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Insights about Innovation: A Platform for Growth
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“Future Shock Forum”

Toffler Associates®, the executive advisory and consult-
ing firm founded by world-renowned authors and “futur-
ists” Alvin and Heidi Toffler, convened an exclusive forum
on October 23 and 24", 2007, at the Ritz-Carlton Hotel,
Washington, DC, to commemorate the 37™ anniversary of
the publication of the Tofflers’ global bestseller, Future
Shock. Participants included senior executives from U.S.
and international businesses in a variety of industries as
well as from local and U.S. Federal government.

The 2007 Future Shock Forum focused on innovation —
what it means in the 21%' century knowledge-age econo-
my and society, how we foster it in our organizations,
what barriers we face trying to innovate in the public and
private sector and how we can overcome those barriers.
Innovation has always been important to economic
growth, but as more and more of our wealth creation is
driven by the intangible resource of knowledge, innova-
tion has become a primary — perhaps the primary — dis-
criminator between competitors, and between success
and failure in the marketplace. Too many of the institu-
tions and business practices of both our public and private
sector organizations, developed and honed in the indus-
trial era, struggle to keep pace with the accelerating eco-
nomic and social environment and its demand for con-
stant innovation. Toffler Associates convened the 2007
Future Shock Forum to bring together a diverse group of
experts to consider together how to propel our organiza-
tions to success as innovators.



To explore some of the key issues and challenges asso-
ciated with innovation, Forum participants divided into
three groups. The first group looked at the role of human
talent: people are at the heart of innovation, so how do
we encourage and develop the people in our organiza-
tions to be innovative? The second group examined how
innovation in what Alvin and Heidi Toffler call the “non-
money economy” drives, and benefits from, innovation in
the more traditional “money economy” — how can we fos-
ter more and more crossover between the “two econo-
mies” to create even more wealth? The third group ex-
amined the differences in the pace, style, and substance
of innovation in the public and private sectors — what can
we do to rectify the “desynchronization” between gov-
ernment and business and accelerate the flow of new
ideas and business practices from one sector into the oth-
er (and particularly from business into government)?

The paragraphs that follow are not a transcript, but rather
Toffler Associates’ summary and synthesis of the Forum
participants’ discussions. It condenses some areas of dis-
cussion, eliminates some that were repetitive, expands
some, and recombines others to illuminate themes that
emerged. Participants spoke as individuals rather than as
representatives of the organizations with which they are
affiliated. Any errors in interpretation or nuance are, of
course, ours.

Encouraging and Developing Human Talent

Participants in the first group quickly identified the
attributes of people that they believe are the key to fos-
tering innovation in our organizations — to innovate, they
agreed, we need in our workforce individuals who are
self-confident; who are not afraid to take risks; people



who are “horizontal integrators” (adept at connecting the
knowledge and resources from different parts of the or-
ganization and from outside); people who are collabora-
tive by nature, and who are generalists rather than nar-
row specialists (since generalists “do not know any better,
they tend to innovate more”); people who have a history
of creative problem-solving in their personal lives and can
apply that creativity in diverse work-related contexts;
people who are intellectually curious and critical thinkers
and able communicators.

Encouraging these attributes is difficult once people have
already arrived in the workplace—innovation is a learned
behavior, and the earlier it is learned the better. It is,
however, increasingly difficult to inculcate those
attributes early in life. Parents have the greatest respon-
sibility for doing so, but the demands of our information-
age careers and the many complexities of modern life
compete mightily for parents’ time. As a result, partici-
pants noted, we are relying more and more on societal
institutions to help us raise our children, and hopefully to
foster in them the attributes of innovation and creativity
that we want and need them to have. Unfortunately, the
very institutions we rely on are increasingly incapable of
doing so. Most schools and social welfare systems were
designed in the industrial age: big, heavy, top-down bu-
reaucracies perfectly suited to the age of factories and
mass mobilization, not an environment where innovation
thrives or is welcome. The information age, however,
demands new bureaucratic and public structures. Other-
wise, our children will fall hopelessly out of synch with the
rest of society—a phenomenon the Tofflers and many of
the participants view with increasing worry.



Participants suggested a particular challenge getting the
“current generation” to develop these attributes and bring
them to bear in their work later in life. These younger
people, here defined as recent college graduates and in-
coming employees, too often have “expectations...
through the roof,” as well as a sense of entitlement. Par-
ticipants suggested that, too often, the incoming genera-
tion of workers is difficult to motivate, difficult to retain,
and difficult to work with. Many younger people seem to
believe are “entitled to awards and promotions,” and not
prepared to do the hard work that is synonymous with in-
novation. Of course, these complaints mirror the senti-
ments of practically every parental generation about their
children throughout the 20™ century — a century which
nevertheless saw astounding gains in efficiency, innova-
tion, and output with each new generation). Moreover, it
misses the point. Younger people today are of course ex-
tremely hard working and innovative, just not in ways we
are used to thinking about. They in fact exhibit many of
the attributes that the participants noted as vital to inno-
vation. They volunteer for both local and international
organizations in numbers previous generations would find
remarkable. The structure of the semantic web enables
them to draw cross-connections and interdependencies in
a way that would make last century’s researchers jealous.
Online research tools such as Wikipedia—routinely de-
rided as “ruining research” in the discussion—allow to-
day’s youth to be curious about a broad range of topics
simultaneously, many of which their parents did not even
know existed. These hyper-curious children use the tools
their parents invented in ways their parents did not im-
agine.

So what is the problem in getting our people to innovate
in the workplace? Our participants identified there are



several problems. Current expectations surrounding par-
ents demand ever more time devoted to their jobs, which
leaves less time available to be involved in their children’s
education. Participants stressed the importance of pro-
viding the members of our workforce with the flexibility to
do their jobs in ways that allow them more of the time
they need to spend more time fostering the attributes of
innovation in their children. This long-term view might
help make the next generation of leaders more confident
and innovative as they tackle the challenges of the future.

Moreover, this can provide shorter-term benefits as well,
enabling our current workforce to be more innovative and
creative today in how they do their jobs. Providing our
workers a more flexible environment may not only free up
some of their time to focus on their family, it may also
help address another of the problems the participants dis-
cussed as impediments to fostering and leveraging the
innovative talents of the people in our workforce. Too of-
ten, they agreed, the environment of the workplace—the
processes and procedures we have in place for function-
ing as an organization—is itself an impediment to innova-
tion. Organizational structures, often referred to as “sto-
vepipes,” discourage the sharing of knowledge. Age-old
rules about when and where and how work must be done
prevent us from seeing and creating the connections be-
tween different aspects of the business (in addition to
making it difficult to be home teaching our children to be
innovative thinkers!). Reward and incentive structures
prevent us from recognizing as a success the efforts of
our people that fail to produce the expected result but do
produce new insights and discovery and opportunity.
Participants agreed there are too many examples of how,
even when we do have creative innovative people in our
organizations, we let the traditional ways of running our



businesses tamp down that innovation, to everyone’s de-
triment.

