Industry – Late 1991
For several years after Sekora left the government, he and his new private organization,
Technology Strategy Planning (TSP, Inc.), received requests from Congress and
government agencies requesting help with difficult issues. For example, the
Congressional Accounting Office asked for information as part of an ongoing technology
threat assessment. Senator Joe Lieberman requested a review of legislation that he was
asked to co-sponsor with Ohio Senator John Glenn concerning the Defense Advanced
Research Projects Agency (DARPA), The House Subcommittee on Technology
Competitiveness requested further counsel on information gathered in hearings at which
Sekora had provided expert testimony a month before. (Another good story for another
time)
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Now Sekora and team received another call for help. Something about this call requesting
assistance was different though, as the caller expressed a more than usual sense of
urgency and needed to talk directly with Sekora.
The caller was a staffer from the House Armed Services Committee. He initiated the
conversation by asking if Sekora was aware of the recent developments surrounding the
possible acquisition of a McDonnell Douglas Corporation division by Taiwan Aerospace
Co. Sekora responded that he had and asked, “Is it blowing up?” The staffer replied that
there were many “heavy hitters” involved all trying to blow the approval process through
Congress causing certain congressmen to be suspicious that something was amiss.
Senator Jeff Bingaman of New Mexico was one of those congressman particularly
disturbed.
Senator Bingaman had told the committee that this sale would allow transfer of
technology to Taiwan which could eventually create a rival aerospace industry in Asia at
a fraction of the price US taxpayers had already paid to develop the technology in the US.
His feeling was that the deal would undermine US dominance in the aviation industry.
Sekora told the staffer, “His instincts are good” and pulled out his legal pad and starting
taking notes.
The “experts”, according to the staffer, were Harvard economists testifying that
according to McDonnell Douglas’ earnings (signaling finance-based decision-making in
progress), it is obvious that the American aerospace industry was on the decline, and the
prospect for profits in the near future were dim. The economists went on to argue that if
we allow Taiwan to purchase part of McDonnell Douglas, they can “eat the losses” while
still providing jobs to American workers. In their view, this would be a winning situation
for America and a brilliant move for McDonnell Douglas.
McDonnell Douglas executives in turn testified that it looked like a good deal for their
stockholders and the country in general. To protect national security the deal would be
structured to deny the Taiwanese access to certain McDonnell Douglas projects. The
executives went on to say that they had assurances from Taiwan Aerospace that the
company would be left intact, but that there would have to be some changes to provide
some “minor” benefits for the Taiwanese workers.
Taiwan Aerospace executives proposed that McDonnell Douglas components be
designed at US facilities, assembled in Taiwan by Taiwan Aerospace Co. and then
shipped back to the US to be finished. From there, the components would return to
Taiwan for integration and then go back to the US again for final assembly. McDonnell
Douglas executives agreed.
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McDonnell Douglas would get the money to shore up the company’s debt and cheap
Taiwanese labor to increase company profits. Most of the high paying McDonnell
Douglas design and engineering related jobs would stay in the US and Congress would be
satisfied.
With the scenario clear, Sekora responded, “We have a major problem. The US is going
to get screwed again. What do you need from us?”
The staffer replied, “We need to know what the hell is going on. Can you help?”
Sekora asked how much time they had? The staffer said ten days. Sekora asked the staffer
to stall for more time and TSP would do what they can to help.
Sekora assembled the TSP team that night and they began work involving preliminary
data collection and developing a plan of attack against China Steel, the parent company
of Taiwan Aerospace.
Sekora laid out the problem to TSP engineers and instructed them to begin building a
Technologyspace Map® of China Steel’s technology strategy. They were to pay
particular attention to China Steel’s past, present and future technology acquisition
maneuvers (e.g., acquisition joint venture, co-development and co-research). They also
contacted human data collectors on the ground in Europe and Far East the next day to
augment the computer information collection process.
Within a few days the information started coming in and the team began to piece together
a rough sketch of China Steel’s technology strategy within the Technologyspace Map®.
As the map came together, it became obvious, as is common in Asian technology
strategies, that China Steel’s surface technology strategy was only a small part of a very
large technology strategy that crossed several large Asian companies in other countries.
And worst of all, the Far Eastern perpetrators would be big winners at the expense of
another critical US industry.
The team discovered that the foundational technology strategy against McDonnell
Douglas was from a consortium of Japanese companies working together to develop a
commercial aerospace industry in Japan. As part of the consortium’s technology strategy,
they needed to acquire leading edge US military and commercial aerospace technologies
including materials and avionics.
Japanese companies are sophisticated competitive strategists. They know that the most
effective competitive strategies are those that adversaries do not see. This gives them
maximum freedom to maneuver. In this case, their ultimate objective was to decimate the
US aerospace industry and establish their own as the world dominant leader. To secure
this “cloak of darkness” around their strategy, the Japanese commercial aerospace
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technology strategy surrounded and consumed the technology strategy of a much weaker
adversary – Taiwan Aerospace and its parent, China Steel.
The China Steel Company was the ideal target for the Japanese. They represented the
mechanism, which the Japanese could exploit to covertly acquire US aerospace
technology. In addition, China Steel was planning a technology strategy in the steel
production industry that the Japanese could greatly assist for China Steel’s benefit.
Kawasaki Heavy Industry, a Japanese company that was part of the consortium, took the
lead for the Japanese with other consortium members like Mitsubishi providing support.
So, while China Steel’s technology strategy to acquire steel production technology
opened the door for assistance from Japan, China Steel’s subsidiary, Taiwan Aerospace,
would serve as the ideal mechanism for acquiring US military and commercial aerospace
technology covertly for the Japanese consortium.