It is by changing some of these common, traditional busi-
ness practices that leaders may have the greatest oppor-
tunity in the near term to unleash and leverage the inno-
vation and talent in their workforce. For example, several
participants suggested that collaborative tools and new
approaches to knowledge management can provide flex-
ibility and unleash an enormous amount of innovation.
Some organizations use archiving systems and mentoring
programs to encourage a collaborative spirit, a collective
sense of mission, and a continuity of experience. Know-
ledge management also is critical if organizations are to
retain the valuable experience of their senior members,
especially as these individuals retire or leave the organi-
zation. By harvesting and retaining the knowledge and
experience of senior employees, organizations can stop
spending time reinventing the wheel and start spending
more time inventing something new, and carrying on use-
ful and productive traditions.

There are also creative ways to explore, and transcend,
the structural and process boundaries in our organizations
that sometimes stifle innovation — and sometimes we can
discover them in unexpected ways. For example, one
participant described how in Washington over the last
several years, planning for how to enable agencies to
continue seamlessly functioning during a potential pan-
demic has led to new ways of structuring how and where
the work of these agencies is done. Something as simple
as “flex time,” allowing employees to vary the specific
hours in which they work so that there is a wider overlap
of when people were in the office versus at home, had
benefits in the context of planning for continuity of opera-



tions in a pandemic, but it also became clear to agency
leaders that the flexibility had added benefits in terms of
efficiency and effectiveness in performing the mission.
Workers in these agencies not only were prepared for a
crisis, they were able to be more innovative and produc-
tive with the increased flexibility.

Changing the incentive structure is often difficult, in any
organization, and in particularly in public sector agencies
where there are limits to how people can be valued finan-
cially. Other options—perks, flex time, vacation, even
simple deference—might be good ways to work around fi-
nancial limitations. But often there are simple things we
can do. One participant discussed the so-called “hygiene
factor,” taking deliberate steps to express to our workers
the value we see in who they are and what they do. In-
creasingly we must experiment with new ways to meas-
ure innovation and demonstrate to our people that we
value them and their creativity. It is a difficult problem:
innovation is not something with easily-defined metrics,
and different people are motivated and inspired by differ-
ent kinds of demonstrations of how and why they are va-
lued. How an organization would measure (and thus ac-
count for, and reward) the levels and types of innovation
among its people is perhaps left best to each organiza-
tion; incorporating such a philosophy, however, is vital to
ensuring the employees of an organization feel comforta-
ble and empowered to try new things.

Even as we begin to implement these kinds of ideas, par-
ticipants noted, there is another problem we must ad-
dress: the fact that too many of the individuals we place
in leadership roles in our organizations are not them-
selves skilled as cultivators and developers of human tal-
ent. Even if as leaders of businesses and government or-



ganizations we want to try to develop or bring out these
attributes of innovation in our workforce, as one partici-
pant noted “we haven’t developed our leaders to develop
talent,” and so there is simply not enough leadership
pushing these kinds of skills and managing the expecta-
tions and attitude of employees. We expect the leaders
of our organizations to be able to do this but we have not
trained and developed these individuals to train and de-
velop others. Participants agreed we must make devel-
opment of this skill a priority in our future leaders.

This kind of inspirational and development-focused lea-
dership is critical to the health of every organization.
Without it, any of the other changes our participants ex-
plored will mean little. Inspired leaders can change incen-
tive plans, introduce flexibility to the workplace, and
energize their talented people to come forward and take
on leadership roles themselves. These sorts of steps are
the most needed as the future unfolds.




Innovating Across the “Non-Money” and “Money”
Economies

While the money economy is easy to discuss—whatever
has dollar value—the non-money economy is not. How
would one place a value on innovation or creativity? Alvin
and Heidi Toffler identified, decades ago, a phenomenon
they called “prosumption”—the increasing prevalence of
individuals producing services and goods for which they
themselves are the consumers. Prosumption is at the
heart of the non-money economy, seen in everything
from the free work done by hobbyists to the development
of the open-source Linux computer operating system.
How are these unpaid but high-value actions valued in the
“traditional” (money) economy? We are seeing, right
now, the creation of enormous amounts of wealth that do
not get measured or included in economic statistics, yet
they form the basis of much else in the money economy.
A recent World Bank study estimated that the “intangible
economy,” which consists of institutions, culture, innova-
tion, and knowledge, is actually up to 80% of the econo-
mies of developed nations, and upwards of 60% of the
economies of developing nations.

Participants in the second group discussed how the non-
money economy does and will impact the money econo-
my, and what opportunities might arise from this new
crossover. They found that the lines that once separated
the money economy and the non-money economy are
blurring. While the two always coexisted, and even inter-
sected, they agreed, the degree to which they are doing
SO now is unprecedented. In a major way, this intersec-
tion is hiding the real value in the economy.



One area such value obfuscation is apparent is the ex-
treme low end of the workforce. One participant asked:
“Have we looked at the importance of the goods and ser-
vices that illegal immigrants provide?” There is little cor-
relation between the numbers and types of jobs illegal
immigrants do and how they are paid for this work—by
being paid under the table at often below minimum wage,
they are generating incredible value that is not properly
reflected in the money economy. Unfortunately, how to
correct for this valuation discrepancy is more a question
of politics than one of economics.

The challenge boils down to the mismatch between price
and value: in many cases, participants noted, knowledge
is essentially value without price, since it is mostly trans-
ferred through barter. This represents a tremendous
headache for those who try to measure value in the
economy: one participant noted that the U.S. technically
(or at least effectively) considers barter systems illegal,
since we consider only monetary transactions legitimate.
When huge amounts of value are created and traded but
not monitored in traditional methods of economic track-
ing, there grows an enormous disparity between the
stated and actual wealth in an economy.