Kawasaki Heavy Industry proposed the following deal to China Steel. Kawasaki, with the
rest of the consortium members, would transfer to China Steel the various technologies
that they required to upgrade steel production capabilities. In return, China Steel would
take $5 billion from Kawasaki, transfer it to their subsidiary, Taiwan Aerospace, and
direct them to use the funds to acquire a significant portion of McDonnell Douglas. Once
they executed the purchase of McDonnell Douglas, Kawasaki would direct Taiwan
Aerospace in the art of setting up a system between Taiwan Aerospace and McDonnell
Douglas for the covert acquisition of technologies from McDonnell Douglas. The
ultimate home for McDonnell Douglas technology would then be the Japanese aerospace
consortium.
Kawasaki, eager to begin acquiring US aerospace technology, began “priming the pump”
by laying out to Taiwan Aerospace the initial transfer mechanism they would install:
4. Kawasaki directed Taiwan Aerospace to have McDonnell Douglas engineers design
components in the US to ensure that they integrated the latest technology.
5. Taiwan Aerospace would assemble the components in Taiwan where Kawasaki
engineers would be present to document the technologies that went into the systems.
6. Taiwan Aerospace would send the assembled components back to McDonnell
Douglas in the US for inspection and finishing.
7. McDonnell Douglas would return the finished components to Taiwan for integration
into the final sections, with Kawasaki engineers present again.
8. Taiwan would ship the assembled sections back to McDonnell Douglas for final
assembly of the product.
In this way, the Japanese would have access to the process at every stage and acquire the
full range of McDonnell Douglas technologies from design to final assembly. They
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would accomplish all of this at their leisure, in their own back yard, out of sight of
Americans.
With successful execution of this strategy, Japan would very rapidly gain a significant
portion of the technologies they needed to establish their commercial aerospace industry.
And they would do it for pennies on the dollar within the confines of the promises made
to US Congress, keeping McDonnell Douglas intact and within the boundaries of the
United States to protect American jobs.
The House Armed Services people were shocked at Sekora and team’s findings. They
asked questions. What about the Harvard professors and the McDonnell Douglas
executives? How could they have been so misinformed and presented testimony that this
program was a good deal for the US and McDonnell Douglas? The reason was
competitive ignorance (not meant to sound offensive) because their focus was at the
superficial level of finance from a marketplace view blind to the technologyspace where
competitive maneuvers are planned and executed.
Both the academians and McDonnell Douglas executives were and are yet today, greatly
handicapped in dealing with sophisticated technology-based competitors. Without a
system designed to compete in the world marketplace with these astute competitors, these
“experts” had no way to see the competitive maneuvers that were actually taking place in
the technologyspace. As a result they would never have been capable of identifying the
true nature of the Taiwan Aerospace offer and even comprehend it once they were made
aware. These experts would have eventually seen the outcomes exposed in advance by
Sekora and team but it would have been months if not years later after the leaders who
signed the deal in the first place had moved on. On the other hand, the Japanese are fully
aware of this fact and experts in using it to their advantage.
The Japanese design their strategies, as they did in this instance, to appear to be an
economic strategy in which the McDonnell Douglas executives and the United States are
winners. The ongoing negotiations remained at the economic/financial level but in reality,
it is the technology strategy where the Japanese are focused and end up the competitive
as well as financial winners. With American planners, executives and teachers oblivious
to the mere existence of technology-based strategies, it is quite easy to deceive so-called
US expert panels.
Sekora and team’s findings were passed to the committee who purposely leaked them
back to China Steel and Taiwan Aerospace to allow them to withdraw honorably and
quietly. In the process they saved face and preserved diplomatic relationships with no
public scrutiny. This approach also squelched any further possible under-the-radar
maneuvering by this particular Japanese consortium.
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Sekora and team accomplished their objective to counter foreign adversary technology
strategies, at all costs, to protect US interests. Sekora and team performed at no charge to
the US government or McDonnell Douglas.
While the investigation had the desired effect of stopping the sale of Long Beach,
California based Douglas Aircraft Company to China Steel, it was nevertheless
disappointing to Sekora because it fell well short of alerting Congress and the nation to
the widespread existence of foreign technology strategies that were devastating our
economy and the Japanese aerospace technology strategy in particular was a good
example.
The House staffer explained it this way. Going public would result in an embarrassing
diplomatic humiliation and would force both governments into launching a counter
propaganda campaign to protect their image. Such a course might polarize diplomatic and
economic relations and that was not something the Bush administration wanted to do,
especially with Japanese support needed for America’s diplomatic efforts in the Middle
East and with Taiwan’s capitalists set to play a leading, pro-US role in China’s imminent
economic transformation.
The stories in the media following the investigation and exposure to Congress and
McDonnell Douglas trickled out but bore no resemblance to what had actually occurred.
For example, on January 10, 1992 fewer than two months after the event, a story
appeared in the Los Angeles Times that said: “Fundamental issues in McDonnell
Douglas’s deal to sell forty percent of its commercial airplane business to Taiwan
Aerospace remain unresolved and the agreement may need to be revised, according to the
head of the Taiwan group.”
The LA Times’ story was the first public indication that something was wrong but would
not be the last. On February 28, 1992 the Seattle Times carried a story with a Taipei
dateline saying Taiwan Aerospace was scaling back its $2 billion offer. The story quoted
Taiwan Aerospace Vice President Liu Kuo-chih as saying the company may only be
interested in twenty-five percent of McDonnell Douglas instead of the forty percent it had
originally wanted. The comment caused McDonnell Douglas to plummet $4.635 per
share on the New York Stock Exchange.
Similar stories emerged over the next several weeks, followed by the first causality in the
affair on April 16, when an LA Times story out of Taipei announced that David Huang,
Chairman of Taiwan Aerospace Corp., had resigned “for personal reasons.” The story
went on to say that the “abrupt departure” of David Huang is just the latest evidence of
the turmoil in the proposed Taiwan Aerospace-McDonnell Douglas deal.
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The story hinted that a “blunder that triggered protests from US lawmakers” about the
deal forced Huang to step down. The seventy-two year old Huang, a naturalized US
citizen and aerospace engineer had returned to Taiwan in 1981, had not committed any
blunder – except to become head of Taiwan Aerospace when it was formed in October
1991. Huang was the designated sacrificial lamb. His head would protect others in
Taiwan and Japan.
Finally on May 18, 1992, Taiwan Aerospace officially removed itself from the ill-fated
transaction when it announced that it would buy jets from McDonnell Douglas rather
than acquire a stake in the company. Under the new law, said Taiwan Aerospace
executives, a consortium of Taiwanese investors would form a leasing company to buy
twenty MD-12 jets from McDonnell Douglas at a cost of $2 to $2.5 million.
Stock analysts were quick to grasp the meaning of that revelation, even though they had
no idea what had happened. One New York market analyst said, “If this is the plan, there
are not enough financial resources within McDonnell Douglas to go ahead. That means
the MD-12 is effectively a dead duck and McDonnell Douglas is in deep doo doo.”
During the few months from February 29, 1992 when Taiwan Aerospace announced it
was scaling back its offer, to the time the Taiwanese backed out of the deal, McDonnell
Douglas stock plunged from $63.50 a share to $43.50.
The question we continue to ask today is how can something like this assault on a crucial
segment of American’s commercial aerospace industry happen in front of Congress, the
media, much of academia and otherwise astute corporate executives? When we look back,
this was only one of many such events that have wrecked our economy starting as far
back as the 1960s.
Unfortunately similar scenarios as this one are repeated with more frequency. Only now
competitors are stronger, more systematic in technology-based planning and there are
more of them as we cling to a proven flawed and obsolete way of planning, decisionmaking and organization management.

General Electric – 1990 to 1994
In the early 1990s General Electric asked Sekora and team to develop the company's
technology strategy for gas turbine engines. A small, but integral portion of that
technology strategy addressed GE's laser shock peening initiative and is illustrative of
what US companies can learn and must become capable of doing routinely if we are to
survive.
GE’s Laser Shock Peening Initiative
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Peening is a well-established process to improve the wear characteristics of an item by
subjecting the item to a compression wave. When the process was first developed, the
compression wave was imparted with a ball-peen hammer or by bombarding it with metal
shot. In the late 1980s the gas turbine engine division of General Electric made a major
push to gain a competitive advantage in the aircraft gas turbine market by transforming
their peening process to high-energy laser pulse (i.e., laser shock peening – LSP). The
expected result was that GE gas turbine engines would have a lower failure rate and a
longer time between scheduled maintenance.
GE LSP technology experts maintained two things:
9. The first was that GE had only one competitor for the technology of laser shock
peening. The competitor posed little threat because of the competitor's size and the
fact the competitor's technology was behind GE's LSP technology capability.
10. The second was that a high-energy laser was the only mechanism that was viable for
shock peening.
GE had developed the company's Laser Shock Peening process using a million dollar
laser that was pushing the envelope of maximum power output. Once the process was in
production, it had major limitations that greatly hindered the competitive advantage it
was expected to generate for GE.
The high cost of the laser meant that GE could only afford to have one laser for the LSP
production line producing gas turbine engines, i.e., no back-ups, as is normally the case
for a production line. Additionally, because the laser was pushing the technology
envelope for maximum power output, the reliability of the laser was low and the frequent
repair work required was not easily obtainable. When the LSP failed, specialized repair
personnel had to come from a distant location. As a result, it was a major challenge to
keep the LSP production line operational for more than just a few days at a time. The cost
per repair part was very high and the reliability of parts availability was low.
Because of these circumstances, GE was limited to using their LSP process only on the
most critical parts of gas turbine engines, i.e., the blades that went into the most advanced
aerospace fighters for the US military. This represented an extremely small portion of the
entire market for wear-resistant parts for commercial and military aerospace platform gas
turbine engines significantly decreasing the payback for the investment in LSP.
Sekora and team developed a Technologyspace Map® for beam shock peening within
Socrates first generation Automated Innovation System. The map was used with GE to
identify competitors, determine each competitor's technology strategy, and develop a
technology strategy for GE.
From the Technologyspace Map®, instead of one competitor as GE had originally
determined from a traditional market scan, the team could see that GE had fifty-one
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present competitors and eight potential future competitors for beam shock peening. The
present competitors were those organizations that possessed a complete beam shock
peening process. Future competitors were those organizations executing a technology
strategy, which left unchecked, would result in a beam shock peening process that could
effectively compete with GE.
To aid in understanding this example using GE’s actual technology strategy presented
below, key Socrates system phrases and terms are color-coded. Also a review of the four
dimensions of the technologyspace in Chapter 2 may be helpful:
11. Red represents technology maneuvers as part of the overall technology strategy
12. Purple represents dimension of technologyspace that the maneuver is exploiting
13. Green represents the technology involved in the maneuver
14. Blue represents customer need that the maneuver is attempting to excel at satisfying
for a competitive advantage.
Note: All technology maneuvers, except for a technology frontal attack, are viable in all
four dimensions of technologyspace.
Competitor Technology Strategies
Fifty-nine competitors were executing various technology maneuvers of their technology
strategies. The technology strategies of a significant number of competitors consisted
primarily of a technology frontal attack or a technology flank attack.