Adjusting this measure of value is a slow process, and
much of society seems far ahead of the laws structuring
the exchange of value—particularly with regards to intel-
lectual property (IP). The traditional conception of IP is
being challenged by the wave of prosumption unleashed
by the Internet, including unauthorized sampling, file
sharing, the explosion of recipe-sharing sites, Google
Books, blogging, and more. Here more than anywhere is
where, as several participants put it, “the lines get
blurred.” People want to use this IP, whether a free-



download MP3 or a loaned copy of a tax software, but be-
cause it is so easy to acquire it for free they consider it
overvalued, and thus are unwilling to pay to offset the
producer’s cost. Another participant noted, “a lot of what
we see is going beyond just people trading software for
free, people in Russia and elsewhere are getting people to
pay for it, but pay only a fraction of what its worth,” with-
out the original producer benefiting financially. Whether
they benefit in other, non-monetary ways is a separate
question that “blurs the lines” even further between “the
two economies.”

Ultimately, “democratized” content generation can have
significant implications for society. Using distributed col-
laboration to generate intellectual property—for example
the aforementioned Linux, a free, open operating system
that has been cobbled together by hobbyists working in
their spare time and now challenges Microsoft’'s domin-
ance of the server market—can greatly challenge the na-
ture and purpose of research and markets. Interestingly,
as one participant suggested, an early “prototype” of the
model exists in the military—DARPA, for example, offers
relatively paltry sums of money through programs like
the Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) Program
for things like UAV research and development, yet sees
tremendous returns by subsequent “distributed collabora-
tion” among DoD and other users of the fruits of the re-
search. Might other emerging forms of such “collective
intelligence”—for example, massively distributed, unpaid
remote collaboration over an electronic medium like a wi-
ki—be more effective at generating the same (or even a
better) outcome than discrete, and paid, research?
Learning how to take advantage of the value generated
by the non-money economy, and then turning that into



real profit in the money economy, may be one of the keys
to wealth generation in the future.

The proper balance between knowledge ownership and
knowledge sharing has yet to be struck, but history shows
that capital is resourceful. For example, in 1992, soft-
ware in the United States was not protected under copy-
right, but software companies relied on End User Licens-
ing Agreements (EULAs) to protect themselves from un-
authorized copying or reselling. While copyright code was
amended in the U.S., its application and enforcement
poses major problems here and abroad. One participant
noted a parallel history: in previous centuries, some
countries would “steal” knowledge and information from
wealthier and more successful countries—such as the U.S.
leveraging industrial production technology from Great
Britain in the years following the American Revolution—
and innovate that knowledge on its own, in the process
creating whole new markets, and new economies. Partic-
ipants noted serious and growing concerns about engi-
neering firms in China and India doing exactly that with
computer and biotechnology: setting themselves up as
cheap alternatives for offices for cost-conscious U.S. and
European firms, then claiming national ownership over
whatever IP gets produced there.

Participants agreed that opportunity lies in recrafting our
regulatory and other social-economic “knowledge man-
agement” mechanisms to reflect the increasing blur of the
money and non-money economies. Many countries are
already beginning to do just that, modifying their regula-
tory and institutional structures to encourage a free-
wheeling, trial-and-error approach to research and inno-
vation. At the same time, the U.S. has lagged behind
these sorts of changes—thereby, in the view of some, en-



couraging a flight abroad of the creative class, which in-
cludes those most inclined toward prosumption the crea-
tion of non-money value these activities represent. The
reverse effect is also increasingly observed , as several of
our guests noted: more and more science and engineer-
ing students are not immigrating to the U.S., not only be-
cause of immigration laws but also due to social and other
factors that inhibit their incentive by inhibiting what they
could do with the knowledge they would gain from study-
ing here.

Participants hit upon another potential way in which the
non-money economy is likely to blossom in the future,
creating enormous value that can in turn stimulate inno-
vation and value in the money economy: namely, the
burgeoning wave of retiring Baby Boomers. Enormous
advances in biotechnology and healthcare have enabled
people to live decades beyond what was normal forty
years ago. As a result, it is reasonable to expect dec-
ades, and not even just a few years, of productive life af-
ter retirement, and we can expect (and are already see-
ing) these individuals spending these retirement years
doing the things they want to do but never had the time
for. Such hobbyist activity is the very essence of pro-
sumption: these individuals are and will be creating value
simply because they want to — but they will not be pro-
ducing wealth as we know it today until we bridge the gap
between “the two economies.” Several participants spe-
culated that great opportunity awaits those who figure
out how to capture the value that the Baby Boomer gen-
eration will be producing as it moves into its long retire-
ment age.



“Desynchronization” of Innovation in the Public and
Private Sectors

The premise of the third group at the 2007 Future Shock
Forum was simple: there is a fundamental difference be-
tween the rate of change in public institutions and the
rate of change in other institutions in the society at large.
The evidence is ample, and the implications of the differ-
ence are meaningful. For example, the law does not keep
pace with changes in technology and social interactions,
and law enforcement struggles to adapt to the changing
strategies of criminal networks taking advantage of these
rapid advances in technology. Schools remain mired in
the industrial-era model of rote learning, decades after it
ceased to be a useful model for raising children. At all le-
vels, the public sector is falling out of sync with society,
and the result is that inadequate policy tools are being
used to address social, economic, political, and other
problems.

The participants in this group were able to identify some
major areas in which the different (slower) rate of change
in the public sector limits innovation, which in turn drives
the government toward a growing “desynchronization”
from the rest of society:

= Civil service laws and regulations constrain the ways in
which we can reward innovation in government (and,
conversely, the ways in which we can penalize those
who fail or refuse to innovate)

» The structure of public sector programs (annual budg-
ets, hierarchical approval processes, etc) bias the con-
ception and execution of these programs toward im-
mediate value rather than toward long term results

» The structure of public sector programs discourages
cross-pollination between organizations that can im-



prove performance and stimulate new ideas and ap-
proaches

Rewarding Innovation: What one cannot measure, one
cannot reward. From the leadership to the very struc-
tures in place for determining value, there are no incen-
tives for innovation. There are standard, often rigid,
processes for getting jobs done, and workers are not re-
warded for conceiving and applying new ways to get
these jobs done in more efficiently or effectively, outside
the processes. Bonuses (not just monetary, but even re-
wards “in kind” such as time off, or even symbolic tro-
phies) are few and limited by law and by rules of fairness
that are well-intentioned but become lowest common de-
nominators. What’'s worse, often the converse of reward-
ing innovation is true—actual innovation is sometimes
punished. If an employee is too creative, too far outside
the mainstream, rather than being recognized as in the
most successful private companies, he or she is held back
as “not a team player” and is forced to fight bureaucratic
battles every step of the way. Harkening to the first
group, participants noted that changes in business
processes in government organizations that simply allow
for greater flexibility in when, where, and how our work-
ers do their jobs would be a powerful stimulus for innova-
tion, and indeed in many ways would be their own re-
ward. Creativity and the drive to innovate is a “learned
behavior,” one participant said, but too often public sector
organizations prevent this learning by refusing to reward
those who innovate. This disincentive to learn, others
observed, traces all the way back to the educational sys-
tem (itself an overwhelmingly public sector institution)
which does not train or reward students to be creative or
innovative, even in science and engineering where dis-
covery is the sine qua non. The processes and reward



structures in public sector institutions must change if we
are ever to realize a long-term increase in innovation and
consequent decrease in the “desynchronization” between
government and the rest of society.