In a technology frontal attack, an organization uses the same technology as the
competitor to excel at satisfying the same customer needs in the same market at roughly
the same time. The objective is to engage the competitor in its perceived area of strength
with superior resources, thereby overwhelming the competitor, causing it to back down
from competition. In contrast, many US organizations execute what equates to a very
weak technology frontal attack, which results in nothing more than an endless war of
attrition. In the case of GE competitors, their technology frontal attacks consisted of
using high-energy lasers to attempt to excel at satisfying the customer need of high
damage tolerance--the same as GE's shock peening process.
In a technology flank attack in the technology structure dimension an organization uses
a technology or focuses on excelling at satisfying a customer need that the competitor is
not expecting to have to counter, thereby knocking the competitor off balance, causing
the competitor's efficiency to drop drastically. In the case of GE competitors, their
technology flank attacks in the technology structure dimension consisted of using lowenergy lasers against GE's use of high-energy lasers for shock peening to attempt to excel
at satisfying the customer need of low cost.
GE's Technology Strategy
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The GE technology strategy enabled GE to adroitly outmaneuver the fifty-nine
competitors in the acquisition and utilization of the technology to acquire and maintain
the competitive advantage as follows:
The GE tech strategy consisted of three spheres of technology maneuvers executed in the
near-, mid- and long-term, all concentric around the objective of enabling GE to generate
and maintain the maximum competitive advantage from beam shock peening.
The near-term sphere of technology maneuvers enabled GE to first neutralize the threat
competitor flank attacks posed in the technology structure dimension and then acquire a
competitive advantage over the technology flank attacks as well as competitor technology
frontal attacks.
The mid- and long-term spheres of technology maneuvers enabled GE to preempt the
threat of competitor technology flank attacks posed in the technology structure
dimension that were based on the use of electron beam and then ion beam technologies
for shock peening.
Four technology maneuvers were used in the GE technology strategy:
15. A technology alliance is when an organization exploits the technology flow
dimension to acquire technology from one or more organizations. Technology
alliances cover the complete set of mechanisms for acquiring technology (e.g.,
purchase, co-research, licensing, open source).
16. A technology counter-alliance is when an organization prevents, retards or alters
competitor's ability to exploit the technology flow dimension to acquire a technology.
Technology counter-alliances cover the complete set of mechanisms (e.g., purchase
company, co-research, licensing, open source).
17. A technology mobility offensive in the technology structure dimension is when an
organization brings technology from an "area" that is out of the competitor’s reach
into the area of engagement to frustrate the competitor.
18. A technology envelopment offensive in the technology structure dimension is when
an organization engages the competitor by using multiple technologies or by
excelling at satisfying multiple customer needs against the competitor's fewer
technologies or customer needs. The objective is to squeeze the competitor between
multiple fronts to put the competitor into a dilemma, causing inefficient use of
resources.
The primary technology maneuvers in the near-term sphere, the first of GE's three
spheres, are as follows:
Objective: Neutralize competitor technology flank attacks that use low-energy lasers to
excel at satisfying the customer need of low cost against GE's reliance on high-energy
lasers for shock peening.
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Maneuver #1: Technology Alliance
Execution: GE acquired Toshiba's know-how for using low-energy laser
technology for shock peening of nuclear reactor and waste containment.
Impact: GE converted its shock-peening production line for gas turbine engines
from a $950,000 per unit cost, temperamental high-energy laser to a rotating set of
ruggedized low-energy lasers costing $50,000 per unit.
Maneuver #2: Technology Frontal Attack
Execution: GE used the same technology of low-energy lasers for shock peening
of gas turbine engines to excel at satisfying the same customer need of low cost as
those competitors executing technology flank attacks.
Impact: GE negated the strength of competitor technology flank attacks by
transforming competitor technology flank attacks into technology frontal attacks.
Maneuver #3: Technology Flank Attack in the Technology Structure Dimension
Execution: GE used low-energy lasers to excel at satisfying customer need of low
cost against competitor use of high-energy lasers for shock peening.
Impact: GE acquired a major competitive advantage over other competitors
whom they had previously engaged in a technology frontal attack war of attrition.
Maneuver #4: Technology Mobility Offensive in the Technology Structure Dimension
Execution: GE used its low-energy laser shock peening to satisfy Ford Motor
Company's requirement for wear-resistant automotive parts (e.g., gears) to acquire
and exploit the high production rate technology present in the auto industry versus
the very low production rate in the aerospace industry. This resulted in GE’s
advancing of its low-energy laser shock peening, so that it was able to satisfy
aerospace customer needs for both low cost and reliable availability at a level that
far surpassed the capability of all low-energy laser shock peening competitors.
Impact: GE was able to expand the use of its advanced low-energy laser shock
peening process from just the gas turbine engines for the most advanced US
military aerospace fighters to the engines of a large percentage of all US and
foreign aerospace platforms.
Maneuver #5: Technology Counter-Alliance
Execution: GE instituted licensing agreements, patents and confidentiality
agreements that significantly retarded the technology flow to competitors of both
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GE's advanced low-energy laser shock peening technology and the Ford high
production rate technology that was critical in the technology mobility offensive.
Impact: GE has been able to maintain the competitive advantage of its advanced
low-energy laser shock peening technology throughout the aerospace industry
relative to all fifty-nine competitors.
At the onset, GE technology experts believed that GE only had one competitor and that a
high-energy laser was the only technology that was viable today and tomorrow for shock
peening. As a result, GE was in a position that guaranteed fifty-eight competitors would
blind-side them. Many of these competitors were preparing to use technologies in the
near-, mid- and long-term that would have totally negated the competitive advantage that
GE had invested millions of dollars in developing.
The GE shock peening technology strategy developed from Socrates First Generation
Automated Innovation System did not just neutralize the threat of the previously
unidentified competitors. Rather, the technology strategy significantly increased GE's
competitive advantage by expanding GE's ability to excel at satisfying customer need
with shock peening, from the most leading edge US aerospace fighters to a large
percentage of all US and foreign aerospace platforms.