Structuring Programs to Envision and Deliver Long-Terms
Results: Outside of a grand strategy—“we need this to be
possible”—innovation will be rare, and too often such
strategy is lacking in public sector institutions and pro-
grams. One participant noted the problem that, while
programs get funding, strategies do not — echoing the
discussion above, the processes of government do not
lend themselves to recognizing strategy in this way. How
can innovation thrive when our public sector workers are
limited to working within limited, and generally short-
term, programs? Structuring around near-term miles-
tones was the sort of arrangement that was highly suc-
cessful in the post-WWII industrial framework, but in an
information economy this absence of vision and strategy
is stifling. In the 1960s, much of the scientific community
was laboring under an inspiring national goal—to land a
man on the moon by the end of the decade—and a con-
crete strategy for reaching that goal. Government estab-
lished a broad, overarching framework in which scientists
and engineers could be creative, and channeled the crea-
tive efforts of many within that strategic framework.
Without a similar end-state vision, it is unlikely the focus
necessary for true innovation will enter the government in
any significant way—and it is possible, participants
agreed, to envision strategic endstates for much more
“mundane” programs and activities in government than
the space race, and thereby to provide our government
workforce with the framework within which they can be
innovative in whatever it is they do. The military oper-
ates with a greater focus on strategy than many other



government agencies, and perhaps offers a model to
emulate; perhaps this is why it is among the most inno-
vative. For example, when innovative DARPA technology
programs are handed over to the Military Services for ex-
ecution, the drive to innovate generally does not disap-
pear, but rather resurfaces in a different form when the
planners in the Services are driven by operational re-
quirements to develop an innovative new concept for em-
ploying the technology. Examples of innovation abound
on the ground today in Irag and Afghanistan, because the
military (in the large) is focused on a strategy for defeat-
ing global terrorism. Innovation could be expanded by
leaders at non-DOD agencies if they chose to rally their
organizations behind urgent and important goals rather
than managing daily operations toward near-term dis-
crete goals.

Cross-Pollination: The participants agreed that there is a
fundamental lack of leadership pushing for the organiza-
tional changes that would transcend bureaucratic bounda-
ries and thereby foster innovation. Participants agreed
that now more than ever, agencies and departments need
to work together, not separately, to address the chal-
lenges before us. Not a single presidential candidate is
discussing the need to get the different elements of gov-
ernment working more collaboratively, or even recogniz-
ing the “stovepipe” problem in the first place. In Con-
gress, there is little support for changing the system, giv-
en the difficulties of legislating all the funding process and
other changes that would be required. One participant
cited an example: it was difficult to get different agencies
to fruitfully collaborate on an anti-drug campaign. When
they worked together, things went well, but when Con-
gress reviewed funding to simplify the management and
oversight process, they simply gave all the money to the



DEA—effectively scuttling the successful collaboration that
had been in place. Combined with the natural inflexibility
one finds in all bureaucracies, change is extraordinarily
difficult to bring about, no matter how quickly the world
outside moves. At multiple levels, leadership is failing
government to cross boundaries and “cross-pollinate.”
Harkening again to a discussion in the first group, partici-
pants that senior government officials are more often
managers than leaders and inspirers. “We have to drive
change in structure,” one participant noted, but we need
visionary leaders to stimulate that broader system-level
change by their actions in their own individual organiza-
tions. Once they do, participants agreed, the demon-
strated results will be too difficult to ignore.

So what to do? Participants suggested several ways to
address the problem of an increasing desynchronization
between the pace of innovation in government and in the
rest of society. First, though most difficult, is to create
simple incentives and rewards for innovation. The gov-
ernment needs new ways to recognize the truly creative,
innovative people and encourage them. Robust know-
ledge management systems would help identify the inno-
vators, and could be their own reward by making the jobs
of these individuals easier, less time-consuming, and
more fulfilling. Other simple forms of reward and incen-
tive should be explored, and we can mine the private sec-
tor for ideas on how to do so that do not necessarily in-
volve financial compensation — for example, encouraging
acceptance of risk by recognizing those who try new ap-
proaches and fail but still produce useful data or unex-
pected positive outcomes.

Echoing a theme explored by the second group, another
idea is incorporating “massively distributed -collabora-



tion”—making government open-source, as it were.
Enabling unrelated people in unrelated agencies to com-
municate, even to collaborate (again perhaps with simple
knowledge management systems) would be a major leap
toward making the government innovate like the private
sector. Similarly, increasing bureaucratic flexibility—
reducing paperwork, reducing processing time—would go
a long way toward making the public sector “catch up” in
the “desynchronization” race.

A third idea is to welcome the coming wave of retirement
among the Baby Boomers. Many government workers
have devoted a lifetime to public service and must be
recognized for this character and the attendant sacrifices;
and many have experience and expertise that we would
be foolish to let go of easily (the discussion in the first
group of mentoring programs to infuse younger genera-
tions of government workers with this expertise would be
a valuable pursuit). At the same time, the departure of
this generation from government makes room for “new
blood”—innovative blood—in public sector institutions,
and participants suggested we should strategically plan
for how we will make this transition in a manner that tar-
gets specific new kinds of talents and skills our agencies
need.

The Interconnectedness of Our Innovation Themes

Recognizing a problem is the first step toward solving it,
and for too long there was an entrenched unwillingness to
see the problems of how we impede and resist innovation
in our institutions and organizations — public sector and
private sector. The 2007 Future Shock Forum brought
together senior executives from many prominent institu-
tions in both sectors and enabled all in attendance to rec-



ognize these problems, and most importantly their inter-
connections, in new ways, as well as to share ideas about
how to solve them in mutually supportive ways.