The key to GE's success, in what was going to be a total financial loss and missed
opportunity, was a technology strategy that they based on adroit offensive and defensive
maneuvering in the four dimensions of technologyspace. The Socrates First Generation
Automated Innovation System provided GE with the precise and accurate understanding
of technologyspace required for this adroit maneuvering throughout the full range of
present and future applicable technologies.
Gone forever are the days when US organizations could win by brute force R&D,
creative marketing or slick economic shell games. To acquire and maintain a competitive
advantage, private and public organizations must consistently outmaneuver the
competition in technologyspace.

Counter-Terrorism and Nuclear Proliferation - 1996
In August of 1996, Sekora and his team had been in the private sector for several years
working with major US corporations, but occasionally, government agencies like DoD
requested assistance in solving special problems and brought them back to Washington.
Counter-terrorism and nuclear proliferation was one of those special problems with broad
implications for our country and for which the Department of Army requested assistance
from Sekora.
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The underlying goal of the Department of Army operation was to prevent a second Gulf
War with Iraq. The problem was how to stop the proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction to terrorist organizations without going to war again with Iraq.
The traditional response would be to use US existing intelligence capabilities to monitor
adversarial developments in the acquisition of weapons of mass destruction, particularly
nuclear devices.
But in this case, the Department of Army decided they needed something more precise.
Sekora and Project Socrates had the reputation of producing the kind of solution they
needed.
Sekora and team submitted a fifty-page Technology Strategy Planning proposal that
spelled out the problem and the steps that would be necessary to address it. Very broadly,
those steps were:
•
•
•

Identify all organizations and countries worldwide that are in the process of acquiring
a nuclear device capability.
Determine the technology acquisition strategies of each country and individual
organizations being used to acquire their nuclear device capability.
Develop technology options for the Army to counter these adversaries’ nuclear
technology acquisition strategies.

The Socrates solution would identify all end item devices. In particular, the focus was on
nuclear devices being acquired but would easily expand to other weapons of mass
destruction such as chemical and germ warfare.
Each device would then be broken down into the full range of all individual technologies
required to produce the device. A Technologyspace Map® would be developed for each
device identifying all organizations or countries with any one or more of the technologies
required to produce the device. These identified organizations and countries represent the
potential adversaries with capabilities to acquire and utilize a nuclear device.
The map would detail each potential adversary’s capability level and then map the flow
of technology from organization to organization. This enabled the Department of Army
to monitor, evaluate threat progress by each adversary or potential adversary, and provide
counter measures required to remove the threat. With this capability, they could plan
counter measures with high precision well before the threat could be executed.
General David L. Grange, Department of Army’s anti-terrorism initiative sponsor,
strongly supported the proposal and worked with Sekora over the next several months to
implement. However, Central Intelligence blocked the implementation for what appeared
to be a simple turf battle.
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In discussions with Mike Sekora, he admits that he is still bothered by not being able to
implement the solution and compliments General Grange for his strong efforts to adopt
the program. Sekora believes that there was a very good chance that the US could have
avoided the second war with Iraq by either providing absolute evidence that Iraq was or
was not a weapons of mass destruction threat. If it was confirmed that Iraq was a threat it
would have been thoroughly evaluated, and the US would have been able to take precise
counter measures to remove the threat by maneuver in the technologyspace to block
Iraq’s access to the needed technologies and do it without a war.
We will never know if Sekora and General Grange could have avoided the war, but we
do know for certain that the alternative did not work and the price was astronomical in
lives lost and taxpayer money spent.
This keeps Sekora up at night as Socrates had already proven its capability to prevent hot
wars in its role in ending the Cold War with the Soviet Union. If we do nothing else to
bring about Socrates Generation-3 just bringing it back to address war prevention would
be sufficient reason.

Unmanned Aerial Vehicles – 2002
A recent CNN Global Public Square article discusses the issue of proliferation of drone
warfare as an imminent threat to the US1.
The article states:
“The International Institute of Strategic Studies identified about 50 countries that
are actively using unmanned aerial vehicles. If we do it, why can't they? And then
you have the question of what happens if and when weaponized drones fall into
the wrong hands. What if the Taliban gets one? What if al Qaeda does? Where
does it stop? And just imagine a simple point – what if China starts using drones
regularly against what it regards as terrorists and defends itself by saying, well,
that's what America does.”
A couple of weeks later, April 5, 2013, TechNewsDaily published another article feeding
the fire of US drone mismanagement. The article reads2:
"In whatever future conflict scenario we're in five or 10 years from now, the
proliferation of UAVs is going to complicate things for the U.S. military," said Ian
Easton, a research fellow at the Project 2049 Institute.
1

Global Public Square staff, The Trouble with U.S. Drone Policy, CNN Global Public
Square section, March 12th, 2013.
2
Jeremy Hsu, Cheap Drones Made in China Could Arm US Foes, TechNewsDaily, April
5, 2013.
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“China has built a huge military-industrial complex to support its growing drone
fleet, which consisted of about 280 military drones as of mid-2011, according to a
report released by the Project 2049 Institute on March 11. Chinese manufacturers
supplying the military and state agencies also have begun seeking foreign buyers
in a global drone market that aerospace and defense market research firm Teal
Group estimates to be worth $89 billion over the next 10 years.”
The proliferation of Drone capability widens rapidly. On July 14th, 2014 as Hamas fires a
steady stream of rockets into Israel, the news reports that they, Hamas, now also have
UAV capability. The implication of terrorists having UAVs is frightening but the reality
was inevitable as we, the US, initially ignored the possibility that it would ever develop
to this and when it finally did, we again were not prepared.
The US could have averted this potential crisis. Way back in the 1990s with the advent of
the first practical UAVs in the military and the significant competitive advantage they
brought to the US military, it was the position of a growing number of US admirals and
generals that UAVs would be the center point for all future military strategies for all
branches of the US military. They stated that the deployment of UAVs as the core of their
military strategies would give the US an undeniable military competitive advantage over
all rivals and adversaries for way beyond the foreseeable future.
Both articles indicate that the US UAV centered military strategy that would give the US
an undeniable military competitive advantage over all rivals for way beyond the
foreseeable future has come and gone.
In 2002, at the request of the Office of Naval Research (ONR), Sekora’s organization
executed a technology strategy operation on Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (aka "drones").
Sekora recalls the event this way:
In the operation, we identified that because of the nature of UAV technologies as
mapped in the technologyspace and the UAV technology strategies that countries
all over the world were already executing, as viewed in the Technologyspace
Map®, we were certain that in a few years almost all countries would have UAVs.
The US competitive advantage in UAVs would be minimized, negating the
strength of our UA-centered military strategies. To address this imminent threat
we developed a technology strategy that would enable the US to maintain both
control and a competitive advantage in UAVs for many years well past 2013.
The UAV technology strategy that we developed was considered very
"controversial" as it exposed a reality that contradicted Department of Defense
conventional thinking. Craig Dorman though, Chief Scientist of the Navy,
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backed the execution of the UAV technology strategy we (Sekora and team)
provided.
Admiral Craig Dorman, now retired ex-Navy SEAL and first SEAL to make admiral, was
a long-time friend of Sekora’s and a strong supporter of implementing Socrates,
technology-based planning, throughout the Navy. As then Department of Navy’s Chief
Scientist, Dorman’s organization, ONR, bounced the UAV technology strategy up to the
Secretary of Defense stating, "because of the nature of the UAV technology strategy
developed and presented by Sekora, the decision to execute was way above ONR’s
authorization level."
In turn, the Office of Secretary of Defense was convinced that the US would remain the
sole developers, manufacturers and users of UAVs indefinitely. (This was the
conventional thinking of the time in DoD.) DoD maintained, in classic financiallyoriented economic terms, that the "barriers to entry" were way too high for any other
countries and besides that “fact,” the UAV technology strategy Sekora presented was
"way to aggressive" ---- end of argument.
After many months of fighting with the Office of Secretary of Defense, Sekora
abandoned the effort, and Craig Dorman resigned out of frustration.
Now, just over ten years later, the issue is a news story revelation that the US is not the
sole developer and user of UAVs and that this reality poses a major physical, political
and moral threat to the US. More importantly, this scenario is just one of many examples
in which Sekora, via technology-based planning, had the ability to determine that a major
problem was developing for the US long before the traditional methods detected it.
Sekora and team could have developed a viable technology (competitive) strategy that
would have effectively addressed the problem at its inception. We would have nipped the
issue in the bud before it reached the present level.
“But as much of a problem the UAV situation is becoming (and yes, the problem
with UAVs is going to get much worse), it vastly pales in comparison to what will
happen to the US as a result of being initially (e.g., withdrawal of the Reagan
executive order) and continually blocked from deploying the resources needed
(i.e., the automated innovation system deployed in a symbiotic manner) to rebuild
and sustain America's economic competitiveness.” – Michael Sekora
One of the key elements of the UAV technology strategy Sekora and team developed was
a major technology alliance between Department of Defense and Ford Motor
Company. This proposed alliance was an "unlikely and unprecedented alliance" in the
view of the Office of Secretary of Defense.
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But alliances of this type are commonplace in technology-based planning and, in this case,
the alliance with Ford was necessary to address the rapidly evolving threat to US
security. In fact as Sekora’s team pressed for resolution of this issue with DoD, the team
conducted research to find supporting precedent of alliances like the one proposed with
Ford.
The team was successful in finding such precedents. Ironically though, the precedents
found were all before WWII. This makes sense because after WWII was when the US
went to finance-based planning and maneuvering in the technologyspace where alliances
are commonplace was abandoned.

Official US Government Support for Socrates – 2010-11
Within the US have been three formal attempts, besides numerous informal attempts, to
re-establish Socrates, as Reagan intended, as a national asset for all public and private
organization planning and execution. The success of any of the three would result in
restoration of US competitiveness driving high levels of GDP growth, job creation,
favorable trade agreements and secure national defense.
Of the three formal government attempts to provide national access to the Socrates
system, only the legislation of 2010-11 remains viable. The other two were President
Reagan’s executive order of 1988, discussed earlier, and Senator Bingaman’s legislation
of 1989-1990 to circumvent President Bush’s efforts to stop Socrates. A summary of
Senator Bingaman’s legislation, which passed but missed the funding deadline, is
provided in Appendix Three.
Legislation – 2010-11
In early 2010, Congressman Frank Wolf (R-VA) contacted Sekora about reviving
Reagan’s Project Socrates. Concerned about the US economic crisis, Congressman Wolf
had remembered Project Socrates from the Reagan years, was impressed with it and
realized that it could be the most viable solution to address the current economic, job
creation and developing national security crisis.
During the discussion the Quadrigy team unanimously agreed to help revive the program
with the stipulation that it would be a private sector initiative with government
participation but no government control. This was an important condition to avoid the
political encumbrances of government programs previously experienced.
Sekora immediately agreed to help write the legislation and educate key audiences on the
program. The education would consist of what Socrates is, how it works, its history,
system and tools, deployment process and governance structure in the same way
President Reagan had originally intended. The education was to begin with Congressman
Wolf’s staff and potential co-sponsors. From there, the Quadrigy implementation team
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would educate key Congressional leaders, their staffs, Washington think tanks, leaders in
academia and media coordinators.