Several common useful short term and long term goals
emerged. In the short term:

* We need new incentive structures. People have to
be encouraged to innovate; if the structure of an or-
ganization prevents financial rewards, there are other
ways—from flextime to accolades to simply treating
them with greater respect. Without good people, an
organization will stagnate, and good people will not
stay if they are not rewarded for being innovative.
One participant said, with a bit of wonder in his voice,
that 75% of his time is spent on “people problems,”
and rewards and incentives for innovation and flexibili-
ty would eliminate many of these “people problems.”

* We need more tools to encourage innovation.
These tools, such as distributed collaboration technol-
ogies, already exist; they just need authorization for
use and implementation. The problem of innovation
is, of course, not limited to the public sector. Private
companies, the most creative and cutting edge firms,
still wrestle with how properly to inculcate a culture of
innovation and risk-taking, and the tools are often
much more available to them than they are to our
government agencies. As we develop methods for
measuring innovation, the tools needed to increase it
will become evident and the “business case” for adopt-
ing them will become clearer.

* We need a higher tolerance for risk. Innovation is
never risk-free. So long as there is an almost patho-
logical fear of failure, innovation in the public sector
will be stilted and rare — and too many private sector



enterprises mirror the government in this regard. Fos-
tering tolerance for risk requires leadership willing to
accept and explain the benefits of failure. At the top
level (in government), it is probably unrealistic to ex-
pect this of political appointees. However, outside
pressure can be useful—Congressional pressure during
confirmation hearings, for example, can spur potential
appointees to deliberately and publicly adopt a long-
term outlook toward the organizations they are being
screened; and by adopting long-term, visionary-type
strategies, these leaders will create the framework and
the “breathing room” for individual creativity and
group innovation.

* We need a greater understanding of the world
around us. Most public institutions were designed in
a different age, when the world was almost fundamen-
tally different than it is today. Innovation comes from
new ideas “infiltrating” our organizations from outside,
and even if the underlying organizational structure of
these institutions cannot be modified, we can create
the apertures in those structures that allow in a prag-
matic understanding of how the world operates and
the many good ideas we can collect from across both
the public and private sector and apply in what we do.

In the long term:

* Innovation starts in the home. Parental involve-
ment, which requires time, is one of the best ways to
encourage creativity and innovation. Giving parents
time to actually raise their children to be innovators is
a responsibility our business and other organizations
must accept. The coming Boomer retirement wave
represents a tremendous opportunity to introduce
these new forms of flexibility and new, more stream-



lined structures for getting things done—the influx of
fresh blood that hasn’t been locked into an inflexible
bureaucratic framework has a very real chance of re-
versing some of the negative trends our participants
identified in how we run our public and private sector
enterprises. The upcoming generations of people,
however, are dependent on their parents for creating
the appropriate environment that will turn them into
creative, innovative, dynamic people. That means we
must lay the groundwork of new flexible work
processes now for the members of our workforce to be
more able to embrace this awesome responsibility.
Leadership is essential. The overwhelming majority
of the participants identified poor leadership as one of
the primary reasons innovation in the public sector has
faltered. In organizations as constraining as many
public institutions are, finding new ways of encourag-
ing and empowering employee innovation requires
strong leadership, which is a quality all three groups
found lacking in too many of the organizations they
discussed. At a fundamental level, organizational
priorities flow from the top down—if the executive lea-
dership is interested in something, it will be lavished
with attention, leeway, and funding. But too often,
top-level leaders do not have a vested interest in
changing the system they created and perpetuate.
True leaders assigning priority to discovering new effi-
ciencies and insights in their businesses, while creat-
ing both the organizational and financial room to fail
spectacularly, may be the best leverage for accom-
plishing an increase in innovation.

Encouraging innovation is a long term project.
Taking a short view of the problem, whether it is the
annual funding or the election cycle, will not generate



an appropriate set of goals; this is a long term prob-

lem, with a long term solution.
Innovation is never easy, and the mechanisms and
processes for creating and inspiring it are likely to gener-
ate backlash or resistance when we try to implement
them. But the participants in the 2007 Future Shock Fo-
rum agreed: the power of innovation to create new forms
of societal value and wealth is too great to let this resis-
tance win the day. To create the future we desire, noth-
ing less than our best effort to inspire innovation will do.







Brief Synopsis of Revolutionary Wealth
By Alvin Toffler & Heidi Toffler

Starting with the publication of their seminal best-seller,
Future Shock, Alvin and Heidi Toffler have given millions
of readers new ways to think about a world that’'s con-
stantly changing, with seemingly random impacts on our
businesses, governments, families and daily lives. Now,
writing with the same rare grasp and clarity that made
their earlier books classics, the Tofflers turn their atten-
tion to the revolution in wealth now sweeping the planet.
And once again, they provide a startling, penetrating, co-
herent way to make sense of the seemingly senseless.

Revolutionary Wealth is about how tomorrow’s wealth will
be created, who will get it and how. But 21° Century
wealth, according to the Tofflers, is not just about money,
and cannot be understood in terms of industrial-age eco-
nomics. Thus they write here about everything from edu-
cation and childrearing to Hollywood and China, from eve-
ryday truth and lies to what they call our “Third Job”—the
unnoticed work we do without pay for some of the biggest
corporations in our country.

They show the hidden connections between extreme
sports, chocolate chip cookies, Linux software and the
“surplus complexity” in our lives as society wobbles back
and forth between depressing decadence and a hopeful
post-decadence.

In their earlier work, the Tofflers coined the word “pro-
sumer” for people who consume what they, themselves,
produce. In Revolutionary Wealth they expand the con-
cept to reveal how many of our activities—whether pa-
renting or volunteering, blogging, painting our house, im-



proving our diet, organizing a neighborhood council or
even “mashing” music—pump “free lunch” from the “hid-
den” non-money economy into the money economy that
economists track.

Prosuming, they forecast, is about to explode and compel
radical changes in the way we measure, make and mani-
pulate wealth.

Blazing with fresh ideas, Revolutionary Wealth provides
readers with powerful new tools for thinking about—and
preparing for— their future. For insightful leaders in in-
dustries from publishing to healthcare to manufacturing,
the book unveils three major fundamentals and significant
insights into the future of wealth creation.

Alvin and Heidi Toffler's other books include The Third
Wave, Powershift, The Culture Consumers, War and Anti-
War and Creating a New Civilization. The authors are co-
founders of Toffler Associates, advisers to companies and
governments world-wide on advances in economics, tech-
nology and social change. Their monthly column appears
in major newspapers around the world. According to
Time magazine, the Tofflers “set the standard by which all
subsequent would-be futurists have been measured”.