Shortly after those initial discussions a copy of the Summary Legislation was received
dated July 21, 2010 announcing the legislation, describing its intent and soliciting cosponsors. (See Appendix Four.)
The legislation that Congressman Wolf introduced stated its purpose as:
…reconstitutes President Reagan’s Project Socrates as an independent American
Economic Security Commission to identify and monitor emerging technologies and
global economic threats…
Note that the American Economic Security Commission later dropped “American” from
the Commission’s name. But more importantly the “Commission” was to be an
independent body. As you will see, the final legislation places the Economic Security
Commission within the Department of Commerce (which is fine so far) but without
education of the DoC oversight staff. This has created a major problem in execution of
the Economic Security Commission, which lays impotent to fulfill its original intent yet
today.
Original co-sponsors were:
•
•
•
•

Daniel Lipinski (D-IL)
Harold Rogers (R-KY)
Candice Miller (R-MI)
Robert J. Wittman (R-VA)

Eventually there were eleven sponsors:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Rep Steve Austria [OH-7] - 1/26/2011
Rep Jo Bonner [AL-1] - 9/9/2011
Rep J. Randy Forbes [VA-4] - 1/26/2011
Rep Marcy Kaptur [OH-9] - 1/26/2011
Rep Larry Kissell [NC-8] - 4/5/2011
Rep Daniel Lipinski [IL-3] - 1/26/2011
Rep Donald A. Manzullo [IL-16] - 4/7/2011
Rep David B McKinley [WV-1] - 1/26/2011
Rep Harold Rogers [KY-5] - 1/26/2011
Rep C. A. Dutch Ruppersberger [MD-2] - 1/26/2011
Rep Robert J. Wittman [VA-1] - 1/26/2011
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After several conferences with Congressman Wolf’s staff the following notes from a
Sekora status report summed up early progress:
Congressman Wolf is becoming increasingly convinced that the "New" Socrates
Project (i.e., the deployment of the Automated Innovation system as a US national
planning resource) is critical to rebuilding and maintaining America's economic
health.
Wolf made a major lobbying effort with other members of Congress to have the
New Socrates Project included in the Republican "A Pledge to America."
Wolf obtained considerable support from the members of Congress but it appears
that groups like the Heritage Foundation and the CATO Institute advised against
including the Socrates Project in the pledge. (In retrospect we can see that the
recommendation by these two organizations is a result of not being educated
as originally planned by Sekora and Quadrigy staff.)
Wolf wants the focus of our efforts, and the efforts of his staff, for the rest of 2010
to be on building support for the New Socrates Project with the new incoming Tea
Party/conservative members of Congress. (But this “education” was again not
to occur.)
Wolf believes that one of the keys for acquiring the support of these new members
is the "branding." in a highly visible manner, of the New Socrates Project and
Sekora as a Reagan initiative whose time has come.
If the Republicans take the majority in the House, Wolf will become the Chairman
of the subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies of the
House Appropriations committee
If Wolf has the support of the new Tea Party/conservative members on "day one"
of the new Congress, as Chairman he can allocate the funds and direct the
Department of Commerce to begin supporting the implementation of the New
Socrates Project in January/February 2011.
Sekora’s status report goes on to state:
We also reiterated with Tom (Tom Culligan was Congressman Wolf’s staff
member assigned to legislation), the idea of initially implementing the New
Socrates Project within just a few states, so that we could quickly demonstrate
significant results on rebuilding the economy. We also discussed that Virginia and
Texas should be included, if not the sole states, in this initial implementation.
Tom was in full support of both ideas.
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The original Wolf Bill introduced in 2010 was H.R. 5980, the Strategic Manufacturing
and Job Repatriation Act.
At this point everyone was on board and moving in the right direction, although the
legislation still needed serious refinements. Tom Culligan reassured us that there would
be plenty of time to edit and refine the final version.
On September 8, 2010, the Coalition for a Prosperous America (CPA) endorsed the
legislation. In a memo to Congressional sponsors and Coalition members the CPA said:
The Coalition for a Prosperous America is proud to announce that our Board has
voted to endorse H.R. 5980, “Strategic Manufacturing and Job Repatriation Act.”
The CPA is a national organization working on trade policy representing the
common interests of 2.7 million households through our agriculture,
manufacturing and labor membership. Our objective is to balance U.S. trade and
create a trade and economic strategy that achieves full employment and wealth
creation in America.
During the rest of 2010, the Wolf legislation circulated and Washington made revisions.
In early 2011, the bill was reintroduced as HR 516. The bill was finally passed in a
significantly watered-down version in November of 2011, and language of the bill
incorporated in the 2012-spending bill including the critical section on the Economic
Security Commission.
In July 2011, New America Foundation for the Democratic Caucus prepared and released
The Task Force on Job Creation, a Vision for Economic Renewal: An American Jobs
Renewal Report,3. The intent of the report was to serve as a guide for Democratic Caucus
members to develop a bipartisan set of initiatives based on the recommendations in the
report to address our country’s economic and job creation crisis.
On Page 30 and 31, is the recommendation for deployment of System Socrates as a
national planning asset. The plan was to coordinate the various federal policy making
bodies with a state-by-state implementation program that Quadrigy would execute.
Here is the excerpt from the report on the specific recommendation for the Socrates
system.
Recommendation by the Task force on Job Creation, a Vision for Economic Renewal:

3

New America Foundation Committee, The Task Force on Job Creation, a Vision for
Economic Renewal: An American Jobs Renewal Report, New America Foundation, July
6, 2011.