Knopf (2006) ISBN: 0375401741



ALVIN TOFFLER
HEIDI TOFFLER
Toffler Associates

302 Harbor's Point

40 Beach Street
Manchester, MA 01944
Phone: (978) 526-2444
Fax: (978) 526-2445

Alvin and Heidi Toffler are known around the world for
their work that has influenced presidents and prime mi-
nisters, top leaders in fields ranging from business to on-
profit organizations, as well as educators, psychologists
and social scientists.

Each of their books -- which include such classics as Fu-
ture Shock, The Third Wave, Powershift and War and An-
ti-War -- has been hailed for originality, clarity and un-
usual insight into the challenges and opportunities racing
toward us.

Their newest book, Revolutionary Wealth, attacks key
features of conventional economics as it paints the
emerging global "wealth system" of the decades ahead. It
identifies the "deep fundamentals" that lie behind the
everyday "fundamentals" of business and economics. It
also explains the role of "prosumers" -- whose unpaid
work as parents, volunteers, hobbyists and open-source
software programmers pumps "free lunch" into the mon-
ey economy. And it probes the future of Asia, Europe,
Latin America and the U.S. as America struggles to main-
tain its tenuous lead as the world's sole superpower and
most advanced economy.



THE LARGER CANVAS

Known for having forecast the acceleration of daily life,
the decline of the nuclear family, the spread of loneliness
and rise of religion, the Tofflers decades ago also antic-
ipated cloning, virtual reality, niche markets, information
overload, work-at-home, product customization, the "de-
massification" of the mass media, the threat of terrorism
and many other features of contemporary life.

In the area of management and business, the Tofflers
forecast the shift from mass manufacturing to services
and knowledge work, the digital revolution, the increasing
importance of communication, the success of cable televi-
sion, nano - and bio-technology, customized production,
outsourcing, franchising, temporary organizational forms,
networks and the waves of corporate restructuring -- all
literally decades before they became everyday news and
any one had heard of Bill Gates or Silicon Valley.

But in the Tofflers' works, these disparate forecasts are
all mere details of a far larger canvas. Some of them
have missed the mark. We are still waiting for the "pa-
perless office.” But few today challenge the central,
sweeping thesis of their work since the mid-1960s -- that
a knowledge-based new economy was arising to replace
the industrial age. This concept is now accepted currency
among governments, economists and thinkers around the
world.

What differentiates the Tofflers from others who today
echo this view is their insistence that there can be no
economic transformation without a corresponding
upheaval in our social, political and cultural institutions
and values. Their work, therefore, synthesizes ideas and



crosses borders, drawing attention from key change-
makers.

Ted Turner has frequently and fulsomely credited the
Toffler works with inspiring him to start CNN in 1980. Ac-
cording to Steve Case, the Third Wave struck like "a
lightning bolt,"” led to his obsession with cyberspace and,
ultimately, to his co-founding AOL. J.D. Power cites the
Tofflers as his "mentors"”. Today Alvin Toffler is routinely
ranked among the world's top advisors to management.

On the world scale, the Tofflers forecast such major
events as the crack-up of the Soviet Union, the reunifica-
tion of Germany, and the rising power of the Asia Pacific
region long before each of these made global headlines.

An entire gallery of world leaders -- representing widely
divergent political views -- are also Toffler readers. They
run the ideological gamut from leading conservatives to
Hugo Chavez, the firebrand pro-Castro president of Vene-
zuela, and Kim Dae Jung, former president of South Ko-
rea (both of whom read Toffler books while they were po-
litical prisoners) to Mexico's Vicente Fox and Malaysia's
former leader, Mahathir Mohammad.

The Third Wave became the second best-selling book in
China after the speeches of Deng Xiaoping, as Deng and
prime minister Zhao Ziyang deliberately used it to help
launch the reform program that has since led to China's
amazing rise.

The Tofflers' ideas also spread well beyond China. The
architect of the new Singapore, former Prime Minister Lee
Kwan Yew, told South Korean daily Joong Ang llbo that
Powershift was a key influence on his thinking. In India,



former Prime Minister L.K. Advani was an early reader of
the Tofflers. In South Korea Kim Dae Jung asked the
Tofflers to serve as personal advisors.

According to Alexander Woodside, a leading historian of
Asia: "Where an earlier generation of Chinese, Korean,
and Vietnamese revolutionaries wanted to reenact the
Paris Commune as imagined by Karl Marx, their post-
revolutionary successors now want to reenact Silicon Val-
ley as imagined by Alvin Toffler."

In Washington, too, the Tofflers' ideas have long reso-
nated in politics. In 1995, on assuming the office of
Speaker in the House of Representatives, Republican
Newt Gingrich announced that his chief objective was to
help America "make the transition into the Third Wave in-
formation Age that Alvin and Heidi Toffler describe.”
Meanwhile, New Yorker magazine noted that the White
House of Bill Clinton and Al Gore also "dances to the
rhythms of Toffler”, and that "the strains of Tofflerian
music" echoed throughout that administration's efforts to
reform government.

Concepts drawn from the Toffler books have entered cur-
rent discourse with implications for a wide range of social
issues, from ethnic and race relations to marriage, work,
stress, childrearing, education, self-help and organization
theory. Toffler terms like "future shock” and "adhocracy"
are now embedded in dictionaries, their phrases found in
Bartlett's Familiar Quotations.

Summing up their work, Time magazine, has described
the Tofflers as having "set the standard by which all sub-
sequent would-be futurists have been measured.”



THE PARTNERSHIP

The Tofflers met at New York University, soon moving to
the Midwest and spending the next five years as blue-
collar workers on assembly lines while studying industrial
mass production up close. Heidi became a union shop
steward in her aluminum foundry. Alvin became a
millwright and welder.

Their shop-floor experience led Alvin to a stint on a un-
ion-backed newspaper, a transfer to its Washington bu-
reau, then three years as a correspondent covering Con-
gress and the White House for a Pennsylvania daily, while
Heidi worked at a specialized library devoted to business
and behavioral science. They returned to New York when
Fortune invited Alvin to become its labor columnist, soon
switching him to writing about business and manage-
ment.

In the mid-60s the Tofflers began work on what would
become Future Shock and would lead to their subsequent
career as authors and lecturers.

In 1996, with Tom Johnson, one of America's top busi-
ness consultants, they co-founded Toffler Associates®, an
advisory firm designed to implement many of the ideas
about which the Tofflers have written. The firm has
worked with businesses, NGOs and governments in the
U.S., South Korea, Mexico, Brazil, Singapore, Australia
and other countries.

The Tofflers also write a monthly column that appears in
many of the world's most important newspapers.



AFFILIATIONS AND HONORS

Alvin Toffler has served as a Visiting Professor at Cornell
University, a faculty member of the New School for Social
Research, a Visiting Scholar at the Russell Sage Founda-
tion and has won the McKinsey Foundation Book Award
for Contributions to Management Literature. He holds
multiple honorary doctorates. He serves on the Advisory
Council of the U.S. Comptroller-General, has been elected
a Fellow of the American Association for the Advancement
of Science, and is a member of the International Institute
for Strategic Studies. In France, where the Tofflers' work
has won the prestigious Prix du Meilleur Livre Etranger,
he has been named an Officier de L'Ordre des Arts et Let-
tres.

Heidi Toffler is currently an Adjunct Professor at the Insti-
tute for National Strategic Studies at the National Defense
University in Washington and a member of the Advisory
Council of the Center for Global Communications in
Tokyo. She holds multiple honorary doctorates in law and
letters and has been awarded the medal of the President
of the Italian Republic for her contributions to social
thought. She serves on the Advisory Board of the U.S.
Committee for the United Nations Development Fund for
Women (UNIFEM).
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COLONEL JOHN AGOGLIA
Director, U.S. Army Peacekeeping and Stability
Operations Institute

Colonel John Agoglia is currently the Director of the U.S.
Army's Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute
(PKSOI) in Carlisle, PA. He joined the Institute in the
summer of 2004 after having served three eventful years
at U.S. Central Command. He arrived at CENTCOM from
an assignment in Japan four weeks before 9/11. He was
involved in developing the U.S. Central Command plans
for Afghanistan and the Global War on Terrorism. He was
part of the initial planning group that initiated the cam-
paign plan for Iraq. He accompanied Ambassador Bremer
into Baghdad in May 2003 as his CENTCOM liaison officer
and worked the integration of the planning efforts be-
tween the CPA and the military; the hand off of the police
training from the CPA to the military; and the initial en-
gagement strategy for senior military commanders with
the newly appointed interim Iragi Government leaders.

He is a 1980 graduate of the United States Military Acad-
emy at West Point and holds a Masters in Military Arts
and Studies from the School of Advanced Military Studies
(SAMS).



THE U.S. ARMY PEACEKEEPING AND STABILITY
OPERATIONS INSTITUTE

The U.S. Army Peacekeeping and Stability Operations In-
stitute (PKSOI) was established in 2003 as an integral
component of the Center for Strategic Leadership at the
U.S. Army War College in Carlisle, PA. The Institute's
charter and structure are designed to meet the future
needs of the U.S. Army and the U.S. military across a
broad range of peacekeeping and stability operations.



MR. KENT BUCHANAN

Vice President-Corporate Technology

and Development and Chief Growth Officer
Harris Corporation

R. Kent Buchanan is the Vice President—Corporate Tech-
nology and Development and Chief Growth Officer for
Harris Corporation. He is responsible for technology
planning, cross-division technology collaboration, tech-
nology licensing, and commercialization of government-
funded technology development. He also oversees new
business development initiatives in both domestic and in-
ternational markets and corporate development activities.

Prior to joining Harris in 2005, he was the senior director
of Growth Platforms at Motorola. During 15 years with
Motorola, he held a number of leadership positions includ-
ing vice president and general manager— Global eBusi-
ness, vice president and general manager—Radio Products
Division.

He began his career as an officer in the United States Air
Force, where he had assignments as chief of production
on a communications satellite program at the Space and
Missile Command, and in systems test engineering at the
Electronic Systems Command. He is a graduate of the
United States Air Force Academy with a B.S. degree in
electrical engineering and he received an M.B.A. degree
from the Harvard Business School.



HARRIS CORPORATION

The "Harris Automatic Press Company"” was founded in
Niles, Ohio in 1895. They spent the next 60 years devel-
oping lithographic processes and printing presses before
acquiring Intertype Corp. and Gates Radio in 1957, ex-
panding their reach into broadcasting and typesetting. In
1959, they acquired PRD Electronics of Brooklyn, New
York, gaining microwave technology. In 1967, they
merged with Radiation, Inc. of Melbourne, Florida, a de-
veloper of antenna, integrated circuit, and modem tech-
nology used in the space race: the semiconductor busi-
ness that later became Intersil in 1999 was born of this
development, and the company headquarters was moved
from Cleveland to Melbourne in 1978. In 1969, Harris
Corporation acquired RF Communications and Farinon,
furthering its microwave assets. The printing operations
were sold off in 1983 and are now known as GSS Printing
Equipment. GSS Printing Equipment later acquired Lanier
Worldwide, which itself was spun-off from Harris Corpora-
tion in the late 1990s.

In the late 1980s, Harris bought the semiconductor divi-
sion of RCA after GE's acquisition of RCA, later selling the
same to Texas Instruments in the later 1990s or very
early 2000s.

Harris is a large, multinational corporation headquartered
in Melbourne, Florida, with nearly 14,000 employees.
Through numerous acquisitions, the size of Harris has
grown significantly within the past decade. Harris has of-
fices in 21 countries and 147 locations worldwide.



DR. RITA BUSH

Program Leader, Intelligence Advanced

Research Projects Activity

Office of the Director of National Intelligence (ODNI)

Dr. Rita M Bush is a Program Leader in the Intelligence
Advanced Research Projects Activity (IARPA), in the Office
of the Director of National Intelligence (ODNI). She pre-
viously served as Division Chief of the Information Exploi-
tation (InfoxX) Research Division in the Disruptive Tech-
nology Office (DTO), where she oversaw an extensive re-
search program in a variety of topics of interest to the In-
telligence Community, including natural language under-
standing, video exploitation, collaborative work environ-
ments, social network analysis, modeling and simulation,
and information visualization. Her research interests in-
clude novel human-computer interaction technologies,
virtual worlds, and program evaluation methods. Prior to
becoming a federal government employee, Dr. Bush was
employed as a Program Manager at AT&T and at Telcordia
Technologies. She began her career as a researcher in
Human Factors at Bell Labs. She holds a Ph.D. in Expe-
rimental Psychology.



OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR OF NATIONAL
INTELLIGENCE

The Director of National Intelligence (DNI) serves as the
head of the Intelligence Community (IC). The DNI also
acts as the principal advisor to the President; the National
Security Council, and the Homeland Security Council for
intelligence matters related to the national security; and
oversees and directs the implementation of the National
Intelligence Program. The President appoints the DNI
with the advice and consent of the Senate. The Director
is assisted by a Senate-confirmed Principal Deputy Direc-
tor of National Intelligence (PDDNI), appointed by the
President with the advice and consent of the Senate.