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“Create a U.S. Technology Strategy Board (Economic Security Commission) to
administer and maintain National Technology-Based Planning and to develop a
competitiveness strategy for the United States.
Japan, Germany and China use technology-mapping systems to develop broad
national strategies for business, education, research and development, and trade.
The key proposition of technology-based planning, developed in the United States
as Project Socrates under the Reagan Administration, is that competitive
advantage, at the company or national level, comes from control of technologies
that are critical to satisfying present and future consumer needs. Technologybased strategic planning starts with a map of all important technologies, showing
how they relate to each other and to present and anticipated consumer needs. All
entities—business, academic and government, domestic and foreign, where these
technological capabilities reside—are part of this “techspace” map, as is the
strength of each entity’s position in each relevant technology. Strategy is then
developed to ensure that critical, interactive technologies are available or can be
developed, and to deny them to competitors.
The U.S. should establish a National Technology-Based Planning Process,
insulated from partisan politics, which would provide voluntary but integrated
and coherent strategic guidance to a wide cross-section of public and private
entities. Legislation recently reintroduced by Congressman Frank Wolf (R-VA) is
aimed at establishing such a system.”
Task Force board Members:
Leo Hindery, Jr. – (Co-Chair) US Economy/Smart Globalization Initiative, New
America Foundation
Leo Gerard – (Co-Chair) United Steelworkers
R. Thomas Buffenbarger – International Association of Machinists and Aerospace
Workers
Anna Burger - Harvard University Advanced Leadership Initiative Fellow
Marc Fasteau – American Strategic Insurance Group
Ralph Gomory - Stern School, NYC
Michael Lind – New America Foundation
Lawrence Mishel – Economic Policy Institute
Andrew Rich – Roosevelt Institute
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Bernard Schwartz – BLS Investments
Sherle R. Schwenninger – New America Foundation
As of this writing the Department of Commerce has not properly executed the Economic
Security Commission (Technology Strategy Board), although many communications
have gone back and forth between Quadrigy, Congressman Wolf’s office and the
Department of Commerce.
Based on those communications Quadrigy staff has concluded that the lack of proper
execution of the most important part of the legislations, the Economic Security
Commission, is because of a misunderstanding of the problem and lack of education
about the solution and how the solution (Socrates) was to be implemented. It may also be
obvious that the politics of Washington again have delayed proper action to a critical
issue.
Washington ignored Quadrigy’s repeated offers to educate “key” congressman, selected
“think tanks,” the new Tea Partiers whom Congressman Wolf prioritized and all other
influential audiences. Had Quadrigy been able to provide the planned education from the
very beginning as requested, the watering down of the legislation and delay in execution
that continues today would have been avoided.
Sekora repeatedly urged Congressman Wolf’s office to allow Quadrigy staff to carry out
the education plan, at Quadrigy’s expense, covering the problem and Reagan’s Project
Socrates solution. Conceptually, Congressman Wolf appeared to understand the power of
Project Socrates, but in the end, something was missing in his thinking, as indicated by
his office’s inaction. It is certain that education was one of the missing parts that
Washington apparently decided was unnecessary.
As a result, the country’s economy, jobs, trade balance and national defense will continue
to deteriorate because of inability to compete until Socrates is re-implemented.
In the meantime, Quadrigy will continue to execute Operation US Forward to restore US
competitiveness. The Economic Security Commission will be implemented in some form.
The preferred implementation method favors an expansion of the existing private sector
Commission consisting of dedicated citizens with strong desire to fix the problem and
influence to engage resources. This private sector group of motivated citizens will be
trained and the Socrates system activated to support the Technology Strategy Board as
originally planned under President Reagan. The pursuit and accomplishment of Operation
US Forward will be with or without Washington. Unfortunately at this point Washington
is more of a distraction than help.
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Appendix Three
Senator Jeff Bingaman Legislation 1989

Bill Text 101st Congress (1989-1990) S.2349.IS
S.2349 -- To establish in the Department of Commerce an Office of
International Technology Monitoring. (Introduced in Senate - IS)
S 2349 IS
101st CONGRESS
2d Session
S. 2349
To establish in the Department of Commerce an Office of International
Technology Monitoring.
IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES
March 28 (legislative day, JANUARY 23), 1990
Mr. BINGAMAN introduced the following bill; which was read twice and
referred to the Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation
A BILL
To establish in the Department of Commerce an Office of International
Technology Monitoring.
• Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United
States of America in Congress assembled, That section 5 of the
Stevenson-Wydler Technology Innovation Act of 1980 (15 U.S.C.
3704) is amended by redesignating subsection (e) as subsection (f)
and by adding immediately after subsection (d) the following new
subsection:
• (e)
• (1) There is established, within the Technology Administration at the
Department of Commerce, the Office of International Technology
Monitoring (hereafter in this subsection referred to as the `Office').
• (2) The Office shall be headed by the Director of the Office of
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•

International Technology Monitoring, who shall be appointed by the
Secretary.
(3) The Secretary, through the Undersecretary and through the
Director of the Office, shall-(A) establish a clearinghouse to—
(i) coordinate and disseminate information obtained by the
Federal Government regarding developments in science,
research, and technology throughout the world; and
(ii) collate and disseminate unclassified analysis by the Federal
Government of worldwide science and technology;
(B) establish and maintain a data base on worldwide science,
research, and technology;
(C) work with other Federal agencies to identify and track emerging
areas of technology throughout the world;
(D) identify the requirements of the public and private sector for
information concerning scientific and technological information and
disseminate such requirements to all Federal agencies; and
(E) assure regular reviews by relevant industry sector advisory
committees and experts at Federal laboratories.

(4) All Federal agencies shall cooperate with the Office in coordinating the
activities of such agencies with respect to the collection of information
regarding technological and scientific developments worldwide.
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