MR. TONY CICCO

Senior Principal and Director for

Enterprisewide Solutions for SRA
SRA International Incorporation

Tony Cicco is a Senior Principal and the Director for En-
terprisewide Solutions for SRA, International with over 35
years experience in business systems design, develop-
ment and operation. In this position, he provides man-
agement and technical services to a wide range of federal
departments and agencies. Before joining SRA, he was
the chief information officer and the deputy chief adminis-
trative officer for the U.S. Government Accountability Of-
fice (GAO) where he worked closely with GAO’s business
managers and executives to implement information man-
agement strategies and solutions that balanced business
drivers and technical requirements within cost con-
straints. He was also for all GAO's enterprise-wide busi-
ness process management and redesign, and emergency
preparedness.

He received a bachelor's degree in business from the Uni-
versity of Nebraska-Omaha, an MBA from California State
University - Long Beach, and completed the Wharton In-
formation Systems Program at the University of Pennsyl-
vania. Tony is the recipient of several GAO awards in-
cluding the Comptroller General Award.



SRA INTERNATIONAL INCORPORATION

SRA is a leading provider of technology and strategic con-
sulting services and solutions - including systems design,
development and integration; and outsourcing and ma-
naged services - to clients in national security, civil gov-
ernment, and health care and public health.

The Company's business solutions include business intel-
ligence (text and data mining), contingency and disaster
response planning, information assurance, environmental
strategies, enterprise architecture, infrastructure man-
agement, and wireless integration.



MR. LYNN CLAUDY
Senior Vice President
National Association of Broadcasters

Mr. Lynn Claudy is Senior Vice President of Science and
Technology for the National Association of Broadcasters.
As head of the Science and Technology department, he is
responsible for representation of the NAB in all radio and
television technical matters. He joined NAB in 1988 as a
staff engineer and held positions of Director of Advanced
Engineering and Technology and Vice President before as-
suming his present position in February 1995.

Prior to joining NAB, he was employed by Hoppmann Cor-
poration, a communications systems integration firm
where he held a variety of technical and management po-
sitions. He also was a part-time professor in the Physics
Department at the American University in Washington,
DC, where he taught courses in acoustics and audio tech-
nology. Previous to that, he was a development engineer
at Shure Brothers Inc., a manufacturer of audio equip-
ment.

He has a Bachelor of Arts degree from Oberlin College, a
B.S.E.E. from Washington University in St. Louis and an
M.S.E.E. degree from the lllinois Institute of Technology.
He is a member of IEEE, SMPTE, SBE, and AES.



NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF BROADCASTERS

The National Association of Broadcasters is a full-service
trade association that promotes and protects the interests
of radio and television broadcasters in Washington and
around the world. NAB is the broadcaster's voice before
Congress, federal agencies and the Courts. It also serves
a growing number of associate and international broad-
caster members.

NAB works to keep its members out front on policy is-
sues, technology and management trends. Its staff pro-
vides ongoing and "late breaking" broadcast news, indus-
try research, and legal expertise. It gives member sta-
tions the tools to compete, including a growing range of
products and financial services. In addition, throughout
this Web site, you will find content exclusively for our
members.

NAB's legislative success is the direct result of political in-
volvement by local broadcasters, who help educate poli-
cymakers about the realities of radio and television. Its
involvement is invaluable on the Radio and Television
Boards, NAB working committees, in direct lobbying and
through support of NABPAC, NAB's political action com-
mittee.



MR. DOUGLAS COMSTOCK
Director, Innovative Partnerships Program (IPP)
National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA)

Mr. Comstock is responsible for directing the IPP portfolio
of technology investments and partnering mechanisms in-
cluding Small Business Innovative Research (SBIR), Small
Business Technology Transfer Research (STTR), NASA’s
prize program of Centennial Challenges, and the Innova-
tive Partnerships Seed Fund. He is also responsible for
intellectual property management and technology transfer
that will provide broad societal benefits from the nation’s
investment in NASA’'s space and aeronautics missions,
and for encouraging and facilitating partnerships with the
emerging commercial space sector including the agency's
purchase of emerging commercial services.

Mr. Comstock previously served as the NASA Comptroller,
responsible for the preparation, tracking, presentation,
and defense of NASA’s budget to the White House Office
of Management and Budget (OMB) and the Congress. As
the founding Director of NASA’s Strategic Investments Di-
vision, he was responsible for integrating NASA'’s strategic
planning and program analysis supporting budget deci-
sions into a single organization. He has a Bachelor of
Science in Mechanical Engineering, and a Bachelor of Arts
in Architecture, University of Washington; MS, Aeronau-
tics and Astronautics, MS, Technology and Policy, MIT.



NASA INNOVATIVE PARTNERSHIPS PROGRAM

The Innovative Partnerships Program provides leveraged
technology for NASA's mission directorates, programs,
and projects through investments and technology part-
nerships with industry, academia, government agencies,
and national laboratories.



MR. ROBERT CRESANTI
Managing Director
Ocean Tomo, LLC

Robert C. Cresanti is a Managing Director of Ocean Tomo,
LLC and Chief Executive of Ocean Tomo's affiliate Intellec-
tual Property Exchange Chicago, LLC. He has over a dec-
ade of experience in banking, securities, and privacy law.

Immediately prior to joining Ocean Tomo, he served as As
Under Secretary of Commerce for Technology and Chief
of the Technology Administration, working closely with
the Under Secretary for Intellectual Property and Director
of the USPTO advising them on the impact of changes to
patent policy on competitiveness and innovation. Secre-
tary Cresanti was the highest deciding official in the US
Government for patent disputes between agencies and
inventors that were employed by the Government, and
co-chaired the Committee on Technology and the Intera-
gency Working Group on Manufacturing R&D within the
President's National Science and Technology Council.

Before his confirmation, Mr. Cresanti worked in senior ex-
ecutive and legal positions with the two premier technol-
ogy trade associations in Washington; as Staff Director
for the Senate Special Committee on the Y2K Problem;
and Staff Director for the Subcommittee on Financial Ser-
vices and Technology for the Senate Banking Committee.
Mr. Cresanti received his B.A. degree from Austin College
and his J.D. degree from Baylor University.



OCEAN TOMO, LLC

Established in 2003, Ocean Tomo, LLC is the leading In-
tellectual Capital Merchant Banc® firm that specializes in
understanding and leveraging Inte